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CONSULTATIVE GROUP ON INTERNATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH

1818 H St., N.W. Washington, D.C. 20433 U.S.A.
Telephone (Area Code 202) 477-3592

Cable Address - INTBAFRAD

FROM: The Secretariat December 12, 1977

Consultative Group Meeting
November 16-17, 1977

Paris

Informal Summary of Proceedings

1. The fourteenth meeting of the Consultative Group on
International Agricultural Research was held at the office of the
World Bank in Paris on November 16 and 17, 1977. The Chairman,
Mr. Warren C. Baum, presided.

2. The meeting was attended by representatives of 25 members.
The African Development Bank, the Asian Development Bank, the Arab
Fund, and Saudi Arabia were unable to send representatives.

3. Attached is the draft Informal Summary of Proceedings and
List of Participants. Members with comments or corrections to the
Summary and the List of Participants are asked to send them to the
Secretariat by January 13, 1978.

Attachments

Distribution:

CG Members
Other Participants



Draft
December 9, 1977

Consultative Group Meeting

November 16-17, 1977
Paris

Main Points from Summary of Proceedings

Agenda Item 3. International Service for National Agricultural Research--

Proposed Terms of Reference for Task Force and Status Report. Paras. 3 to 23.

The draft Terms of Reference were reviewed, and suggestions for some

changes discussed. These would be taken into account in a revised version.

The Task Force was urged to maintain an open mind as to alternative ways to

solve problems of inadequate national research. All 14 of those invited to

join the Task Force had agreed to serve, and there was strong representation

from developing countries. Staff work was already in progress.

Agenda Item 4. Report and Discussion on the Quinquennial Review of the
Centro Internacional de Agricultura Tropical (CIAT). Paras. 24 to 54.

CIAT was commended for vigorous redirection of programs, which were

now aimed clearly at the roots of poverty and the utilization of a vast

natural rescurce. The discussion also covered general questions on the

objectives of quinquennial reviews.

Agenda Item 5. Preliminary Note on the Quinquennial Review Process. Paras.
55 to 72.

A paper from the Secretariats was reviewed, and the discussion

would guide TAC in its consideration of this questi6 n in February. There was

considerable discussion of the appropriate scope of the Reviews.

Agenda Item 6. Discussion Paper on the Concept of "Associate Status."
Paras. 73 to 82.

The Secretariat paper had discussed advantages and disadvantages

of formal associate status. The consensus was generally cauticus. TAC would

take note of the discussion in its forthcoming consideration of this question.
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The conclusions and recommendations of the Secretariat paper were accepted

as a course of action leading to further discussion of that question at the

CG meeting in November 1978.

Agenda Item 7. Progress Report on the Paper "Costs and Benefits of
Agricultural Research: State of the Art and Implications for the CGIAR."
Paras. 83 to 88.

A comprehensive draft report had been received from Dr. Schuh and

Dr. Tollini. After further review it would be circulated.

Agenda Item 8. Proposed Program of Work and Meeting Schedule for 1978.
Para. 89.

The Group planned to do all its business at one meeting in 1978,

in November, which would combine Centers Week and definitive pledging. It

was left open to have an interim meeting in Spring 1978 if necessary.

Agenda Item 9. Donor Indications of Financial Support for 1978 and Thereafter.
Paras. 90 to 116.

Financial needs for 1978 (US$85.7 million) would probably be

inadequately covered by pledges, though information was not complete. Require-

ments were expected to rise sharply for 1979, due to continued inflation and

substantial capital expenditure by certain centers.

Agenda Item 10. Other Business.

(a) Bellagio meeting on national agricultural research, paras. 117

to 124. Dr. Agble reported on the recent Bellagio meeting of directors of

agricultural research from developing countries. He summarized a number of

recommendations the meeting had made concerning the IARCs. The participants

had agreed to form the nucleus of an international body, and had appointed a

four-man executive. The meeting's report would be circulated when available.

(b) ICIPE, paras. 125 to 134. The Scandinavian delegations made a

statement strongly supporting ICIPE, which several participants endorsed. It

noted that ICIPE's financial needs for 1978 were still far from covered. Some
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donors announced pledges to ICIPE. The Secretariat would continue to try to

mobilize further support for ICIPE.

(c) Statement of IDRC, paras. 135 to 138. Attention was drawn to

the need for training of center scientists in research management. This would

be referred in the first instance to center directors.

(d) Allocation of resources, paras. 139 to 147. The Integrative

Report had noted the need to prepare guidelines for allocating resources

when demands exceeded them. This would next be considered by TAC, and a

paper would be prepared for the CG for its November 1978 meeting.

(e) Basic research, paras. 148 to 155. Gaps in fundamental

knowledge could constrain the centers' work. More systematic examination of

the need for basic research was needed. The question did not call for

immediate answers, but would be kept under review.

(f) Dr. Hopper, paras. 156 to 157. Mr. Mashler, warmly supported

by the Chairman, paid tribute to Dr. Hopper's work on behalf of the Group.

(g) Press release, para. 158. A draft Press Release was approved

with one amendment.

Agenda Item 11. Time and Place of Next Meeting. Paras. 159 to 161.

The next meeting of the Consultative Group and Centers Week will

be in the week of November 6, 1978, in Washington.



Dra ft
December 9, 1977

November 1977 CC ieeting:
Informal nmary of Proceedings

1. The Chairman, Mr. Varren C. Baum, opened the meeting by welcoming

the participants and reviewing the items on the Agenda. He reminded the Group

of the need to take a long-term view of the system's activities and pointed to

the need to obtain more systematic information on the system's output and its

impact on target groups.

2. Noting that the Scandinavian delegations wished to make a statement

on ICIPE under Other Business, the Agenda was adopted.

Agenda Item 3. International Service for National Agricultural Resea rch--

Proposed Terms of Reference and Status Report.

3. The Chairman reported that all 14 people invited to serve on the Task

Force under the chairmanship of Mr. Demuth had. agreed to do so. A list of

Task Force members is given in Annex I. Although the Task Force was somewhat

big with 14 members, this was because not every member could attend every

meeting and it was necessary to have wide representation of the various

interests concerned. He drew the Group's attention to the proposed terms of

reference which he and the Secretariat had prepared after careful study of the

transcript of the September meeting. Mr. Demuth and the Staff Director,

Mr. Koffsky, had been consulted on the proposed terms of reference.

4. A speaker felt that the new title of the terms of reference implied

a slight change in emphasis from the previous discussion. As they stood, the

terms of reference seemed to imply that a decision had already been taken as

to the form of service which night be recommended.

5. Another speaker, in urging that if the service be set. up, it be

located in a developing country, noted with approval that the Task Force

comprised adequate representation from developing countries.
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6. Another speaker thought the terms of reference to be too broad.

He felt any proposed service should be closely linked with the CGIAR's

existing activities.

7. Another speaker, unconvinced that an international service would

necessarily be the final solution, suggested an addition in the wording to

paragraph 3(a) to provide for specific details to be collected through case

studies of agricultural research in two or three selected developing

countries with different research capacity in Africa, Asia and Latin America.

He also proposed that paragraphs 4 and 5 be replaced with wording that provide

for a forum discussion of alternative approaches.

8. Expressing reservations about the need for a new service, a speaker

drew the Group's attention to the forthcoming Science and Technology

Conference. It was asked whether there was adequate representation of FAO.

The representative of FAO stated that the Task Force would have his

organization's full cooperation and comprehensive documentation was being

assembled for the use of the Task Force. He too felt that the terms of

reference tended to suggest that a new service would be needed without

adequate consideration of alternatives. He proposed an addition to

paragraph 3(c) after the word "entity" to read "either under the aegis of

the CGIAR or attached to an existing international agency or organization."

9. Another speaker emphasized the great improvement that was needed in

national research system. He hoped that the Task Force would pay particular

consideration to the existing forms of helping national systems alternatives

and secondly the potential value of alternative ways of doing business.

10. Another speaker recommended that the Task Force confined itself

strictly to food crops and systems already covered by the international

centers. Also, that if a new organization was thought necessary, it should

be closely integrated with the activities of the centers. He noted the unfortunate

consequences of extension services that operated independently of research.



- 3 -

11. Stating that he felt the present terms of reference to be too

broad, a speaker suggested an alternative description of the Task Force's

objectives, which was subsequently incorporated in the revised Terms of

Reference. The Task Force should look carefully at possibilities for

modifying existing mechanisms. Whilst it would be impossible to examine

research properly without looking at training, the inclusion of "education"

made the task unmanageable. Recognizing the very great importance of

extension services, he felt the Task Force should limit its work to looking

at extension only in so far as national research workers must work with

extension services to make their adaptive research meaningful.

12. Another speaker drew attention to the distinction between "need"

and "effective demand." The latter involved the concept of ability to pay.

13. Another speaker who had recently attended a meeting of national

research directors from developing countries pointed to the need to provide

a service which would benefit developing countries whose research was

relatively sophisticated as well as those who had very limited capabilities.

He felt the participation of donors was essential from the outset.

14. A speaker noted that two types of questions were being addressed--

whether there was a need for some kind of service and if so whether this would

be appropriate for the CGIAR. He thought it beyond the scope of the Task Force

to make judgments on the performance of other agencies involved in assistance

to national agricultural development.

15. Another speaker hoped that the Task Force would give some views as

to what should be expected as inputs from developing countries themselves. He

would also like to see some indication of the extent to which recipient govern-

ments would have to make improvements in the decision-making- processes for

agricultural policy.
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16. The Chairman, summarizing the discussion so far, assured the Group

that it has not been the intention of the terms of reference to beg any questions

but merely to follow lines of argument through to their logical conclusion.

Raising questions did not imply that the answer to them would necessarily be

positive. The Group would wish to consider whether the inquiry should be

limited to an outgrowth of the IARC system or whether it should go beyond. The

Group would wish to consider whether they wanted the Task Force to come up with

specific recommendations or to present the Group with alternatives in a series

of stages.

17. Two speakers took the view that the Task Force should not limit its

studies to national research only vis-a-vis its association with work of the

international centers. It had to look at the whole system.

18. The Chairman detected a consensus that the Task Force should study the

issues of extension, education and training and other activities to the extent

that they are necessary to make the national research effort more effective.

Secondly, the technology in question should be appropriate to a national research
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program and not just that of the IARCs. Thirdly, the Task Force might come

up with a specific proposal but it might present the Group with alternatives.

A speaker noted reservations that some developing countries had about the

activities of the CGIAR which were sometimes regarded as a "club." It was

therefore most important that full participation of the developing countries

be secured from the outset.

19. Dr. Cummings, Chairman of TAC, felt that it would be a mistake to

confine the work of the Task Froce solely to the transfer of technology from the

international centers. Centers needed to interact with strong and balanced

national systems which might well address matters outside the competence of

the IARCs.

20. Another speaker felt that the recommendations of the Task Force

could be a suitable subject for a forum discussion. However, the Chairman

did not detect general support for this suggestion.

21. The Chairman of the Task Force, Mr. Demuth, noted that all

14 members who had been invited had agreed to serve. Arrangements

had been made for staff work

to be provided by Mr. Koffsky, Dr. Coulter, Dr. Hardon, Mr. Craves and

Mr. MacNally. The Task Force would hold its first meeting in Washington on

January 18 through 20. It had not yet been decided how many other meetings

of the Task Force there should be, but it was planned if possible to have the

report finished by the end of June or at the latest by the end of July. The

staff had already begun assembling data on adequacy of national research

systems. A preliminary report on the latest Bellagio meeting had been received

and this would provide very valuable inputs. Contacts had been initiated with

donor countries who would be providing a considerable amount of information on

the existing constraints, the effectiveness of existing sources of assistance,

particularly to institution building. There would be intensive meetings with
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FAO and with the international and regional financial institutions. Together

with information from the IARCs and with developing country members of the

Task Force it would be possible to get a good view of the adequacy of the

present system. It was obvious that external assistance could achieve little

unless national research was given strong priority within its own country.

Given the complexities of the problem the Task Force would be unlikely to come

out with a complete or comprehensive solution but it was hoped to provide

proposals which if implemented and approved by the Consultative Group would

make a significant contribution.

22. A speaker noted that IFAD would have available funds in the order

of $120 million from which national research systems could be supported. He

hoped the Task Force would be in touch with them.

23. The Chairman noted that the Group had maintained quite close contacts

with IFAD ever since the beginning and he himself had met Ambassador Sudeary

two days before. Summing up, he felt the discussion had been lively and

useful and had led to helpful suggestions as to how to proceed.

Agenda Item 4. Report and Discussion on the Quinquennial Review of the
Centro Internacional de Agricultura Tropical (CIAT).

24. The Chairman of TAC, Dr. Cummings, introduced the report of the

CIAT review. The review had been done in April 1977 and TAC had considered it

at its June meeting. TAC generally endorsed the review's findings. CIAT's

program was now headed in the right direction, and needed to be left in peace

to get on with achieving a solid impact. CIAT had undergone major changes in

its program, and in staffing, and with hindsight it might have been better to

have postponed the quinquennial review somewhat. As a number of points had

been discussed with CIAT's management in the course of the review, the panel

was left with few major issues. CIAT was addressing the productive exploita-

tion of the vast under-used lands of Central and South Arerica, and its

program may in future shift its emphasis somewhat as these resources become more
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25. Sir Charles Pereira, who had led the review panel, noted that, in

assessing the quality and value of a center's program, quinquennial reviews

should relieve it from frequent individual reviews. It was important not to

interrupt scientists' work by continual reviews.

26. The panel had been most impressed by the change of direction intro-

duced by CIAT's Board of Trustees, new director general, and staff. The livestock

and pastures program now represented a very powerful attack on the multiple

constraints facing the small farmer. The title "beef program" was too narrow,

and somewhat misleading. It was a rehabilitation program for a vast

agricultural resource.

27. Morale at CIAT had rapidly recovered after a period of major changes.

28. The quinquennial review panel had been impressed by the impact of

CIAT's work in Guatemala, Brazil, and Colombia. One cooperative group of

farmers in Colombia had adopted CIAT agronomy practices which gave

yields of 45 tons of cassava per hectare, as compared to the national average

of 8 tons.

29. Although animal diseases were a major problem in the humid tropics

of Latin America, the panel did not feel that CIAT should develop into a

major veterinary center.

30. Sir Charles referred participants to the recommendations in the

report on laboratory facilities, soil analysis, glasshouse techniques, and

on sanitary work.

31. The panel had noted CIAT's initiation of an ecological and economic

pctential survey of constraints. Secondly, an economist was now included in

each commodity team to study economic gains from research, and potential for

future research. The panel strongly supported the integration of economists

in crop work.
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32. In conclusion, Sir Charles noted the dangers of too much emphasis

on minimum input technology in areas where the soil was exceptionally poor.

33. Dr. Nickel, Director General of CIAT, expressed his own and his

Chairman's appreciation of the review, and of the way in which it had been

organized. CIAT had found the review helpful, and had benefitted from

constructive criticism.

34. Mr. Mahler pointed out that a "stripe" review of farming systems

work in a number of centers was under way, and some of its conclusions

would be relevant to CIAT. This would be reported on at the next

Consultative Group meeting.

35. A speaker, referring to the cassava yields achieved in Colombia,

queried whether these could be maintained after CIAT's withdrawal. He

wondered what steps the governmient was taking to ensure wider application

of the CIAT practices.

36. Sir Charles Pereira replied that CIAT had introduced more productive

plant material, but above all had convinced farmers of the value of clean,

disease-free material: in other words, of modern scientific farming methods.

CIAT had also taught farmers to plant cassava on ridges, which the national

extension service had not.

37. Dr. Nickel pointed out that CIAT had been testing cassava materials

over the wide diversity of climatic and ecological conditions that existed in

Colombia. Now CIAT was moving increasingly to other countries, leaving

activities in Colombia mainly to local agencies. CIAT was convinced of the

need to work through such agencies. The cassava example referred to was

rather a special case in that an organization was already in existence in

the form of a coffee growers' association. This association had sent a

trainee to CIAT, who became the main agent for technology transfer.

38. A speaker, noting criticism that some agricultural research was not
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well geared to the needs of the small farmer, wondered whether CIAT had

enough sociological manpower to make an adequate contribution to the programs.

39. Sir Charles felt that sociological problems were concerned with

distribution of wealth. These were far eclipsed by the importance of good

planting material, without which there would not be the crops to provide that

wealth.

40. Dr. Nickel noted that each major program had an economist working

with the biologists. One could question whether one sociologist in addition

was enough, but physical scientists were also acutely aware of sociological

issues.

41. A speaker was reassured by the experience at CIAT, which demonstrated

that the system of Boards, center management, the CGIAR and TAC was

indeed capable of carrying through major changes in a center's work. Noting

the wide range of disciplines at CIAT, the quinquennial review emphasized the

size of the problem being tackled. He wondered whether the proportion of

CIAT's resources going to outreach was about right.

42. Sir Charles noted that CIAT's outreach was achieved mainly through

training. Also local organizations had been strengthened by association with

CIAT. Given the burden that CIAT's excellent training program alread-

imposed on research staff, he doubted whether CIAT could take on much more.

43. Dr. Nickel thought that CIAT could increase training by about 50%

above its present level of about 100 trainee-years per annum. There was a

finite limit on training activities, as there was also on outposted staff.

Ten staff were outposted now--the number could be doubled but not increased

beyond that.

44. In answer to a question on CIAT-IITA cooperation in cassava,

Sir Charles noted the grave danger of transmission of disease from Africa

to South America. He expected the IITA panel to pay particular attention
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to this, and to opportunities for further cooperation with CIAT.

45. Mr. Mahler pointed out that cooperation between centers was primarily

a matter for their respective Boards and management.

46. In answer to a question as to how CIAT could better monitor its

contribution to tropical agriculture, Dr. Nickel noted that the economists

in each program wrote a report on CIAT's commodities twice a year. The

statistical base for such reports was improving, and it was now possible to

analyze changes in yields, and the reasons for them, in considerable detail.

47. The Chairman noted the Group's concern with getting a better basis

for measuring the impact of centers' work, which would be followed up in the

coming year.

48. A speaker asked what lessons might be learned from the discontinuing

of CIAT's small farmer program.

49. Sir Charles Pereira noted that TAC was engaged in a "stripe" review

of small farmer problems. As a focus for scientific research, "the small

farmer" was too broad. The panel had been convinced that the small farmer

was benifitting from every part of CIAT's activities, but others would benefit

too.

50. A speaker, commending the report, noted the need for CIAT to be

able to do at least minimum justice to the great potential of the livestock

sector.

51. Another speaker stressed that donors should accept that CIAT's

beef production work needed long-term support. Speaking from his own

veterinary experience which led him to believe that the most significant

animal disease problem was malnutrition, and the worst husbandry problem was

parasitic disease, he was glad that the report did not recommend de-emphasizing

veterinary work.

53. Sir Charles noted that national organizations were strengthening



-11 -

their veterinary work.

54. Dr. Nikel mentioned a consortium looking at anthropod-borne

blood diseases in Latin America, which sought funds under Title XII. Other

aspects of animal diseases would remain unaddressed. CIAT hoped to assemble

people and funds to look at all aspects of the problem, but it would be a

complex operation. CIAT would be prepared to host a coordinated effort on

animal health in Latin America, which had very different problem from those

of Africa. Whereas in Africa there were two deadly diseases, problems in

Latin America were mainly those of nutrition, CIAT's criteria for priorities

were, first whether the problem could be solved by technology; secondly,

whether the technology was internationally transferrable; and thirdly, whether

an international center had a comparative advantage vis-a-vis other institu-

tions. On these grounds, he felt CIAT's present emphasis on nutrition and

related health aspects, was correct.

Agenda Item 5. Preliminary Note on the Quinquennial Review Process.

55. The Chairman noted that a previous question on resource allocations

led logically to discussion of the Quinquennial Review process itself. lie

drew the Group's attention to the Secretariat's paper dated October 26, to

which was attached a note from the TAC Secretariat. Enough reviews had now

been done to make it appropriate to ask whether their mandates ere about

right, or needed a different focus. And secondly, how the objectives of a

review could be most effectively met. The present meeting was an opportunity

for the Group to give views to TAC, who had the subject on their next agenda.

56. Dr. Cummings noted that althougb TAC's emphasis was on scientific

competence, other questions were being increasingly raised. Some felt that

these were being adequately addressed by other review mechanisms. Group

members had the opportunity to include special concerns in a review Terms of

Reference, though this had not worked perfectly in practice.
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57. Notin tcha the [apers from the Secretariats had been prepared in

a rather unusual way due to unforeseen circumstances, Dr. Cummings thought

that, though there was some overlap there was no conflict between them.

58. Pointing to the experience at CIAT, and in answer to an earlier

question, Sir Charles Pereira stressed the attention the panel had given to

the allocation of resources to beef. He was glad to note that the impact was

now directed at the basic root of poverty in large areas of Latin America.

A scientific group addressing specific questions in a limited time could not

look at broad questions of philosophy nor economic impact. Panels needed to

have extensive discussions with Boards of Trustees. His panel's discussion

with CIAT's program committee had been very useful.

59. The Chairman noted that the CIAT report had recommended that there

be meetings between the panel leader and center directors and staff, prior

to the fieldwork.

60. A speaker noted that the terms of reference for the CIAT review

had not mentioned small farmers explicitly. The Chairman thought that this

raised the question of whether reviews should assess the scientific quality

of existing programs, or to strategy and balance between programs.

61. A speaker thought that the centers were all staffed with accomplished

professional scientists. Nevertheless, it was possible for excellent scientific

methodology to be directed at relatively unimportant questions. Internal

reviews were the best means of ensuring excellence. He suggested that TAC

structured future reviews so that external reviewers could address more

fundamental issues.

62. Another speaker, stressing the importance of reviews to centers

and donors, felt that the questions of emphasis, and of forward planning,

should get more attention in future. Reports should be in two parts, one

for researchers and one for policymakers. Of prime importance was the
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composition of the panel. Quinquennial reviews should be an input to the

setting of overall priorities.

63. Another speaker expressed concern that, in introducing new

elements to the review process, the main purpose of the reviews might be

set aside. The Group needed as-uronce of scientific quality at least once

every five years. It may be asked whether quinquennial reviews were in fact

able to look at questions of strategy and balance. The assessment of scientific

quality was paramount.

64. Another speaker felt that the review process was increasing in

importance, particularly for smaller donor countries. le hoped it would be

possible to reach a compromise, in which scientific quality would be assessed,

but forward planning and the proper balance of activities would not be

neglected.

65. In agreeing that there was a continuing need for examination of

scientific quality and the content of research at the centers, a speaker

suggested that Boards of Trustees be invited to prepare papers on resource

allocation, for discussion by the Group.

66. Another speaker noted that there had to be a system of priorities,

since funds were limited. Any such system needed to examine different

commodities, as well as different target groups. TAC's quinquennial

reviews should concentrate on scientific questions, whereas policy was a

matter for the Group. Perhaps review panels should include someone qualified

to judge whether a center's activities were in line with Group guidelines.

Care must be taken not to overload the centers with reviews.

67. Dr. Nickel detected a consensus in the views expressed. He thought

it possible to deal with scientific excellence at the same time as relevance.

Boards of Trustees were most important: most of their members come from

developing countries. CIAT was concerned with the impact on yields, not
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the volume of research publ ications.

68. Dr. Cummings mentioned that the TAC priorities paper was being

reexamined in case it needed updating, TAC was devoting more attention to

criteria for decision-making. The review process would be improved by

staffing panels with a higher proportion of people who had done a review

before.

69. The representative of a donor outlined his agency's criteria for

evaluating programs. First, do the objectives fit with those of the donor's

development assistance program as a whole? Secondly, how effectively are

these objectives addressed? And thirdly, how efficiently is the work carried

out? There were also some internal considerations. He would very much

welcome one document which provided answers to all questions of concern to

his agency (except purely internal ones).

70. Another speaker thought that, although scientific work should

be assessed, there were three other important areas. First were scientific

achievements, expenditures and balance between programs. Secondly, there

was the effect on research capacity in developing countries. Thirdly, there

was the impact of the centers' research on production in developing countries.

71. The representative of another donor pointed out that contributions

had to be justified to non-scientists. Much of the necessary information

came from material put out by the centers. It was important to avoid

duplication of reviews, and upsetting the work of the centers. Specialists

from developed countries should be able to participate in reviews, without

having to maount their own. While noting the TAC Chairman's point about

using people for several reviews, it would not be desirable to create a

semi-permanent group of reviewers. Organization of future reviews must remain

flexible.

72. The Chairman concluded by reminding the Group that the purpose of
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the discussion was not to reach agreement, but to provide guidance for TAC.

Reviews had to satisfy a variety of interests. On the donor side, there was

a distinction between scientists and administrators. The importance of

full involvement by Boards of Trustees had been stressed, but this should

not interfere with the Boards' responsibilities. As to the conduct of

reviews, the Group should consider whether to have a small advance party,

as suggested by the CIAT panel. Also, whether panel members should

increasingly be drawn from a common pool. Whilst there was no question

that reviews should continue to focus on scientific quality, many speakers

sought study of objectives or balance, and of forward planning. TAC would

now prepare specific recommendations and the matter would be on the agenda

of the next Consultative Group meeting.

Agenda Item 6. Discussion Paper on the Concept of "Associate Status."

73. The Chairman noted that the Group had in the past considered its

relationship with institutions it did not fund on an individual basis. It

had been felt necessary to consider a general policy, and the Secretariat

had accordingly prepared a paper, which identified three basic options. One

option was no change, another was a more restrictive policy,and the third

would introduce some way of officially accrediting certain types of activity.

TAC had an important role in any proposal that an activity be adopted or

accredited by the Group. The discussion would guide TAC in its considera-

tion of this question at its next meeting. Because much of the Secretariat's

paper was concerned with formalizing some form of associate relationship,

the Group should not assume that this was what was being recommended.

74. A speaker noted that an important issue was the relevance of

potential "associates" to the work of the centers. If such work was relevant,

then a more restrictive policy would not be appropriate. lie felt the

present arrangements provided a desirable degree of flexibility.
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7/ Another speaker, advising a pragmatic approach, thought the

efficiency and reputation of the system might suffer from a large increase

in activities supported. Recognizing there might be situations where

associate status could be appropriate, he felt that the specific conditions

should be assessed on a case by case basis.

76. It was noted that developing countries tended to look to the CG

for coordinated action in a particular problem area. The need for consolida-

tion applied not only internally within the Group, but to reflection on the

overall agricultural research needs of developing countries. Therefore, one

criterion for support of a new activity should be willingness of developing

countries to participate; other criteria were location in a developing

country, need for donor coordination, and agreement on relevance and value.

TAC and the CG should be able to express opinions about research activities

without implying any special relationship.

77. The representative of a major donor noted his authorities'

general agreement with the Secretariat paper. He felt it worthwhile to

suggest raising the matter at the next Centers Week, without prejudice to

future relationships.

78. Dr. Cummings listed a large number of activities which had come

before TAC, which was constantly being asked to recommend recognition. Noting

that associate status had not been officially defined, he felt that the

concept implied a continuing obligation. Recognizing that TAC was now

almost forced to formulate some kind of policy, he invited guidance from

the Group.

79. A speaker, expressing a personal preference for a clear policy

of "in-or-out", felt no decision could be made at the current meeting. He

noted the negative consequences of failure to get recognition. Ongoing

responsibility for an activity implied effective monitoring.
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80. Commending the proposal to wait and see, a speaker warned against

seeing the CG as the only means of carrying out regional or international

agricultural. research.

81. A speaker, noting both advantages and disadvantages to associate

status, thought that the Group needed some way to recognize work done at

institutions which it does not support. His authorities would favor an

arrangement whereby the Group could recognize international research

activities, while allowing the Group itself to decide whether such recogni-

tion should include the use of Group funds. Donors should clearly recognize

limits to the Group's expansion. Quality of research and flexibility of

management could be jeopardized if the Group became too large.

82. The Chairman thought the Group was in general agreement with the

Secretariat's analysis and definition of the problems. The next step would

be consideration by TAC, who should note that most views tended to favor caution

and conservatism. The success of the Group had created pressures for

endorsement.

Agenda Item 7. Progress Report on the Paper "Costs and Benefits of
Agricultural Research. State of the Art and Implications for the CGIAR."

83. The Chairman reminded the Group of its decision to commission a

study of the state of the art of assessing the costs and benefits of

research, and their agreement to the engagement of Drs. Schuh and Tollini

of Purdue University.

84. Mr. Lejeune drew attention to the Secretariat paper of October 20,

to which was attached a brief summary of the Schuh/Tollini paper. The paper

was itself a very comprehensive survey, including four methods for ex-post,

and nine for ex-ante evaluations. It was planned to solicit comments on the

latest draft of the paper, after which a final version of the paper will be

circulated to TAC, the Group and the Centers.

85. A speaker stressed that techniques for evaluating research were
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only as good as the physical data on which they were based. Physical

scientists were often hesitant to make predictions as to the outcome of

research. The burden was not one for economists alone.

86. In answer to a question, Mr. Lejeune pointed out that the Schuh/

Tollini paper was not a study of what the benefits of CGiAR research had

been, but an academic and theoretical review of the techniques available

for comparing costs with benefits.

87. A speaker pointed to the importance of political decisions, and

questioned whether resea-rch results could be evaluated in isolation. 'He

wondered whether the state of the art was advanced enough to be able to

attach weights to the various factors involved.

88. The Chairman concluded that substantive discussion of this difficult

subject was premature. The recommendations of the Secretariat's paper were accepted.

Agenda Item 8. Proposed Program of Work and Meeting Schedule for 1978.

89. The Chairman invited comments on the Secretariat's memorandum of

October 20, which outlined the work program and key dates for 1978. One

innovation was the suggestion that Centers Week and the definitive pledging

session be combined in a single annual meeting, to be held in November. It

was proposed to keep the possibility of another meeting in the late Spring

of 1978, if necessary. He noted general concurrence with the suggestion to

have one meeting, and despite one donor's preference for a June or July

date, felt that on balance early November was the most suitable. September

was too early for firm pledges, and December too late for center and

Secretariat financial arrangements. As the meeting would include Centers

Week presentations, it was proposed to hold it in Washington.

Agenda Item 9. Donor Indications of Financial Support for 1978 and Thereafter.

90. The Chairman invited donor members to make statements of their

total contributions to core programs in 1978. Details of special project
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funds, and allocations betw centers, were to be given to the Secretariat

in writing.

91. Mr. Mashlier stated that the UNDP would make availalble $4,096,600

for core programs in 1978, payable in US dollars, plus $2,257,700 for

Special Projects at ICRISAT and IRRI. The figures for 1979 would be

$3,198,000 and $2,042,900 respectively, but could be higher, depending on

the outcome of negotiations with the centers. He latei added that between

US$100-150,000 might be available for the Genes Board and IRRI, probably

outside core programs.

92. Mr. Lejeune, in answer to a question, said it would be difficult

to provide a definitive statement of all pledges at the end of the meeting,

since some important donors were absent or unable to indicate firm figures.

93. Mr. Lloyd Jonnes said that the US would continue to provide up

to 25% of the total center budgets, which would mean just under $22 million

for 1978. Most contributions were planned for January.

94. For Germany, Dr. Treitz indicated his government's pledge of

DM 14 million (US$6,240,000)I. His government was also asking for Parliamentary

approval of an additional DM 1 million (US$446,000). Allocations between

centers had been given to the Secretariat, but his government was able to

consider proposals for change. Payment would be made in line with Review

Committee recommendations.

95. Mr. Dithmer stated that, subject to approval by the Board for

International Development and by Parliament, Denmark would contribute

DKr. 4.4 million (US$723,800) in 1978. Contributions in 1979 were expected to be

DKr. 5.4 million (US$888,300) and for 1980 DKr. 6.5 million (US$1,069,250).

1/ All conversions in this summary are, for reasons of consistency, given
at the exchange rates of October 31, 1977. Dollar amounts may therefore
differ slightly from donor statements.
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96. Professor Strand said that, subject to approval by Parliament,

Norway would contribute NKr. 10 million (US$1,832,000) in 1978, and again in

1979.

97. Dr. Menzi stated that the Swiss Development Corporation had approved

a contribution of SFr. 2.8 million (US$1,108,000 ), payable in US dollars

during January 1978. An additional US$320,000 will be provided for Special

Projects, of which $160,000 would go to CIMMYT--this being shown in CAIMYT's

budget as part of the core.

98. Dr. Cunningham said that, subject to Parliamentary approval, the

United Kingdom would provide 12.5 million (US$4,612,500). This was an

increase of 25% over 1977, and he hoped that the trend of steady increase

would be maintained. Although slight adjustments in allocations might be

made, the UK had systems for allocations of funds, and the scope for changes

was very limited.

99. Dr. Hardin reaffirmed the Ford Foundation's intention to provide

$US 1 million in 1978, the allocation between five centers to be worked out

with the Secretariat.

100. Mr. Lindores stated that, subject to approval, Canada would

contribute Can$8,370,000 (US$7,565,000), which included Can$820,000

restricted core contribution to CIMMYT. Payment would be made in the first

half of the fiscal year starting April 1, 1978. Contribution for 1979 would

not be less than these for 1978.

101. Mr. Bengtsson mentioned that Sweden had recently done a study of

Swedish support to international research, including a case study of a

developing country. He noted the recommendation that Sweden should continue

to support the CG for the next five years. After 1978, contributions will

be based on advice from agricultural scientists in developing countries.

The Swedish contribution would be SKr. 12.5 million (US$2,612,500) for 1978,
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102. Mme. Vervalcke announced the BeIgi an ccotributi for 1978 ao

Br. 30.5 mili Jon (US2 85,4 00) . This was arovisioal divided n

BFr. 56 million unrestricted and BFr. 24.5 mill- [c restri cted.

Belium pl anned to contribute Br. 2 million (USi6,0 0 Co l

cintribu tions to activities recognized by the G n

CGTAR core budgets, would amount to BFr. 19.5 mi lO (UT , 00)

might be a slight increase for 1979.

103 . Dr. Pino confirmed that, subject to acproval of tihe 1oka th

Rockefeller Foundat ion would make US$1.25 million a' ava ibles ase c

core contributions for 1978.

104. Professor Olembo reconfirmed UNEP's pledge for 1978 as Ujs$60,00.

Funds should be available in January.

10)5. Dr. lardon confirmed that the Dutch government would a

conributions to unrestricted core budgets totallingc US$1,6501

For ongoing Special Projects, US$730,000 was exoected to be disbursed in

1978, and a further US$555,000 would be available for commiitment o no

Special Projects.

106. Mr. Katsuno was not yet in a position to give the amount of the-

Japanese pledge for 1978.

10/. Mr. Daniels stated that IDRC would contribute Can$1,525,001

(US$1,378,300) to restricted core budgets in 1978. Contributions to r rtain

centers would be reviewed early in 1978 and might be increased.

108. Mr. Lafourcade confirmed that the Inter-Ameriecan Development Bank

would pledge the equivalent of US$6.2 million for 1978. Disburse,,ment would

be in local currencies.
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109. Subject to approval by the necessary authorities, Mr. Gruner was

able to confirm that the EEC would commit a total of EUA 2 million

(US$2.2 million) for 1978. This would be divided equally between ICRISAT and

IRRI. Contributions for 1979 were expected to be at least of the same order

of magnitude.

110. Mr. Vernede stated that France's contribution would be at about the

same level in 1978 as in 1977.

111. Dr. Whitten confirmed that Australia would make Aus$2.7 million

(US$3,058,000) available for unrestricted core budgets in 1978. Australia

would be supporting every CGIAR activity except one. Australia had modified

its allocations somewhat since September, after consultation with the

Secretariat.

112. Mr. Yudelman confirmed that, subject to approval by its Board of

Directors, the World Bank would make up shortfalls in funding, up to a total

of US$8.7 million.

113. Summarizing the financial position insofar as this could be done

with somewhat incomplete information, Mr. Lejeune stated that total net

requirements for 1978 were estimated at $85.7 million, and pledges announced

during the meeting totalled $79 million. In addition, Italy had indicated

a pledge of US$330,000; Iran of US$2 million; the Kellogg Foundation of

US$320,000; and Nigeria provisionally of US$770,000. Allowing for as yet

unconfirmed pledges from Japan, the Asian Development Bank, the Arab Fund

and New Zealand, it seemed likely that requirements would be met in full.

1978 happened to be a year when there would be relatively little capital

expenditure, but donors should be aware that there could be a significant

increase in 1979.

114. In answer to a question, Mr. Lejeune reported on relations with

Saudi Arabia, which remained very interested in CGIAR activities. He and
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the Deputy Executive Secretary would visit Riyadh shortly, when discussions

would include possible technical assistance. Saudi Arabia's participationi

would be valued, but became important financially only from 1979 when ICARDA

would begin to incur heavy expenditures. He added that host countries in

the Middle East had given considerable nonfinancial assistance and made

significant contributions in kind, such as land from Syria and Tran.

115. The Chairman noted that some donor countries in the Middle East

preferred to channel research and development funds through other institu-

tions, such as IFAD. IFAD was prepared to consider supporting the CGIAR

when it was in a position to do so.

116. The Chairman concluded by reiterating that although the situation

was satisfactory for 1978, financial needs would rise sharply in real terms

in 1979, and inflation would also have to be taken into account.

Agenda Item 1.0. Other Business.

117. (a) Bellagio meeting on national agricultural research. The

Chairman invited Dr. Pino to introduce the report on the meeting, which had

been held under Rockefeller Foundation auspices, and Dr. Agble, who had

attended, to give a first-hand account.

118. Dr. Agble said that the meeting had been mainly organized by

Dr. Madamba of the Philippines. It had been attended by heads of national

research programs in 17 developing countries, representatives of IADS,

Dr. Diouf, and Mr. Mahler.

119. The meeting had aimed primarily to foster cooperation between

national agricultural research systems. Secondly, to develop reciprocal

arrangements between national systems and IADS. Thirdly, to focus on

strategies for generating support for national research. Fourthly, to study

a mechanism for regular meetings of research directors. Fifthly, to identify

strategies for the application of research. Sixthly, to exchange experience
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on personnel policies. Lastly, to develop recommendations for UN agencies,

international donors, and national governments.

120. A number of country case studies were presented. The participants

split up into three task forces to prepare the recommendations to the three

1/sets of entities mentioned above. The recommendations- relating to the

international centers were as follows:

-- long and short-term objectives of IARC programs should be

clearly defined;

-- LDC scientists should participate in management and formulation

of policies at the IARCs;

-- there should be a formal mechanism for collaboration between

IARCs and national systems;

-- IARCs should introduce personnel policies allowing for second-

ment of LDC scientists for from three to five years;

-- more joint training programs should be introduced;

-- the CGIAR and the international donors should consider new

initiatives;

-- donor agencies should address the financial needs of national

research systems.

121. The meeting also recommended that national governments pay more

attention to organizing and funding national research systems.

122. The participants agreed to form the basis of an international

federation for agricultural research for development. They had appointed

Drs. Drilon, Swaminathan, Madamba and Agble, as its executive, whose first

meeting would be in January 1978.

1/ The complete text of this section as presented by Dr. Agble is given
as Annex II.



123. Mr. Mahler added that he hoped that future meetings of this kind

could also include representatives of countries where research was least

developed.

124. The Chairman assured narticipants that the report on the Bellagio

meeting would be distributed to them as soon as it was available,

125. (b) ICIPE. Professor Strand read a statement Ion behalf of the

Scandinavian delegations, including the following points:

-- ICIPE's research is of high qualitv, and much of it is relevant.

to the work of the centers;

-- ICIPE has an important role in developing research capacity in

Africa;

-- pledges to ICIPE for 1978 were far below requirements. This

might affect its ability to do collaborative work with the

centers. Present donors, who do not constitute a consortium,

cannot provide all the funds needed for operating and capital:

-- the Secretariat should actively consult with ICIPE and its

donors during 1978, and should report next centers week;

-- the international community, and African countries should take

responsibility for ICIPE and guide its activities;

-- the Scandinavian countries urged a pragmatic review of future

relations with ICIPE;

donors and developing countries were urged to contribute further

to ICIPE in 1978.

126. The Chairman agreed that it was appropriate for the Secretariat to

do what it could to help ICIPE, and it would continue to do so. The considera-

tion of associate status, to be continued by TAC and then again at Centers

1/ Full text attached as Annex III.
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Week next year, might clarify relationships between the Group and organiza-

tions such as ICIPE.

127. Mr. Lejeune reminded donors that the Secretariat had asked for

information on proposed contributions to ICIPE for 1978. Those who had not

already given this information were urged to do so in the course of the

current meeting.

128. Mr. Jonnes mentioned that USAID was reviewing a project on tick'

physiology and ecology, amounting to some $400,000 a year, of which about two-

thirds would be provided by USAID and one-third by UNDP.

129. Dr. Treitz said that the German government shared the Scandinavian

view of the value of ICIPE and the need to support it. He hoped to find a

formula whereby funds could be made available in 1977, and the governrient

announce its decision during November. They were prepared to support TCIPE

in 1978 out of the unallocated part of the pledge to the CGIAR, provided such

activities were included in the core budgets of the respective centers.

130. Mme. Vervalcke, also supporting the Scandinavian position, noted

that Belgium had budgetted BFr. 2.1 million (US$59,600 ) for cooperation

with ICIPE in 1977, and BFr. 2.0 million (US$57,000 ) were budgetted for

1978. This was for activities in connection with the centers. If funds were

to be channelled directly to ICIPE, as might be more practicable, there was

the problem of accounting for them within the overall framework of the CGlAR.

131. Mr. Soels noted that the Netherlands had no difficulty in supporting

some special projects of ICIPE. But an international effort was needed to

sustain ICIPE's core budget. Ie endorsed the Scandinavian view.

132. The Chairman referred to the discussion at the Group's September

meeting, from which it emerged that although ICIPE was highly regarded, most

members did not want the Group to have a formal relationship with it. ICIPE

would be funded indirectly through the centers. The Secretariat would continue
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to encourage support for ICIPE from bilateral and multilateral donors.

133. Dr. Cunningham endorsed the Scandinavian assessment of the qualftyr

of ICIPE's work, and noted tha t the UK would provide some $6 , over the

next three years. It would not help the UK to have ICIPE financed throughi

the CGIAR in any way. Present regulations made it difficult to contribute

to the core budget, as funds had to be used for specific projects or for

capital.

134. Dr. Whittem mentioned that Australia had provided AusS100,000

(IS$ 113,000 ) to ICIPE in 1977 for work with IRRI on the brown nlant hopper.

Of this some Aus$50,000 (US$ 56,600 ) will not be snent in 1977, and will be

available for 1978. Australia proposed to make available a further Aus$100,00

(US$ 113,000 ) for this purpose in 1978, thereby providing about half of

the program's estimated requirements of US$302,000 in 1978.

135. (c) Personnel policies and training. Statement of IDRC. Mr. Daniels

read a statement on behalf of Mr. Hulse in which, while recognizing the high

quality of the management of the centers, it was pointed out that, since the

CGIAR was set up, only one center director had been anpointed by promotion

from within the system. IDRC believed that there were many scientists in the

centers with the potential to become directors if given the right encourage--

ment and training. Management training for middle and senior level stai-F ws

commonplace in many organizations of comparable size. The CCIAR should

consider, together with the centers, establishing regular short intensive

courses in research management for selected center scientists. IDRC would be

prepared later to offer suggestions on curriculum. It was suggested that

this be considered at the next meeting of center directors, and possibly at

a meeting of the Group.

136. A speaker, noting that the CGIAR system was quite small, saw merit

in bringing in outsiders for senior posts. He wondered who would conduct
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the nroposed course. Complacency and in-breeding were dangers, whichmg

also apply to quasipermanent quinquennial review panels. There were enefi ts

to be gained from management courses.

137. Another speaker mentioned in-service training through assigning

scientists to management positions as assistant to a director. This had been

discontinued partly on grounds of cost. Any suggestions the Group ight

have should be referred to Boards of Trustees.

138. The Chairman stressed the Group's interest in secorinV '

personnel policies which could produce leaders from within, including those

from developing countries. le hoped that IDRC would table a paper for

consideration by center directors, and depending on the outcome, the mater

might be put on the Group's agenda.

139. (d) Allocation of resources. Mr. Lejeune referred to the 1977

Integrative Report's discussion of the need for a method of allocating'

resources in a situation where requests for funds substantially exceeded

oledges, or where uncoordinated growth led to a distortion of the Gro's

overall objectives, or where new activities were under considerathm,

140. The Integrative Report suggested that a paper be prepared which would

review the present allocation of the Group's resources and develop criteria

for periodic judging of the broad allocation, consider what changes, if nv,

should be sought over the next five years, and propose nolicv guidelines

for future planning.

141. TAC now proposed to look again at its paper on priorities i4n the

light of the Group's objectives so as to determine the relative imortance

of research under way or proposed and the degree of urgency of the various

programs. It proposed to develop criteria for making these judgments.

142. Mr. Mahler pointed out that TAC did not intend to deal with the

allocation of financial resources, nor with allocation between
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centers. It expressed opinions on priorities, on the relative importance

of certain international research activities, and it identified gaps.

Allocation of funds was done by donors.

143. Neither TAC nor its Secretariat had a magic formula or a methodology

to establish priorities. TAC would rely on quantitative data and on value

judgments in the light of experience and advice of members of TAC.

144. The TAC document on priorities in international agricultural

research, Drepared in 1973 and revised and expanded in 1976, would be to some

extent revised and updated. The world food situation and that of individual

commodities had evolved. New data were available on demand, Droduction,

and consuMption, the latter based on food consumption studies by FAO.

Statistics which were submitted on the budgets of the different centers and

allocated to different commodities should permit a finer analysis than was

possible in the past.

145. Previous priorities were based on three categories. TAC has

subsequently defined a certain number of criteria which were put to the last

meeting of the Consultative Group, and TAC would use these criteria to look

at new activities and existing activities from a new angle. These would be

analyzed in the forthcoming months with the cooperation of IFPRI, the

International Food Policy Research Institute.

146. TAC had scheduled two stages, the first until the next TAC meeting

in February, when it would identify problems and sectors where the allocation

of resources to one or another commodity does not seem to correspond in

relative terms to the priorities as they seem to exist now.

147. In the second stage, and after having received the opinions and

directives of the TAC Committee, the TAC Secretariat would prepare a revised

text of the priority paper, considering quantitative and qualitative aspects.

It was not enough to consider commodities and crops individually, in order to
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have a realistic and valid evaluation of priorities it is important to define

priorities in terms of problems rather than in terms of crops or commodities.

Prolemits woui be idelntitified bv major ecological areas, examining the contribu-

tion which international research can make to solving them. TAC hoped to g;o

beyond the consideration of individual crops and commodities to deal with

the relative importance of the various scientific disciplines. TAC would try

to evolve a multidimensional matrix, made up of commodities, the disciplines,

regional geographic aspects, and a series of other factors, in particular

production factors. The TAC Secretariat would submit detailed pronosals to

the February meeting. There would be a revised draft for submission to the

TAC at the June meeting. The document would be made available to the CG.

The whole process would be done in close cooperation with the Secretariat

of the CG and certain aspects may serve as inputs for next year's Integrative

Report.

147. Mr. Yudelman commented that he hoped that the paper on the problems

of cost and benefits would also make a contribution to the TAC paper.

148. (e) Basic research. Mr. Lejeune reminded the Group that the

Integrative Report noted the need for members to be satisfied that the

scientists engaged in applied research had available to them in the years

ahead a store of fundamental knowledge fitted to their needs. They used

basic scientific knowledge developed by others, usually in the industrialized

countries.

149. IRRI and CIMMYT had got quick results in wheat, rice and maize, at

least partly because they were able to draw on findings of research,

including basic research, which had been carried on for many years before the

IRRI and CIMMYT programs got under way. Less work had been done on crons wibch

are the main concern of the newer centers, such as millet, sorghum or cassava,

which are staple foods in the less developed tropical countries.
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150. Adequate basic research was essential to the success of the

applied research programs in the centers, the question being w,-hether a

sufficient store of knowledge existed or was under way for Jhl-r esent

purposes to provide them with the knowledge they will need in future.

151. The Group could consider whether the basic research now being done

in the universities and national institutions of the developed countries, anc

to some extent in the institutions of the developing countries, was adequatel

oriented to the Group's concerns or whether there was a need to

stimulate research relevant to the production problems of the developing

countries, and if so, how this could best be done.

152. Depending on the answer to these questions, it could be asked

whether the centers should do more basic research to ensure that they would

have in good time the knowledge that they need.

153. Basic research was costly, and it may be inefficient to conduct it

away from the major universities and research institutions in the developed

countries. If the centers felt the need for more basic research, there might

be a case for them to act in concert to contract with specialized research

institutions. This fundamental question should be examined systematicall,.

The Integrative Report had suggested a process for doing so.

154. Each center would first assess its needs, looking five or ten vears

ahead. These could be considered collectively, and a report prenared which

would be given to TAC, which would make recommendations to the Group on what,

if anything, the Group should do to facilitate the timely satisfaction of

these needs felt by the centers.

155. The Chairman suggested that, in the absence of comments from the

floor, the question be kept under review, with the Secretariat reporting

from time to time.

156. (f) Dr. Hopper. Mr. Mashler expressed UNDP's appreciation of the
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strong support the Group had been given over the years by Dr. Hopper, who would

shortly be leaving IDRC and TAC.

157. The Chairman felt the Group as a whole strongly endorsed TNDP's

view, and asked the IDRC representative to convey to Dr. Hopper the Cron's

appreciation and good wishes.

158. (g) Press release. With one amendment, the draft Press Release

was approved.

Agenda Item 11. Time and Place of Next Meeting.

159. The Chairman noted that, in the discussion of a previous item of

business, it had been agreed to hold the next meeting of the Group in

Washington in the week of November 6th, which would combine International

Centers Week, the Consultative Group meeting, and the definitive pledging

session.

160. Dr. Cunningham reminded European members that the 1978 regional

European meeting would be hosted by the UK, in the first week of April at

Reading University.

161. The Chairman thanked the participants and closed the meeting at

12:30 p.m.
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Text of Dr. Agble's Statement

Summarizing Bellagio Recommendations on IARCs

The paper addresses the weaknesses and the strengths of the

IARCs, and it makes the point for having strong national research

systems.

Reoosmendation 3 is as followes

"On the basis of the analysis of strengths and weaknesses

of IARCs and the experience of the last 16 years in the

functioning of IARCs, the following recommendations are

mae to further enhanme the value and strengths of IARCs

and to eliminate or minimise their weaknesses."

(a) Clear definition of the short and long term research obic ;vees

and programmes of IARCs. The research programmes of IARCs should

have a short and longer term perspective, all designed 
to

strengthen the national research systems and accelerate 
agricultural

advance. Among the long term goals of crop improvement-based

institutes, the following should be emphasised:

(i) collection, conservation, cataloguing and distribution

of germ plasD;

(ii) organisation of path-breaking research 
designed to

raise the ceiling of yield and to impart greater

stability to yield (i.e. research which can lead 
to the

development of high yield cum high stability 
varieties

with desired quality);

(iii) development of improved research techniques;

(iv) organisation of information and bibliographic 
services;

(v) organisation of relevant training programmes; 
and

(vi) organisation of symposia, seminars and 
monitoring tours.



Annex II
Page 2 of 4

Research on farming systems at a single location has

limited value and should be replaced by operational research

projects undertaken jointly with national research systems 
in

farmers' fields on a watershed area basis.

The short term goals may include selection 
of advanced

breeding lines and other forms of research of immediate applied

value. The two animal science institutes in Africa should by

the very nature of the rationale for their establishment

concentrate on removing the constraints which now impair

animal productivity in many parts of Africa.

(b) Participation of scientists from developing countries 
in the

manaement and formulation of research priorities in IARC.

There is a need for a greater representation of agricultural

scientists from developing countries in the Boards of Trustees

of IARCs. Similarly, more working scientists from

developing countries should be associated in programme

formulation and in determining piriorities.

(c) Mechanism for collaboration with national research systems.

Each IARC and the interested national research system should

enter into a Memorandum of Understanding spelling out in broad

terms the major areas of mutual interest. Such a memorandum

should provide for the development of a Work Plan covering two

years at a time jointly by scientists from the IARC and national,

research system. Such a joint Work Plan would provide the needed

flexibility for tailoring the quantity and quality of IARC's support

to the national system according to changing needs. The

immediate aim of the collaborative programme should be the

strengthening of the national research system.
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(d) Personnel policies. 1IRCs should consider establishing

personnel policies which provide for a core staff recruLed

on a long term basis and a large number of scientists taken

on deputation from national research systems of developing

countries on tenurial appointments for periods ranging from three

to five years. This will help the scientists from the national

research systems to enrich their experience, at the same time

ensuring that national research systems do not lose good

scientists on a permanent basis. There is also need for a

large number of post-doctoral fellowships and sabbatical leave

assignments for scientists from developing countries to work

for a year or two in IARCs. A Task Force may be set up by CGIAR

for developing guidelines for such a regular to and fro movement

of scientists between IARCs and national research systems.

(e) Training. In addition to in sityx training at IARCs, more

joint training programmes should be organised in the country

concerned by the national research system with such inputs

from an IARC as may be appropriate with reference to the goals

of each training programme.

(f) New initiatives for the consideration of CGIAR and the

International Donor Community. "

There is talk in the paper about some of the things like the

International Council for Research on Agro-Forestry, and then regional

collaborative networks among research systems of developing countries,

and I suggest that more of the WARDA-type regional organisations could

be followed.

"International Service for strengthening national

agricultural research in developing countries.

There is scope for such a service if it performs the

following functions in a manner which will be complementary to

the on-going programme of FAO, UNDP and regional agencies and

Banks.
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(a) Help to generate additional resources for supporting

national research systems.

(b) Help to fill the major gaps in national research systems on

the basis of an analysis of the felt needs of the country

concerned for achieving national food security and agrarian

and rural prosperity.

(c) Assist countries in deriving full benefit from the results of

the research work of IARCs by organising consortia of

IARCs to cater to the total needs of major farming systems.

(d) assist the national research systems by organising training

programmes in the area of management of agricultural research.

(e) Arrange for periodic meetings of leaders of national

research systems of developing countries; and

(f) Respond speedily to specific requests from time to time.

The headquarters of such a Service should preferably be in

a developing country."

Gaps in ecological coverage of IARCs is not so important.

(g) Funding national research systems. The financial needs of

the joint work plans of national systems and TARCs as well as

of the regional networks could be met by members of CGIAL,

bilateral or multilateral donors, as well as UN agencies. The

International Fund for Agricultural Development should also

consider providing funds to national research systems for

implementing the Joint Work Plans and operational research

projects ."
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Statement of Scandinavian Delegat ions o_ ICIPF

We would like to make suggestions as to whether there are any

actions by the CGIAR Secretariat which might facilitate approval of

additional funds to ICIPE. That is on point 3(v) in the document of

October 20, 1977 about ICIPE circulated by the Secretariat of the Interna-

tional Consultative Group.

The Scandinavian countries share the views expressed in the

document from the Secretariat that ICIPE performs research of high quality

with relevance to urgent development needs, including aspects of the problems

that the centers within the CG system deal with. ICIPE also has a particularly

important role and potential for the formation and strengthening of capacity

for nroblem-oriented basic research in Africa. These achievements and functions

of ICIPE are decisive motives for a substantial support from Denmark, Norway

and Sweden to its activities.

The foreseen total pledges to ICIPE for 1978 and beyond seem, as

has been pointed out by the Secretariat, to fall far below the requirements

presented in the revised budget.

The programs that ICIPE has agreed to undertake in collaboration

with some of the CG centers will be funded by special contributions through

the respective centers. We welcome this emerging cooperation between ICIPE

and the CG centers. We are, however, worried that the foreseen serious

shortfall in the funding of ICIPE's core operating expenditure will make it

difficult for ICIPE to meet the expectations of the centers and at the same

time continue to carry out its other important tasks.

It's becoming obvious that it's no longer possible for the present

ICIPE donors to meet the requirements for core operating funding and necessary
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capital development. The Inter-Agency Group referred to in the consensus of

the September meeting of the CG is a very informal group and it is not a

consortium that can be expected at least in the short run to raise and

coordinate the necessary fund for ICIPE.

In order to identify and facilitate a viable solution to ICIPE's

financial and organizational problems the Scandinavian countries propose that

the group should ask the Secretariat to continue during 1978 to take an

active part in consultations on ICIPE.

Other parties in these consultations will be those in the so-calLed

Inter-Agency Group that is UNDP, other present and potential ICIPE donors,

African countries, possibly some other developing countries and ICIPE itself.

Furthermore, the Scandinavian countries propose that the CG Secretariat shall

report on the progress of these consultations to the group during centers

week in 1978.

The essence of this statement is that the Scandinavian countries

ask the other CG members to recognize that ICIPE is an international institute

engaged in problem-oriented basic research of high potential relevance to

economic and social development. The international community including

African countries therefore should share the responsibility for the funding

of ICIPE and also participate in the guidance of its activities.

As to the future formal relations between ICIPE and the CG, the

Scandinavian countries are prepared to take a pragmatic view and we want to

encourage other donors to do the same. Some kind of a closer association

between ICIPE and the CG might be necessary in order to provide ICIPE with a

firmer base for its work and development and to facilitate for some donors to

contribute to the center.

Finally, the Scandinavian countries urge the donors present at this

meeting and also developing countries to make all possible efforts to

contribute to ICIPE already for its activities during 1978.
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Washington, D.C.

Main Points from Summary of Proceedings

Agenda Item 3, The 1977 Integrative Report. Paras. 2 to 24

The Report was generally commended. The discussion focussed mainly
on the complexities involved in allocating resources. There was general
support for a paper on resource allocation, work on which would be initi-
ated by TAC. There was a consensus for flexibility as to the centers doing
basic research. This would be examined again in November.

Agenda Item 4, TAC Chairman's Report of 15th, 16th and 17th Meetings
of TAC. Paras. 25 to 37

Dr. Cummings reviewed TAC's recent and ongoing work program, and the
status of proposals on water buffalo, soybeans, vegetables, farming systems,
agroforestry and water management.

Agenda Item 5, TAC Quinquennial Review of CIP. Paras. 38 to 50

The Review Panel commended the quality of CIP's program. As to
Quinquennial Reviews in general, Dr. Cummings invited suggestions as to
how they might be improved.

Agenda Item 6, Relationship with the International Centre for Insect
Physiology and Ecology (ICIPE). Paras. 51 to 75

The scientific quality of ICIPE's work was commended. Although ICIPE
did not seek membership of the CGIAR on the same basis as the centers, many
members seemed anxious to support ICIPE. Collaborative programs with centers
could be supported through the CGIAR system through center budgets. Donors
had different preferences as to a relationship between ICIPE and the CGIAR,
partly reflecting their particular funding processes. The Secretariat was
authorized to help ICIPE to the extent possible. The ICIPE question raised
the general issue of whether the Group should recognize certain research
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institutions as enjoying some kind of "associate" status within the CG
system. The Secretariats would prepare a paper on this question for the
November meeting.

Agenda Item 7, TAC Chairman's Report on Center Programs. Paras. 76 to 86

Dr. Cummings summarized TAC's consideration of the programs of the
nine centers, WARDA and the IBPGR.

Agenda Item 8, Discussion of Center Programs. Paras. 87 to 95

There was considerable discussion of ICARDA's mandate, and in part-
icular, whether it should embrace irrigated agriculture. Th-ewas-
,encern about the orientation of CIAT's beef program.

Agenda Item 9, Report and Discussion on CG Meeting Cycle. Paras. 96 to 100

Members generally endorsed the recommendation in the Secretariat's
paper that the Group work towards completing its business in one annual
meeting in October, with the possibility of another meeting in May if
needed. The November 1977 meeting would decide on the program for 1978.
Abouj half the meetings should, be held away from Washington, 4 -

Agenda Item 10, International Support for Technical Services to Strengthen
National Research. Paras. 108 to 122

The Group agreed that some international action was needed. One spec-
ific proposal, commissioned by a number of donors, was considered. The
Chairman was asked to appoint a Task Force to study the matter further.

Agenda Item 11, Matters Introduced by Centers. Paras. 101 to 107

Dr. Nickel, as current Chairman of the Directors' meeting, commented
on TAC Quinquennial Reviews, staff quality, the proposal to strengthen
national research, and US Title XII legislation.

Agenda Item 12, Financial Support in 1978 and Thereafter. Paras 123 to 149.

Donors stated their intentions as to total contributions to core programs
for 1978, though some were unable yet to specify figures. Some gave indica-
tions beyond 1978. Given that there were still some uncertainties, it appeared
that the system's total needs of some $88 million for 1978 were within $2 to $3
million of being covered.

Agenda Item 13, Report on Implementation of Review Committee Recommendations.
Paras. 150 to 156

Although progress was more rapid in some aspects than others, in general
the recommendations were being satisfactorily put into effect.

Agenda Item 14, Other Business

There was no other business.
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Agenda Item 15, Time and Place of Next Meeting. Paras. 157 to 158

The next meeting of the CGIAR would be on November 16 and 17, in
the offices of the World Bank in Paris.



CONSULTATIVE GROUP MEETING

SEPTEMBER 14-16, 1977

WASHINGTON, D.C.

DRAFT INFORMAL SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS

1. The Chairman opened the Consultative Group meeting by reviewing

the growth of the Group and the ideals to which it remained committed. The

Group faced more difficult years ahead. On the part of the centers, there

was a continuing need for strict scientific and financial discipline,

together with clear future planning. They should not grow for growth's

sake. Donors, on the other hand, needed to reaffirm their long-term

commitment to international agricultural research which should be seen as

spanning a generation or more. Mutual trust must be retained by donors

promptly honoring their commitments and centers ensuring efficient and

effective use of the funds. He drew the Group's attention to the items on

the agenda, which was adopted.

The 1977 Integrative Report (Agenda Item 3)

2. Most of the speakers expressed their appreciation for the quality

of the Integrative Report. A view was expressed that systematic analysis

of priorities was needed and research should be relevant to development

strategies aimed at providing the basic needs of the poorest. There was a

need for more systems work and deeper study of socioeconomic factors.

3. In agreeing that the benefits of research should flow more

specifically to the poorest, a speaker questioned whether this could be

done only through scale neutral technology. The lot of the poorest farmer

was largely determined by socioeconomic factors. He suggested there might

be a need for a policy paper on the question of how research could be
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improved as an instrument for policymaking.

4. The complexity of determining the beneficiaries of research was

stressed. Help for the resource-poor farmer was getting a great deal of

study and many institutions were involved in working with LDC governments

on the problem.

5. A speaker, recognizing that helping the poorest farmer posed a

lot of highly complex problems, felt that provided the centers were working

broadly along the right lines, they should be allowed a fair degree of

flexibility. He thought the Report took a realistic view of the problems.

Priorities should be reexamined before the Group took on a range of new

activities.

6. While emphasis had rightly been given to training and research,

there was also a need for training in research in nutrition. TAC and the

centers should take note of the fact that in many areas the number of small

farmers was declining and there was a trend towards somewhat larger holdings.

7. It was pointed out that research was not an end in itself but a

service to the user. Just as national research programs should be based on

a system of priorities within financial constraints, so should the intern-

national system determine its own priorities. Whilst much was known about

biological systems, less seemed to be known about the aims and goals and

aspirations of the rural populations. In Latin America particularly there

was a need for economists who were deeply experienced in rural areas. Social

scientists experienced in urban problems were of little value in the rural

areas.

8. A speaker wished to correct the impression that small farmers

needed a different kind of research from larger farmers. What was needed

was socioeconomic research into the special circumstances of the smallest

farmer. The centers should expand their socioeconomic research units so
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supply. The relative emphasis on crops as opposed to emphasis on inputs,

would also have to be weighed. In focussing on the poorest people, one should

include not only producers but also consumers. There was also the question

of increasing self-reliance in food production. It was important to be

realistic about what such an exercise could achieve. He proposed that it

TAC would use whatever means it felt appropriate to accomplish the objective.

There should be a substantial document available in a year's time which

might be reviewed through some kind of seminar.

14. In supporting the proposal for such a paper, another speaker felt

that it should be built up on statements of priorities prepared by individual

centers. It should also consider national capabilities in the various

commodities and the scope for inter-country collaboration.

15. The Chairman noted a consensus in favor of the preparation of a

major paper on priorities and allocation of resources. This would take time

not only to prepare, but also to digest and act upon. This was in the first

instance the concern of TAC.

16. Turning to the needs for basic research, a speaker noted that if

basic research was defined as that research conducted in order to obtain the

objectives of a center, then that center should be encouraged to d, that

research which they considered essential, or if it could be better done

elsewhere be contracted out or called to the attention of other agencies.

17. Another speaker felt.that the centers needed to examine the

question of basic research in greater depth, and wondered whether a paper might

not be needed, based on discussions with centers and other informed persons.

If such a paper were written, it should take a broad view, and not be limited

to the perspective of the centers. It was noted that the recent study by

the National Academy of Sciences had looked in depth at the interrelation-

ships between basic and applied research. There was now a category known as
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"mission oriented basic research."

18. A speaker thought that it would be premature to try and determine

a rigid yardstick by which centers would decide what kind of research they

should be undertaking. Recognizing that the centers needed the support of

mission-orientod basic research, another speaker added that the system

could not afford the luxury of speculative basic research; all basic research

is costly and long-term. Proposals for basic research should come from

within the system itself. Research organizations needed to devote a small

proportion, say between five and ten percent, of their resources to basic

research. However, some problems could only be solved by institutions in

the developed countries.

19. It was felt by one participant that the most limiting constraint

to the centers over the next ten to twenty years might be the lack of new

fundaimental relevant knowledge. Perhaps the Group might introduce a systematic

process for identifying fundamental constraints on which basic research was

needed.

20. One speaker raised the question of whether the Group might wish to

set up a fund for basic research which could be drawn down by the centers.

21. A director noted his center's practice of trying to get others to

conduct research on their behalf wherever possible. Where it was not

possible, a combination of outside and center scientists working in cooperation

had operated well.

22. Another director, noting the amount of debate that the subject had

generated in the past felt that there was no need for another paper. The

decision as to where a piece of research was to be done was not made on the

basis of whether it was applied or basic but on the basis of who has the

comparative advantage in doing it. -The Boards of Trustees were the best

judges of what kind of research the centers should be doing.
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23. Another speaker pointed to the key importance of the younger

scientists on the staff of the centers in identifying needed areas for

research.

24. The Chairman concluded that the Group appeared to feel the need

to know how best to handle basic research, but that more work was -needed

before that could be achieved.

Report of the Chairman of TAC on the 15th, 16th and 17th TAC Meetings
(Agenda Item 4)

25. The Chairman welcomed Dr. Ralph Cummings in his new capacity as

Chairman of the Technical Advisory Committee.

26. Dr. Cummings reviewed the situation when he took over as Chairman

of TAC. The CGIAR Review Committee's Report had been generally endorsed

by the Group, though felt by some as rather conservative. A three-year

period of consolidation was beginning. A number of topics were still

,awaiting definitive recommendation and TAC expected to explore other topics

which ,jiight have potential relevance to the overall b tives of the Crou

There *ould continue t be an emphasis on problem-riente research to eefit

the majority of farmers in low income countries and on commodities important

as sources of food in the developing countries. Some of the topics under

TAC review were among those previously identified as being of first priority.

Other topics might be moved from lower priority to the first priority as the

situation developed.

27, Four Quinquennial Reviews have already been completed: IRRI,

CIMMYT, CIP and CIAT. The first two were discussed by the Group in October

1976. The review of CIP would be discussed during the present meeting, and

that of CIAT at the next. The review of IITA was in progress. The draft

report would be considered by TAC at its next (18th) meeting. For the

future, ICRISAT and WAPPA would be reviewed in 1978; the IBPGR in 1979; and

ILCA and ICARDA in 1980. Dr. Cummings invited the Group to suggest ways in
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which the Quinquennial Review process might be improved and more

effectively serve the needs of the Group. He also asked for sggestflns as

to specific questions which the individual review panels 
should addiess.

28. The Stripe Review on farming systems was underway and was looking

At C _ A, RISAT and IRRI, was considering the criteria which would

govern it:s consideration of possible new initiatives which migh be referred

to it I T4Te7! m riwe genarav within the previous ly established

priorities. Whilst these criteria were still subject to Ieew was

suggesteu, irst, that the commodity or activity should be of present or

potential importance to a large part of the agriculture and populations of

many developing countries. Secondly, the activity siiould have the pocential

for major improvement. Thirdly, there should be good reason to believe that

such improvement is at present limited by gaps in technological knowledge.

New initiatives submitted to TAC should be clearly formulated and directly

addressed to the solution of critical problems. Furthermore, they should b

of the type that needed international effort. It was not appropriate for

the Consultative Group directly to fund individual national programs.

Contracting work could be considered only if directed to well-

defined activities essential to the core objectives of the internationa

effort and if the work would be most efficiently done by a contract arrangement

30. (a) Water Buffalo. Proposals for water buffalo research had been

before TAC for a long time. A proposed international network had been

tentatively endorsed by TAC in May of 1976. It was subsequently decided to

study the matter in phases, A report had been prepared by a onsultant.

Dr. Mahadevan. TAC believed this report to be of extremey high qaalitv and

it would be circulated to the Group for information. Although TAC was iot

able to recommend Consultative Group support for an international effort on

water buffalo research, it did commend Dr. Mahadevan's repcrt and it was
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hoped that bilateral donors would be able to support some phases of the

recommended program. It was understood that some 9 had to

pledge some $3 m n pport water buffalc research.

However, more resources were likely to be needed t.

31. (b) Soybeans. Soybeans eve an important source of oil afd high

quality protein and therefore retained their ranking in the first priority.

Mcn production tre scale industrial but

well be processed at the village or home level. TAC 4ad been exploring

various possibilities for soybean work, including a consortium of resource )

and a Board rather similar to the TBPGR, but was not yet ready to make a

firm recommendation. A*A.L

32. (c) Vegetables. TAC had mounted three mission§ on vegetables ad

see Group had some form of -assnne ion with the Asian Vegetable Research and
7 '1 f subcommittee

D~eelpment {ente (AVRDC). *TAC had established a vegetable/which was still

deliberating. TACA.arefere, -. not yet have a specific recommendation for

the Group- L-shoald ,howeverbe-re cognized that the-Group'-s- interest should

4>e-in tropica-bvegetables and that vegetables did need relatively heavy

33. (d) Farming Systems. TAC had initiated a Stripe Review of farming

systems. A preliminary report should be available for TAC's 18th meeting,

and it was, planned to hold a workshop probably in June 1978. TAC would hope

to present a report by the autumn of 1978 and at that time would recommnd

on possible 'ollow-up action.

34. (e) Agro-forestry. IDRC had commissioned a study which TAC had

reviewed in consultation with its author. A number of interested parties had

subsequently reached preliminary agreement on setting up an international

council foi research on agro-forestry which had its temporary headquarters

at the Royal Tropical Institute in the Netherlands. In due course a
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Secretariat would be set up and the location moved 'o a developing country.

The council would provide consultation and coordination but would not itself

conduct research. This council might in due course seek some kind of associate

status with the CGIAR,, bt-a-ye asseeate-status as no efined nor were

th~e o 1) i at ins ---hat -it imp~lied.

35. (f) Forest Genetic Resources. The IBPGR bad asked for fAC's

guidance on the extent to which it should consider forest genetic resources

for its program for 1978. Although TAC felt that forest genetic resources

conservation was of concern to the IBPGR, it did not feel able to make a

definite recommendation until the Board had Ioot a comprehensive proposal

including the financial implications and the method of implementatioa.

36. (g) Water Management. TAC's previous view had been thaf existing

centers should incorporate water management research into their program and

that there was no Fase for separate cen tr to address l'is prot tem. 11j

m -et d know edg w .ee ed and MIC had un eto "on3ce J-

T-he-iutter was st 1 und

37. In answer to a question, Dr. Cummings stated that vegetables were

likely t, ve a higher priority than the other topics. A speaker pointed

out thait these were very many vegetables and asked whether TAC had ranked

them in r r of priority. For example, were mung beans and cowpeas

included? 'Dr. Cummings agreed that spme crops regarded as kgetale

already within the'mandte df some of the centers He tougt tha. la

vegetables would probably have a high prior'tyA Aother high priorf'y would

be solanaceous vegetables such as tomatoes and peppers.

Report on the Quinquennial Review of the International Potato Center (CIP)

(Agenda Item 5)

38. In introducing this item the Cha-rman reminded the Group that it

should be alive to any steps which should be taken to improve the review

process itself. He noted Dr. Cummings' request for comments based on the
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experience of members.

39. Dr. ten Houten, who had led the CIP Review Panel, introduced the

findings of the review. He commended this young center's dynamic and

practical approach. It had some special features as, for example, its use

of contract research. CIP had a systematic five-year planning process

making use of planning conferences of outside experts and CIP's staff.

The Review Panel had been asked to pay special attention to these aspects.

The three main tasks of a Quinquennial Review were, first, to evaluate

scientific quality of current programs; secondly, to comment on their scope

and balance; and thirdly, to evaluate future plans. CIP saw its mandate as

rapidly tc develop, adapt and expand the research necessary to solve priority

problems limiting the production of potatoes in developing countries. The

Panel had reviewed each of CIP's nine research thrusts carefully and

concluded that in general the scientific work had made excellent progress.

Breeding, selection and pathology were especially commended. The Panel

considered that priority support should be given to expanded work on meristem

culture and seed production, including virus testing and related entomo-

logical work. Transferring potatoes around the world was attended by great

risk of spreading disease. CIP was paying great attention to the multiplica-

tion of true seed. CIP had taken several important measures with regard to

phytosanitgry precautions. The Panel commended CIP's intention to integrate

its regional research and training activities with the nine headquarter

thrusts. The Panel found merit in CIP's concept of the "third dimension,"

in which CIP would provide technical backstopping for programs managed by

others. It considered that contract research was a highly efficient use of

CIP's resources. Such work seemed to be of high standard and also provided

CIP with a desirable degree of flexibility. CIP mig'ht well reconsider the

distribution of the training work load.
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40. In summing up, Dr. ten Houten commended the standard of CIP's

work and the energy of its Director General. He noted with approval lha

a Deputy Director General had been appointed. He noted the excellent spirit

of cooperation between the Panel and CIP's management and staff, as well as

the great contiabution made by the Panel's Secretary, Mr. Brian Webster>

41. Dr. Cummings pointed out that TAC had reviewed the draft reports on

CIP at its 15th meeting, at which stage it had made quite a number of comments

and suggestions. These had been incorporated in the final report which TAC

therefore endorsed.

42. A speaker congratulated Dr. ten Houten and his Panel for an

excellent report. He asked for clarification of CIP's distinction oetween

research and extension, and secondly, whether CIP experienced any difficulties

in negotiating research contracts due to the imposition of donor preferences.

Dr. ten Houten said that it was an exception for CIP's core activities to

include extension work though he felt this might tend to be the case more

often in special projects. Dr. Sawyer emphasized that CITP had not experienced

any situation where CIP had unwillingly accepted a contract under pressure

from a donor. He agreed that in CIP's early years, some regional staff had

tended to get involved in activities that bordered on extension work. But

as the program settled down, they were reverting to their primary task of

the transfer of technology.

43. Speaking about Quinquennial Reviews in general, a speaker questioned

whether they should continue to concentrate primarily on scientific competence

of the centers. The reviews should continue to look at the scientific

ability of centers, but this was seldom in doubt. Should they not concentrate

more on allocation of resources among programs and between center programs

and outreach programs and between research and training? Revie's should 1cK

more closely at the forward planning of centers.
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44. The Group was reminded by another speaker that when the

Quinquennial Review process was established, it was precisely aimed at the

scientific quality of the centers' work. What was now beirn proposed was

some kind of policy review, which might be broader than the responsibilities

of TAC as presently understood. There were a number of issues coming forward

which were broader than scientific issues, and which the present system

could not satisfactorily address without having to create special task forces

or special reviews on an ad hoc basis.

45. In answer to a question, the Chairman pointed out that CIP was

only five years old, and it was probably too early to be able to assess the

impact of CIP's work in the developing countries.

46. A speaker felt that there was a need to tackle more fundamental

issues than had been dealt with in Quinquennial Reviews so far. Further

definition of the criteria for the allocation of 4i~azIne was needed.

Although CIP was a one-crop center, the questions could be asked as to the

appropriate balance and priority between different research thrusts. He

noted the panel approval of CIP's contract research and thought that CIP's

experience of contract research was relevant to the Group's consideration

of basic research.

47. Another speaker emphasized the importance of the centers' Boards of

Trustees. ie felt more consideration was needed, including the role of

Board of Trustees, before the mandate of TAC Quinquennial Reviews was

expanded.

48. The Chairman of CIP added that the CIP Board thought the independent

review functions to be most desirable and CIP had benefitted from the work

of the panel. However, members of the CIP Program Committee would be

analysing the review and comments would be made available to the Secretariat

for distribution. If reviews were to get into policy matters, then clearly
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Boards of Trustees would have to be involved in the review process.

49. A speaker warned the Group that there appeared to be an assumption

that scientific assessment was not needed. He certainly did not share that

view. He thought it would be wrong to change the nature of Quinquennial

Reviews to make them address policies and priorities. He hoped the Group

would consider some other means of doing that.

50. The Chairman noted that a broad set of issues had been opened up.

He proposed that the two Secretariats jointly prepare a paper on the

Quinquennial Review process which would be presented to the Group at its

November meeting. It would review the objectives, content and method of

approach of such reviews.

Report and Discussion on Relationship with International Centre for Insect

Physiology and Ecology (ICIPE) (Agenda Item 6)

51. The Chairman referred to the Secretariat's memorandum of

August 8, 1977 summarizing ICIPE's present stage of development and outlining

possible options for the Group. He asked Mr. Mashler to introduce the subject

52. 1 Mr. Mashler noted that UNDP had supported ICIPE for more than five

years. This was because it was a unique institution set up under African

initiative mainly through the efforts of Professor Odhiambo to conduct basic

research on insect physiology to develop environmentally acceptable methods

of pest control. The Stockholm Conference had emphasized this particular

problem. There were major opportunities for collaboration between ICIPE and

the work of the centers. A policy advisory body had been built up comprising

the UNDP together with FAO, WHO and IEA, together with scientists from the

centers. A new program was being initiated under UNEP and WHO auspices for

research on tropical diseases on which ICIPE would play a major role i the

area of trypanosomiasis research. UNDP, who at one time contributed nearly

60% of ICIPE's budget, thought that its financial base should be broadened
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in order to secure a firmer basis for the future. In its first five years,

ICIPE had demonstrated its scientific ability and had achieved wide recogni-

tion. Despite many discussions, the TAC and the Group had not reached any

definitive conclusion as to an appropriate relationship with ICIPE. An

interagency conference had been convened in July at which many of the

present participants had been present. This conference had had positive

results and it was recognized that ICIPE deserved long-term support.

However, the conference did not have before it any clear indication of the

attitude of the CGIAR. Therefore, the ad hoc interagency group that met

in July would remain in existence for the time being to provide at least

some kind of support base for ICIPE should the CGIAR not find it possible

to do so. It had been agreed that ICIPE's Scientific Advisory Committee

would be broadened to include representatives of developed and developing

countries and a representative of TAC. Firm pledges amounted roughly to

$1 million in addition to the present limited funds available and it was

expected that about another $750,000 might become available before the end

of 1977 subject to confirmation by donors.

55. Dr. Cummings noted that the quality of ICIPE's work had long been

recognized. However, only a portion of ICIPE's program would be likely to

be relevant to the Group's activities and some reorientation W& needed in

order for ICIPE to address itself more directly to the Group's concerns.

There had been a need to increase the continuity of resident leadership in

a number of programs. ICIPE had made considerable progress in both these

directions. About half or perhaps 60% of ICIPE's programs had reasonably

direct relevance to the Group's concerns. TAC had welcomed the formation

on an interagency group of ICIPE donors which might assure better continuity

of support.
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56. Provided that all the necessary conditions could be met, TAC was pre-

pared to recommend that ICIPE be given some support through the CGIAR for

those portions of its program which would be relevant. If the CGIAR pro-

vided financial support, this implied a direct organic relationship and

therefore some vDligations, including review of ICIPE's program and budget

and the preparation of a program and budget commentary. It was not

clear whether this proposal would be acceptable to ICIPE. TAC had noted

that ICIPE had immediate problems particularly on the funding of its

capital program. FQc-aperiod of not- more than three years,-fte CG

contribution should be directly related to activities relevant to the

international centers and TAC suggested that the contribution be for the

most part tied to an amount put into projects worked out jointly between

the international center concerned and ICIPE and which would perhaps be

channelled through the center as an earmarked item in its budget. It was

recognized that much of the support work, as for example in physiology, fine

structure,basis for insect resistance, etc., could not be closely identified

to the interest of an individual center. A contribution for these kinds of

support operations might be desirable on a continuing basis again tied to the

amounts of contributions coming thrcugh the centers. TAC could endorse

interim measures such as a one-time contribution to capital 4n- interim

support to the operating budget.

57. The Chairman noted that this was the first proposal involving new

funding since the Group had entered a period of consolidation. It was also a

different kind of activity from those supported in the past. Previous

concerns about scientific quality had been put to rest. ICIPE sought

financial support, but not along the lines of the existing centers.
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58. In answer to a question, Dr. Cummings noted that associate status had

never been clearly defined. There were some institutes which already had

some kind of informal associate status involving endorsement but not direct

financial support. TAC had in mind a closer form of association which would

bring relevant programs under regular review, somewhat analogous to the

position of WARDA. TAC had assumed that funds pledged by the interagency

group would be additional to those pledged by the same donors to CGIAR

activities. These funds could be reported as contributions through the

CGIAR, but they would add to the net total resources.

59. Another speaker thought that long-term support should get very sympathetic

consideration. As far as his agency was concerned, it would not be an advan-

tage to channel funds to ICIPE through the CGIAR. His government was

willing significantly to increase its contribution to the CGIAR system,

1it they were not prepared to considLr Iany extra funding of activities.

which were of an essentially national character. Some form of associate

membership with the CGIAR but with separate funding would be preferable.

60. Its representative noted that the World Bank took the view that

the programs developed between the centers and ICIPE were an excellent

use of resources. They offered essential flexibility. If such joint

projects were to be supported, the Bank would need to be assured tLat they

were of high priority. The Bank recognized that ICIPE needed long-term

support, nevertheless the nature of its mandate and objectives was such

that it could not be integrated into the CGIAR system. The scientific work

was of international standard. The CGIAR and TAC Secretariats should be

available to assist ICIPE.

61. A speaker distinguished ICIPE from the centers supported by the CGIAR.

The latter had been established to develop new production technology applic-

able in developing countries. ICIPE was a serious and potentially most
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valuable effort to build scientific capacity in the developing world. Although

ICIPE was a good institute, it could not yet fully compete with basic research

available in developed countries. ICIPE was not A int rnationa reselrch

e 4 but i was an important element in the development of scientific

capacity particularly in Africa. Full membership in the CGIAR would not

be appropriate, but donors should support it directly.

62. Another speaker emphasized that ICIPE was no longer exclusively

occupied in basic research and its activities now included considerable

applied research. An example was the specific problem on which ICIPE and

IRRI were cooperating. ICIPE was an international center and its charter

was in the process of being modified with the government of Kenya.

63. Another speaker felt that ICIPE would not fit easily in the present

CG system. It appeared able to attract significant bilateral support.

His own government would have difficulty in funding an activity in its

entirety both through the CG and bilaterally. A'satisfactory compromise

would be for the CGIAR to fund that portion of ICIPE's activities which

related directly to the work of the centers. If necessary, a one-time

capital contribution could be made. The alternative by which individual

centers contracted out research to ICIPE seemed less satisfactory as ft

would not give TAC and the CG Secretariat an opportunity for program and

budget review.

64. The Executive Secretary pointed out that if the CGIAR were to adopt

ICIPE on the same basis as other centers, it would get the full treatment

of review by TAC and by the Secretariat. In the case of WARDA where the

Group financed only a part of its activities, that part is reviewed againsc

the background of WARDA's total program. However, only that part funded

by the Geoup was reviewed in detail. Similar arrangements could be made in

the case of ICIPE. If ICIPE's services were provided under contract to the
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centers, then these contracts would form part of the core programs and budgets

of the centers and would therefore be reviewed by TAC and the Secretariat.

This part of each center's program could be given special attention to ensure

that ICIPE's services were reviewed and evaluated properly.

65. A speaker had reservations about bringing ICIPE within the

framework of the Group. ICIPE had a role in supporting activities of the

system. However, there was a p oblen in earmarking funds in the center's

budget for ICIPE sinc could impinge on the responsibilities of the

Boards of Trustees. It was up to the individual centers to determine how

they could best fulfill their mandates. He queried why TAC should be

involved in the review of ICIPE since it was not involved in every organiza-

tion that at present undertook contract work for the centers.

66. A speaker noted that ICIPE's Chairman had made a formal statement

that ICIPE did not wish to become a member of the CGIAR, but it did seek a firmer

financial base for those activities which relate to the work of the interna-

tional centers. There were technical problems which arose from the financing

mechanisms of the donor members of the Group. Some donors are free to give

directly to ICIPE, but others prefer to see support channelled through the

CGIAR as this is the only channel open to them.

67. Another speaker expressed concern about the possibility of re:eiving

a new institution into the Group. This question should be carefully

examined though he personally had no opposition to it. International centers

were assuming responsibilities for scientific research which for many years

had been carried out in developed countries. How did the quality of the

work compare? There had been criticism in developing countries about the

proliferation of international institutions. He felt it would be more

efficient to attach individual specialists to existing centers. He quoted
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the remark that "institutions do not grow on the basis of their importance

but on the basis of their existence." He warned against increasing inter-

national and national bureaucracies.

68. The point was made that there was some difficulty with the concept of

CGIAR being a partial funder of institutions. To provide individual grant

funding would be a different role from that assumed in the past. There was

merit in the arrangement whereby specific contracts could be supported.

69. Another speaker noted that the question of ICIPE had been before the

Group for three years. ICIPE had introduced major changes at the behest

of the CGIAR. He recommended that there now be a clear decision. He felt

that ICIPE would have no difficulty in meeting the requirements of the Group.

He noted the possibility of a grant for capital development on the grounds

that this was necessary to support the cooperative contracts.

69. Dr. Cummings said that in speaking of "earmarking" an item in a

center's budget for ICIPE he did not imply imposing directives on that

center. The center would not be constrained to put an item in its budget,

but if it did so, it would ensure that that program was relevant to the man-

date of the center.

70. The Chairman, in summing up, admitted to some difficulty

in detecting a clear consensus. However, the majority view seemed

to be as follows. First, the importance, high quality,

and utility of ICIPE's work in the developing countries were fully recognized

by many present. That was no longer an issue. ICIPE had made some marked

improvements in its programs over the years, partly in response to CGIAR

deliberations. Secondly, ICIPE had not been asking for "full" membership in

the Groun and did not ask for full support of all its programs on the same

basis as the existing international centers. In view of ICIPE's mandate,
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this would not be an appropriate role. However, other forms of association

should be considered. Thirdly, a group of donors was in existence prepared to

support ICIPE on a sustained basis. It appeared that some donors might require

the CGIAR to provide a basis for their contributions. 
However, this had not

been explicitly raised by any donors present at the current 
meeting. A number

of participants would be glad to see the centers contract with ICIPE for

services that ICIPE could provide. Such arrangements would bring ICIPE's

activities within the review process of the Group as a whole. ICIPE had a

Policy Advisory Committee and a member of TAC had been invited to participate.

There appeared to be strong support for the idea that Group

contributions to ICIPE should be through the decisions of the individual

centers to enter into contracts which would then be financed by the Group

through the budgets of the individual centers and would be subject to some

appropriate form of review. This left the question of whether there

would still be a gap of ICLIPE's funding and capital investments might be

needed in order for ICIPE to carry out its contract work with the centers.

If there were such a gap, it could be asked whether the Group would wish to

consider a one-time capital contribution to ICIPE.

The Chairman, in pointing to a number of activities which already

enjoyed a loose form of association with the Group 
and which took the oppor-

tunity of Gioup meetings to organize meetings of 
their own, suggested that the

Secretariat might help ICIPE by organizing meetings 
of donors for it in

connection with Centers Week.

The Chairman noted that the Group had concluded 
that it did not

wish for a formal relationship with ICIPE 
though it welcomed the institution

and would be prepared to finance contract programs with the centers. 
Should

ICIPE wish, the Secretariat would be prepared to help it in obtaining further
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donor support. He hoped bilateral donors would do their best to meet ICIPE's

remaining needs.

74. In responding to a suggestion that ICIPE be officially given the title

of associate status the Chairman pointed out that associate status was not well

defined. The Group would consider having ICIPE present its program during

Centers Week. The conclusions that had been reached should not be inter-

preted as any lack of support for the important function which ICIPE is

carrying out and the Group would certainly encourage donors to maintain or

increase their support. He detected the agreement of the Group to the

Secretariat assisting ICIPE in any way that it could.

75. A speaker pointed out that his agency would in principle be prepared

to fund ICIPE, but his regulations required that it would be necessary to

do so under some kind of CGIAR umbrella.

TAC Chairman's Report on Center Programs (Agenda Item 7)

CIAT

76. The Quinquennial Review of CIAT was conducted in April. 1977. The

report had been discussed in two sessions of TAC with the Director of CIAT

and the v airman of the Panel present. The final report would be available

for the next CG meeting. It was particularly important to coordinate some

of CIAT's programs with those of IITA, particularly the cassava program,

where there was an important disease problem. CIAT had been asked to prepare

a strategy paper with forward projections which had been extremely helpful

to the review. Other centers would be asked to do the sare. It was noted

that CIAT had undergone a large number of internal and external reviews, and

had made a major shift in the program and had had a number of significant

changes in staff and management. CIAT's program was well conceived and it

now needced time to settle down. TAC had noticed many improvements in

management and planning, and in general highly commended CIA s program.
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C IP

77. The Quinquennial Review of CIP had already been discussed. The

quarantine problems of vegetatively propagated materials such as potatoes

were serious. In the case of true seed, there was the problem of genetic

heterogeneity, whereas in using meristem tissue, the small quantities used

needed propagation and multiplication, which took time. TAC felt that CIP's

third dimension approach was basically sensible in that it did not attempt

to manage programs in every country but worked with those that mese and

provided the necessary technical backstopping. CIP was taking steps to

improve its budgetting and accounting procedures.

WARDA

78. An important change had been WARDA's acting on a recommendation to

subregionalize which tould improve the qu1 ty of the region and national

testing program. AThe quality of the trials was better in paddy f oded

rice than in upland rice whereWADAmet-had-a-number of difficulties.

WARDA would be reviewed by TAC during 1978.

ICRISAT

79. ICRISAT was still developing in very close accord with the original

plan approved in 1978. Capital development should be completed in 1978

and staffing should come up to full strength in the same year. TAC will

make a Quinquennial Review of ICRISAT in the autumn of 1978. Of particular

concern will be the examination of special projects. Another question con-

cerned the cold tolerant sorghum program taken over from CIMMYT recently

on a special project basis by ICRISAT. The Integrative Paper had called

attention to the modest allocation of resources to sorghum and millet. ICRISAT

had identified technologies which were considered scale negative in that

they worked more in favor of the small farmer.
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ILRAD

80. No program issues had been identified to cause any ccnceo to the

Group. ILRAD's mandate was clearly focused and TAC commended it highly.

The staffing pattern was somewhat =& -_and provided for continuity of

program on the one hand but also an input of new talent and epts

ITTA

81. The Quinquennial Review of IITA is underway and w111 e c

in early November. There were interesting innoyations in the farming syteA

program. ITA had been asked to act as host for a numkber o, othe: aivie

and this was a question that IITA management and the Revie. Panel ould be

examining. Dr. Gamble had pointed to difficulties in. controllin 3 and

was another question that the Panel would be examining,

I BP CI

82. TAC recognized that the Board has exercised an imoran ic

role and has done a great deal in working out arran-lements f ua

programs of assembling, preservation, claracterization and utilizatior, of

genetic resources. Considerable progress had been made in daatr n

retrieval systems through a substantial contract with the

Boulder, Colorado. This absorbed a large percentage of the budge' and n

doubt the Board would wish to examine the appropriate scale o: opation

over the long -term. The Board had commissioned a study on veai r

plasm. The Board's increasing workload had led it to reques<: ace

in staff for its Secretariat, with which TAC was in sympathy. sm, TAC

highly commended the work of the IBPGR.

CIMMIYT

83. CIMMYT was reviewed in 1976 and has subsequently been taking action

on the review recommendations. Attention had been drawn to thce nieed 'or erea

forward planning and long-term development. This was being tackled by an
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in-house review and the results would be reflected in next year's budget

paper. Progress had been made in establishing regional teams to work with

national programs. This accounted for some of the budget increase

this year. Mutually satisfactory arrangements were being worked out with

ICARDA for respective responsibilities in the ICARDA region.

IRRI

84. IRRI's program continues to be productive and dynamic. Regional

services are being developed. IRRI had close links with national programs

in the region and TAC recognized the positive value of this. No doubt IRRI

would be exploring alternative mechanisms for this type of cooperation.

Further progress was being made in addressing all sectors of rice production

and the problem of farming patterns in cropping systems in which rice is one

compoient. TAC commended IRRI's program.

ILCA

85. ILCA had had an extremely difficult year with a change of leader-

ship and very unsettled conditions in the host country. The Group should

display patience and understanding. ILCA needed a great deal of flexibility

to adjust to a changing situation and future developments could not be

reliably forecast. The staff should be commended for their constructive and

positive outlook and their continuing efforts in a difficult situation. Good

progress has been made on documentation and ILCA had carried out a comprehensive

in-house review of every project. A team from TAC headed by Sir John Crawford

visited ILCA in March of last year after a period in which representatives of

DTCA's Board had acted in the capacity of director. The size of ILCA's program

would continue to cause concern to the Director and his staff. It was impor-

tant to review the monitoring program in the context of the mission of ILCA.

It should be a means to an end and not an end in itself.
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ICARDA

86. The development of ICARDA was still at an early stage, but the

site in Syria was now being taken over and field work could be undertaken during

this year. The site looked very promising. The Director would be working on

a full time basis from October 1977. The former ALAD staff should be

commended for their effective work under difficult circumstances. The site

in Iran had been identified but there were still a number of steps to be taken

before ICARDA could operate there.

Discussion of Center Programs (Agenda Item 8)

87. A speaker expressed concern at the state of food production in the

Arab world. This had deteriorated since the beginning of the decade.

Between 1970 and 1975, the cost of agricultural imports had quadrupled,

whereas agricultural exports had only increased slightly. Basic food

commodities accounted for 85% of agricultural imports in 1976, of which

wheat was by far the most important. All Arab countries were now wheat

importers. If the area as a whole was to achieve self-sufficiency by

1935, production between now and then must increase by 120% for wheat,

1307 for sugar, and up to 185% for meat and milk. Clearly, this required

a major development effort. There was, however, great agricultural

potential in the area, together with substantial financial resources.

88. Recent studies showed that the irrigated crop area could be increased

from its present level of 1.5 million hectares to 26.7 million hectares by

better utilization of available surface water. If the mandate of ICARDA

was to be concerned only with winter rain-fed agriculture, then ten of the

20 countries in the area would be excluded, including the most important

Arab agricultural producers, namely all of Egypt, irl of Sudan, and the

potential irrigated areas of the Tigris and Euphrates valleys. Earlier

documentation on ICARDA hald not excluded irrigated agriculture as was done

I, 1
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in the 1978 Program and Budget report. Irrigated agriculture had its own

complex problems which needed intensive high quality research. Some con-

tribution could be expected from IRRI, CIMMYT, ICRISAT, ILRAD and ILCA in

their respective fields. However, he felt that much stronger international

effort was justified and necessary. He noted that it had been originally

thought that Lebanon would be the 94agt of the central research station

and there would be two substations in Syria and Iran. Now, however, there

would merely be an administrative headquarters in Lebanon with limited

research in the Bekaa valley. This caused him concern and he asked

whether this was prompted by the uncertain conditions in Lebanon or because

of some other reason. He drew attention to the great agricultural potential

of Sudan which moreover had an extremely low population density. It,-ehere-

Seai, had great potential as an exporter of food commodities, and his organ-

ization had therefore formulated a ten-year agricultural development program

for the Sudan. Conservative estimates suggested that the rain-fed area in

agricultural production in the Sudan could be increased from the present

level of 12 million acres to 71 million acres and the irrigated area from

3 million acres to 9 million acres. This still left at least 200 million

acres of potentially productive natural range land for livestock production.

He felt that the Consultative Group had as yet paid little attention to the

Sudan.

89. Another speaker pointed to the importance of irrigation and the prospects

for relatively cheap improvements in water management. The greatest po-

tential lay on irrigated land in that region and while there were social

reasons for paying attention to the more marginal areas, the decision to con-

centrate on rainfed land was, in his view, questionable from an economic

and a social viewpoint. He had been.involved in the early preparatory work

for ICARDA which had included consideration of work on irrigated land.
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90; The Director General of ICARDA stated that the mandate given to him and

as understood by his Board clearly placed the emphasis on rainfed agriculture.

This did not automatically exclude irrigated agriculture. He felt that

ICARDA should be allowed to concentrate initially on rainfed agriculture.

bearing in mind that it may well move into the irrigated areas when it was

wise to do so. A selection of new crops was being made under irrigated

conditions as well as rainfed and was proving effective. ICARDA would

expect to acquire expertise in irrigated agriculture. Water management

was of prime importance. The decision not to invest substantial capital

in Lebanon was due to the risks involved. In addition to the two ICARDA

stations, he hoped that ICARDA would develop extensive networks which would

prove more effective but less costly than heavy capital investment in other

stations. ICARDA's mind was still open on all these questions, but in his

view much of ICARDA's work would be relevant at least to the northern Sudan.

91. The Chairman mentioned that the Sudan had been subject to great

international attention, perhaps more than any other country in the develop-

ing world in the area of food production. The CGFPI had considered the food

investment program for the Sudan which had attracted much interest. A

World Bank project was being developed for national research.

92. Concern was expressed about the proportion of CIAT's research budget

going into beef, which some thought a rich man's food, whereas the proportion going

to beans and cassava remained stable. On the IBPGR, the same speaker noted

that the budget allocated to the contract of the University of Colorado re-

mained at about $400,000 a year, although the major components of the system

had already been developed.

93. Replying, Dr. Cummings thought that "beef program" was a somewhat mis-

leading title. The program was concerned with nutrition, soil management,

forage crops and soils, with beef as the present product.
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94. In confirming that the proportion of the budget for the beef program

had increased, the Director General of CIAT pointed out that more of it was

going to erource development rather than the animal component. Beef was the

tool for the utilization and development of a vast natural resource. He

noted that CLAT economists had concluded beer coul well be def ined as a

staple food in Latin America.

95. The Chairman of the IBPGR pointed cut that the contract with the University of

Boulder had stimulated intense debate among his Board. The question was

whether the Board was allocating enough for this operation in view of the

difficulty of getting existing collections docuiented and together with

future collections, effectively used. It was agreed that the major cost

should be borne by the users, The proportion of the Board's budget going

to the University of Boulder was steadily decresing,

Report and Discussion on CG Meeting Cycle (Ae _tem9)

96. The Chairman referred to the Secretra' memorandum of July 29

which set out some of the factors governing the scheduling of CGIAR

meetings. It recommended that this year theGoup hold a second meeting

in mid-November at which it would be decided whether one or two meetings

would be needed in 1978. Should there be two meetings, they should be in

May and October; if one, in October. It was proposed that half the

meetings would be held in Washington, and abut ha elsewhere. It was

proposed that the meeting in November 1977 be held in Paris.

97. A speaker wondered whether informal meetings of some members

of the Group might be a substitute for a secon full teting. Some items

were 'f limited interest and could be Jdresed to a smallei group. He

hoped it old be possible to make do with only one full meeting a year.

He que, t oc-_eu whether the Group was not now to large for e fective

decision L ing.
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98. The Chairman thought that the increasing size of the Group was due

to a desirable widening of interest and a broadening of the financial base.

However, it was difficult for a group of this size to arrive at a consensus

and he felt this put a greater burden on the Secretariats to prepare papers

which would allow efficient decision-making. When this had been done and when

the issue was of the type that lent itself to that approach, he felt the

record was good. Complex and amorphous issues created more problems tMe

he felt abey could be handled in stages. The Group was not yet unmanageable.

He noted that one way of handling the increasing work load was to set up a

structure of committees which had advantages as well as disadvantages. There

had, for example, been discussion of setting up a program comnittee and

there was a standby committee which could perform some of those functions

if needed that could handle business quickly, but on the other hand would

deprive some members w the opportunity to take part in the decision making.

There was a real question of whether activities should be structured at the

expense of full participation.

99. A speaker felt that despite the large number of participants, the

discussion had been fruitful and compared favorably with other international

meetings. is delegation felt that the discussions should involve full

membersho -He thought the memorandum made a nersuasive case for a single

annual mceting. The participation of Centers Directors was most important.

He felt it nremature to think in terms of a committee structure. He

suggested taat the center presentations be linked to the comments of the

Chairman of TAC. His delegation would welcome a single meeting in October

and it would be particularly helpful if this could follow immediately after

the World Bank-IMF annual meeting.

100. The Chairman noted a consensus in support of the Secretariat's

recommendation that the Group work towards the objective of one meeting a

year in October with the possibility of considering two meetings a year if
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necessary, one in the spring and one in October, divided between

Washington and elsewhere. He noted that some issues could not be quickly

solved but should not be left pending for too long. Therefore, a flexible

approach was necessary.

Maters Introduced by Centers (Agenda Item 11, advanced to Item 10)

101. Dr. Nickel, speaking as this year's Chairman of Center Directors,

noted the appreciation of the centers for the strong support they had

received. He felt this year's exchange of ideas had been very fruitful.

102. TAC Quinquennial Reviews. The Directors felt that Quinquennial

Reviews done so far had served useful functions both in the reports

themselves and in the preparatory activities and in the discussions and

exchanges of views that took place. Centers recognized the need to define

objectives, strategies and tactics, and Quinquennial Reviews stimulated

such activities. Centers recognize the value of constructive criticism.

They also recognized the primacy of each center's Board in reviewing

program and ensuring proper balance. When Boards had been actively

engaged in this, it was not surprising that the TAC Review Panels found

themselves in general agreement. Centers were in active dialogue with TAC

to explore means of improving the ability of future reviews to detect

weaknesses and recommend improvements.

103. Staff Quality. Referring to Recommendation 13 of the Review

Committee that recruitment be as broad as possible and every effort be made

to ensure staff vitality,and that equivalent staff enjoy equivalent

privileges, Dr. Nickel noted that a major effort was made by the centers

to identify and hire the best candidates. Recruitment information was

broadly circulated. Centers were aware of the need to ensure staff vitality.

A problem had arisen which had implications for budgets and for staff morale.
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Centers generally had a policy of salary equity without reference to

nationality. However, host country nationals were taxed and some countries

tax their nationals on the basis of citizenship rather than residency.

Hence, there were ccnsiderable differences in take-home pay for staff doing

the same job and receiving equivalent gross salaries. Directors had

considered tackling this problem in a manner similar to the UN agencies.

They therefore propose to approach their Boards with proposals to move

towards equal take-home pay for equal work. The budget proposal currently

before the Group did not include any adjustment for this change. The

Group should therefore be forewarned that requests for budget revisions

may be forthcoming if the Boards decide to follow such a course.

104. International Service for Strengthening National Research

Capacities. The Directors greatly welcomed this initiative but had a

number of questions. Was such a service to be complementary tc the

activities of the centers? If so, centers should be adequately represented

in the formation of the policies and programs of the service. Secondly,

direct contact with national and regional programs was essential. It was

hoped that the proposed service would facilitate rather than substitute

for such contact. The service should substantially relieve pressure on the

centers for greater involvement in national programs than resources

permitted. The Directors thought it essential to continue outposting some

staff for regional services and limited bilateral cooperation. They hoped

that the establishment of the proposed service would not lead to the

conclusion that the centers should substantially reduce these efforts.

105. US Title XII Legislation. The Directors were in active and

continuing consultation with those implementing the US Title XII legislation.

This provided an excellent opportunity for links with US institutions which

would complement the work of the centers. Similar contacts with research
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institutions elsewhere in the world were being actively pursued. The Chairman

noted that the change in US tax legislation presented a serious problem for

the Centers as for many other organizations employing Americans outside the

United States.. He urged the centers to consult with the Secretariat on the

financial im' plications before carrying their proposals too far since there

were important financial implications for the Group as a whole.

106. Responding to Dr. Nickel's comments on the quality of staff,

A speaker noted that some in the developed countries were becoming

increasingly concerned about the supply of scientists, particularly young

scientists with tropical experience.

107. The Chairman noted the need to secure a balance between a qualified

international staff suitably paid to ensure the right motivation and at the

same time securing proper economy.

Technical Services for Support of National Research (Agenda Item 10)

108. The Chairman drew the attention of members to a proposal which had

been sponsored by a group of donors chaired by Dr. Treitz. Dr. Treitz, noting

that the Group and TAC had repeatedly emphasized the importance of strengthen-

ing national agricultural research, sketched the background to the current

proposal. He welcomed the prompt steps that were being taken to follow it

up. The paper prepared by Mr. Graves was not intended as a decision-making

document but as the basis for further discussion. This would be confined

to agricultural research and not the broader questions of agriculture and

rural development. It was recognized that agricultural research in the

developing countries was generally weak and this prevented or slowed up the

transfer of th2 international centers' work to the farmers' fields. The

need to transfer technology to national institutions was an increasing

burden on the international centers.. Participants in the Munich meeting

had propuse an international service for national agricultural research
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to support the work of the international centers and to provide a coordinating

role. There was no intention of depriving centers of their training

activities nor their right to work in the farmers' fields. The proposed

service was intended to complement and not duplicate the work of existing

organizations. The proposed service would have a small core budge.t but

extensive field -,K operations. Although part of the CGIAR system, it would

not represent a major new claim on funds.

109. Dr. Cummings reported on TAC's discussion of the paper at which

Center Directors had been present. TAC recognized that although the centers

depended very largely on the effectiveness of national programs, yet their

capacity to help them was very limited. A stronger commitment was needed

to help developing nations strengthen their research capabilities. A large

number of institutions were involved and their efforts needed coordination.

In endorsing in principle the proposal before the Group, TAC felt the need

for further definition in relation to cooperative activities between the

centers and developing countries and to the ongoing bilateral assistance

programs. TAC recommended that the management of the centers be asked to

participate actively in any further development of the proposal. It was

also important to involve-developing countries and possible sources of

assistance, TAC therefore recommended the establishment of a task force

to include rEpresentatives of the centers, the LDCs, TAC, CGIAR members

and the Lo-7oonsors.

110. The representative of the World Bank noted that

the Bank was strongly committed to the CGIAR and was a major source of funds

:or agricultural development, including agricultural research. The Graves

paper had identified the needs and the donors were being challenged to do

more to meet them. The Bank would play its part in this. The approach in

the Graves paper had merit, but there may be other alternatives. Parts of
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the proposal needed much closer examination. It was important to be

realistic about what could be achieved. Very many other factors were

involved in the overall process of raising farm production. Secondly,

the proposed service could only hope to meet a very small part of the

overall demand. An obvious constraint was the shortage of skilled manpower.

The Bank found that it took between 40 and 50 manmonths of external

manpower to develop a research project to the operational stage. This was

in addition to national manpower inputs. During implementation it was not

uncommon to need between 70 and 80 ranyears of specialized external

expertise to implement a project over a five-year period. Therefore, say

12 projects in operation would need some 75 specialists. There was a great lack

of internationally experienced research planners and administrators. The

proposed program, focussing as it did mainly on manpower, would have to be

linked closely with government and donor commitments to provide capital

funds and the continuing government commitment to long-term research

program.s

ll. The representative of FAO

stressed the importance of parallel emphasis on extension, training,

farmers' organizations, governmental policy and all the other services

to help farmers increase production. Each country had different needs and

efforts to strengthen national agricultural research faced sensitive and

complex problems. There were a number of reasons why rational research was

currently inadequate. First, there was a shortace of financial resources

and this activity had not been accorded high priority. Sec.ondly, developing

countries had been reluctant to ask for outside help in politically

sensitive areas. Thirdly, the developed countries through bilateral or

multilateral programs, had not always attached high priority to strengthen-

ing national agricultural research. In view of this, he questioned
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whether the creation of a new mechanism would be meaningful. Thr wa

alr eady a confusing number of development organizations involved in

assisting national research. It may be queried whether a new mehn

w bring additional resources or merely increase the competition or

c ntly available funds. FAQ had long been involved in this

ad w increasingly engaged in helping developing countries st h

their research capabilities. There were at present some 600 pyjct

this kind. FAO had made organizational changes to strengthen tiS vit

FAO was ready to share its experience with the CGIAR and to conir

in which its organization could contribute to providing the serv s e

the Director General might consider seeking more

for increased support by CGIAR donors to research and development a

The proposal prepared by-Mr. Graves needed further study. FAO woud

prepried to assist and contribute to the work of the task force.

l1.\nother speakeragreed that the proposal needed further study. T

o reference of the task force should include an examination of

were a number of issues. For example, should the new orgaz n

active in promoting extension services? How far would it go beyond strc

rsearch? Secondly, it may be that the proposed new organization should be

cnened with the key educational institutions in developing cocn.

r s the agricultural universities. He was not necessarily e

hI, but it illustrated the kind of question that needed study T

qstions surrounding the relationship between the new service and

nrs. However, it should not be merely the creature of the n

but shuld be responsive to the needs of the developing countrik -.

nancing arrangements would be somewhat novel. How could the prooe

cl of core funding be justified?. Perhaps, like a consultinui

the service should get going merely with working capital. On Uet
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hand there might be something to be said for providing tome small core

budget in order to secure the independence of the service.

113. A4nother speaker warned against trying to apply the formulae which

had worked well for the CGIAR to the much more difficult problems of

national rcsearch. The task force needed members with wide experience In

this difficult field.

In welcoming the proposal, another speaker pointed out

that national research could be strengthened in a number of ways.

For example, experienced scientists from developed countries could work in

field alongside less experienced scientists in developing countries.

inily, study groups on special subjects could be sponsored. Language

problems could be reduced by an information service. The views of those

currently involved in managing research in developing countries would be

very useful in developing the program further.

II15. Another suggested that the traditional extension techniques of

the Western world had not proved suitable for the developing world.

Technology transfer was highly location specific. The terms of reference

of the task force should reflect this. Its members should include people

knowledgeable about the weaknesses of agricultural research organizations.

ie drew members' attention to the establishment of a new fund--the Arab

Pund for Science and Technology. Its feasibility was currently being

studied with the participation of the Arab Fund for Economic and Social

Deveclopment and the Kuwait Fund. The task force should get in contact wth

the latter organizations and the new fund, if it had been established by

that cime.

116, A speaker referred to the FAO regional meeting of November 1976 in

whictih the -:eed for increased donor support of national research programs had
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been urged. He felt that CGIAR support for the current initiative would

lead to greater involvement by donors. The directors of the international

centers knew the problems best and their support for the proposal was crucial

to its success. The task force should include representatives of the

proposed beneficiaries.

117. Concern over the proposed establishment of a new organization

was expressed by a speaker from a developing country. However, he felt that

much effort would have been spared if such service had been established long

before. Although the effort to develop research programs had to come from

the developing countries themselves, nevertheless this had been largely

neglected up to now. Developing countries needed to be aware of the

importance of research.

118. It was suggested by another speaker that the Group invite the

Chairman to assume responsibility for selecting members of the task force

and such other consultancies as may be necessary. The task force should

have balanced membership representing all major interested parties as well

as balance of expertise. The Graves paper was a useful starting point, and

it should not be necessary to begin again from scratch. The task force

should bear in mind the limits that the Group had set for itself. Donor

views should be taken into account. The proposed service should perhaps

not expect continuing core support, but after an initial fund should live

on its ability to secure contracts.

119. In supporting the proposal for a study, a speaker pointed to the

importance of developing countries having comprehensive long-term policy

and development programs for all the factors affecting food production.

They needed help in formulating these, some of which was forthcoming from

existing institutions. Research should not be separated from development.

The emphasis should be on strengthening of national systems and not simply



- 38 -

the linkage with international centers. Careful definition of the boundaries

and modus operandi of the new service would be necessary. There were

definite advantages in associating such a service with the CGIAR.

120. Another speaker emphasized that the task force should look at

alternatives other than the mechanism proposed in the Graves paper. He

agreed that the transfer of technology to developing countries was exceptionally

dificult in part because it involved sensitive questions of national

priorities. Consequently, a review of the service's activities by TAC could

be much more burdensome than the paper suggested. There was no single right

way of strengthening national capacities and therefore a flexible approach

was necessary. He hoped that the creation of a new institution would not

limit the present cooperation between national programs and the international

centers.

121. A speaker noted that in preparing for the forthcoming UN Conference

on Science and Technology, the developing countries would be analyzing their

national research needs.

122. The Chairman noted a unanimous decision to establish a task force.

Elements of the terms of reference had been suggested by a number of speakers.

There were a number of critical questions about the mandate of the service.

Would it be a research service or a research and development service, or again,

research or research and extension? And there were a number of issues

surrounding the appropriate relationship between the proposed service and

other organizations. What alternatives to the specific proposal in the

Graves paper should be considered? What form of service should be ultimately

recommended? Then there were questions surrounding the financial needs of

the service and the mechanisms for providing them, such as for example, the

size of the core budget, the need for capital funds, and the possible sources

of funds. There were also issues connected with the manpower needs of the
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service and the available supply. An area of major concern was clearly the

relationship between the combined proposed activity and the activities of

the international centers. And finally, there was a range of questions

concerned with the governance of the service itself. The next step would be

to abstract from the comments that had been made a preliminary terms of

reference. He, as Chairman, was prepared to appoint the task force. In view

of the very long list of requirements for representation on the task force,

individuals would be selected who could represent a variety of constituencies.

The task force would need staff assistance, some of which could be provided

by the Secretariats. In addition, it would probably need some expert

assistance. It was hoped that donors to the Review Fund would authorize

the use of the remaining -balance in that Fund for this purpose. As to a

timetable, the Group should move with "all deliberate speed." The task was

a major one and would obviously need very careful thought. On the other

hand, the problem was important and needed quick action. Although a progress

report should be available at the November meeting of the Group, the final

report might not be available until the fall of 1978. There would be

opportunities to comment on the draft terms of reference at the November

meeting.

Financial Support in 1978 and Thereafter (Agenda Item 12)

123. Pointing out that firm pledges were not normally made before

November, the Chairman noted that it would be useful to have a preliminary

indication of donor commitments at the present meeting. From the figures

in the Integrative Peport, it appeared that the total amount requested for

1978 would be about $88 million, without taking account of any new activities.

124. Mr. Mashler opened the pledging by stating that subject to the

aipproval of the UNDP Governing Council in January, UNDP would make available
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to the core programs of centers in 1978 a total of US14.1 million. In

addition, $2.26 million would be allocated to special projects of centers.

This was the largest allocation which the UNDP had ever made to the CGIAR

and represented a total of 1.5% of total operating funds for 1978.

125. Mr. Nooter,emphasizing the high regard of the US Government for

the work of the centers, stated that it was their intention to continue

their previous practice during 1978 of providing up to 25% of the total,

which in this case would be up to a maximum of US$22 million. This was

subject to the usual caveat about the provision of adequate funds from the

US Congress process, which should be completed within a few weeks.

126. Mr. Mirheydar stated that the contribution of Iran for 1978 would

be US$2 million, subject to approval of next year's budget.

127. Mr. Lindores could not provide full details at this point, which

would be given in November. However, the Canadian percentage increase in

total contributions to the centers would be approximately the equivalent of

the percentage increase of total requirements as submitted in the budget

proposals.

128. Mr. Dithmer said that the Danish contribution

for 1978 was expected to be DKr4.4 million, roughly the equivalent of

US$73C,000. In 1979 the contribution might be of the order of DKr5.4 million,

equivalent to US$870,000, and for 1980, DKr6.5 nillion cr US$1.05 million.

129. On behalf of Germany, Dr. Treitz was authorized to pledge an amount

of D114 million for 1978 and for 1979. This was of the order of US$6 million,

and is roughly 7% higher than 1977. He noted that negotiations were qoina on

in his gcvernment in the hopes that the amounts he had mentioned might be

increased. However, the outcome was still speculative.

130. M1r. Bell said that the Ford Foundation would expect to nrovide

US$1 million in 1978 and again in 1979.
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131. Mr. Whitelegg noted that the UK Chancellor had introduced severe

government budget cuts which had led to the reduction in the overall aid

program of something like 10%. Emnhasizinq the imfportance that his

government attached to the work of the centers, he was able to say that his

novernment had decided to increase its contribution for 1978 to C2..5 million,

at the current of exchange approximatelv US$4.3 million. This compared with

the contribution in 1977 of US$3.4 million, consequently about a 25% increase.

This pledge was, of course, subject to parliamentary approval. He noted that

in addition, the UK provided considerable other funds for research in the

United Kingdom in support of the work of the centers.

132. Dr. Strand stated that the Norwegian contribution for 1978 and

again for 1979 is expected to be NKr1O million, approximately US$1.9 million.

133. Mr. Clevering, 'on behalf of the government of the Netherlands, noted

an increase in the Dutch contribution for 1978 of approximatelv 10%. This

would amount in 1978 to US$1.65 million for core funding and US$550,000 for

outreach funding. His government was also supporting other organizations

which were in close contact with the Consultative Group's system, such as

work on postharvest technology, SEARCA, and agroforestry. His government

has substantially increased funds for proorams in rural develooment and

national organizations in the developinn world.

134. ;1r. Pino expected that, subject to the aporoval of its Board of

Trustees, the Rockefeller Foundation would be able to make available

US$1.25 million for 1978. The money would be available from the first of

the year.

135. Dr. Daniels expected Th.t IDRC would approve a contribution of

approximately Can$1.3 million for core prcorarrs in 1978.

136. On behalf of Australia Mr. Ingram stated that the contribution

for 1978 would be Aus$2.465 million, approximately US$2.7 million. Total
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Australian contribution4,including special projects and support for the

TAC Secretariat, would amount to Aus$2.7 million, roughly US$3 million.

Without being able to give full details of the breakdown, he expected that

Australia would contribute to the first time to four additional centers--

IITA, ILRAD, CIMMYT and IBPGR.

137. Dr. Scarascia-Mugnozza, noting that the Italian national budget

had not yet been approved, nevertheless expected that his government would

make available approximately US$100,000 for 1978. The Italian National

Pesearch Ccuncil was at present considering an increase of the Italian

ccrtribution.

138. Dr. Wilhelm noted that Switzerland would make a contribution to

core budget in 1978 up to the amount of US$1.3 million. In addition, there

would be a number of contributions to special projects.

139. Mr. Yudelman stated that the World Bank would continue its practice

of contributing up to 10% of the requirements of the approved programs of

the Consultative Group system. This could amount in 1978 to something in

excess of US$8 million. Subject to approval by the Bank's Board, up to

US$8.7 million might be expected for 1978 compared with expected grants

for 1977 of US$7.9 million.

140. Dr. Olembo noted that UNEP intended to restore its contributicn

to the CGIAR system to US$600,000. He noted that some of the follow-up

activities to the recent United Nations' Conference on Desertification

might lead to more funds being available for activities carried out in

connection vith the centers, particularly ILCA and ICARDA.

141. Mr. Epstein stated that the oresident of the Inter-American

Development Bank was expected shortly to recommend to his Board contributions

of up to US$6.2 million to the core budqets and capital requirements of the

three Latin American centers for 1978. As in the nast, this arount would
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be dispersed in national currencies of the host countries in which the

centers are located. They would be drawn from the resources of the Social

Progress Trust Fund. This represented about an 8% increase over 1977 and

accounted for nearly 20% of the Bank's total nonreimbursable technical

assistance. Allocations between centers and support for capital items were

still to be discussed. He expected a similar contribution for 1979 and

1980, but it was too early to be specific.

142. Speaking on behalf of the Asian Development Bank, Mr. Epstein

read the following statement: "The Asian Development Bank cannot commit

itself at this stage regarding its financial support for 1978 to CG-sponsored

activities as they have to work out project proposals based on their

individual consideration for support to research centers in Asia for their

Board of Directors on a project by project basis. However, on a preliminary

and noncomittal basis you may indicate that the Asian Development Bank in

1978 may consider a magnitude of about half a million US dollars of financial

support for agricultural research activities in Asia subject to individual

consideration on merit of project proposals and approval by the Board of

Directors of the Bank."

143. Mr. Bage noted that Sweden was still working on a long-term budget

for CG contributions. Pending adoption of that budget, he expected the

Swedish contribution for 1978 not to be less than the contribution for 1977,

which is SKrlO million, approximately US$2 million.

144. Dr. Ali noted that the Arab Fund for Economic and Social DevCeop-

ment was at present reviewing its priorities, and he was therefore not in a

position to make a specific announcement. He hoDed to do so very soon.

145. On behalf of Belaium, MIr. Boddez noted that his country's total

contribution would be BF1OO million, somewhere between US$2.8 and US$2.9 million.

This, however, was the total figure, including special projects.
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146. Dr. Eggers stated that the Euronean Economic Community expected to

contribute two million European units of account for 1978, equivalent to

roughly LS$2.2 million. There was a faint possibility that this amount

might be increased by about half a million European units of account,

equivalent to US$.55 million to a center in Latin America.

147. Noting that Japan could not yet make a specific pledge for 1978,

Mr. Okamoto mentioned that efforts would be made to maintain and expand as

far as possible the Japanese contribution to the CGIAR.

148. Mr. Amenechi said that Nigeria's contribution to the system would

remain at the present level of N.5 million, equivalent to about US$750,000.

149. Summarizing the outcome of the pledges, the Executive Secretary,

Mr. Lejeune, pointed out that there was still a number of uncertainties.

For example, the United 'States and the World Bank provided matching funds,

the absolute amount of which depended on what the rest of the Group could

contribute. It was possible that new contributors might join the Group.

Firm figures had not yet been obtained from all the donors present.

Whilst the total needs of about $88 million for 1978 were not clearly

covered at this stage, it appeared that the apparent shortfall would be

manageable. Donors should be aware that total requests could increase again

rapidly in 1979 due to the implementation of new capital programs. In view

of the rapid pace of inflation and the difficulty in forecasting it, it

was to be hoped that donors would consider at least maintaining their

contributions in real terms. Although at the moment it seemed as though

there might be a total gap of between US$2 and US$3 million, the Group had

been in similar situations before and it was to be expected that this would

be overcomr by November.

Report on Implementation of Review Committee Recommendations (Agenda Item 13)

150. The Deputy Executive Secretary, Mr. Ritchie, reviewed the present
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status of implementation of the recommendations of the Review Committee. The

present status of the group of recommendations affecting the CGIAR system as

a whole was self-evident to members. The next major group of recommendations

had been directed at the centers. They were of two main types. Recommendations

relating to longer-term perspective of the centers, and secondly, those to do

with off-campus activity. In order to put the first type of recommendation into

effect, the Secretariat had sugcested a number of steps, among which was the

preparation by the centers of a statement on lona-term objectives, priorities

and criteria for proaram balance. This might be done in preparation for

quinquennial reviews. CIAT had prepared such a document, which had been very

useful. It was hoped that all the well-established centers would be able to

give a more explicit statement of priorities and objectives in the coming

year. Some centers had been more successful than others in following the

recommendation that snecial orojects be more clcselv integrated with core

activities.

151. As for the recommendations concerning off-campus activities,

Mr. Ritchie urged centers to let the Secretariat have copies of formal

collaborative aqreements between centers.

152. Tre Review Committee had recommended that Boards of Trustees

define the criteria and procedures for selection of their own members.

One center had provided a statement on this ouestion, but the Secretariat

would urge other center Boards to do the same. It was understood that a

number of centers were considering putting CG nominees on their Board.

153. The Review Committee had recommended that donors try to be as

flexible as possible in pledging and that support be maintained to

individual centers for a reasonable period of time and not be withdrawn or

reduced without ample notice. Secondly, it was recommended that contribu-

tions be made as promptly as possible. With the proposal that the World
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Bank establish a short-term financing facility, donors had responded well

and so far it has not been necessary to make use of this facility.

154. TAC had responded to the recommendations of the Review Committee.

Quinquennial reviews were being continued. Stripe analysis was underway

and due attention was being paid to special projects.

155. As for the Secretariats, the recommendations that biennial

budgetting be introduced and that the two Secretariats work more closely

together in preparing program and budget commentaries, appeared to have

been put into effect with little difficulty.

156. In general, progress towards putting the Committee's recommenda-

tions into effect had been good but somewhat slower in those areas requiring

changes in procedure or thinking.

Time and Place of Next Meeting (Agenda Item 14)

157. There being no items of other business, the Chairman noted that the

discussion of Item 9 had resulted in agreement to hold the next meeting of the

CGIAR on November 16 and 17, 1977, in the offices of the World Bank in Paris.

158. The meeting closed at 12:45 p.m.



Cenlro nternacional de Agricultura TropicaIaal- Co67

DIR-1061

28 October 1977

The Secretariat
Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research

1818 H St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20433
U. S. A.

With reference to your memorandum of October 21, 1977, with which you enclosed an

informal summary of proceedings of the Consultative Group meeting of September 14-16,

1977, I wish to offer one correction. This relates to the Agenda Item 8 on page 2 of the

paper entitled "Main Points from Summary of Proceedings". While I am in general

agreement with the accuracy of the discussion on this point reported on pages 27 and 28

of the draft informal summary, I believe that the statement in the "Main Points" paper
that"there was some concern about the orientation of CIAT's beef Program" is not a

correct reflection of that discussion. You will note from paragraph 92 on page 27 that the

concern expressed was about the proportion of CIAT's research budget going into beef.

This is correct. To my recollection there was no concern expressed about the orientation

of that program. I would appreciate your making this correction in the final Main Points

Summary Document.

With best regards.

j hn L. Nickel
rector General

cc. Dr. P. A. S6nchez

Cables: CINATROP Telex: 05769, CIAT CO Telefono: Palmira 27044



CONSULTATIVE GROUP ON INTERNATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH

1818 H St., N.W. Washington, D.C. 20433 US.A.
Telephone (Area Code 202) 477-3592

Cable Address - INTBAFRAD

FROM: The Secretariat October 21, 1977

Consultative Group Meeting
September 14-16, 1977

Washington, D.C.

Informal Summary of Proceedings

1. The thirteenth meeting of the Consultative Group on International
Agricultural Research was held at the headquarters of the World Bank in
Washington, D.C. on September 14, 15 and 16, 1977. The Chairman,
Mr. Warren C. Baum, presided.

2. Attached is the draft Informal Summary of Proceedings and List of
Participants. Annexes consisting of Center Directors' presentations and an
informal summary of the Training Discussion will be attached to the final
version of the Summary.

3. Members with comments or corrections to the Summary and the List
of Participants are asked to submit them to the Secretariat by November 21,

977.

The meeting was attended by representatives of 33 members. The
Afri6n Development Bank and the Asian Development Bank were unable to
attem--the latter being represented by the Inter-American Development Bank.

en and Directors of the nine international centers, and of the IBPGR,
it- e Executive Secretary of WARDA were present, as were center training

officirs for part of the discussions. Members of TAC participated.

Plenary Sessions of the Consultative Group were held on September 12,1-4 morning of the 14th. The afternoon of September 12 was devoted to a
disets sion on training.

6. The 18th meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) was held
on September 9 and 10. The TAC Secretariat will be distributing a summary of
that Meeting separately. Other meetings held in conjunction with International
Centers Week included:

-- TAC Vegetable Subcommittee (September 7-8)
-- Center Training Officers (September 8-9)
-- Co-Sponsors (September 8, 13)
-- Center Directors (September 9-10)
-- ICARDA and CIMMYT Boards (September 14)
-- ICARDA Program Committee (September 18)
-- ICARDA Board (September 19-20)

Attachments
Distribution: CG Members
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October 21, 1977

Consultative Group Meeting
September 14-16, 1977
Washington, D.C.

Main Points from Summary of Proceedings

Agenda Item 3, The 1977 Integrative Report. Paras. 2 to 24

The Report was generally commended. The discussion focussed mainly
on the complexities involved in allocating resources. There was general
support for a paper on resource allocation, work on which would be initi-
ated by TAC. There was a consensus for flexibility as to the centers doing
basic research. This would be examined again in November.

Agenda Item 4, TAC Chairman's Report of 15th, 16th and 17th Meetings
of TAC. Paras. 25 to 37

Dr. Cummings reviewed TAC's recent and ongoing work program, and the
status of proposals on water buffalo, soybeans, vegetables, farming systems,
agroforestry and water management.

Agenda Item 5, TAC Quinquennial Review of CIP. Paras. 38 to 50

The Review Panel commended the quality of CIP's program. As to
Quinquennial Reviews in general, Dr. Cummings invited suggestions as to
how they might be improved.

Agenda Item 6, Relationship with the International Centre for Insect
Physiology and Ecology (ICIPE). Paras. 51 to 75

The scientific quality of ICIPE's work was commended. Although ICIPE
did not seek membership of the CGIAR on the same basis as the centers, many
members seemed anxious to support ICIPE. Collaborative programs with centers
could be supported through the CGIAR system through center budgets. Donors
had different preferences as to a relationship between ICIPE and the CGIAR,
partly reflecting their particular funding processes. The Secretariat was
authorized to help ICIPE to the extent possible. The ICIPE question raised
the general issue of whether the Group should recognize certain research
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institutions as enjoying some kind of "associate" status within the CG
system. The Secretariats would prepare a paper on this question for the
November meeting.

Agenda Item 7, TAC Chairman's Report on Center Programs. Paras. 76 to 86

Dr. Cummings summarized TAC's consideration of the programs of the
nine centers, WARDA and the IBPGR.

Agenda Item 8, Discussion of Center Programs. Paras. 87 to 95

There was considerable discussion of ICARDA's mandate, and in part-
icular, whether it should embrace irrigated agriculture. There was some
concern about the orientation of CIAT's beef program.

Agenda Item 9, Report and Discussion on CG Meeting Cycle. Paras. 96 to 100

Members generally endorsed the recommendation in the Secretariat's
paper that the Group work towards completing its business in one annual
meeting in October, with the possibility of another meeting in May if
needed. The November 1977 meeting would decide on the program for 1978.
About half the meetings should be held away from Washington.

Agenda Item 10, International Support for Technical Services to Strengthen
National Research. Paras. 108 to 122

The Group agreed that some international action was needed. One spec-
ific proposal, commissioned by a number of donors, was considered. The
Chairman was asked to appoint a Task Force to study the matter further.

Agenda Item 11, Matters Introduced by Centers. Paras. 101 to 107

Dr. Nickel, as current Chairman of the Directors' meeting, commented
on TAC Quinquennial Reviews, staff quality, the proposal to strengthen
national research, and US Title XII legislation.

Agenda Item 12, Financial Support in 1978 and Thereafter. Paras 123 to 149.

Donors stated their intentions as to total contributions to core programs
for 1978, though some were unable yet to specify figures. Some gave indica-
tions beyond 1978. Given that there were still some uncertainties, it appeared
that the system's total needs of some $88 million for 1978 were within $2 to $3
million of being covered.

Agenda Item 13, Report on Implementation of Review Committee Recommendations,
Paras. 150 to 156

Although progress was more rapid in some aspects than others, in general
the recommendations were being satisfactorily put into effect.

Agenda Item 14, Other Business

There was no other business.
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Agenda Item 15, Time and Place of Next Meeting. Paras. 157 to 158

The next meeting of the CGIAR would be on November 16 and 17, in
the offices of the World Bank in Paris.



CONSULTATIVE GROUP MEETING

SEPTEMBER 14-16, 1977

WASHINGTON, D.C.

DRAFT INFORMAL SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS

1. The Chairman opened the Consultative Group meeting by reviewing

the growth of the Group and the ideals to which it remained committed. The

Group faced more difficult years ahead. On the part of the centers, there

was a continuing need for strict scientific and financial discipline,

together with clear future planning. They should not grow for growth's

sake. Donors, on the other hand, needed to reaffirm their long-term

commitment to international agricultural research which should be seen as

spanning a generation or more. Mutual trust must be retained by donors

promptly honoring their commitments and centers ensuring efficient 
and

effective use of the funds. He drew the Group's attention to the items on

the agenda, which was adopted.

The 1977 Integrative Report (Agenda Item 3)

2. Most of the speakers expressed their appreciation for the quality

of the Integrative Report. A view was expressed that systematic analysis

of priorities was needed and research should be relevant co development

strategies aimed at providing the basic needs of the poorest. There was a

need for more systems work and deeper study of socioeconomic factors.

3. In agreeing that the benefits of research should flow more

specifically to the poorest, a speaker questicned whether this could b-e

done only through scale neutral technology. The lot of the poorest farmer

was largely determined by socioeconomic factors. He suggested there might

be a need for a policy paper on the-question of how research could 
be
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improved as an instrument for policymaking.

4. The complexity of determining the beneficiaries of research was

stressed. Help for the resource-poor farmer was getting a great deal of

study and many institutions were involved in working with LDC governments

on the problem.

5. A speaker, recognizing that helping the poorest farmer posed a

lot of highly complex problems, felt that provided the centers were working

broadly along the right lines, they should be allowed a fair degree of

flexibility. He thought the Report took a realistic view of the problems.

Priorities should be reexamined before the Group took on a range of new

activities.

6. While emphasis had rightly been given to training and research,

there was also a need for training in research in nutrition. TAC and the

centers should take note of the fact that in many areas the number of small

farmers was declining and there was a trend towards somewhat larger holdings.

7. It was pointed out that research was not an end in itself but a

service to the user. Just as national research programs should be based on

a system of priorities within financial constraints, so should the intern-

national system determine its own priorities. Whilst much was known about

biological systems, less seemed to be known about the aims and goals and

aspirations of the rural populations. In Latin America particularly there

was a need for economists who were deeply experienced in rural areas. Social

scientists experienced in urban problems were of little value in the rural

areas.

8. A speaker wished to correct the impression that small farmers

needed a different kind of research from larger farmers. What was needed

was socioeconomic research into the -special circumstances of the smallest

farmer. The centers should expand their socioeconomic research units so
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that the technobiologists could address the right questions.

9. Turning to Figure 3 in the Report, a speaker noted that there had

been a great increase in emphasis on small farmer crops. The CGIAR could

take some credit for the increasing prevalence of what was called the

philosophy of minimum input.

10. Another speaker noted the importance of improving income

distribution, which went far beyond the activities of the CG system. The

system should concentrate on producing more food in a way that did not

misallocate resources or compromise general economic development.

11. The Chairman noted a consensus in support of the period of

consolidation and the concern of some donors about the maintenance of a

rapid rate of growth. While maintaining the spirit and the fact of

consolidation, nevertheless new initiatives could be considered,

12. The recommendation for a staff paper on resource allocation was

supported, but a speaker had two qualifications. First, it should be done

with true sophistication and in full recognition of all the complexities

implied by multiple objectives. Secondly, a paper was needed that did not

try to give all the answers but provided suggestions about the process.

Whilst the Boards of the individual centers were very well representative

of the developing countries, there had been repeated reference to trying to

introduce farmers themselves into the process of setting priorities. Such

a paper would involve quite intensive consultation and field work.

13. Another speaker noted that the figures given in the Integrative

Report tended to confirm his own concerns about the allocation of resources.

Now that the emphasis of the Group was no longer on expansion, internal

policy issues were becoming more important. A number of measures of the

relative importance of crops had been considered. One important measure

might be the potential payoff on increased investment in research. Nutrition

and nu:-ritioual balance should be considered as well as increase in food
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supply. The relative emphasis on crops as opposed to emphasis on inputs.

would also have to be weighed. In focussing on the poorest people, one should

include not only producers but also consumers. There was also the question

of increasing self-reliance in food production. It was important to be

realistic about what such an exercise could achieve. He proposed.that it

be undertaken by TAC as a matter of prioritv over the coming year in which

TAC would use whatever means it felt appropriate to accomplish the objective.

There should be a substantial document available in a year's time which

might be reviewed through some kind of seminar.

14. In supporting the proposal for such a paper, another speaker felt

that it should be built up on statements of priorities prepared by individual

centers. It should also consider national capabilities in the various

commodities and the scope for inter-country collaboration.

15. The Chairman noted a consensus in favor of t-e preparation of a

major paper on priorities and allocation of resources. This would take time

not only to prepare, but also to digest and act upon. This was in the first

instance the concern of TAC.

16. Turning to the needs for basic research, a speaker noted that if

basic research was defined as that research conducted in order to obtain the

objectives of a center, then that center should be encouraged to di that

research which they considered essential, or if it could be better done

elsewhere be contracted out or called to the attention of other agencies.

17. Another speaker felt-that the centers needed to examine the

question of basic research in greater depth, and wondered whether a paper might

not be needed, based on discussions with centers and other informed persons.

If such a paper were written, it should take a broad view, and not be limited

to the perspective of the centers. It was noted that the recent study by

the National Academy of Sciences had looked in depth at the interrelation-

ships between basic and applied research.. There was now a category known as
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"mission oriented basic research."

18. A speaker thought that it would be premature to try and deterine

a rigid yardstick by which centers would decide what kind of research they

should be undertaking. Recognizing that the centers needed the support of

mission-orient-d basic research, another speaker added that the system

could not afford the luxury of speculative basic research; all basic research

is costly and long-term. Proposals for basic research should come from

within the system itself. Research organizations needed to devote a small

proportion, say between five and ten percent, of their resources to basic

research. However, some problems could only be solved by institutions in

the developed countries.

19. It was felt by one participant that the most limiting constraint

to the centers over the next ten to twenty years might be the lack of new

fundamental relevant knowledge. Perhaps the Group might introduce a systematic

process for identifying fundamental constraints on which basic research was

needed.

20. Oae speaker raised the question of whether the Group might wish to

set up a fund for basic research which could be drawn down by the centers.

21. A director noted his center's practice of trying to get others to

conducz re search on their behalf wherever possible. Where it was not

possible, a combination of outside and center scientists working in cooperatl'

had operated well.

22. Another director, noting the amount of debate that the subject had

generated in the past felt that there was no need for another paper. The

decision as to where a piece of research was to he done was not made on the

basis of whether it was applied or basic but on the basis of who has the

comparative advantage in doing it. .The Boards of Trustees were the best

judges of what kind of research the centers should be doing.
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23. Another speaker pointed to the key importance of the younger

scientists on the staff of the centers in identifying needed areas for

research.

24. The Chairman concluded that the Group appeared to feel the need

to know how best to handle basic research, but that more work was -needed

before that could be achieved.

Report of the Chairman of TAC on the 15th, 16th and 17th TAC Meetings
(Agenda Item 4)

25. The Chairman welcomed Dr. Ralph Cummings in his new capacity as

Chairman of the Technical Advisory Committee.

26. Dr. Cummings reviewed the situation when he took over as Chairman

of TAC. The CGIAR Review Committee's Report had been generally endorsed

by the Group, though felt by some as rather conservative. A three-year

period of consolidation was beginning. A number of topics were still

awaiting definitive recommendation and TAC expected to explore other topics

which might have potential relevance to the overall objectives of the Group.

There would continue to be an emphasis on problem-oriented research to benefit

the majority of farmers in low income countries and on commodities important

as sources of food in the developing countries. Some of the topics under

TAC review were among those previously identified as being of first priority.

Other topics might be moved from lower priority to the first priority as the

situation developed.

27. Four Quinquennial Reviews have already been completed: IRRI,

CIMMYT, CIP and CIAT. The first two were discussed by the Group in October

1976. The review of CIP would be discussed during the present meeting, and

that of CIAT at the next. The review of IITA was in progress. The draft

report would be considered by TAC at its next (18th) meeting. For the

future, ICRISAT and WARDA would be reviewed in 1978; the TBPGR in 1979; and

ILCA and ICARDA in 1980. Dr. Cummings invited the Group to suggest ways in
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which the Quinquennial Review process might be improved and more

effectively serve the needs of the Group. He also asked for suggestions as

to specific questions which the individual review panels should 
address.

28. The Stripe Review on farming systems was underway and was looking

at CIAT, IITA, I-RISAT and IRRI. TAC was considering the criteria which would

govern its consideration of possible new initiatives which might be referred

to it. These criteria were generally within the previously established

priorities. Whilst these criteria were still subject to review, it was

suggesteu, irst, that the commodity or activity should be of present or

potential importance to a large part of the agriculture and populations 
of

many developing countries. Secondly, the activity should have the potential

for major improvement. Thirdly, there should be good reason to believe that

such improvement is at present limited by gaps in technological knowledge.

New initiatives submitted to TAC should be clearly formulated and directly

addressed to the solution of critical problems. Furthermore, they should be

of the type that needed international effort. It was not appropriate for

the Consultative Group directly to fund individual national prog>rams.

29. Contracting work could be considered only if directed to well-

defined activities essential to the core objectives of the international

effort and if the work would be most efficiently done by a contract arrangemenlt.

30. (a) Water Buffalo. Proposals for water buffalo research had been

before TAG for a long time. A proposed international network had been

tentatively endorsed by TAC in May of 1976. Tt was subsequently decided to

study the matter in phases. A report had been prepared by a consultant,

Dr. Mahadevan. TAC believed this report to be of extremely high quality and

it would be circulated to the Group for information. Although TAG was not

able to recommend Consultative Group support for an-international effort nn

water buffalo research, it did commend Dr. Mahadevan's report and it was
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hoped that bilateral donors would be able to support some phases of the

recommended program. It was understood that some eight donors had agreed to

pledge some $3 million for 1978 in supporting water buffalo research.

However, more resources were likely to be needed.

31. (b) Soybeans. Soybeans were an important source of oil.and high

quality protein and therefore retained their ranking in the first priority.

Much soybean production went to large scale industrial processing, but could

well be processed at the village or home level. TAC had been exploring

various possibilities for soybean work, including a consortium of resources

and a Board rather similar to the IBPGR, but was not yet ready to make a

firm recommendation.

32. (c) Vegetables. TAC had mounted three missions on vegetables and

the Group had some form of association with the Asian Vegetable Research and
subcommittee

Development Center (AVRDC). TAC had established a vegetable/which was still

deliberating. TAC, therefore, did not yet have a specific recommendation for

the Group. It should, however, be recognized that the Group's interest should

be in tropical vegetables and that vegetables did need relatively heavy

inputs.

33. (d) Farming Systems. TAC had initiated a Stripe Review of farming

systems. A preliminary report should be available for TAC's 18th meeting,

and it wasplanned to hold a workshop probably in June 1978. TAC would hope

to present a report by the autumn of 1978 and at that time would recommend

on possible follow-up action.

34. (e) Agro-forestry. IDRC had commissioned a study which TAC had

revie-ed 1i consultation with its author. A number of interested parties had

subseqie-ly reached preliminary agreement on setting up an international

council foi research on agro-forestry which had its temporary headquarters

at the Royal Tropical Institute in the Netherlands. In due course a
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Secretariat would be set up and the location moved to a developing country.

The council would provide consultation and coordination but would not itself

conduct research. This council might in due course seek some kind of associat.

status with the CGIAR, but as yet associate status was not defined nor were

the obligations that it implied.

35. (f) Forest Genetic Resources. The IBPGR bad asked for TAC's

guidance on the extent to which it should consider forest genetic resources

for its program for 1978. Although TAC felt that forest genetic resources

conservation was of concern to the IBPGR, it did not feel able to male a

definite recommendation until the Board had had a conprehersive proposai

including the financial implications and the method of impliementation.

36. (g) Water Management. TAC's previous view had been that existing

centers should incorporate water management research into their program and

that there was no case for a separate center to address this problem. However,

more detailed knowledge was needed and IDRC had undertaken to provide it.

The matter was still under review.

37. In answer to a question, Dr. Cummings stated that e l were

likely t 'ave a higher priority than the other topics. A speaker pointed

out tha.t there were very many vegetables and asked whether TAC had ranked

them in ,-c of priority. For example, were mung beans and cowpeas

included? ,Dr. Cummings agreed that some crops regarded as vegetables were

already within the mandate of some of the centers. He thought that leafy

vegetables would probably have a high priority. Another high priority would

be solanaceous vegetables such as tomatoes and peppers.

Report on the Quinquennial Review of the International Potato Center (CiP)

(Agenda Item 5)

38. In introducing this item the Chairman reminded the Group that it

should be alive to any steps which should be taken to improve t1he review

process itself. He noted Dr. Cummings' request for comments based on the
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experience of members.

39. Dr. ten Houten, who had led the CIP Review Panel, introduced the

findings of the review. He commended this young center's d-namic and

practical approach. It had some special features as, for example, its use

of contract research. CIP had a systematic five-year planning process

making use of planning conferences of outside experts and CIP's staff.

The Review Panel had been asked to pay special attention to these aspects.

The three main tasks of a Quinquennial Review were, first, to evaluate

scientific quality of current programs; secondly, to comment on their scope

and balance; and thirdly, to evaluate future plans. CIP saw its mandate as

rapidly to develop, adapt and expand tt . research necessary to solve priority

problems limiting the production of potatoes in developing countries. The

Panel had reviewed each of CIP's nine research thrusts carefully and

concluded that in general the scientific work had made excellent progress.

Breeding, selection and pathology were especially commended. The Panel

considered that priority support should be given to expanded work on meristem

culture and seed production, including virus testing and related entomo-

logical work. Transferring potatoes around the world was attended by great

risk of spre-ading disease. CIP was paying great attention to the multiplica-

tion of true seed. CIP had taken several important measures with regard to

phytosanitgry precautions. The Panel commended CIP's intention to integrate

its regional research and training activities with the nine headquarter

thrusts. The Panel found merit in CIP's concept of the "third dimension,"

in which CIP would provide technical backstopping for programs managed by

others. It considered that contract research was a highly efficient use of

CIP's resources. Such work seemed to be of high standard and also provided

CIP with a desirable degree of flexibility. CIP might well reconsider the

distribution of the training work load.
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40. In summing up, Dr. ten Houten commended the standard of CIP's

work and the energy of its Director General. He noted with approval that

a Deputy Director General had been appointed. He noted the excellent spirit

of cooperation between the Panel and CIP's management and staff, as well as

the great conti-bution made by the Panel's Secretary, Mr. Brian Webster.

41. Dr. Cummings pointed out that TAC had reviewed the draft reports on

CIP at it- 15th meeting, at which stage it had made quite a number of comments

and suggestions. These had been incorporated in the final report which TAC

therefore endorsed.

42. A speaker congratulated Dr. ten Houten and his Panel for an

excellent report. He asked for clarification of CIP's distinction between

research and extension, and secondly, whether CIP experienced any difficulties

in negotiating research contracts due to the imposition of donor preferences.

Dr. ten Houten said that it was an exception for CIP's core activities to

include extension work though he felt this might tend to be the case more

often in special projects. Dr. Sawyer emphasized that CIP had not experienced

any situation where CIP had unwillingly accepted a contract under pressure

from a donor. He agreed that in CIP's early years, some regional staff had

tended to get involved in activities that bordered on extension work. But

as the program settled down, they were reverting to their primary task of

the transfer of technology.

43. Speaking about Quinquennial Reviews in general, a speaker questioned

whether they should continue to concentrate primarily on scientific competence

of the centers. The reviews should continue to look at the scientific

ability of centers, but this was seldom in doubt. Should they not concentrate

more on allocation of resources among programs and between center programs

and outreach programs and between research and training? Reviews should look

more closely at the forward planning of centers.
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44. The Group was reminded by another speaker that when the

Quinquennial Review process was established, it was precisely aimed at the

scientific quality of the centers' work. What was now bein6 proposed vns

some kind of policy review, which might be broader than the responsibilities

of TAC as presently understood. There were a number of issues coming forward

which were broader than scientific issues, and which the present system

could not satisfactorily address without having to create special task forces

or special reviews on an ad hoc basis.

45. In answer to a question, the Chairman pointed out that CIP was

only five years old, and it was probably too early to be able to assess the

impact of CIP's work in the developing countries.

46. A speaker felt that there was a need to tackle more fundamental

issues than had been dealt with in Quinquennial Reviews so far. Further

definition of the criteria for the allocation of priorities was needed.

Although CIP was a one-crop center, the questions could be asked as to the

appropriate balance and priority between different research thrusts. He

noted the panel approval of CIP's contract research and thought that CIP's

experience of contract research was relevant to the Group's consideration

of basic research.

47. Another speaker emphasized the importance of the centers' Boards of

Trustees. Ie felt more consideration was needed, including the role of

Board of Trustees, before the mandate of TAC Quinquennial Reviews was

expanued

48. ' . Chairman of CIP added that the CIP Board thought the independent

review functions to be most desirable and CIP had benefitted from the work

of the panel. However, members of the CIP Program Committee would be

analysing the review and comments would be made available to the Secretariat

for distribution. If reviews were to get into policy matters, then clearly
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Boards of Trustees would have to be involved in the review process.

49. A speaker warned the Group that there appeared to be an assumption

that scientific assessment was not needed. He certainly did not share that

view. He thought it would be wrong to change the nature of Quinquennial

Reviews to make them address policies and priorities. He hoped the Group

would consider some other means of doing that.

50. The Chairman noted that a broad set of issues had been opened up.

He proposed that the two Secretariats jointly prepare a paper on the

Quinquennial Review process which would be presented to the Group at its

November meeting. It would review the objectives, content and method of

approach of such reviews.

Report and Discussion on Relationship with International Centre for Insect

Physiology and Ecology (ICIPE) (Agenda Item 6)

51. The Chairman referred to the Secretariat's memorandum of

August 8, 1977 summarizing ICIPE's present stage of development and outlining

possible options for the Group. He asked Mr. Mashler to introduce the subject

52. Mr. Mashler noted that UNDP had supported ICIPE for more than five

years. This was because it was a unique institution set up under African

initiaLiv- 7;ainly through the efform of Professor Odhiambo to conduct basic

research on insect physiology to develop environmentally acceptable methods

of pest control. The Stockholm Conference had emphasized this particular

problem. There were major opportunities for collaboration between ICIPE and

the work of the centers. A policy advisory body had been built up comprising

the UNDP together with FAO, WHO and IEA, together with scientists from the

centers. A new program was being initiated under UNEP and WHO auspices for

research on tropical diseases on which ICIPE would play a major role in the

area of trypanosomiasis research. UNDP, who at one time contributed nearly

60% of ICIPE's budget, thought that its financial base should be broadened
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in order to secure a firmer basis for the future. In its first five years,

ICIPE had demonstrated its scientific ability and had achieved wide recogni-

tion. Despite many discussions, the TAC and the Group had not reached any

definitive conclusion as to an appropriate relationship with ICIPE. An

interagency conference had been convened in July at which many of the

present participants had been present. This conference had had positive

results and it was recognized that ICIPE deserved long-term support.

However, the conference did not have before it any clear indication of the

attitude of the CGIAR. Therefore, the ad hoc interagency group that met

in July would remain in existence for the time being to provide at least

some kino of support base for ICIPE should the CGIAR not find it possible

to do so. It had been agreed that ICIPE's Scientific Advisory Committee

would be broadened to include representatives of developed and developing

countries and a representative of TAC. Firm pledges amounted roughly to

$1 million in addition to the present limited funds available and it was

expected that about another $750,000 might become available before the end

of 1977 subject to confirmation by donors.

55. Dr. Cummings noted that the quality of ICIPE's work had long been

recognized. However, only a portion of ICIPE's program would be likely to

be relevant to the Group's activities and some reorientation was needed in

order for ICIPE to address itself more directly to the Group's concerns.

There had been a need to increase the continuity of resident leadership in

a number of programs. ICIPE had made considerable progress in both these

directions. About half or perhaps 60% of ICIPE's programs had reasonably

direct relevance to the Group's concerns. TAC had welcomed the formation

on an interagency group of ICIPE donors which might assure better continuity

of support.
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56. Provided that all the necessary conditions could be met, TAC was pre-

pared to recommend that ICIPE be given some support through the CGIAR for

those portions of its program which would be relevant. If the CGIAR pro-

vided financial support, this implied a direct organic relationship and

therefore some soligations, including review of ICIPE's program and budget

and the preparation of a program and budget commentary. It was not

clear whether this proposal would be acceptable to ICIPE. TAC had rioted

that ICIPE had immediate problems particularly on the funding of its

capital program. For a period of not more than three years, the CG

contribution should be directly related to activities relevant to the

international centers and TAC suggested that the contribution be for the

most part tied to an amount put into projects worked out jointly between

the international center concerned and ICIPE and which would perhaps be

channelled through the center as an earmarked item in its budget. It was

recognized that much of the support work, as for example in physiology, fine

structure, basis for insect resistance, etc., could not be closely identified

to the interest of an individual center. A contribution for these kinds of

support operations might be desirable on a continuing basis again tied to the

amounts of contributions coming through the centers. TAC could endorse

interim measures such as a one-time contribution to capital or interim

support to the operating budget.

57. The Chairman noted that this was the first proposal involving new

funding since the Group had entered a period of consolidation. It was also a

different kind of activity from those supported in the past. Previous

concerns about scientific quality had been put to rest. ICIPE sought

financial support, but not along the lines of the existing centers.
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58. In answer to a question, Dr. Cummixngs noted that associate status had

never been clearly defined. There were some institutes which already had

some kind of informal associate status involving endorsement but not direct

financial support. TAC had in mind a closer form of association which would

bring relevant programs under regular review, somewhat analogous to the

position of WARDA. TAC had assumed that funds pledged by the interagency

group would be additional to those pledged by the same donors to CGIAR

activities. These funds could be reported as contributions through the

CGIAR, but they would add to the net total resources.

59. Another speaker thought that long-term support should get very sympathetic

consideration. As far as his agency was concerned, it would not be an advan-

tage to channel funds to ICIPE through the CGIAR. His government was

willing significantly to increase its contribution to the CGIAR system,

but they were not prepared to consider any extra funding of activities

which were of an essentially national character. Some form of associate

membership with the CGIAR but with separate funding would be preferable.

60. Its representative noted that the World Bank took the view that

the programs developed between the centers and ICIPE were an excellent

use of resources. They offered essential flexibility. If such joint

projects were to be supported, the Bank would need to be assured ti-at they

were of 1ig> priority. The Bank recognized that ICIPE needed long-term

support, nevcrtheless the nature of its mandate and objectives was such

that it co' I not be integrated into the CGIAR system. The scientific work

was of international standard. The CGIAR and TAC Secretariats should be

available to assist ICIPE.

61. A speaker distinguished ICIPE from the centers supported by the CGIAR.

The latter had been established to develop new production technology applic-

able in developing countries. ICIPE was a serious and potentially most
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valuable effort to build scientific capacity in the developing world. Although

ICIPE was a good institute, it could not yet fully compete witu basic research

available in developed countries. ICIPE was not an international research

enterprise but it was an important element in the development of scientific

capacity particularly in Africa. Full membership in the CGIAR would not

be appropriate, but donors should support it directly.

62. Another speaker emphasized that ICIPE was no longer exclusively

occupied in basic research and its activities now included considerable

applied research. An example was the specific problem on which ICIPE and

IRRI were cooperating. ICIPE was an international center and its charter

was in the process of being modified with the government of Kenya.

63. Another speaker felt that ICIPE would not fit easily in the present

CG system. It appeared able to attract significant bilateral support.

His own government would have difficulty in funding an activity in its

entirety both through the CG and bilaterally. A satisfactory compromise

would be For the CGIAR to fund that portion of ICIPE's activities which

related directly to the work of the centers. If necessary, a one-time

capital .w ,'ribution could be made. The alternative by which individual

centers contracted out research to ICIPE seemed less satisfactory as it

would not give TAG and the CG Secretariat an opportunity for program and

budget review.

64. The Executive Secretary pointed out that if the CGIAR were to adopt

ICIPE on the same basis as other centers, it would get the full treatment

of review by TAG and by the Secretariat. In the case of WARDA where th-

Group financed only a part of its activities, that part is reviewed against

the background of WARDA's total program. However, only that part funded

by the Gkoup was reviewed in detail. Similar arrangements could be made in

the case of ICIPE. If ICIPE's services were provided under contract to the



- 18 -

centers, then these contracts would form part of the core programs and budgets

of the centers and would therefore be reviewed by TAC and the Secretariat.

This part of each center's program could be given special attention to ensure

that ICIPE's services were reviewed and evaluated properly.

65. A speaker had reservations about bringing ICIPE within the

framework of the Group. ICIPE had a role in supporting activities of the

system. However, there was a problem in earmarking funds in the center's

budget for ICIPE since this could impinge on the responsibilities of the

Boards of Trustees. It was up to the individual centers to determine how

they could best fulfill their mandates. He queried why TAC should be

involved in the review of ICIPE since it was not involved in every organiza-

tion that at present undertook contract work for the centers.

66. A speaker noted that ICIPEt s Chairman had made a formal statement

that ICIPE did not wish to become a member of the CGIAR, but it did seek a firmer

financial base for those activities which relate to the work of the interna-

tional centers. There were technical problems which arose from the financing

mechanisms of the donor members of the Group. Some donors are free to give

directly to ICIPE, but others prefer to see support channelled through the

CGIAR as this is the only channel open to them.

67. Another speaker expressed concern about the possibility of rtezeiving

a new institution into the Group. This question should be carefully

examined though he personally had no opposition to it. International centers

were assuming responsibilities for scientific research which for many years

had been carried out in developed countries. How did the quality of the

work compare? There had been criticism in developing countries about the

proliferation of international institutions. He felt it would be more

efficient to attach individual specialists to existing centers. He quoted
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the remark that "institutions do not grow on the basis of their importance

but on the basis of their existence." He warned against increasing inter-

national and national bureaucracies.

68. The poat was made that there was some difficulty with the concept of

CGIAR Leing a partial funder of institutione. To provide individual grant

funding wu; be a different role from that assumed in the past. There was

merit in the arrangement whereby specific contracts could be supported.

69. Another speaker noted that the question of ICIPE had been before the

Group for three years. ICIPE had introduced major changes at the behest

of the CGIAR. He recommended that there now be a clear decision. He felt

that ICIPE would have no difficulty in meeting the requirements of the Group.

He noted the possibility of a grant for capital development on the grounds

that this was necessary to support the cooperative contracts.

69. Dr. Cummings said that in speaking of "earmarking" an item in a

center's budget for ICIPE he did not imply imposing directives on that

center. The center would not be constrained to put an item in its budget,

but if it did so, it would ensure that that program was relevant to the man-

date of the center.

70. The Chairman, in summing up, admitted to some difficulty

in detecting a clear consensus. However, the majority view seemed

to be as follows. First, the importance, high quality,

and utility of ICIPE's work in the developing countries were fully recognized

by many present. That was no longer an issue. ICIPE had made some marked

improvements in its programs over the years, partly in response to CGIAR

deliberations. Secondly, ICIPE had not been asking for "full" membership in

the Groun and did not ask for full support of all its programs on the same

basis as the existing international centers. In view of ICIPE's mandate,
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this would not be an appropriate role. However, other forms of association

should be considered. Thirdly, a group of donors was in existence prepared to

support ICIPE on a sustained basis. It appeared that some donors might require

the CGIAR to provide a basis for their contributions. However, this had not

been explicitly raised by any donors present at the current meeting. 
A number

of participants would be glad to see the centers contract 
with ICIPE for

services that ICIPE could provide. Such arrangements would bring ICIPE's

activities within the review process of the Group as a whole. ICIPE had a

Policy Advisory Committee and a member of TAC had been invited to participate.

There appeared to be strong support for the idea that Group

contributions to ICIPE should be through the decisions of the individual

centers to enter into contracts which would then be financed by the Group

through the budgets of the individual centers and would be subject to some

appropriate foim of review. This left the question of whether there

would still be a gap of ICIPE's funding and capital investments might be

needed in order for ICIPE to carry out its contract work with the centers.

If there were such a gap, it could be asked whether the Group would wish to

consider a one-time capital contribution to ICIPE.

The Chairman, in pointing to a number of activities which already

enjoye~d a loose form of association with the Group and 
which took the oppor-

tunity of Coup meetings to organize meetings of their 
own, suggested that the

Secretariat might help ICIPE by organizing meetings of 
donors for it in

connectirn i.Ith Centers Week.

The Chairman noted that the Group had concluded 
that it did not

wish for a formal relationship with ICIPE though 
it welcomed the institution

and would be prepared to finance contract programs 
with the centers. Should

ICIPE wish, the Secretariat would be prepared to help 
it in obtaining further
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donor support. He hoped bilateral donors would do their best to meet ICIPE's

remaining needs.

74. In responding to a suggestion that ICIPE be officially given the title

of associate status the Chairman pointed out that associate status was not well

defined. The Group would consider having ICIPE present its program during

Centers Week. The conclusions that had been reached should not be inter-

preted as any lack of support for the important function which ICIPE is

carrying out and the Group would certainly encourage donors to maintain or

increase their support. He detected the agreement of the Group to the

Secretariat assisting ICIPE in any way that it could.

75. A speaker pointed out that his agency would in principle be prepared

to fund ICIPE, but his regulations required that it would be necessary to

do so under some kind of CGIAR umbrella.

TAC Chairman's Report on Center Programs (Agenda Item 7)

CIAT

76. The Quinquennial Review of CIAT was conducted in April, 1977. The

repor- had been discussed in two sessions of TAC with the Director of CIAT

and the (. irman of the Panel present. The final report would be available

for the next CG meeting. It was particularly important to coordinate some

of CIAT's programs with those of IITA, particularly the cassava program,

where there was an important disease problem. CIAT had been asked to prepare

a strategy paper with forward projections which had been extremely helpful

to the review. Other centers would be asked to do the sare. It was noted

that CIAT had undergone a large number of internal and external reviews, and

had made a major shift in the program and had had a number of significant

changes in staff and management. CIAT's program was well conceived and it

now needed time to settle down. TAC had noticed many improvements in

management and planning, and in general highly commended CIAT's program.
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CIP

77. The Quinquennial Review of CIP had already been discussed. The

quarantine problems of vegetatively propagated materials such as potatoes

were serious. In the case of true seed, there was the problem of genetic

heterogeneity, whereas in using meristem tissue, the small quantities used

needed propagation and multiplication, which took time. TAC felt that CIP's

third dimension approach was basically sensible in that it did not attempt

to manage programs in every country but worked with those that were and

provided the necessary technical backstopping. CIP was taking steps to

improve its budgetting and accounting procedures.

WARDA

78. An important change had been WARDA's acting on a recommendation to

subregionalize which should improve the quality of the regional and national

testing program. The quality of the trials was better in paddy flooded

rice than in upland rice where WARDA still had a number of difficulties.

WARDA would be reviewed by TAC during 1978.

ICRISAT

79. ICRISAT was still developing in very close accord with the original

plan approved in 1978. Capital development should be completed in 1978

and staffing should come up to full strength in the same year. TAC will

make a Quinquennial Review of ICRISAT in the autumn of 1978. Of particular

concern will be the examination of special projects. Another question con-

cerned the cold tolerant sorghum program taken over from CIMMYT recently

on a special project basis by ICRISAT. The Integrative Paper had called

attention to the modest allocation of resources to sorghum and millet. ICRISAT

had identified technologies which were considered scale negative in that

they worked more in favor of the small farmer.
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ILRAD

80. No program issues had been identified to cause any concern to the

Group. ILRAD's mandate was clearly focused and TAC commended it highly.

The staffing pattern was somewhat unusual and provided for continuity of

program on the one hand but also an input of new talent and expertise.

IITA

81. Tle Quinquennial Review of IITA is underway and will be completed

in early 'io\ erber. There were interesting innovations in the farming systmes

program. J A had been asked to act as host for a number of other activities

and this was a question that IITA management and the Review Panel would be

examining. Dr. Gamble had pointed to difficulties in controlling costs and this

was another question that the Panel would be examining.

IBPGOR

82. TAC recognized that the Board has exercised an important catalytic

role and has done a great deal in working out arrangements for substantial

programs of assembling, preservation, claracterization and utilization of

genetic resources. Considerable progress had been made in data storage and

retrieval systems through a substantial contract with the laboratory at

Boulder, Colorado. This absorbed a large percentage of the budget and no

doubt the Board would wish to examine the appropriate scale of that operation

over the long -term. The Board had commissioned a study on vegetable germ

plasm. The Board's increasing workload had led it to request an increase

in staff for its Secretariat, with which TAC was in sympathy. In sum, TAC

highly commended the work of the IBPGR.

CIMMYT

83. CIMMYT was reviewed in 1976 and has subsequently been taking action

on the review recommendations. Attention had been drawn to the need for greater

forward planning and long-term development. This was being tackled by an
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in-house review end the results would be reflected in next year's budget

paper. Progress had been made in establishing regional teams to work with

national Programs. This accounted for some of the budget increase

this year. Mutually satisfactory arrangements were being worked out with

ICARDA for respective responsibilities in the ICARDA region.

IRRI

84. IRRI's program continues to be productive and dynamic. Regional

services are being developed. IRRI had close links with national programs

in the region and TAC recognized the positive value of this. No doubt IRRI

would be exploring alternative mechanisms for this type of cooperation.

Further progress was being made in addressing all sectors of rice production

and the problem of farming patterns in cropping systems in which rice is one

component. TAC commended IRRI's program.

ILCA

85. ILCA had had an extremely difficult year with a change of leader-

ship and very unsettled conditions in the host country. The Group should

display patience and understanding. ILCA needed a great deal of flexibility

to adjust to a changing situation and future developments could not be

reliably forecast. The staff should be commended for their constructive and

positive outlook and their continuing efforts in a difficult situation. Good

progress has been made on documentation and ILCA had carried out a comprehensive

in-house review of every project. A team from TAC headed by Sir John Crawford

visited TLCP in March of last year after a period in which representatives of

ILCA's Board had acted in the capacity of director. The size of ILCA's program

would -ontirn1ue to cause concern to the Director and his staff. It was impor-

tant tc r view the monitoring program in the context of the mission of ILCA.

It should be a means to an end and not an end in itself.
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ICARDA

86. The development of ICARDA was still at an early stage, but the

site in Syria was now being taken over and field work could be undertaken during

this year. The site looked very promising. The Director would be working on

a full time basis from October 1977. The former ALAD staff should be

commended for their effective work under difficult circumstances. The site

in Irar. had been identified but there were still a number of steps to be taken

before ICARDA could operate there.

Disqssion of Center Programs (Agenda Item 8)

87. A speaker expressed concern at the state of food production in the

Arab world. This had deteriorated since the beginning of the decade.

Between 1970 and 1975, the cost of agricultural imports had quadrupled,

whereas agricultural exports had only increased slightly. Basic food

commodities accounted for 85% of agricultural imports in 1976, of which

wheat was by far the most important. All Arab countries were now wheat

importers. If the area as a whole was to achieve self-sufficiency by

1985, production between now and then must increase by 120% for wheat,

130% for sugar, and up to 185% for meat and milk. Clearly, this required

a major development effort. There was, however, great agricultural

potential in the area, together with substantial financial resources.

88. Recent studies showed that the irrigated crop area could be increased

from its present level of 1.5 million hectares to 26.7 million hectares by

better utilization of available surface water. If the mandate of ICARDA

was to be concerned only with winter rain-fed agriculture, then ten of the

20 countries in the area would be excluded, including the most important

Arab agricultural producers, namely all of Egypt, all of Sudan, and the

potential irrigated areas of the Tigris and Euphrates valleys. Earlier

documentation on ICARDA had not excluded irrigated agriculture as was done
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in the 1978 Program and Budget report. Irrigated agriculture had its own

complex problems which needed intensive high quality research. Some con-

tribution could be expected from IRRI, CIMMYT, ICRISAT, ILRAD and ILCA in

their respective fields. However, he felt that much stronger international

effort was justified and necessary. He noted that it had been originally

thought that Lebanon would be the sight of the central research station

and there would be two substations in Syria and Iran. Now, however, there

would merely be an administrative headquarters in Lebanon with limited

research in the Bekaa valley. This caused him concern and he asked

whether this was prompted by the uncertain conditions in Lebanon or because

of some other reason. He drew attention to the great agricultural potential

of Sudan which moreover had an extremely low population density. It, there-

fore, had great potential as an exporter of food commodities, and his organ-

ization had therefore formulated a ten-year agricultural development program

for the Sudan. Conservative estimates suggested that the rain-fed area in

agricultural production in the Sudan could be increased from the present

level of 12 million acres to 71 million acres and the irrigated area from

3 million acres to 9 million acres. This still left at least 200 million

acres of potentially productive natural range land for livestock production.

He felt that the Consultative Group had as yet paid little attention to the

Sudan.

89. Another speaker pointed to the importance of irrigation and the prospects

for relatively cheap improvements in water management. The greatest po-

tential lay on irrigated land in that region and while there were social

reasons for paying attention to the more marginal areas, the decision to con-

centrate on rainfed land was, in his view, questionable from an economic

and a social viewpoint. He had been-involved in the early preparatory work

for ICARDA which had included consideration of work on irrigated land.
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90. The Director General of ICARDA stated that the mandate given to him and

as understood by his Board clearly placed the emphasis on rainfed agriculture.

This did not automatically exclude irrigated agriculture. He felt that

ICARDA should be allowed to concentrate initially on rainfed agriculture.

bearing in mind that it may well move into the irrigated areas when it was

wise to do so. A selection of new crops was being made under irrigated

conditions as well as rainfed and was proving effective. ICARDA would

expect to acquire expertise in irrigated agriculture. Water management

was of prime importance. The decision not to invest substantial capital

in Lebanon was due to the risks involved. In addition to the two ICARDA

stations, he hoped that ICARDA would develop extensive networks which would

prove more effective but less costly than heavy capital investment in other

stations. ICARDA's mind was still open on all these questions, but in his

view much of ICARDA's work would be relevant at least to the northern Sudan.

91. The Chairman mentioned that the Sudan had been subject to great

international attention, perhaps more than any other country in the develop-

ing world in the area of food production. The CGFPI had considered the food

investment program for the Sudan which had attracted much interest. A

World Bank project was being developed for national research.

92. Concern was expressed about the proportion of CIAT's research budget

going into beef, which some thought a rich man's food, whereas the proportion going

to beans and cassava remained stable. On the IBPGR, the same speaker noted

that the budget allocated to the contract of the University of Colorado re-

mained at about $400,000 a year, although the major components of the system

had already been developed.

93. Replying, Dr. Cummings thought that "beef program" was a somewhat mis-

leading title. The program was concerned with nutrition, soil management,

forage crops and soils, with beef as the present product.
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94. In confirming that the proportion of the budget for the beef program

had increased, the Director General of CIAT pointed out that more of it was

going to resource development rather than the animal component. Beef was the

tool for the utilization and development of a vast natural resource. He

noted that CIAT economists had concluded beef could well be defined as a

staple food in Latin America.

95. The Chairman of the IBPGR pointed out that the contract with the University of

Boulder had stimulated intense debate among his Board. The question was

whether the Board was allocating enough for this operation in view of the

difficulty of getting existing collections documented and together with

future collections, effectively used. It was agreed that the major cost

should be borne by the users. The proportion of the Board's budget going

to the University of Boulder was steadily decreasing.

Report and Discussion on CG Meeting Cycle (Agenda Item 9)

96. The Chairman referred to the Secretariat's memorandum of July 29

which set out some of the factors governing the scheduling of CGIAR

meetings. It recommended that this year the Group hold a second meeting

in mid-November at which it would be decided whether one or two meetings

would be needed in 1978. Should there be two meetings, they should be in

May and October; if one, in October. It was proposed that half the

meetings would be held in Washington, and about half elsewhere. It was

proposed that the meetir in November 1977 be held in Paris.

97. A speaker wondered whether informal meetings of some members

of the Group might be a substitute for a second full mreeting. Some items

were -f limited interest and could be addressed to a smaller group. He

hoped it gould be possible to make do with only one full meeting a vear.

He questicned whether the Group was not now too large for effective

decision taing.
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98. The Chairman thought that the increasing size of the Group was due

to a desirable widening of interest and a broadening of the financial base.

However, it was difficult for a group of this size to arrive at a consensus

and he felt this put a greater burden on the Secretariats to prepare papers

which would allow efficient decision-making. When this had been done and when

the issue was of the type that lent itself to that approach, he felt the

record was good. Complex and amorphous issues created more problems that

he felt they could be handled in stages. The Group was not yet unmanageable.

He noted that one way of handling the increasing work load was to set up a

structure of committees which had advantages as well as disadvantages. There

had, for example, been discussion of setting up a program committee and

there was a standby committee which could perform some of those functions

if needed that could handle business quickly, but on the other hand would

deprive some members with the opportunity to take part in the decision making.

There was a real question of whether activities should be structured at the

expense of full participation.

99. A speaker felt that despite the large number of participants, the

discussion had been fruitful and compared favorably with other international

meetings. H!is delegation felt that the discussions should involve full

membership. He thought the memorandum made a persuasive case for a single

annua1 meeting. The participation of Centers Directors was most important.

He felt it premature to think in terms of a committee structure. He

suggested tnat the center presentations be linked to the comments of the

Chairman of TAC. His delegation would welcome a single meeting in October

and it would be particularly helpful if this could follow immediately after

the World Bank-IMF annual meeting.

100. The Chairman noted a consensus in support of the Secretariat's

recommendation that the Group work towards the objective of one meeting a

year in October with the possibility of considering two meetings a year if
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necessary, one in the spring and one in October, divided between

Washington and elsewhere. He noted that some issues could not be quickly

solved but should not be left pending for too long. Therefore, a flexible

approach was necessary.

Matters Introduced by Centers (Agenda Item 11, advanced to Item 10)

101. Dr. Nickel, speaking as this year's Chairman of Center Directors,

noted the appreciation of the centers for the strong support they had

received. He felt this year's exchange of ideas had been very fruitful.

102. TAC Quinquennial Reviews. The Directors felt that Quinquennial

Reviews done so far had served useful functions both in the reports

themselves and in the preparatory activities and in the discussions and

exchanges of views that took place. Centers recognized the need to define

objectives, strategies and tactics, and Quinquennial Reviews stimulated

such activities. Centers recognize the value of constructive criticism.

They also recognized the primacy of each center's Board in reviewing

program and ensuring proper balance. When Boards had been actively

engaged in this, it was not surprising that the TAC Review Panels found

themselves in general agreement. Centers were in active dialogue with TAC

to explore means of improving the ability of future reviews to detect

weaknesses and recommend improvements.

103. Staff Quality. Referring to Recommendation 13 of the Review

Committee that recruitment be as broad as possible and every effort be made

to ensure staff vitality,and that equivalent staff enjoy equivalent

privileges, Dr. Nickel noted that a major effort was made by the centers

to identify and hire the best candidates. Recruitment information was

broadly circulated. Centers were aware of the need to ensure staff vitality.

A problem had arisen which had implications for budgets and for staff morale.
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Centers generally had a policy of salary equity without reference to

nationality. However, host country nationals were taxed and some countries

tax their nationals on the basis of citizenship rather than residency.

Hence, there were considerable differences in take-home pay for staff doing

the same job and receiving equivalent gross salaries. Directors had

considered tackling this problem in a manner similar to the UN agencies.

They therefore propose to approach their Boards with proposals to move

towards equal take-home pay for equal work. The budget proposal currently

before the Group did not include any adjustment for this change. The

Group should therefore be forewarned that requests for budget revisions

may be forthcoming if the Boards decide to follow such a course.

104. International Service for Strengthening National Research

Capacities. The Directors greatly welcomed this initiative but had a

number of questions. Was such a service to be complementary to the

activities of the centers? If so, centers should be adequately represented

in the formation of the policies and programs of the service. Secondly,

direct contact with national and regional programs was essential. It was

hoped that the proposed service would facilitate rather than substitute

for such contact. The service should substantially relieve pressure on the

centers for greater involvement in national programs than resources

permitted. The Directors thought it essential to continue outpostinq some

staff for regional services and limited bilateral cooperation. They hoped

that the establishment of the proposed service would not lead to the

conclusion that the centers should substantially reduce these efforts.

105. US Title XII Legislation. The Directors were in active and

continuing consultation with those implementing the US Title XII legislation.

This provided an excellent opportunity for links with US institutions which

would complement the work of the centers. Similar contacts with research
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institutions elsewhere in the world were being actively pursued. The Chairman

noted that the change in US tax legislation presented a serious problem for

the Centers as for many other organizations employing Americans outside the

United States. He urged the centers to consult with the Secretariat on the

financial implications before carrying their proposals too far since there

were important financial implications for the Group as a whole.

106. Responding to Dr. Nickel's comments on the quality of staff,

A speaker noted that some in the developed countries were becoming

increasingly concerned about the supply of scientists, particularly young

scientists with tropical experience.

107. The Chairman noted the need to secure a balance between a qualified

international staff suitably paid to ensure the right motivation and at the

same time securing proper economy.

Technical Services for Support of National Research (Agenda Item 10)

108. The Chairman drew the attention of members to a proposal which had

been sponsored by a group of donors chaired by Dr. Treitz. Dr. Treitz, noting

that the Group and TAC had repeatedly emphasized the importance of strengthen-

ing national agricultural research, sketched the background to the current

proposal. He welcomed the prompt steps that were being taken to follow it

up. The paper prepared by Mr. Graves was not intended as a decision-making

document but as the basis for further discussion. This would be confined

to agricultural research and not the broader questions of agriculture and

rural development. It was recognized that agricultural research in the

developing countries was generally weak and this prevented or slowed the

transfer of the international centers' work to the farmers' fields. The

need to transfer technology to national institutions was an increasing

burden on the international centers.. Participants in the Munich meeting

had propos.d an international service for national agricultural research
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to support the work of the international centers and to provide a coordinating

role. There was no intention of depriving centers of their training

activities nor their right to work in the farmers' fields. The proposed

service was intended to complement and not duplicate the work of existing

organizations. The proposed service would have a small core budget but

extensive field of operations. Although part of the CGIAR system, it would

not represent a major new claim on funds.

109. Dr. Cummings reported on TAC's discussion of the paper at which

Center Directors had been present. TAC recognized that although the centers

depended very largely on the effectiveness of national programs, yet their

capacity to help them was very limited. A stronger commitment was needed

to help developing nations strengthen their research capabilities. A large

number of institutions were involved and their efforts needed coordination.

In endorsing in principle the proposal before the Group, TAC felt the need

for further definition in relation to cooperative activities between the

centers and developing countries and to the ongoing bilateral assistance

programs. TAC recommended that the management of the centers be asked to

participate actively in any further development of the proposal. It was

also important to involve-developing countries and possible sources of

assistan'e TAC therefore recommended the establishment of a task force

to inclu-e rEpresentatives of the centers, the LDCs, TAC, CGIAR members

and the La.-Konsors.

110. The representative of the World Bank noted that

the Bank was strongly committed to the CGIAR and was a major source of funds

for agricultural development, including agricultural research. The Graves

paper had identified the needs and the donors were being challenged to do

more to meet them. The Bank would play its part in this. The approach in

the Graves paper had merit, but there may be other alternatives. Parts of
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the proposal needed much closer examination. It was important to be

re;listic about what could be achieved. Very many other factors were

involved in the overall process of raising farm production. Secondly,

the proposed service could only hope to meet a very small part of the

o verall demand. An obvious constraint was the shortage of skille power

The Bank found that it took between 40 and 50 manmonths of external

mnower to develop a research project to the operational stage. This was

i- addition to national manpower inputs. During implementation it was rot

uncommon to need between 70 and 80 manyears of specialized external

expertise to implement a project over a five-year period. Therefore, say

12 projects in operation would need some 75 specialists. There was a great <Ac

of internationally experienced research planners and administrators. The

proposed program, focussing as it did mainly on manpower, would have to be

linked closesly with government and donor commitments to provide capital

funds and the continuing government commitment to long-term research

prrms

ilL. The representative of FAO

stressed the importance of parallel emphasis on extension, training,

farmers' organizations, governmental policy and all the other services

to help farmers increase production. Each country had different needs and

efforts to strengthen national agricultural research faced sensitive and

co'mplex problems. There were a number of reasons why rational research ,as

currently inadequate. First, there was a shortace of financial resources

ind this activity had not been accorded high priority. Secondly, devel0 4r.

countries had been reluctant tc ask for outside help in Politically

sensitive areas. Thirdly, the developed countries through bilateral or

multilateral programs, had not always attached high priority to strengthen-

ing national agricultural research. In view of this, he questioned
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whether the creation of a new mechanism would be meaningful. There was

already a confusing number of development organizations involved in

assisting national research. It may be queried whether a new mechanism

would bring additional resources or merely increase the competition for

currently available funds. FAO had long been involved in this activity

and was increasingly engaged in helping developing countries strengthen

their research capabilities. There were at present some 600 projects of

this kind. FAO had made organizational changes to strengthen this activity.

FAO was ready to share its experience with the CGIAR and to consider ways

in which its organization could contribute to providing the services needed.

If necessa-s the Director General might consider seeking more resources

for increased support by CGIAR donors to research and development activities.

The proposal prepared by Mr. Graves needed further study. FAO would be

prepared to assist and contribute to the work of the task force.

112.Another speakeragreed that the proposal needed further study. The terms

of reference of the task force should include an examination of alternatives.

There were a number of issues. For example, should the new organization be

active in promoting extension services? How far would it go beyond strict

research? Secondly, it may be that the proposed new organization should be

concerned with the key educational institutions in developing countries

such as the agricultural universities. He was not necessarily recommending

this, but it illustrated the kind of question that needed study. There were

questions surrounding the relationship between the new service and the

centers. However, it should not be merely the creature of the centers,

but should be responsive to the needs of the developing countries. The

financing arrangements would be somewhat novel. How could the proposed

scale of core funding be justified?. Perhaps, like a consulting firm,

the service should get going merely with working capital. On the other
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hand, there might be something to be said for providing tome small core

budget in order to secure the independence of the service.

113. Another speaker warned against trying to apply the formulae which

had worked well for the CGIAR to the much more difficult problems of

national res arch. The task force needed members with wide experience in

this difficult field.

In welcoming the proposal, another speaker pointed out

that national research could be strengthened in a number of ways.

For example, experienced scientists from developed countries could work in

the field alongside less experienced scientists in developing countries.

(econdly, study groups on special subjects could be sponsored. Language

problems could be reduced by an information service. The views of those

currently involved in managing research in developing countries would be

very useful in developing the program further.

115. Another suggested that the traditional extension techniques of

the Western world had not proved suitable for the developing world.

Technology transfer was highly location specific. The terms of reference

of the task force should reflect this. Its members should include people

knowledgeable about the weaknesses of agricultural research organizations.

He drew members' attention to the establishment of a new fund--the Arab

Fuwd for Science and Technology. Its feasibility was currently being,

studied with the participation of the Arab Fund for Economic and Social

Development and the Kuwait Fund. The task force should get in contact with

tthe latter organizations and the new fund, if it had been established by

that cime.

116. . speaker referred to the FAO regional meeting of November 1976 in

which -:he eed for increased donor support of national research programs had
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been urged. He felt that CGIAR support for the current initiative would

lead to greater involvement by donors. The directors of the international

centers knew the problems best and their support for the proposal. was crucial

to its success. The task force should include representatives of the

proposed beneficiaries.

117. Concern over the proposed establishment of a new organization

was expressed by a speaker from a developing country. However, he felt that

much effort would have been spared if such service had been established long

before. Although the effort to develop research programs had to come from

the developing countries themselves, nevertheless this had been largely

neglected up to now. Developing countries needed to be aware of the

importance of research.

118. It was suggested by another speaker that the Group invite the

Chairman to assume responsibility for selecting members of the task force

and such other consultancies as may be necessary. The task force should

have balanced membership representing all major interested parties as well

as balance of expertise. The Graves paper was a useful starting point, and

it should not be necessary to begin again from scratch. The task force

should bear in mind the limits that the Group had set for itself. Donor

views should be taken into account. The proposed service should perhaps

not exrne't continuing core support, but after an initial fund should live

on its abi-lcy to secure contracts.

119. In supporting the proposal for a study, a speaker pointed to the

importance of developing countries having comprehensive long-term policy

and development programs for all the factors affecting food production.

They needed help in formulating these, some of which was forthcoming from

existing institutions. Research should not be separated from development.

The emphasis should be on strengthening of national systems and not simply
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the linkage with international centers. Careful definition of the boundaries

and modus operandi of the new service would be necessary. There were

definite advantages in associating such a service with the CGIAR.

120, Another speaker emphasized that the task force should look at

rtives other than the mechanism proposed in the Graves paper.. He

agred that the transfer of technology to developing countries was exceptionally

difficult in part because it involved sensitive questions of national

priorities. Consequently, a review of the service's activities by TAC could

be much more burdensome than the paper suggested. There was no single right

way of strengthening national capacities and therefore a flexible approach

a necessary. He hoped that the creation of a new institution would not

limit the present cooperation between national programs and the international

centers.

121. A speaker noted that in preparing for the forthcoming UN Conference

on Sciel:ce and Technology, the developing countries would be analyzing their

natonal research needs.

2 The Chairman noted a unanimous decision to establish a task force.

Elements of the terms of reference had been suggested by a number of speakers.

There were a number of critical questions about the mandate of the service.

Would it be a research service or a research and development service, or again,

research or research and extension? And there were a number of issues

surrounding the appropriate relationship between the proposed service and

other organizations. What alternatives to the specific proposal in the

!aves paper should be considered? What form of service should be ultimately

rmended? Then there were questions surrounding the financial needs of

the service and the mechanisms for providing them, such as for example, the

size of the core budget, the need for capital funds, and the possible sources

of funds. There were also issues connected with the manpower needs of the
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service and the available supply. An area of major concern was clearly the

relationship between the combined proposed activity and the activities of

the international centers. And finally, there was a range of questions

concerned with the governance of the service itself. The next step wo id be

to abstract from the comments that had been made a preliminary terms of

reference. He, as Chairman, was prepared to appoint the task force. In view

of the very long list of requirements for representation on the task force,

individua3 would be selected who could represent a variety of constituencies.

The task force would need staff assistance, some of which could be provided

by the Secretariats. In addition, it would probably need some expert

assistance. It was hoped that donors to the Review Fund would authorize

the use of the remaining -balance in that Fund for this purpose. As to a

timetable, the Group should move with "all deliberate speed." The task was

a major one and would obviously need very careful thought. On the other

hand, the problem was important and needed quick action. Although a Progress

report should be available at the November meeting of the Group, the final

re port might not be available until the fall of 1978. There would be

opportunities to comment on the draft terms of reference at the November

meeting.

Financial Support in 1978 and Thereafter (Agenda Item 12)

123. Pointing out that firm pledges were not normally made before

November, the Chairman noted that it would be useful to have a preliminary

indication of donor commitments at the present meeting. From the figures

in the Integrative Report, it appeared that the total amount requested for

1978 would be about $88 million, without taking account of any new activities.

124. Mr. Mashler opened the pledging by stating that subject to the

apnroval of the UNDP Governing Council in January, UNDP would miake available
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tthe ore programs of centers in 1978 a total of U4,.l million. In

addition, $2.26 million would be allocated to special projects of cntes

This was the largest allocation which the UNDP had ever made to the CGMA

an represented a total of 1.5% of total operating funds for 1978.

Mr. Nooter,emphasizing the high regard of the US G r t f

_h ok of the centers, stated that it was their intention to cont

ir previous practice during 1978 of providing up to 25% of tht'

in this case would be up to a maximum of US$22 million. This was

subject to the usual caveat about the provision of adequate funds from the

IS Coniress process, which should be completed within a few weeks.

26. Mr. Mirheydar stated that the contribution of Iran for U

be US$2 million, subject to approval of next year's budget,

127. Mr. Lindores could not provide full details at this point, which

would be given in November. However, the Canadian percentage increase in

oal contributions to the centers would be approximately the equivalent of

the percentage increase of total requirements as submitted in the td,:,

roposals.

1,28, Mr. Dithmer said that the Danish contribution

for 1978 was expected to be DKr4.4 million, roughly the equivalent of

'$730,000. In 1979 the contribution might be of the order of DKr5.4 million,

ilent to US$870,000, and for 1980, DKr6.5 nillion cr USS1.0 milion,

129. On behalf of Germany, Dr. Treitz was authorized to pledge an amount

of DM14 million for 1978 and for 1979. This was of the order of US$6 million,

and is roughly 7% higher than 1977. Ie noted that negotiations were noina on

in his gvemnment in the hopes that the amounts he had mentioned might be

increased. Hwever, the outcome was still speculative.

130. "-. Bell said that the Ford Foundation would expect to provide

US$1 million in 1973 and again in 1979.
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131. Mr. Whitelegg noted that the UK Chancellor had introduced severe

government budget cuts which had led to the reduction in the overall aid

program of something like 10%. Emnhasizinq the importance that his

government attached to the work of the centers, he was able to say that his

Government had decided to increase its contribution for 1978 to £2-.5 million,

at the current of exchange aporoximatelv US$4.3 million. This compared with

the contribution it 1977 of US$3.4 million, consequently about a 25% increase.

This pledge was, of course, subject to parliamentary approval. He noted that

in addition, the UK provided considerable other funds for research in the

United Kingdom in support of the work of the centers.

132. Dr. Strand stated that the Norwegian contribution for 1978 and

again for 1979 is expected to be NKr10 million, approximately US$1.9 million.

133. Mr. Clevering, on behalf of the government of the Netherlands, noted

an increase in the Dutch contribution for 1978 of approximately 10%. This

would amount in 1978 to US$1.65 million for core funding and US$550,000 for

outreach fundinq. His government was also supporting other organizations

which were in close contact with the Consultative Group's system, such as

work on postharvest technology, SEARCA, and agroforestry. His government

has subsantially increased funds for programs in rural development and

national rgn.izations in the developinn world.

134. ';. Pino expected that, subject to the approval of its Board of

Trustees, the Rockefeller Foundation would be able to make available

US$1.25 million for 1978. The money would be available from the first of

the year.

135. Dr. Daniels expected ih.t IDRC would approve a contribution of

approximately Can$1.3 million for core prccrams in 1978.

136. On behalf of Australia t1r. Ingram stated that the contribution

for 1978 would be Aus$2.465 million, approximately US$2.7 million. Total
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Australian contributionq,including special projects and support for the

TAC Secretariat, would amount to Aus$2.7 million, roughly US$3 million.

Without being able to give full details of the breakdown, he expected that

Australia would contribute to the first time to four additional centers--

IITA, ILRAD, CIMMYT and IBPGR.

137. Dr. Scarascia-Mugnozza. noting that the Italian rational budget

had not yet been approved, nevertheless expected that his government would

make available approximately US$100,000 for 1978. The Italian National

Pesearch Ccuncil was at present considering an increase of the Italian

ccntribution.

138. Dr. Wilhelm noted that Switzerland would make a contribution to

core budget in 1978 up to the amount of US$1.3 million. In addition, there

would be a number of contributions to special projects.

139. Mr. Yudelman stated that the World Bank would continue its practice

of contribiuing up to 10% of the requirements of the approved programs of

the Consultative Group system. This could amount in 1978 to something in

excess of US$8 million. Subject to approval by the Bank's Board, up to

US$8.7 million might be expected for 1978 compared with expected grants

for 1977 of US$7.9 million.

140. Dr. Olembo noted that UNEP intended to restore its contributicn

to the CGIAR system to US$600,000. He noted that some of the follow-up

activities to the recent United Nations' Conference on Desertification

might lead to more funds being available for activities carried out in

connectior with the centers, particularly ILCA and ICARDA.

141. Mr. Epstein stated that the oresident of the Inter-American

Development Bank was expected shortly to recommend to his Board contributions

of up to US$6.2 million to the core budqets and capital requirements of the

three Latin American centers for 1978. As in the past, this amount would
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be dispersed in national currencies of the host countries in which the

centers are located. They would be drawn from the resources of the Social

Progress Trust Fund. This represented about an 8% increase over 1977 and

accounted for nearly 20% of the Bank's total nonreimbursable technical

assistance. Allocations between centers and support for capital items were

still to be discussed. He expected a similar contribution for 1979 and

1980, but it was too early to be specific.

142. Speaking on behalf of the Asian Development Bank, Mr. Epstein

read the following statement: "The Asian Development Bank cannot commit

itself at this stage regarding its financial support for 1978 to CG-sponsored

activities as they have to work out project proposals based on their

individual consideration for support to research centers in Asia for their

Board of Directors on a project by project basis. However, on a preliminary

and noncomittal basis you may indicate that the Asian Development Bank in

1978 may consider a magnitude of about half a million US dollars of financial

support for agricultural research activities in Asia subject to individual

consideration on merit of project proposals and approval by the Board of

Directors of the Bank."

143. Mr. Bage noted that Sweden was still workina on a long-term budget

for CG contributions. Pending adoption of that budget, he expected the

Swedish contribution for 1978 not to be less than the contribution for 1977,

which is SKr1O million, approximately US$2 million.

144. Dr. Ali noted that the Arab Fund for Economic and Social Dev½elo-

ment was at present reviewing its priorities, and he was therefore not in a

position to make a specific announcement. He honed to do so very soon.

145. On behalf of Belaium, Mr. Boddez noted that his country's total

contribution wculd be BF1OO million, somewhere between US$2.8 and US$2.9 
million.

This, however., was the total figure, including special projects.
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146. Dr. Eggers stated that the Eurooean Economic Community expected to

contribute two million European units of account for 1978, equivalent to

roughly !S$ 2 million. There was a faint possibility that this amount

might be increased by about half a million European units of account,

equivalent to US$.55 million to a center in Latin America.

147. Noting that Japan could not yet make a specific pledge for 1978,

Mr. Okamoto mentioned that efforts would be made to maintain and expand as

far as possible the Japanese contribution to the CGIAR.

148. Mr. Amenechi said that Nigeria's contribution to the system would

remain at the present level of iN.5 million, equivalent to about US$750,000.

149. Summarizing the outcome of the pledges, the Executive Secretary,

Mr. Lejeune, pointed out that there was still a number of uncertainties.

For example, the United States and the World Bank provided matching funds,

the absolute amount of which depended on what the rest of the Group could

contribute. It was possible that new contributors might join the Group.

Firm figures had not yet been obtained from all the donors present.

W4hilst the total needs of about $88 million for 1978 were not clearly

covered at this stage, it appeared that the apparent shortfall would be

manageable. Donors should be aware that total requests could increase again

rapidly in 1979 due to the implementation of new capital programs. In view

of the rapid pace of inflation and the difficulty in forecasting it, it

was to be hoped that donors would consider at least maintaining their

contributions in real terms. Although at the moment it seemed as though

there mi-ht be a total gap of between US$2 and US$3 million, the Group had

been in 1milar situations before and it was to be expected that this would

be overcam 5y November.

Report on Implementation of Review Committee Recommendations (Agenda Item 13)

150. The Deputy Executive Secretary, Mr. Ritchie, reviewed the present
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status of implementation of the recommendations of the Review Committee. The

present status of the group of recommendations affecting the CGIAR system as

a whole was self-evident to members. The next major group of recommendations

had been directed at the centers. They were of two main types. Recommendations

relating to longer-term perspective of the centers, and secondly, those to do

with off-campus activity. In order to put the first type of recommendation into

effect, the Secretariat had suggested a number of steps, among which was the

preparation by the centers of a statement on long-term objectives, priorities

and criteria for program balance. This might be done in preparation for

quinquennial reviews. CIAT had prepared such a document, which had been very

useful. It was hoped that all the well-established centers would be able to

give a more explicit statement of priorities and objectives in the coming

year. Some centers had been more successful than others in followinq the

recommendation that special orojects be more clcsely integrated with core

activities.

151. As for the recommendations concerning off-campus activities,

Mr. Ritchie urged centers to let the Secretariat have copies of formal

collaborative agreements between centers.

152. The Review Committee had recommended that Boards of Trustees

define t'- rv iteria and procedures for selection of their own members.

One center had provided a statement on this question, but the Secretariat

would urge other center Boards to do the same. It was understood that a

number of centers were considering putting CG nominees on their Board.

153. The Review Committee had recommended that donors try to be as

flexible as pessible in pledging and that support be maintained to

individual centers for a reasonable period of time and not be withdrawn or

reduced without ample notice. Secondly, it was recommended that contribu-

tions be made as promptly as possible. With the proposal that the World
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Bank establish a short-term financing facility, donors had responded well

and so far it has not been necessary to make use of this facility.

154. TAC had responded to the recommendations of the Review Committee.

Quinquennial reviews were being continued. Stripe analysis was underway

and due attention was being paid to special projects.

155. As for the Secretariats, the recommendations that biennial

budgetting be introduced and that the two Secretariats work more closely

together in preparing program and budget commentaries, appeared to have

been put into effect with little difficulty.

156. In general, progress towards putting the Committee's recommenda-

tions into effect had been good but somewhat slower in those areas requiring

changes in procedure or thinking.

Time and Place of Next Meeting (Agenda Item 14)

157. There being no items of other business, the Chairman noted that the

discussion of Item 9 had resulted in agreement to hold the next meeting of the

CGIAR on November 16 and 17, 1977, in the offices of the World Bank in Paris.

158. The meeting closed at 12:45 p.m.
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Consultative Group Meeting, October 27-29, 1976
Informal Summary of Proceedings

1. Attached is the Informal Summary of Proceedings of the Consultative
Group Meeting held on October 27-29, 1976. It takes account of comments
received on the draft circulated on December 20, 1976. The financial position
has been updated to January 31, 1977 and is summarized in Annex IV.

Members will recall that a principal item on the agenda of that
ineeting was a discussion of the recommendations of the Review Committee. It
was agreed that the Review Committee's Report, minus some of its appendices,
would be made generally available together with a summary of the discussion.
A condensation of the appropriate part of the attached Informal Summary has
been prepared, and is included in the final version of the Report.

3. Members are asked to note especially paragraph 179, indicating
that the 1977 International Centers Week and CG meeting will be held on
September 12 to 16, 1977. The meeting will be at the headquarters of the
World Bank in Washington.

Attachments

Dis tribution:

CG Members
TAC Secretariat
TAC Members
Center Directors
Participants



CONSULTATIVE GROUP MEETING

OCTOBER 27-29, 1976

WASHINGTON, D.C.

INFORMAL SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS

1. The twelfth meeting of the Consultative Group on International
Agricultural Research was held at the headquarters of the World Bank in
Washington, D.C. on October 27-29, 1976. The Chairman, Mr. Warren C. Baum,
presided.

2. The meeting was attended by representatives of 23 members. A list
of participants is attached as Annex I.

Chairman's Opening Remarks (Agenda Items 1 and 2)

3. The Chairman of the Consultative Group opened the meeting by welcoming
the participants. He drew the attention of members to the agenda, which was
adopted, and is attached as Annex II.

Report of the Review Committee (Agenda Item 3)

4. It had been agreed during 1975 Centers Week that the time was ripe
for a comprehensive review of the Group's activities and future directions. A
fifteen-member Review Committee had been set up, which had met three times. A
Study Team of four consultants had been appointed, the Study Director being
Dr, Alex McCalla.

5. Members had received the Committee's Draft Report. The Chairman
thanked the Committee, the Study Team, and the many scientists and adminis-
trators throughout the system who had made great efforts on a formidable
undertaking.

6. He pointed out that although many of the views expressed in the
Report had been keenly debated in the Review Committee's three meetings, the
Committee endorsed the Report and accepted full responsibility for it.
Nevertheless, members of the Committee, who had served in their individual
capacities, would have the opportunity to express personal views during the
discussion. He suggested that the discussion be addressed primarily to the
conclusions and recommendations which were summarized in the first 16 pages
of the Report, since there clearly would not be time to review the very large
amount of information it contained. The Recommendations are reproduced as
Annex III.

7. Before turning to consideration of the recommendations in detail,
several members made general comments, which may be summarized as follows:

-- the Report was of high professional quality, timely, and much
welcomed. It would be most useful in charting the Group's future in the
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medium term. Some members, however, felt the need for a longer term view than

the Report provided.

-- the Report was seen by some as rather conservative and cautious.

However, there was general agreement that the emphasis on consolidation rather

than continued rapid growth was appropriate. There would be some expansion

and change during this period of consolidation, which would not be a time of

stagnation.

-- the dangers of too much bureaucracy were stressed, particularly

in view of the importance of maintaining the individuality of the Centers, the

autonomy of their Boards, and the flexibility of their programs.

-- the Report was essentially an internal document for the guidance

of members of the Group.

-- the Report tended to confirm the recommendations of the TAC on

emphasis and priorities.

-- there should be caution about attempting to set too rigid criteria

for the priorities of the Centers, and for their optimum size.

-- the value of long-term planning was stressed.

-- the relationships between the Centers and national programs

involved many and complex issues, which the Report could not treat exhaustively.

-- new initiatives would continue to come under the Group's considera-

tion, but it would be unwise to attempt to take on too much.

-- full account needed to be taken of the views of developing

countries. The Committee had three members from developing countries, and

the Study Team had made extensive field visits.

8. The representative of FAO, in welcoming the Report, stressed the

willingness of his organization to maintain its support for the TAC, and the

value of the cooperation between the two organizations. He supported the

recommendation for greater coordination of the two Secretariats.

9. The discussion turned to the Report's specific recommendations, which

were reviewed in order.

Recommendations 1-4 (Scope of the CGTAR)

10. The Report concluded that there would continue to be a need for the

CGIAR system for the foreseeable future and that its priorities were correctly

set. Growth had been much more rapid than could have been foreseen when the

Group was established, and a pause for reflection was now appropriate.

11. A speaker drew attention to the apparent divergence between the

importance of livestock as a source of food, and the proportion of CGTAR

resources directed to it. However, it was recognized that very much

agricultural research was being done outside the CG system, and priority

setting for research was extremely complex. Sir John Crawford, in reiterating

TAC's approach to this problem warned against the use of over-simplifying

indices. He emphasized the need for better information on research done by

others, and TAC's role in continuing to assess its quality and quantity. TAC



must remain free to consider overall research needs, regardless of the
ultimate sources of finance.

12. In supporting the recommendation that the Consultative Group remain
in existence for the foreseeable future, a speaker stressed that this did not
imply that it should continue in exactly its present form.

13. It was questioned whether CG activities should be directed to
countries with the worst food deficits or to countries where the potentialt
for increasing production was highest. Whilst recognizing that there could
be exceptions, the view prevailed that the emphasis should be on food deficit
countries.

14. Several speakers emphasized the need for the CG itself, and the work
of the Centers, to remain problem oriented. There was a danger that too many
meetings and too much debate could divert efforts away from research. The
Study Team had met a wide divergence of views on the question of expanded
roles for the CGIAR. The informal exchange of views that the CG already
provided had proved helpful to at least one donor in coordinating technical
assistance activities. There was support for the recommendation that the CG
expand its role as a forum for discussion, provided this could be fully
justified in terms of contributing to the aims of the Group, without too heavy
a burden on the system. Closer involvement of developing countries was needed
in orientating the Group's work.

15. The Swedish delegation proposed a change in wording to the second
sentence of recommendation 2, to read as follows: "The research should be
problem-oriented and produce results that benefit the majority of farmers in
low-income countries on food commodities which are widely consumed and col-
lectively represent a majority of the food sources of the developing world."
The Group was reminded that it was not practical to rewrite the Report to
reflect this or other comments, but the proposed wording was accepted as
amplification. The Centers were directing efforts to low input conditions,
and to the identification of constraints on the application of new technologies.
The description "low-income," "low-input" and "food deficit" in practice tended
to apply to the same people -- the small farmers.

16. In conclusion, the Group generally endorsed Recommendations 1-4,
with the particular emphases noted above.

Recommendations 5 through 11 (Center and Inter-Center Issues)

17. Dr. McCalla emphasized that interaction with national programs was
essential to the mandates of the Centers. The problem was to determine the
appropriate nature and magnitude of these interactions. He cautioned against
Center programs becoming overwhelmed by the needs of national programs, and
reiterated the need for objective planning criteria. Major programs, funded
outside the core budget, should be subject to review in the context of the
entire prcgram of the Centers and the CG as a whole. He commended for the
consideration of other Centers CIP's method of involving outside experts in
long-term program planning.

18. Dr. Cummings, while he felt he could not speak for Center Directors
as a whole, pointed out that Center Directors had had ample opportunity to
contribute to the Review. In general they welcomed it and supported its
findings. Center managements should retain their flexib4litv, though general
guidelines would be helpful. There was some concern from Center Directors that
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advance approval might be needed for minor modifications to a Center's program

-- which he did not feel was the intention behind the recommendations. He

stressed the need for effective cooperation with laboratories doing fundamental

research in the developing countries, and with agencies concerned with applying

the new technologies.

19. A speaker, in pointing to the value of having objective criteria for

program choice, in which TAC could help, supported the recommendation for

forward research planning for every Center. Such plans could be reviewed

during Centers Week.

20. Another speaker, recognizing that the Centers could only afford

limited activities in support of national programs, felt that the CGIAR did

have a responsibility to commission study papers on this question. He felt

the need for more open discussion of program planning problems.

21. In stressing the central role of Center Boards and managements in

program planning, a speaker cautioned against too much rigidity. He would

welcome a presentation from Chairmen during Centers Week, highlighting the

major issues faced in the recent past, and the reasons for the decisions

taken on them. He felt that Directors' presentations would benefit from a

deeper analysis of the issues.

22. Several speakers stressed that it was not intended that one set of

criteria should be applied to the choices facing every Center within research

and between research and other activities. However, Centers should state the

reasons for the choices that they made.

23. A speaker commended the chart on page 82 of the Report regarding

appropriate interaction with national programs, and the conditions laid out

on page 83, in that it would help donors not to be tempted to get the Centers

to take on inappropriate activities. He cautioned against seeing the Centers

as technical assistance organizations.

24. It was pointed out that recommendations 8 and 9 restricted the use

of extra-core funds. But extra-core funding gave Center Directors the

opportunity to undertake activities which may at the time be of high priority.

25. On the question of the longevity of Centers, Dr. McCalla reported

that the discussion had been very mixed, as was reflected in the Report. He

found no strong argument for closing any particular Center in the medium term,

say 5 to 10 years. Some activities of the Centers might well have an indefinite

life, others might outlive their usefulness. Long standing projects should be

rejustified during the course of quinquennial reviews. In general, Centers

should be seen as having a finite life, or at least should have the responsibility

of justifying their continuing to operate.

26. In clarifying the Report's terminology, Dr. McCalla pointed out

that, in the Report, the distinction between "core" and "extra-core" was based

purely on the source of funds. Centers had a single central integrated program

which could be financed in various ways. Another speaker emphasized that the

distinction between a "core" and an "extra-core" activity should be made by the

Centers, and not by donors.

27. A speaker, supporting the view that all elements in a program needed

to be considered as part of a whole, and subject to consistent review processes,
drew a distinction between main mission-oriented efforts which needed continuity



in funding, and other riskier or shorter-term activities. The distinction
could perhaps be reflected in new program and budget definition guidelines.

28. Sir John Crawford stressed the importance of reviewing a Center's
activities as a whole, regardless of the source of finance. If an activity
looked like becoming a permanent one, it should be financed from sources of
funds that were reasonably assured for the future.

29. In discussing TAC's role in reviewing extra-core activities the
Group was reminded that it operated on the basis of consent and consensus,
and no party had control over another. TAC, for example, could not instruct
Centers to do anything; it could recommend that issues that it saw as
significant and that should be discussed by the Group. Sir John Crawford,
supporting this view, emphasized that TAC was not a censorious body, but was
working with the Centers. It would be wrong for Boards to feel they could
take no action without TAC's approval. But TAC was responsible for inquiring
about new initiatives.

30. The Chairman felt that the discussion generally supported the spirit of
the recommendations, which were based on the recognition that potential demand on
the Centers from national programs greatly exceeds their capacity. He also noted
general agreement on the underlying basis for the recommendations and on the need
to review programs as a complete whole. The question of how Center activities
could best be classified was referred to the Secretariat.

Recommendation 11 (Collaboration between Centers)

31. The Chairman recognized that cases of overlapping jurisdiction would

continue to occur quite naturally, as for example over rice in Africa between
IRRI and IITA. TAC's advice on these kinds of questions had been sought. Sir
John Crawford felt that it would be appropriate to interpret the Committee's
recommendation to mean that TAC and the CG would use their "good offices" to
bring about a rationalization of responsibilities in cases of dispute. The
Chairman concurred.

Recommendations 12 and 13 (Membership of Boards, and Staffing of Centers)

32. Dr. McCalla stressed the central and critical role of the Boards.
There were a variety of arrangements for the appointment and continuation of
Boards, on which better information would be helpful. A speaker drew attention
to possible inconsistencies between the recommendation and the legal position of
some Boards. The concept, for example, that the Group should "ratify" appoint-,
ments to Boards would, in some instances, be inconsistent with the establishing
legislation and charters of some Boards. But it was appropriate and desirable
for the Group to participate in nominating Boards in future. It was pointed out
that this recommendation should not have the effect of increasing the size of
the Boards. Membership of the Boards may be broadened by the Group's participa-

tion, but qualitatively not quantitatively. The Secretariat, Center Chairmen

and Directors should examine each case and develop a timetable and procedure
appropriate to the particular circumstances of the Center.

33. The Chairman concluded that the discussion amounted to saving that the
Group would participate in the selection of three Board members to the extent
consistent with national laws or the charter of the Center concerned, varying
trom case to case.

34. In reviewing Recommendation 13, a speaker drew attention to the fact
that the perquisites of scientists varied widelv between Centers, which could
lead to personal difficulties.
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35. Some Centers were accustomed to inviting observers to their meetings,
2 practice which one donor found helpful.

36. The recommendation that staff positions be made widely known was
welcomed. The Chairman drew the attention of the Group to the guidelines

Ovea on pages 91 and 92 of the Report.

7. It was suggested that the Secretariat keep track of cross-memberships
of Boards, and any tendency towards creation of an in-group resisted. A Center
Director mentioned that he had found cross-membership of Boards useful in
sorting out collaborative arrangements with the other Centers.

Recommendations 14 and 15 (CGIAR and Center Review and Evaluation)

38. The Review Committee concluded that it was desirable to retain the
essential elements of the current structure of the CGIAR. However, it was felt
as important periodically to review the CGIAR itself as to review the Centers,
in view of the rapid way in which the Group was likely to evolve. Future
reviews might take a different approach from the current one. A speaker
reiterated the importance of ensuring participation from developing countries,
through participation in forum discussions, election to Boards, and taking an
active part in CG meetings. This should be explicitly addressed in any future
review of the system. More than one speaker stressed the need to evaluate the
practicability and the degree of implementation of research results. Research
achievements should be highlighted in the Integrative Report.

39. It was noted that developed countries had also benefited from the
development of new varieties.

40. A speaker warned against proliferation of reviews, and another,
questioning the value of the review process, asked whether there was any
guarantee that their recommendations would be acted upon. He felt that the
quality of staff at the Centers was more important than continual reviews.

41. The Chairman, summarizing the discussion, noted the general support
for the recommendation. He stressed the importance of evaluating research
results in terms of the degree of success in increasing farmer's production.
More participation from developing countries was needed. Future reviews of the
system as a whole should include a long-term perspective. The Group should
guard against too many reviews, and should monitor the extent to which review
recommendations were put into effect.

Recommendations 16-18 (Planning, Budgeting and Development)

42. Dr. McCalla, introducing the recommendations, pointed out that Centers
have to make long-term plans and commitments, but at present cannot expect more
than a one-year commitment from each of as many as twenty different donors.
This puts a Center in a potentially precarious position. Longer-term commitments
and longer-term planning would help Centers and donors alike. This was related
to the question of the optimum size for a Center. The concept of a desirable
size for a Center would he useful in developing biennial budgets, and beyond
that, an indicative plan for each Center. He drew the Group's attention to the
suggested components of indicative plans, given on page 99 of the Report.
Indicative plans would be reviewed by TAC.

43. A speaker noted the difficulty of reconciling longer-term budgeting
with the annual comritments of donors.



44. Another speaker, in questioning the value of setting desirable
sizes for Centers, regretted the suggestion of lack of confidence in the
Centers which he found in the Report's frequent reference to the need for
reviews. He pointed out that Centers had internationally respected Boards;
that they reported annually to the Group during Centers Week; that they
themselves had considerable in-house analysis by the staff and the Board.
He also pointed out that, if an optimum size were determined in advance,
there would be a tendency for the Center to reach that size regardless of
real need.

45. The Chairman, reminding the Group that the continued rapid growth
of established Centers led to a consideration of the limits to growth,
stressed that the recommendation did not suggest that a size range be imposed
from outside but that Centers themselves would, with their Boards, determine
more clearly their future growth.

46. In urging economic realism, a speaker likened research to education
projects, which were not amenable to cost-benefit analysis. He thought the
concept of a "critical mass" important for the Centers to function effectively.
He did not think that the size of a Center should act as a model for national
governments to follow. Other factors to be taken into account included: the
program, the definition of "senior scientist," the balance between on- and
off-campus work, and the preferences and decisions of Center Directors and
Boards.

47. It was pointed out that the Centers had originally been established
to fill gaps in existing research. It was possible that responsibility for
them could revert to national governments. Countries of the region should
take greater responsibility for Centers' operations.

48. A speaker thought that the largest Centers were probably approaching
the limit in terms of size, but they could grow further if their Boards and
TAC recommended it. He thought that the number of senior scientists was an
appropriate measure of size -- but there were other important elements, such
as equipment. le stressed that it was not intended to have a single size for
all Centers, nor to impose rigid limits from outside. Another speaker felt
that limits should be expressed in terms of program rather than number of
scientists.

49. Noting particularly Recommendation 18 (which said that TAC should
review the planned size of a Center and make recommendation on it) a speaker
pointed out that the Report had generally tended to place numerous extra
responsibilities on the Secretariats, senior staff of Centers, and Boards of
Trustees. He hoped very strongly that this would not adversely affect the work
of the scientists. The load on TAC would move from the formidable to the awesome,
and specific guidelines were needed as to how TAC should handle it. There were
questions about TAC which the Report did not address, such as the size and
composition of its membership; the spread of disciplines; the method of selecting
members; the number of meetings; and whether a member of a Board of Trustees
should also serve on TAC. Whereas the past role of TAC was well summarized in

the Report, a consideration of its future role would have been useful.

50. Sir John Crawford agreed that the Report would increase TAC's
workload, but it was manageable and did not give him undue concern. TAC
would hold three meetings a year instead of two. Its work would be eased to
some extent by rationalizing the work of the two Secretariats. A biennial
system might facilitate TAC's program reviews. Better scheduling of the
meeting in the first half of the year would also help. The work of the



quinquennial reviews will continue to improve, with both outside and TAC
representation on the panels. It might be necessary in future to consider

expanding the TAC Secretariat. He would feel happier if TAC members did not

serve on Boards, and confirmed the Chairman's recollection that members

oining TAC are not required to relinquish Board memberships, but that no
TAC member had accepted a new Board assignment while serving.

A1 Sir John did not see any need to re-examine TAC's terms of reference at

this, stage, though this might be desirable in time. There was a need to maintain

the mixture of good professional scientists and experienced science administrators.

52. Dr. Cummings, as Chairman-elect of TAC, recognized TAC's heavy

responsibilities, and hoped that the Group would help in identifying good

candidates for TAC. He felt that four months of the TAC Chairman's time was

the bare minimum needed. He concurred with the proposal for three meetings
a year, recognizing that about five days per meeting was about as long as most

members could manage. He would like to have the opportunity at some later

stage to suggest measures whereby TAC could continue to meet the responsibil-

ities.

53. In answer to a question, the Executive Secretary said that it was

proposed that about one-third of the Centers would prepare biennial budgets for

1978 and 1979, the rest would do so the following year. This would not initially

reduce the workload of the Secretariats.

54. The Chairman, in summarizing the discussion, pointed out that the view

had been strongly expressed that a rigid approach to the size of Centers should

be avoided, but that it was also generally recognized that Centers could get too

big, consequently changing their character. The largest Centers may be anDroach-

ing the optimum size, but this question should be approached first through a

review of their program. Centers would be doing more forward programming, which

would identify the implications for numbers of staff and financial needs.

Recommendations 19 and 20 (Budget Allocation)

55. In introducing these recommendations, Dr. McCalla pointed out that

the Study Team had early ruled out any suggestion for pooling of resources or

collective decision making. Recommendation 19, whereby donors were urged to

take as flexible and long-term view as possible, and in which cases of over-

or under-funding were addressed, was intended as a guideline for donors without

affecting their sovereignty. Recommendation 20, for a Standby Committee,

suggested one way of handling the problem of a shortfall of funds.

56), In responding to a speaker's need for clarification of "including

supplemental requests" in Recommendation 19, it was stated that it had mainly to

do with the second year of a biennial budget. The cooperation with regard to

fulfilling Centers' needs should cover not only the original two-year budget

request, but also any fully justified supplementary request for the second year.

7.T was ponted out that a two-year system of budgetting might make

it necessary to consider supplemental requests. Donors should not be limited

to .inancing the original budget, but could consider the budget as amended.

5)8. In responding to a question about donor Flexibility, the Executive

Secretarv reviewed tie current practice of some donors in leaving a portion
of their funds unallocated, perhans even until after the start of the budget
year. This was very helpful, hut clearly the nature of any underfunding could



only be identified once most of the funds had been allocated.

59. The representative of one donor reminded the Group of that donor's
rule which were somewhat strict. It was felt that the Secretariat could
draw up a svstem whereby individual donors could be better informed about
what other donors intended to do. The Chairman pointed out that such a
system was already being used. The recommendations did rot imply any more
formal arrangements than the present ones, which work well. Despite their
different rules donors did in fact cooperate with the Secretariat in reallocat-
ing funds when problems arose.

60. It was queried whether the proposed Standby Committee would be
charged with finding new donors. The Chairman thought that this should
be a continuous responsibility for all the Group. He asked for the Group's
views on who should appoint members of the proposed Standby Committee,
what should be its size, composition and duration of membership.

61. A speaker thought that the members should be appointed by the
Chairman, and that membership should be small enough to be convenient while
adequately representing the different elements of the CG -- bearing in mind
travel time and other commitments. He thought 8 to 10 members, plus the
Chairman of TAC and Executive Secretary of the CG would be a reasonable
assumption.

62. The Chairman thought that the purpose of the Committee would be to
allocate Possible shortfalls rather than to raise more money. The Group as a
whole was too big to do this. A smaller body would be able to spend more time,
and have the professional inputs from the Chairman of TAG and the Executive

Secretary.

6'3. A speaker felt the need to be clearer about the authority or mandate

of such a Committee, and the procedures and time schedule on which it would

operate. Another speaker thought that the Committee would do its work in the
od prir to the second annual CC meeting. The Chairman, agreeing, pointed

to a complication if the timing of future meetings were to be changed. The

Comrittee would report to the Group at the final pledging session.

6 Another speaker thought that a Standby Committee would provide the
Cha irman ith a useful alternative to calling a session of the whole Group to
deal with an emergency. The Chairman should be free to use the Committee in

t is way as the need arose.

65. Another speaker thought that existing procedures could handle the
shortfall Problem, and queried the need for a Committee. lie hoped that donors

coud give firmer commitments in July, but the Chairman pointed out that this
was not Possible for some donors, and that in the past the requirements and
availabilities had still been quite uncertain at that time. The forthcoming
discussion on the timing of future meetings, and whether a September meeting
could Provide definitive pledges, would have a bearing on the need for a

Committee.

66. A speaker welcomed the past tendency of the Group to avoid sub-
comi~nttees. He thought the Secretariat had handled adjustment problems
effectivev in the past. If there were to be a Committee, he would prefer

sal l e r membership than that proposed.
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67. A speaker emphasized that TAC, as a scientific advisory body, which
had operated very well, would not be an appropriate body to decide on the
allocation of shortfalls. TAC should be consulted, and its Chairman should
ue on the Committee. Sir John Crawford concurred that TAC should be an
qdvisory, not an executive, body. TAC was opposed to across-the-board budget
cuts, and would be able to advise on relative priorities.

8. The Chairman concluded that it was the Group's intention that the
Committee exist on paper, and be activated when necessary, Members should
serve for a two or three-year term. It would be specifically set up to deal
with funding shortfall problems, though it might deal with other types of
emergency. If necessary, it could be expanded on an ad hoc basis. He noted
general acceptance of Recommendation 20 on the understanding that he would
appoint the Committee, which would be small enough to be effective and large
enough to be representative.

Recommendations 21 and 22 (Budget Analysis and Management)

69. Dr. McCalla, introducing the recommendations, stressed three points:
that staff analysis of programs and budgets was important and should be done
with adequate resources; that the Co-Sponsors should report to the Group on
the budgets of the two Secretariats and, if adequate funds were not available,
then they should be provided by donors; and that each Secretariat should report
to the Group through its respective Chairman.

70. The Chairman, on behalf of the three Co-Sponsors, reported on the
agreements reached between them at their meeting earlier in the week. The
Co-Sponsors agreed that both Secretariats should have adequate staff and
funds -- budgets being based on the work to be done. Secondlyv, the Co-Sponsors
would report to the Group, at the July or September meeting, on the budgets of
the respective Secretariats. If funds were not available to cover these
budgets in full, donors would be asked to make up the difference. The
Co-Sponsors further agreed that the Secretariats should report to the Group
through their respective Chairmen.

71. The FAO representative, in confirming his organization's agreement
and commitment to these recommendations, observed that, although he felt the
TAC Secretariat's budget for 1977 to be adequate at least for a trial period,
FAO would consider adding to its resources if necessary. This was on the
assumption that the Australian contribution was continued, and that the cost
of quinquennial reviews would continue to be carried in the budgets of the
Centers concerned. He added that the budgets did not include considerable
additional resources which supported the TAC Secretariat, such as office
facilities, or assistance from FAO headquarters and field technical staff.

72. The representatives of the other two Co-Sponsors confirmed their
agreement with the understandings as summarized by the Chairman. One, in
agreeing with the assumptions made by the FAO representative, pointed out that
there was some uncertainty about the adequacy of the TAC Secretariat's budget,
in view of the new responsibilities being added. Either the Co-Sponsors might
have to provide more funds, or ask the Group for additional support at its
next meeting.

73. A speaker noted these agreements with approval. However, he felt
that quinquennial reviews were a normal and continuing function which had been
assigned to TAC, and hence its costs should be borne by the TAC budget, and
not those of the Centers. He was not asking for a reconsideration of this



issue at the present time, but would raise it again in future.

74. It was noted that some unspent funds were being carried forward to
1977 from 1976, which implied some increase in requirements even if net
contributions remained the same.

75. Sir John Crawford warmly supported the proposal that the Secretariats
worked together in certain areas. The Chairman confirmed that steps were
already being taken to have program and budget analyses done jointly during
1977.

76. A speaker noted that while in the past the commentaries had dealt
well with financial and administrative matters, there had not been adequate
consideration of the relationship between programs and budgets. He noted that
the Review Committee had had before it a proposal to combine the two Secretariats
and thought it useful to know why the Committee had rejected it.

77. The Chairman, confirming that the Committee had rejected this
proposal, referred to the practical problems involved -- such as the different
sponsorship, responsibilities and locations of the two Secretariats. The
Committee had concluded that the preferred course of action would be to
establish the concept of integrated analyses by the two Secretariats, and the
Co-Sponsors had accepted this, at least for the time being.

78. A speaker stressed his government's welcome of the Chairman's state-
ment of the Co-Sponsors' position, which he felt to make for a significant
improvement in the effectiveness of the work of the Group.

79. The Chairman stressed that the Review Committee was not proposing a
percentage levy on donors should funds be needed for the Secretariats. Such
contributions would be on a voluntary basis.

Recommendation 22 (Donor Contributions and Cash Flow)

80. The Chairman pointed out that donors were being asked to provide
pledged funds as early as possible in the fiscal year. The Secretariat would
provide Centers and donors with a schedule of requirements and availability
of funds. If these did not solve the cash flow problem, it was recommended
that the World Bank explore alternative solutions. He noted that the problem
appeared to be solving itself, largely due to the progress one principal donor
had been able to make towards prompter payment.

81. The representative of the Inter-American Development Bank, in
confirming the Chairman's statement, expected his organization to be able to
make a substantial contribution to the Latin American Centers during the first
quarter of 1977. For the first time, the IDB's pledge would be made with the
Board's preliminary approval.

Procedure for Finalizing the Report

82. The Chairman observed that it was generally agreed that the Report
could be accepted as the Committee's report to the Group as a whole. The
discussion had the effect of making valuable points of clarification or
emphasis, but had not involved the rejection of any recommendations. For
purposes of illustration, he noted that:
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-- low-income countries and low-income producers would be included
in criteria for determining CGIAR research objectives;

-- "consolidation" did not imply stagnation;

TAC would be urged to continue considering new initiatives;

the possibility that the CG expand its role as a forum for debate
should be approached with cautious enthusiasm and a concern for relevance;

-- it was necessary to find means of evaluating research results;

-- it was important to have periodic reviews, the next in about
three years, and to take a longer-term view, which might provide the framework
for a subsequent review.

83. He noted that the Report was an internal document, whose readership
would be ministries and other interested groups in the donor countries, and
the Centers. The Report could be issued in its present form, with a summary
of the discussion attached.

84. A speaker thought the Report had much information of broader interest.
He felt it would be useful to have it printed, perhaps without some of the
appendices.

85. Another speaker also felt the need to have the Report in a more
convenient form. The Chairman saw no difficulties, but it might be necessary
to reconsider this if any arose.

86. The Chairman closed this part of the proceedings by thanking
Dr. McCalla and the Study Team for their most effective work. Some of the
report's recommendations were already being implemented, and the others would
be in due course.

Report by the Chairman of TAC on the 14th Meeting (Agenda Item 4)

87. Sir John Crawford was making his last report to the Group as Chairman
of TAC.

88. TAC had found the Review Committee's Report very helpful, and planned
to do its part in implementing the recommendations.

89. TAC was planning to meet in February in Rome, and again with Center
Directors in May or June. TAC members had felt that it had been a mistake not
to Participate in Centers Week in 1976, and therefore proposed to have a short
meeting prior to 1977 Centers Week; many TAC members then planned to stay on
for Centers Week activities.

90. Sir John pointed out that TAC had been trying to improve its dialogue
with the Centers, particularly by a joint meeting in the early summer. Such a
meeting would be more effective if documentation for it were in the hands of
TIC members in good time. This meeting could review relative priorities within
each program.

91. Sir John reiterated that TAC was ready to use its good offices in
promoting cooperation among Centers.



- 13 -

Nitrogen Fixation

92. The Secretary of TAC would be making available to CC members the
paper on nitrogen fixation by Dr. Dart of ICRISAT. TAC had agreed that the
Centers should not get involved in commercial production, distribution, or
monitoring of rhizobium, but should maintain collections of strains appropriate
to their crops, and be prepared to set up pilot projects as required to train
and demonstrate to national staff. This question needed further discussion
with Center Directors.

Water Management

93. Sir John stressed the importance of water use and management, which
had been on TAC's agenda from the beginning. Despite the recommendation of a
major study, TAC had decided against a single international center. There was
a feeling among TAC members that some Centers were not giving enough attention
to effective use of water in cropping systems. Sir John read his note on the
subject into the record, as follows:

"TAC has censidered again the priorities and needs
for international support to research in the field of water
use and management on the basis of a document prepared by
FAO on this subject. I made a request for this document
and am happy to say it proves very useful. TAC agrees with
the views expressed in the paper that the main problems in
irrigated agriculture lie at farm level where there are
major requirements for the adaptation of known technologies
to local conditions and their adoption by the farmers. It
also recognized that this adaptation depends on a number of
local factors and on national policies, legislation and
institutions in the field of water resources. It felt that
these requirements for adaptation of technologies could best
be met in the context of land and water development and
conservation projects, in particular those dealing with
irrigation, drainage and related land consolidation
activities."

94. There were three stages in water management -- the protection of
streamsource areas; the control of runoff; and use on the farm. The first

tw were properly the concern of national governments. The third had a

bearing on the work of the Centers, as had the economics of water use. TAC
w!s recommending consideration of devoting more resources to soil and water
egneering and to the quantitative physical and biological study of soil water

s ge and crop water use under field conditions. The FAG document might be
a basis for further TAC discussions, and the question might be appropriate for
the kind of "stripe" analysis recommended in the Review Committee Report.

95. The UNDJP representative hoped there could be mutual exchange of
i-nration on water managerent between TAC and the forthcoming World
Conference on Water, in Argentina in March 1977.

Sobean us

%r John summarized TAC's discussions with the International Soybean

suce Base, INTSOY. INTSOY offered many countries a complete production and
utIization package. It had agreements with 11 countries, and one with ITTA,
which TAC welcomed. Means for the proper exchange of soybean research needed
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fr ther discussion, and would remain on TAC's agendi. TSOY was not seeking

support from the CG, and the discussions had no financia 1imications for
Group in 1977.

A speaker noted that INTSOY's core funding was inadequaete for suprt
of its cooperative program with IITA. Another speaker, taking INTSOY as an

example, felt the need for guidance on activities identified as important by
TAC, but not necessarily being funded by the CG. Sir John c- firmed that TAC
intended to continue to provide such guidance,

ICIPE

98. Sir John reminded the Group that TAC had previously recommended limited

support for the International Center for Insect Physiology and Ecology, ICIPE, on
the understanding that there were clear agreements between ICIPE and Centers for
collaborative research. ICIPE has originally given the CG a proposal which would
have involved the CG in a maior academic venture, which TCIPE has recognized as
impossible. Good negotiations had now taken place with IRRI and IITA, and were
under way with ICRISAT and ILRAD. There was strong general support for ICIPE's
proposed program which TAC thought essential and urgent for the Centers if they
were to make progress in controlling major pests. TAG rated the program as being
of quite high priority. Since ICIPE served the needs of several Centers, TAG
now thought its program for CG activities should be directly funded by CG
donors rather than funded through contracts with Centers, as TAG has originally
recommended. TAG was aware of the Review Committee's recommendation against
expansion of the CG. ICIPE should however be recognized as an institute
providing basic support for the Centers. This would help ICIPE in finding
funds outside the CC.

99. ICIPE had asked the CG for $1.5 million for capital and $1.9 million
for operational costs for 1977. As TCIPE was discussing the financing of a new
facility with a donor, its further capital needs would not be clarified for
some time.

100. Negotiations were under way with a donor for the TCIPE-ICRISAT

sorghum shoot-fly program. The cooperative programs needing CC funding in

1977 were, therefore, those with IRRI and IITA. TAG endorsed these, but felt

that implementation should be phased in line with management and physical

capacity. Preliminary discussions between ICIPE and the Secretariats indicated
that funding needed to start the program in 1977 was of the order of $0.5-

$0.7 million. A decision was needed on whether some part of the cost of ICIPE's

general supporting services should be included in the direct cost of the
bilateral program with each Center. The Secretariat will prepare a paper for

the Group on ICIPF's requirements for 1977 and beyond. Should the CC as a
whole not have funds available for ICIPE in 1977, Sir John hoped that members
might find ways to help ICIPE outside their commitments to the CC. Fowever,
it was important to establish the CC's attitude to the ICIPE proposition as a
whole. TAC's recommendation on TCIPE was a firm one, and carried the implication
that CC funds should be provided no iter than 1978, and earlier if available,

101. A speaker thought Sir John's rerarks implied a substantial change in
TAC's recommendations on. the CC's approach to ICTPE, in that he was now
suggesting direct support. The CC confined its support to selected mission-
oriented research centers, and since ICIPE was not clearly mission-oriented,
C support for it would represent a departure. A detailed study of the various
Ontions for supporting ICIPE's collaborative programs with C centers was
needed.
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102. Sir John agreed that his remarks implied a change, which he thought

a debatable one. TAG had always pointed to the need for modest capital

support to enable ICIPE to handle the proposed contracts. Center directors

preferred direct funding of ICIPE. Provided the allocation of research

support services could be properly done, he thought it made little 
difference

whether the contracts were financed through the Centers or not. TAC maintained

its view that the CG should not support the whole of ICIPE. Other donors would

support ICIPE given the confidence that TAC had in its scientific quality.

103. A speaker, agreeing that ICIPE's work was of high quality and had at an
earlier stage been supported by his own institution, did not agree that the channel
of funding was immaterial. Unless TAG was prepared to review ICIPE in the same

depth as the other Centers, it seemed preferable to have individual Centers respon-

sible for their own contracts and warrant to the GrouD that the research was

necessary to their programs.

104. The Director of ICRISAT was asked to comment on his Center's agree-

ment with ICIPE. He saw it as parallel with those with some advanced institu-

tions. The memorandum of understanding would be simply a statement of intention

to cooperate where there was a mutual interest. This would in time be

supplemented by a work plan, for which donor support would be sought. It was

not planned to finance the ICIPE work through ICRISAT's budget, though there

seemed to be no reason why this could not be done.

105. The Director of IRRI who was also asked to comment said his arrange-

ments with ICIPE were similar to those of ICRISAT. There was a memorandum of

agreement on brown plant hopper research and other activities. Funding could

be handled through the CG or otherwise.

106. Another speaker was concerned about the extent to which relation-

ships between the Centers and ICIPE implied subjecting the latter to the CG

review procedures.

107. Several speakers emphasized their support for bilateral financing

of cooperative programs with ICIPE, to proceed with the least delay.

108. The Chairman summarized the consensus as being that, without

reflecting on the merits of ICIPE's work, nor on the desirability of bilateral

assistance, the Group preferred not to make a decision until it had a paper

examining the various options for the funding of ICIPE. This paper would be

considered at the next meeting of the Group.

ILCA

109. Sir John re-emphasized the difficulty and complexity of ILCA's

mandate. There were problems in formulating programs and getting them

operational. TAC members would be meeting with ILCA's Board and Program

Committee in late March to review these questions. This was in line with

the original intention when ILCA was established.

Water Buffalo

110. TAC still strongly felt the need for coordinated work on water

buffalo. It was aware of the research needs of various national centers, but

was not well informed on the capacity of the various national research centers

to meet them. TAC should investigate this, after which a firmer decision

could be reached on the research program and its operation. TAC reaffirmed

the importance of this area of research, and its Secretariat, with the help of
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staff from FAO, would make a study within the TAG budget, and would report

further to the CG.

Aquaculture

111. Sir John noted that the FAO-UNDP regional aquaculture program

approached TAC's original recommendations. TAC members felt that they should

keep the question on their agenda, and maintain a watching brief.

Farming Systems

112. TAC would invite specialists on farming systems from three or four

Centers, including CIAT, to meet with outside experts for an exchange of views.

The CC would be informed of the conclusions of this working group.

Vegetables

113. The vegetable research project is being formulated. Consultants

were visiting parts of Asia and Africa, and would determine the degree of

interest. The project would be based on two pilot sites at existing institu-

tions. TAG would get a report next February. There was no intention of

recommending a new international center for vegetable research. Sir John

noted the effectiveness of AVRDC.

Coconut

114. TAC's views on coconut research could be influenced by a forthcoming

conference in India in December.

CARTS

115. Turning to CARTS, Sir John noted that TAC had supported FAO's request

for a one-year extension beyond the end of 1976, provided funds requested did

not exceed the original budget, and that FAO would absorb CARTS after comple-

tion of the project, and ensure its follow-up. TAC was recommending approval

of the extension and balance of the funds required to complete the project.

116. A speaker felt the need for more information on the regional opera-

tions of CARTS, and for assurances that the system would be effectively

implemented in future. The FAO representative confirmed that the FAO 1978-79

budget would provide for the central coordination and development 
functions.

There were already agreements that regional work would be done by regional

institutions. FAO was undertaking to ensure that this need would be met,

within its overall programs and negotiations with donors. He confirmed that

the CARIS directories would be published in 1977, provided contributions still

outstanding are received. The UNDP representative put on record that there

was at present no assurance that UNDP would be able to do much or anything

through its regional programs to support follow-up on the CARTS activity. He

did not rule it out, but it was yet to be discussed. The Executive Secretary

of TAC pointed out that the central unit of CARTS needed input from the regions.

Contributions were being received, and supplementary financing after 1977 would

be needed only to fill certain gaps.

Cash Flow Problems (Agenda Item 5)

117. The Chairman reminded the Group of the cash flow difficulties which

had been experienced, mainly by the Latin American Centers. As a major donor
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was able in future to accelerate its payments, the problem was lorgely solved,

with a saving of some $1.2 million in additional working capital. The World Bank

had notified its Board of Directors that it might ask approval of a funding

mechanism for short-term accommodation to Centers when needed.

118. The UNDP representative stressed his organization's view that the

Group should be provided with a central reserve to meet unforeseeable problems.

The Chairman said that the Review Committee had discussed this proposal. It

was not thought inadvisable or inappropriate, but was not feasible in view of

the magnitude of the sums potentially needed.

Evaluating the Costs and Benefits of Research (Agenda Item 6)

119. The Chairman recalled guarded support for the view expressed in the

Integrative Report that possibilities for evaluating research costs and

benefits as they apply to the CGIAR be explored further. Discussion during

the present meeting lent weight to this view. The Group had before them a

proposal from the Secretariat which was limited and modest in scope, and

amounted to a feasibility study to look into the prospects and problems of

applying cost-effectiveness evaluation to research. He hoped the Group would

agree that a study of this kind would be an appropriate use of any surplus

funds from the Review Fund.

120. A speaker, recalling his previous reservations about cost-benefit

studies, felt he could support the current proposal, particularly the

proposals for a modest investigation into the prospects and problems of

applying cost-effectiveness evaluation to the activities supported by the

CGTAR.

121. Another speaker, emphasizing the distinction between cost-benefit

and cost-effectiveness studies, thought the current proposal called for both.

This made the scope very wide.

122. A speaker who had also been previously sceptical about the value of

such studies, took the view that the subject would continue to crop up, and

the Group should tackle it. The proposals were modest and seemed sound, and

funds were said to be available.

123. The representative of the World Bank, supporting the proposal,

believed it could have considerable value for the Bank's project work.

124. Sir John Crawford, noting his earlier scepticism, supported the

current proposal on the understanding that no attempt would be made to devise

a formula for ex ante cost-benefit analysis. Research was different from

business investment, since research results and the timing of them were

uncertain. Advance estimates of research costs were highly important, as was

the ouality of the scientists doing it. He emphasized the need to take account

of all the inputs that went to achieving results from a new technology. Cost-

benefit ratios were impossible even post hoc since too many variables were

unquantifiable.

125. A speaker, noting that the need of donors for evidence of the value

of their investment partly motivated the proposal, pointed to the importance

of allocation of resources to national programs. He also thought that whoever

did the assignment should be told that the Group did not want to sponsor

substantial additional work.

126. Another speaker would welcome an analysis of comparative costs of

alternative ways of achieving the same research result, such as in-house v.
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co)ntractual research. He also noted that three to four man-months implied a

very modest study. As regards using the balance of the Review Fund, his

authorities would need a formal proposal from the Bank as Trustee in order to

consider the reallocation. The Chairman thought that an adequate sum would be

left in the Fund, but this would depend on the cost of publication of the

Review Report. He accepted a speaker's suggestion that the Secretariat put

a formal proposal to the contributors to the Fund, on a no-objection basis.

127. It was stressed that, to do the work in three-four man-months, a

person of the highest ability, who was thoroughly familiar with the system,

would have to be found.

Quinquennial Reviews - IRRI and CIMMYT (Agenda Item 7)

128. In introducing the subject of quinquennial reviews in general,

Sir John Crawford said that he believed the first two had been even more

valuable than had been expected. Experience led TAC to propose improvements

for future reviews, but the underlying principles and objectives were sound.

Some of the value of a review was lost if there was no clear statement of the

Center's own objectives for the next five years. The reviews were cooperative

ventures between TAC and the Centers. The conclsions of the reviews should

not be seen by the Group as any final judgment, but rather as considerations

and recommendations to be referred to the Center Director and the Boards. TAC

distinguished clearly between its own responsibilities and those of the review

panel, and TAC did not alter the panel's report in any way. He proposed to

summarize the experience of the first reviews, in a paper for consideration

at the next TAC meeting.

129. Dr. Pereira outlined the composition of the IRRI review panel, and

its terms of reference. It had been most helpful to start the review in the

farmers' fields, in Thailand, Indonesia, and later, in the Philippines. The

team met many farmers, extension workers, and national researchers, who were

applying IRRI technology. Farmers believed the Green Revolution to be a

reality, and very large increases in yield had been obtained.

130. In general the panel concluded that the Group could have full

confidence in the way funds are being used by IRRI. Some suggestions had been

made, as for example in improving the terms of service of out-posted staff.

Many other detailed recommendations were given in the report. More resources

were needed for water management, including the addition of a soils physicist.

The panel had strongly recommended investment in secure storage for IRRI's

vital rice material.

131. The panel noted the progress achieved by the international rice

testing network. They had some reservations about the cropping systems

program, which was highly location specific. TAC had urged IRRI to address

the problems of upland rice, which was now being done effectively.

132. Dr. Pereira disagreed with the view of the role of the Centers as

that of filling gaps in national programs. He saw a continuing need for the

powerful scientific network which the Centers represented.

133. Dr. Brady, Director of IRRI, emphasized the value to IRPI of the

review. He noted a logistical problem over travel arrangements, which he felt

could be solved in future reviews by leaving these to the Center concerned.
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134. Dr. Brady stressed IRRI's approach to pest control through develop-
ment of resistant strains. However, the emergence of three previously
unrecognized biotypes of the brown plant hopper had complicated the problem,
causing IRRI to look at alternative means of pest management. The panel had
recommended the addition of a staff member in both plant pathology and

entomology. IRRI felt they should retain pesticide research. The panel had

recommended that IRRI continue to analyze the consequences of the new technology,

which would be done in cooperation with IFPRI. IRRI would help develop national

studies into production constraints.

135. Dr. Brady's recent visit to China would stimulate discussion on RRI's
future directions. Chinese success in consistently raising production over vast
areas raised questions as to whether farming systems research was necessarily
constrained by location specificity.

136. A speaker, commending the report, thought that more analysis should
have been made of priorities. In reply, another speaker pointed out the severe
time constraints under which panels had to operate.

137. A speaker expressed concern about possible over-emphasis on farm

machinery programs. He felt such activities more suited to extra-core funding.

138. A speaker referred to the panel's recommendation that an ICIPE
scientist be stationed at IRRI. He stressed the importance of the brown plant
hopper problem. His own government had funds which they would like to use in

support of ICIPE, and would appreciate guidance on what practical steps could

be taken quickly. The Chairman referred to the previous discussion in which
bilateral support for ICIPE was strongly urged.

139. A speaker queried IRRI's relatively small resources devoted to post
harvest technology. Another asked whether the large amount of data collected

by IRRI could be effectively retrieved and used. He also thought that what
appeared to be 13 additional staff members looked like a very ambitious
expansion.

140. Dr. Pereira stressed that research resources should be put where
there were opportunities for progress, and where insufficient work had been

done in the past. Resources should not be distributed in proportion to
production of crops. IRRI was now emphasizing the difficult problems of
upland rice. IRRI was making a distinct impact on the policies of several
governments.

141. Responding to a question, Dr. Brady confirmed that IRRI did not intend

to request 13 additional positions next year. A viable program could be worked
out with ICIPE. IRRI would continue to work with ORSTROM and IRAT.

142. In answer to a question, Sir John Crawford stated that TAC would
prepare a "stripe" study of cropping systems for the Group's consideration
next year.

CIMMT

143. Sir John Crawford said that TAC was in full agreement with the panel's

report, and with the general endorsement of CIMMYT's overall objectives and

approach. The apparent issue of wide versus local adaptation was largely a

matter of emphasis. He recommended that the proposal for training production

agronomists in several crops be considered at a meeting of Center Directors.

CIMMYT's supporting basic research capacity might need strengthening. TAC
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supported CIMMYT's cooperative program, and felt that criteria for involvement
in national programs needed to be more sharply defined. TAC agreed that CIMYT
should establish its regional services as part of its core program. It would
have greatly helped the review if the panel had been given a statement of
CIMMYT's objectives and priorities for the next five years. The Boards of
ICARDA and CIMMYT should work out a cooperative agreement on barley, whereby
CIMMYT would retain the major involvement in barley research in the highlands
of Latin America. Mr. Hanson, Director General of CIMMYT, confirmed that
mutually acceptable arrangements with ICARDA would be made for barley work.
Sir John Crawford supported this view.

144. Dr. Riley, who had led the Review Panel, pointed to CIMMYT's great
achievements, and emphasized the quality and dedication of its staff. It was
wholly mission-oriented. He emphasized the creativity of CIMMYT, and cautioned
against stifling it with bureaucracy. In a technology like plant breeding,
planning was obviously necessary.

145. CIMYT had been very successful in training technicians. Training
of trainers should be further developed. CIMMYT's program in Egypt and Tunisia
had had an impact on training, on the organization of research and development,
and in improved tillage and varieties in bread wheat in Tunisia.

146. The proposed study of cost effectiveness might consider how data on
research benefits could be provided to subsequent quinquennial review panels.
Dr. Riley agreed with Sir John that reviews would be improved if a Center's
future plans were known.

17. Mr. Hanson, said that his Center was very pleased with the way the
review was done, and with its broad endorsement of their work, particularly
of the regional services. The review process was very time consuming. He
estimated that perhaps ten percent of CIMMYT's staff time had been devoted to
it, raising the question of whether the result justified the effort, even

though the review would reconfirm donor confidence. It was too early to say
whether the review would bring about changes at CIMMYT. Internal reviews had
brought about re-thinking of programs over a period of six months or a year.
Another speaker expressed concern at the estimate of the effort that had gone
into the review. He queried whether it would reduce the need for visits from
individual donors. He also felt that the CG would sooner or later have to
decide whether the Centers were to be seen as filling a temporary need, or a

permanent one that cannot be filled in any other way.

148. Dr. Finlay, Deputy Director General of CIMMYT, confirmed that CIMMYT
would remain production-oriented, and mainly go to other institutions for basic
research. The amount of fundamental research that CIMMYT itself should do was

under review.

149. A speaker thought that the need to test technologies under low-input
conditions could have substantial manpower implications. He queried CIMMYT's
rationale for an open-pollenated approach, as opposed to hybrids.

150. Another speaker, highly commending the report, looked for more
consideration of the overall balance between different elements. The examina-
tion of wide versus specific adaptability was particularly useful. He informed

the Group that beginning in 1977, core contributions from CIDA to CIMMYT would
be unrestricted. He hoped the triticale program would continue to get high
priority.
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151. Sir John Crawford stated that TAC was in complete agreement with the
triticale program. As far as the problems of marginal-input conditions were
concerned, he saw the need for greater discussion between CIMMYT and TAC prior
to any TAC recommendation.

15 2. Dr. Riley emphasized the fundamental distinction between crop
improvement programs which aimed at increasing total national productivity,
and those which aimed at improving the capacity of the poorest farmers.

153. Dr. Finlay pointed out that CI YT did not distribute varieties as
such, but rather materials in the form of "crossing-blocks," from which national
programs made their selections.

154. A speaker suggested that Centers which had been reviewed should
comment to the Group at some point on the steps they plan to take to act on
the panel's recommendations. Presentation of the reviews would be improved
by a brief summary. Quinquennial reviews reduced the need for individual
donors to examine particular Centers.

155. A speaker, noting that others had expressed disappointment that the
two reviews had not looked enough at the future, pointed out that this had not
been their real aim. He stressed the time constraints, and the difficulty for
outsiders to grasp the workings of a very complex system.

156. Another speaker stressed the value of the reviews in maintaining the
support of his authorities for the system. He would like to see more considera-
tion of relationships with institutions in developed countries. Questions of
scientific management should be addressed. Dissemination of information was a
critical function which needed examination. Referring to Dr. Riley's distinction
between two research philosophies, i.e. on the one hand working towards raising
total production, or on the other concentrating primarily on the needs of the
small farmer, his authorities certainly inclined to assisting the poorer farmer.
The Chairman thought this was true for the Group as a whole.

157. A speaker felt the need for information on activities useful to the
Centers, which they could not themselves undertake. This would help to
coordinate efforts to involve scientists in developed countries.

158. A speaker noted that Centers had review procedures of their own,
and warned against duplication with quinquennial reviews. Sir John Crawford
thought the situation was improving in that respect.

159. Summarizing the lessons that could be drawn from the first two
quinquennial reviews, the Chairman concluded that everyone concerned felt that
they were extremely worthwhile. They would stimulate rew thinking on the
part of center scientists. There was a need for a clearer sense of priorities.
A statement of forward plans was needed from the Centers, as was some assess-
ment of benefits. The review provided helpful reassurance to donors.

IFDC Board Members (Agenda Item 8)

160. The Chairman reminded the Group of the agreement reached in July that
the CC should nominate three members to the Board of Trustees of the Interna-
tional Fertilizer Development Center, IFDC. A good response had been received
to the Secretariat's request for suggestions.
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The Executive Secretary pointed out that there was already a general

procedure for the CG to nominate Board members for some international Centers.

Exact procedures varied in accordance with the constitution of each Center. A

iumber of excellent candidates had been proposed and after consultation with

IFDC, the Secretariat would propose a balanced slate of three for the considera-

tion of the Group.

Financial Support (Agenda Item 9)

162. The Chairman mentioned that there had been considerable adjustment

to the financial requirements of the Centers since the July meeting. Total

requirements had been reduced and now stood at about $79.5 million. Any

estimate of contributions at this point was unreliable as there were still a

number of uncertainties, particularly about possible new donors, but there

seemed to be a gap of about $2 million between funds needed and those available.

This was less than the expected gap for 1976, which was eventually eliminated.

163. Many donors had sent in written statements as recuested. Donors were

now being asked to make a statement as to their total pledge to 1977 core

budgets, and to factors affecting future support. Allocations of funds should

be given to the Secretariat.

164. Donor ts statements are summarized below. The figures shown are the

contributions as determined on January 31, 1977. In some cases, they differ

from statements made at the meeting, reflecting subsequent discussions with

Centers and the Secretariat, or subsequent decisions by authorities. Figures

that have changed in this way are marked with an asterisk. It may be noted

that by the end of January the gap noted by the Chairman in October had been

essentially closed. The initial financial position for 1977 by donor and Center

is shown in Annex IV.

-- UNDP would contribute $3,880,000 for 1977. Support would be

maintained beyond 1978.

-- Germany would make available up to DM13.8* million. This was a

real increase over 1976. About 15% was restricted to scientific cooperation

with European research institutes. The rest was unrestricted. DM1.75 million

was as yet unallocated. The German government would consider suggestions from

the Secretariat on allocations between Centers. Payment would be made promptly.

-- Switzerland expected final approval in mid-November of a contribu-

tion of $1,050,000.

-- Iran would make $2 million available. Allocation was flexible

and would be discussed with the Secretariat.

-- The Ford Foundation would contribute $1,500,000 to the core

budgets. Preferences had been given to the Secretariat, but they were

flexible.

-- The Netherlands would make $1.5 million available, the same as

in 1976. Government budgets were linked to GNP, which had not increased in

the past year. Future contributions might grow if GNP did.

-- The U.K. would contribute L2 million, all to unrestricted core

budgets.



- 23 -

-- IDRC would contribute CanSl.485* million. This was a firm commitment,
but other projects were being discussed, and the Secretariat would be informed
of any new commitments.

-- Canada would contribute Can$7.15* million to the core budgets in 1977,
subject to normal approvals. Unrestricted contributions would be made for the
first time to CIMKYT and CIAT. There was a substantial increase in the con-
tribution to IRRI. The implications of the absorption of CIMMYT's regional
services into the core budget were being studied.

-- Japan could not yet announce the amount. of its contribution for
1977. Efforts were being made to increase it substantially over 1976, and to
add other Centers to the list of recipients.

-- The Rockefeller Foundation would contribute $1.6 million, avail-
able at the beginning of 1977.

-- Norway would contribute, in Norwegian currency, the equivalent of
about $1.5 million. In 1978, about $1.8 million.

-- Sweden would contribute SKrlO.35 million in 1977. The small
increase over 1976 would mainly go to the Genes Board, which had taken over
responsibility for the Izmir Institute.

-- The United States would contribute up to $20 million, subject to
the normal criterion that the actual contribution could not exceed 25% of total
contributions from members of the CG.

-- France would contribute the equivalent of $535,000. Information
was needed on ICARDA's plans for 1977 and the status of implementation of its
program before France's contribution could be indicated.

-- New Zealand may contribute $100,000 for 1977, but this would not
be known before January or February.

-- Australia would contribute up to A$1.61* million, subject to
parliamentary approval, payable early in 1977. In addition, an amount of
A$100,000 may be provided for ICIPE's work with the Centers, subject to TAC
endorsement of ICIPE. Australia would also continue to provide A$115,000*
for the support of TAC.

-- Denmark intended to ask approval for a contribution of DKr3.6 million
for 1977. Future contributions would at least maintain real values.

-- Belgium had allocated BFr79 million for 1977, BFr7.5 million for
extra-core activities and there remained BFr8.5 million still to be allocated,
some perhaps to extra-core activities also.

-- The Inter-American Development Bank had received approval from
its Board for a contribution of the equivalent of $5.7 million for 1977, for
core and any special projects combined. Funds might be available in the first
quarter of 1977. Preliminary approval had been given for $6.2 million
equivalent in 1978. The Bank would be flexible should directors wish to
reallocate resources to outreach or other special projects. The Bank hoped
that training resources should be used as much as possible for training and
upgrading young professionals from Latin America.

165. At this point the Chairman paid tribute to Mr. Wolf's great efforts
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on behalf of the Group, and gave him the Group's very best wishes on his

retirement.

-- The World Bank. would contribute up to 10% of the CGIAR's commit-

ments, or up to about $8 million.

-- The European Economic Community, subsequent to the October meeting,
announced its intention to contribute the equivalent of $2.5 million to ICRISAT.

166. The Executive Secretary, on behalf of donors who could not be

present, indicated that the Arab Fund for Social and Economic Development was

seeking approval from its Board for a contribution of $0.5 million to ICARDA.

UNEP would contribute $340,000.

Other Business

167. A draft Press Release was considered and, with certain amendments,
was approved. The final Press Release is attached as Annex V.

168. The Chairman paid tribute to the outstanding efforts of Sir John
Crawford, who as Chairman of TAC since its inception, had done more than any

other individual to shape the character and direction of the Group.

169. Mr. Bell, recognizing that there was no precedent for proposing
resolutions to the CG meeting, nevertheless moved that the Group adopt the

following resolution:

"The members of the Consultative Group on International

Agricultural Research wish to recognize and salute Sir John

Crawford's outstanding service to the Group during his

period as Chairman of the Technical Advisory Committee.from
1971 to 1976."

170. The motion was seconded, and approved unanimously.

171. An inscribed statement was presented to Sir John, who expressed his

thanks. Fe would do all he could to help the new Chairman.

172. The representative of the UNDP drew the attention of the Group to
the revised booklet, copies of which could be got from UNDP in New York. He
suggested that the Secretariat might do more to encourage a wider dissemination
of information about the work of the Centers. The Chairman agreed that the
Secretariat would see what could be done.

Time and Place of Next Meeting

173. The Group considered a proposal that International Centers Week be
re-scheduled in 1977 to September, with another CG meeting in November. The

Chairman pointed out that the recommendations of the Review Committee put

heavier burdens on the two Secretariats. There were complex scheduling
problems in interrelating the various cycles of activity, such as the budget
years of donors, TAC's consideration of innovations in the Centers programs
and the presentation and approval of Center budgets. He proposed that the
Secretariat prepare a paper examining the various options.
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174. A speaker thought that the gap between a July and an October meeting
served a useful purpose.

175. The Executive Secretary reviewed the present cycle of preparing
documentation. Closer integration between the Secretariats, which he strongly
supported, would stretch the time needed. If the first meeting were held in
September, the papers would still reach the Group by the end of July.

176. Some speakers thought they would have difficulty in making firm
pledges in September, and hence a second meeting for this purpose was likely
to be needed.

177. A speaker proposed that one meeting each year be held in Europe.

178. Another speaker emphasized the need to retain the technical aspects
of Centers Week.

179. On the basis of a show of hands, it was agreed that the first meeting
in 1977 would be held in September. (The dates subsequently confirmed would
be September 12-16, 1977.) A study might indicate another date for future
years.

180. The meeting adjourned at 4:19 p.m.
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CGIAR REVIEW COGMITTEE RECOC10ENDATIONS

Recommendation 1: The need for a sustained research effort to increase

food availability in developing countries will continue and is likely to

increase. Therefore, we recommend that the Consultative Group on Inter-

national Agricultural Research proceed on the basis that it should con-

tinue to function for the foreseeable future (pp. 58-60).

Recommendation 2: We recommend that the CGIAR should continue to endorse

s conclusion that the primary focus of the CGIAR should be to support

research and technology development that can potentially increase food

production in the food-deficit countries of the world. The research

activities supported by the CGIAR are appropriately focused on food com-

modities which are widely consumed and collectively represent the majority

of the food sources of the developing world and no major changes or addi-

tions are called for at this time (pp. 61-63).

Recommendation 3: We recommend that the next three years should be

viewed by the CGIAR as a period of consolidation. During this period

continued support should be provided for the current set of centers and

related activities. We caution against undertaking initiatives requiring

major financial commitments. TAC should continue during this period of

consolidation to explore the need for new initiatives and changes in

existing programs (pp. 61-74).

Recommendation 4: In addition to the current practise of receiving

reports from related activities such as IFDC, IFPRI, AVRDC, and C-FPI,

we recommend that the CGIAR should support fora for information exchange

among members of the Group, technical personnel from their agencies,

centers, other aid agencies and national programs in developing countries.



In this connection the CGIAR should consider two specific activities

(1) commissioning papers as a basis for discussions of CGIAR issues of

interest to donors and research beneficiaries and (2) explicitly seeking

to foster increased information exchange anong CGIAR donors and related

agencies about other activities in which they rare jointly involved

(pp. 61-63).

Recommendation 5: We recommend that al projects undertaken by a center

be regarded as components of its total integrated program regardless of

sources of funds and that the entire program be subec to the review

procedure as outlined in this report (pp. 75-76).

Recommendation 6: We recommend that each center develop an objective set

of criteria for program choice and periodically reassess the balance of

its program with respect to: (1) research and techno logy deveZopment,

(2) training, (3) cooperation with nati-ord rograms and advanced re-

search institutions, and (4) comnicaticn and exchange of information

rixwn center scientists an' dohren related fields p, 76-79).

Recomendation 7: We recommend that centers continue to develor and

strengthen their cooperation witth national programs, insofar as this is

essentia l to accomplish their research mandate. Beyond this centers

should remain alert and 3esponsive to iional rpportunities for cooper-

ation to the extent that extra-core fuends are available, that these

activities do not compromise or distot the central1 research mission of

the center and that they are within the centers' capacity to staff and

manage (pp. 79-84).
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Recommendation 8: We recommend that all support to a center other than

that provided through the CGIAR be classified as extra-core funding.

Further, we recommend that these funds be used to supplement activities

supported by core funds and/or to finance activities that the center may

wish to undertake primarily to benefit a particular country (pp. 84-86).

Recommendation 9: We recommend that any proposal for a new project to

be supported by extra-core funds should be forwarded by the center to

TAC for review when (1) there is a question as to whether the purpose of

the activity lies within the center's mandate, (2) acceptance has impZi-

cations for future core support, (3) the proposed activity might put

undue additional strain on center management, or (4) the extra-core

funding is particularly large (pp. 84-86).

Recommendation 10: We recommend that all centers develop more effective

forward research program planning procedures and include as advisors

international scientists with competence in the appropriate areas

(pp. 88-89).

Recommendation 11: We recommend that centers should be encouraged to

collaborate wherever possible in executing their cooperative research

activities with national programs when working in the same region or

with> the same commodity. The negotiation and administration of these

linkages should be the responsibilitu of center directors and the respec-

tive boards of trustees. TAC or the CGIAR shouZd serve only to adise

and assist in reaching a solution in the case of disputes that cannt e

resoZved by the centers. ?urther, we recommend that agreements and

arrangements between centers be forily recorded in writing and a

of all such agreements be sent to the CHAR Cecretariat (pm. 09-99 .
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Recommendation 12: We recommenI that each board o trustees define cri-

teria and procedures for the selection and appointment of its own members

and that these be made a~ailable to the CGIAR. Further, we recommend

that each board of trustees broaden its membership by including, when

appropriate and consistent with national icws, three members selected in

conjunction with and ratified 2xy the CGIAR (pp. 91-92).

Recommendation 13: Since quality of the staff is a central factor in

ske success of the program, we recommend that: (1) center directors

advertise ws widely and openly as possible in seeking candidates for staff

positions, (2) ever? effort be made to maintain staff vitality, and

(V) Outposted staff receive the same sabbaticoa privileges as staff

posted at headquarters regardless of source of funds supporting the

scientist (pp. 92-94).

Recommendation i: We recommend that the CIAR review its overa12 ,'ro-

ncr-a and operation every tnree 1c : ue Sears. ne (<o uYWI aocint

an ad hoc committee to coniuct i ee f tie Ps tantive pror of the

CGIAR as wezZ as review those polcie, proe.dres, aznd management mech-

anisms which require attention. TAC shoud proie a major input into

this long term forward look at the substantive program (pp. 4-98).

Recommendation 15: We recommend continuation of the TA? ;uinquenniai

reviews for evaluation of scientific quality, scope, and balance of cur-

rent programs, and to evaluate fture pcans, including c::i cii revie:

of center proposals to continue projects of long standing. i also

recommena that the TAC Vive greatn e- ais to periodic, across center

analysis of Ic- Mai~r top icese- ' rati- c-ne'. (p,.a -



Recommendation 16: We recommend that the concept of a desirable size

ranoe for centers be adooted. We further recommend that centers be asked

to propose their desired size based on the number of senior scientists

translated into financial terms. Until these plans are developed, we

recommend that any proposed increase in senior staff numbers tJat would

take centers above the size of the largest existing centers should be

cosely scrutinized (pp. 86-87 and 98-100).

Recommendation 17: We recommend that a biennial budget cycle be adopted

for centers and related activities. In addition, a further indicative

plan for the two years beyond the biennium should be developed. These bud-

gets and indicative plans to be developed by centers should be consistent

with their proposed desired size (pp. 98-100).

Recommendation 18: We recommend that the desired size and indicative plan

proposals from centers be reviewed by TAC. TAC should make appropriate

recommendations to the CGIAR, after the discussion of any proposed adjust-

ments with the centers. The CGTAR approved plans would then form the

guidelines for the preparation of the center's next biennial budget.

Until this process is in operation, centers should recognize that pro-

posals for budget increases will be reviewed very carefully in the spirit

of our recommended period of consolidation (pp. 98-100).

Recommendation 19: We recommend that within the framework of the following

guidelines, donor autonomy be preserved and that center budgets result

from the sum of independent donor decisions. The guidelines are: (1) donors

be encouraged to increase the flexibility of their pledges, (2) donors be

encouraged to continue support for a reasonabZe period of time to allow

conters to produce research results, (3) donors be encouraged to precede
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any substantial reduction in support by two years' notice, (4) that donors

agree to cooperate to assure that no center or other CGIAR supported activ-

ity receives greater support than its budget request, including supplemental

requests, and (5) donor(s) of last resort fund a center that is seriously

underfunded, but if that situation continues for two or three years the

future of the center should be reviewed by the CGIAR (pp. 100-101).

Recommendation 20: We recommend that a standby committee of the CGIAR be

authorized. Its membership should include the chairman of the TAC and the

executive secretary. We suggest the committee stand ready to advise on

how the Group should deal with significant shortfalls in funding. The

committee could also be activated by the CGIAR or the Chairman of the CGIAR

,or advice should other policy issues or circumstances arise (pp. 101-102).

Recommendation 21: We recommend that steps be taken to ensure closer

coordination between the TAC and CGIAR secretariats to enable them to

Jointly produce integrated program and budget analysis for the CGIAR.

Certain additional points of organization and procedure should be agreed

upon:

(1) Adequate staff and financial resources must be provided

for the work of each of the secretariats.

(2) The co-sponsors should report to the Group at

its July meeting on the budgets of the secretariats

for the coming year. If sufficient resources cannct

be provided by them, donors should be asked to make

additional funds available.
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(3) Each secretariat should recognize that it reports

only to the Group, through its respective chairman.

We further recommend that the co-sponsors report to the Group at the

forthcoming meeting (October 1976) whether they foresee any difficulty

in meeting these considerations (pp. 102-103).

Recommendation 22: We recommend that donors be strongly encouraged to

provide their pledged funds as early in the fiscal year as possible.

Further, we recommend that the CGIAR Secretariat provide donors and cen-

ters with a time schedule of center budgetary needs and availability of

donors' funds. If these two mechanisms do not solve the cash flow

problem, we recommend that the World Dank explore alternative solutions

(pp. 103-104).



ANNEX IV

CGIAR Allocations, 1977 (US$ milliF)
as estimated at January 31, 1977-

TOTAL CIAT CIMMYT LIP ICRISAT IITA IRRI ILCA ILRAD GENES WARDA ICARDA CARIS UNALLOCATED

Arab Fund .310 .310
Asian Dev Bank (.500) .500
Australia 1.705 .140 .080 .410 .480 .375 .220
Belgium 2.430 .140 .085 .025 1.000 .140 .470 .085 .055 .110 .025 .055 .240
Canada 7.085 .940 1.685 .540 .690 1.090 1.090 .400 .100 .250 .300
Denmark .620 .180 .260 .050 .130
EEC 2.500 2.500
Ford 1.500 .300 .350 .500 .300 .050
France .535 .270 .125 .100 .040
Germany 5.840 .635 .525 .320 .205 1.355 .400 .650 .800 .040 .085 .085 .740
IDB 5.700 2.395 2.620 .685
IDRC 1.470 .010 .055 .465 .640 .300
Iran 2.000 .350 .300 .250 .600 .500
Italy .100 .100
Japan (2.500) .150 .150 .250 1.800 .150
Kellogg .310 .310
Netherlands 1.500 .200 .250 .125 .275 .125 .175 .100 .100 .150
New Zealand (.100) .075 .025
Nigeria .640 .400 .160 .080
Norway 1.505 .650 .055 .465 .240 .095
Rockefeller 1.600 .400 .400 .200 .300 .300
Saudi Arabia (1.000) .150 .050 .125 .125 .020 .020 .010 .500
Sweden 2.510 .535 .920 .525 .350 .120 .060
Switzerland 1.050 .180 .180 .280 .230 .180
UK 3.400 .170 .270 .210 .640 .765 780 .210 .195 .075 .085
UNDP 3.880 1.880 1.600 400
UNEP .340 .170 .070 .100
US 19.600 2.340 2.900 1.350 .950 2.750 2.800 2.100 1.200 .200 .050 1.000 .110 1.850
World Bank 8.000 .475 .150 .700 1.200 1.000 1.500 .800 .100 2.075

AVAILABLE 80.230 8.775 11.620 5.300 9.835 10.060 11.200 7.830 4.395 1.125 1.070 3.910 .205 4.905
REQUIRED 79.625 9.015 12.240 5.580 9.800 11.150 11.570 8.380 4.630 1.100 1.280 4.460 .420
NET POSITION .605 -.240 -.620 -. 280 .035 -1.090 -. 370 -.550 -.235 .025 -.210 -. 550 -. 215 4.905

1/ Except where figures are in parentheses, the total contribution shown against each donor has been confirmed, and is shown at the exchange rate
prevailing on December 31, 1976. Figures in parentheses, and the allocation of these between centers, are still subject to confirmation.

2/ The World Bank's intended contribution is made in two tranches. The first tranche is allocated among centers as shown. As donor of last

resort, the Bank will review the needs of the centers in September and will allocate further contributions up to the amount shown as

"unallocated."



WORLD BANK / INTERNATIONAL FINANCE CORPORATION

OFFICE MEMORANDUM
TO: Files DATE. December 29, 1976

FROM: vichael L. Lejeune

SUBJECT: Draft Tnformal Summary of Proceedings

1. Dr. Lowell Hardin of the -For1 ondation called me this morning
to make some comments on the draft informal summarr of proceedings which
he had been reading.

2. first commented on paragraph 33 which has to do with the
selection of board members by the Consultative Group. He said that this
issue had been discussed at the recent CIT Board meeting based on the
recommendationsj of the Teview Committee and Mr. hanson's reporting of the
discussion in the CG. He said that the CIMMYT Board was somewhat at a
loss to understand both what the procedure was to be for appointing CC
nominated board members and what the functions of these board members
would be once appointed. He suggested that it would be useful if the
Summary of Proceedings could be footnoted or some other method could be
used to acquaint centers with the intention.

3. I told him that the discussion of this issue in the Review
CoNmittee and in the CC meeting had been somewhat less precise than would,
in my mind, have been desirable. This is an important policy issue, the
full implications of which had not as yet been drawn out. I told him
the Summary of Proceedings is meant to reflect the discussion and not to
be the vehicle for elaboration by the Secretariat, and hence, while I
thought that a lot more needed to be dcne to refine this policy and define
ways of implementing it, I felt that some other means of transmitting this
elaboration would have to be found. Hardin, however, has a valid point:
the discussion of the question leaves the Centers uneasy because they do
not understand the objective or the process, and it is up to the Secretariat
to clarify things for them at the appropriate time. (I did not discuss with
Hardin what the appropriate time was, but it may well be that we should be
ready to cover this subject at a meeting of the Center Directors or, perhaps
even more appropriately, of the Center Chairmen.)

4. Hardin asked whether all Center Directors and all chairmen of
center boards had received the report of the R.eview Committee. I told him
I was not sure but they certainly would receive it in its next version. He
emphasized the importance of getting this Review Committee report and other
documents affecting the interest of the Centers out promptly. He bad in mind,
among other things, the Summary of Proceedings itself. On this latter, I
told him that the Summary of Proceedings was sent around in draft for commentby those who had participated, and after their comment was taken into account,
the final version would go to the Center Directors and Chairmen (who were notpresent at the meeting) as well as everyone else.
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5. This led on to a discussion of how to keep board chairmen inform-
ed. Hardin expressed the view that we should err on the side of sendin'
board chairmen too muck rather than too little.

6. I then raised with him tie question of how one might seek to
make more use of board chairmen in the conduct of the system as a whole.
I pointed out that while the Center Directors had an informal but reason-
ably effective "trade union" and met at least twice a year, no similar
organization existed for the chirmen of boards, except that once a year
they held a dinner during Centers 7eek. I did not know how much informal
communication went on between them. The recent problems on the taxation
of jS staff of centers is an example of a matter which was bound to come
up in center boards - and probably would be controversial. There was a
need for board chairmen to act in concert from time to time.

7. Hardin suggested that we should foster the formation of a"chairmen's association" and the Secretariat should stand ready to service
it. -Ie proposed to talk to Trostie 'ill about it, inasmuch as Frostie was
now a chairman emeritus and could easily take the initiative with the other
chairmen.

0. This led iardin to a further proposal, i.e., that the Secretariat
maintain a roster of potential board members, which could be used by board
chairmen and the nominating committees of boards when they are searching
for qualified replacements of retiring board members. I pointed out to
him that useful as that kind of roster might be, it was, I felt, even more
necessary to have some kind of centralized roster of potential center
directors, directors of research, budget and finance officers, etc.

9. Some of Hardin's thinking on the above points parallels our own.
Various problems in the personnel management field of the system seem tobe increasing, and more and more centers and donors alike are beginning tosee the centers as part of a system, rather than as individual enterprises
Tt would not be surprising for them to look to the Secretariat for providing
more centralized service at one time or another. This will give rise to
two issues. First, will the members of the Group and the Centers really
wish to see influence in these matters by the Secretariat increased, andsecond, will the Secretariat be provided with the additional resources neces-sary to fulfill functions of this kind.

cc: Messrs. Ritchie
Hayman
Coulter
Gavino

MLLejeune: ia
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CONSULTATIVE GROUP ON INTERNATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH

1818 H St., N.W. Washington, D.C. 20433 U.S.A.
Telephone (Area Code 202) 477-3592

Cable Address - INTBAFRAD

TO: Participants in International Centers Week

FROM: Executive Secretariat October 3, 1975

SUBJECT: Draft Informal Summary of Proceedings of
International Centers Week

1. Attached is a draft Informal Summary of Proceedings of the
International Centers Week held from July 28 through August 1,
1975.

2. Annex IV, consisting of the presentations of center directors
of their 1976 programs and budgets, will be circulated at a later
date.

3. Participants having amendments to or suggestions about the
Summary are asked to give them to the Executive Secretary not
later than November 7.

Attachment



INTERNATIONAL CENTERS WEEK

Washington D.C.

July 28 - August 1, 1975

Informal Summary of Proceedings

1. The fourth International Centers Week of the Consultative Group on
International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) was held in Washington D.C. from
July 28 to August 1, 1975. Participating in the meetings were representatives
of 27 members of the Consultative Group, personnel of the international agri-
cultural research centers and programs supported by the Group, and observers,
including members of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). Representatives
of Iran, Italy, New Zealand, Saudi Arabia and the United Nations Environment
Programme were present at Centers Week for the first time. A list of partici-
pants is attached as Annex I.

2. During the week, there were plenary sessions, meetings of the Consul-
tative Group, the subcommittees for the International Center for Agricultural
Research in the Dry Areas (ICARDA) and the International Crops Research Insti-
tute for the Semi-Arid Tropics (ICRISAT), and meetings of Center Personnel.
TAC held its tenth meeting on July 22 - 26, just prior to Centers Week.
Informal minutes of the subcommittee meetings and TAC minutes will be dis-
tributed separately.

PLENARY SESSIONS

3. The plenary sessions on Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday morning July
28 - 30 were devoted to the presentations of programs and budgets for 1976 by
representatives of the following: the International Center of Tropical Agri-
culture (Centro Internacional de Agricultura Tropical (CIAT)); International
Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics (ICRISAT); International
Potato Center (Centro Internacional de la Papa (CIP)); International Laboratory
for Research on Animal Diseases (ILRAD); the International Maize and Wheat
Improvement Center (Centro Internacional de Mejoramiento de Maiz y Trigo
(CIMIYT)), the International Rice Research Institute (IRRI); the International
Board for Plant Genetic Resources (Genes Board); the International Institute
of Tropical Agriculture (IITA); the West African Rice Development Association
(WARDA); and the International Livestock Center for Africa (ILCA). Texts of
these presentations will be circulated separately as Annex V to this summary.

4. Reports on their activities were also made on July 30 by representa-
tives of the Consultative Group on Food Production and Investment (CGFPI); the
International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI); and the Asian Vegetable
Research and Development Center (AVRDC).

5. The Chairman of the Consultative Group, Mr. Warren Baum, opened the
first plenary session on July 28, with remarks concerning the growth and direc-
tion of the network of international agricultural research centers, and the



task which lay before the Group in dealing with the urgent 
problem of world

hunger. In referring to the endorsement of the CGIAR's activities by the

World Food Conference in November 1974, he said the Conference 
had urged the

Consultative Group to enlarge severalfold the financial resources devoted to

international agricultural research and to ensure that the benefits of the

research effort were extended to those who had essentially been 
excluded from

the Green Revolution - the small farmer.

6. Not surprisingly, he said, these were perhaps the two most important

questions to be addressed during Centers Week: 
the extent, nature and boundaries

of the role which the international centers should play in the transfer 
of tech-

nology to the farm level, and the future growth and direction 
of the Consultative

Group system, including the level of activity which can be financially sustained

and how the centers can ensure that the resources provided to them are used

efficiently.

7. The basic question, he concluded, was how best the Group could mobilize

its resources to deal with the immediate problem of world hunger. He noted that

the FAO had estimated the gap between food grain production and 
demand in the

major food-deficit countries by 1985 might be about 
85 million tons, represent-

ing the food needs of some 400 million people. If this potentially catastrophic

deficit is to be avoided, the progress in production made possible by the 
tech-

nological breakthroughs of the late 1960s must be 
repeated and expanded, includ-

ing greater efforts to reach the small farmers.

8. After concluding his remarks, the Chairman introduced the first center

presentation, indicating that the procedure for such 
presentations had been

modified slightly. Each center would make a full presentation every two years,

and would only touch on highlights in the interim year. In 1975, shorter presen-

tations were to be made by CIMMYT, CIP, IITA and WARDA. The schedule of center

presentations is included in the Schedule of Events which is attached as Annex II.

CONSULTATIVE GROUP

9. Meetings of the Consultative Group were held on Thursday and Friday,

July 31 and August 1, 1975. The agenda adopted for the meetings is attached

as Annex III.

jntegrative Report (Agenda Item 3)

Following brief introductory remarks by the Chairman and the adoption 
of the

Agenda (agenda items I and 2), Mr. Baum introduced the Integrative Report

dated July 11, 1975, prepared by the CG Secretariat. He suggested that

the discussion might concentrate on Parts III and IV of the Report -- Outlook

for Finance and General Issues -- and any comments on the first two sections

of the report dealing with historical trends and a comparative analysis of

recent budget trends might be made directly to the Secretariat.
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11. Review of Future Growth 1/. The Chairman suggested that the meeting

might consider first the basic issue of the system's rapid growth, specifically
whether the continued real growth of the network was desirable and financially
sustainable, how such growth might best be managed, and whether the Group might
wish to review or study more systematically some of the policy implications

inherent in continued growth.

12. There was a very broad consensus among speakers that continued growth

was both necessary and desirable, but that such growth should take place
within the context of clearly established priorities and objectives. While

there was no suggestion that the system could continue to grow at the present
rate, and varying views were expressed as to whether it could expand at the
10 percent real growth rate suggested in the Integrative Report, most speakers
felt that additional financial resources would be available for international

agricultural research. The urgency of the world food problem and the potentially

great return at relatively modest cost of agricultural research made such

investment both attractive to financing bodies and sustainable at higher levels.

13. Several speakers suggested that continued growth should not imply the

addition of major new activities to the network but rather the continued ex-

pansion of centers already accepted as part of the system. This in turn,
stimulated discussion on the appropriate role and boundaries of the interna-

tional centers, particularly their responsibility for strengthening national

research organizations.

14. Many representatives urged that the prospect of continued growth re-

quired more attention by the Group to the objectives, priorities, efficiency

and coordination of activities within the network and with agricultural
research efforts elsewhere. Many speakers endorsed the idea of a systematic

review of the system and its future growth. Several questions to be addressed

by such a review were suggested, including: (a) the future growth of the

network: new activities which might be appropriate to add to the CC - spon-
sored system and their priority in relation to ongoing activities; (b) criteria
for assessing priorities among activities of existing centers and particularly
in defining the appropriate boundaries of center activities - the outreach
question; (c) the program and budget review process, including the most

appropriate budgetary cycle, improvements in the review process including
a program review, longer term budgeting, cost-benefit analysis, and procedures

for allocation of scarce resources.

15. The Chairman noted the "very strong consensus" for a review of the

system which would provide an "overview" and forward plan for the next three
to five years. The review would seek to match program requirements against
expected financial availabilities of current and future donors.

1/ PP 15-16, Integrative Report.
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16. Several suggestions were put forward on how such a review might be

carried out, with most representatives supporting the creation of a special
committee or subcommittee. Various speakers suggested that the committee might
include representatives of the Group itself, the international centers, bene-
ficiary countries, and TAC.

17. With the concurrance of the members, the Chairman agreed to place
before the Group in October a firm proposal for the review, which would include

recommendations on the (i) composition of the special committee (ii) outline

terms of reference and work program of the committee, and (iii) timetable for

the review. He indicated that he would hope to have a draft of the review

ready for the 1976 International Centers Week.

18. Allocation of scarce financial resources 2/. The Chairman then intro-

duced the first of three program and budget issues raised by the Integrative

Report - that of dealing with the allocation of scarce financial resources.

The Integrative Report had solicited the Group's views regarding the most

appropriate means of allocating funds among centers if budget requests exceed

pledges. One speaker reflected the views of the Center Directors (expressed

during a meeting of the Center Directors the previous week) opposing any

cross-the-board percentage reductions of all center budgets in a period of
financial scarcity. At the same time, it was recognized that no satisfactory
criteria had yet been established to determine the relative priority of

ongoing activities on which to base selective reductions in expenditure.

19. The Chairman noted that one of the first priorities of the review
group would be to suggest an appropriate mechanism for dealing with the al-

location of financial resources in a period of scarcity. If a problem

appeared for 1976, the Secretariat, consulting with those concerned, would
make proposals for reductions of center budgets which would be put before the

Group in October.

20. Unexpected increases in epnditure 3/. The Chairman asked for

members views regarding the financing of unexpected increases in center
expenditures during the year. Most speakers agreed that the ad hoc technique

adopted in 1975 -- with individual donors being approached for additional
funds -- was not satisfactory. A mid-year review was also clearly undesirable.
While most speakers favored the idea that the centers should consider their
approved budgets as ceilin<s nd oly request additional funds in "extraordinary
circumstances beyond their control," some sentiment was expressed that even
these requests should be considered together. /The following day, Dr. Brady,
speaking on behalf of the Center Directors, indicated their agreement that
ad hoc increases in budgets or mid-year reviews were undesirable and that
Centers should regard their approved budgets as ceilings which could be

exceeded only in extraor.dinry circumstances and when funds to meet these
circumstances could be o und. He cautioned however, that this limitation
should refer only to requess for additional funds through the mechanism of
the Consultative Group. If indivi donors wished to make more money

2/ Integrative Report pp 16-17.

3/ Integrative Report pp 17-18.



available to the Centers, the Directors did not wish their "approved budgets"
to be considered absolute ceilings.7

21. Program and Budget Review Process 4/. Members were next asked howiell

the present budget review process - the submission of the centers, the CG

Secretariat Program and budget commentaries and the Integrative Report -- met

their present needs and the objectives set by the Bell Committee on center

review procedures.

22. Most speakers expressed the view that the Integrative Report and

Commentaries served their requirements very satisfactorily. Several repre-
sentatives noted that it would be desirable to enlarge the program review

content of these documents, as suggested in the Integrative Report. A number

of cautions, however, were expressed. First, the TAC quinquennial review

process is only just beginning and it might be premature to consider changing

the review system until the presently-agreed process had been tested. Another

speaker noted that research is a long-term activity, and an annual review of

scientific results would not be very meaningful.

23. The Chairman of TAC noted that the introduction of a TAC meeting in

the spring with Center Directors would enable the Group to receive written

comments from TAC on new center program initiatives. He also supported more

participation of the TAC Secretariat in the preparation of the program and

budget commentaries which he felt were extremely valuable to TAC in its

consideration of the Center programs.

24. The Chairman noted that the review process would also come under the

scrutiny of the special review committee.

Terminology Guidelines (Agenda Item 4)

25. The Chairman next introduced the draft paper on guidelines and

definitions dealing with the finance and structure of off-campus activities.

The paper reflected the suggestions of TAC and a representative of the Center

Directors. He asked the members for their views on the proposed terminology

usages.

26. One speaker noted that the appropriate classification and terminology

of off-campus activity was bound up closely with the basic set of issues regard-

ing the proper definition of the role of the centers in outreach activity.

Since this question was to be a major subject of the proposed review, he sug-

gested that the final version of the terminology paper might properly await

the outcome of the policy review.

27. Another speaker, referring to the definition of financing categories,

enquired whether special project funding which supported a great deal of off-

campus activity should not recive the closer scrutiny of the CG and TAC. The

Chairman suggested that the review might consider whether a more systematic

consideration of special projects would be in order, particularly in relation

to the questions of outreach and assistance to national programs.

4/ Integrative Report pp. 19-20.
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28. To ensure that the terminology meets the needs of the individual

centers, the center directors had earlier agreed 
to submit their comments on

the draft paper to the CG Secretariat. The Chairman suggested that the members

and center directors should submit their written suggestions 
on the paper to

the Secretariat which would prepare a revised draft 
version to be available at

the time of the next meeting. The final version with a standard set of defini-

tions would be prepared once the review process had 
been completed.

ICARDA Report (Agenda Item 5)

29. The Chairman of the Subcommittee on the establishment 
of an Inter-

national Center for Agricultural Research in the 
Dry Areas (ICARDA), Mr. Harold

Graves, reported to the Group on progress toward the creation 
of the center,

including a presentation of its proposed 1976 program and budget.

30. The Subcommittee chairman recalled the genesis of the ICARDA propo-

sal: on the basis of the Consultative Group's agreement in 1974, a 
preparatory

fund for the establishment of ICARDA of $350,000 to 
$400,000 was agreed in

October 1974, and a detailed proposal prepared under the auspices 
of the Sub-

committee in April 1975. The Chairman of the Consultative Group and the

Executive Secretary visited Saudi Arabia, Iran, Kuwait 
and Lebanon and as a

result of these visits were able to report support for ICARDA within the

region. Copies of the proposal were circulated to the CG members in May and

discussed and accepted in principle by the Subcommittee 
in June 1975.

31. At its June meeting the Subcommittee selected the International

Development Research Centre (IDRC) as Executing Agency for the establishment

of ICARDA. Subsequently IDRC initiated discussions with the governments of

Iran, Lebanon and Syria on the creation of ICARDA as a single center, operating

under a single Board of Trustees with headquarters in Lebanon but embracing

three principal research stations. These would include a main laboratory

and plant breeding facilities in Lebanon, a station in Syria devoted particularly

to farming systems research including animal husbandry, and a third station in

a high plateau, cold-winter region, planned to be in Iran.

32. Mr. Graves explained that on July 30 the Subcommittee 
had reviewed

the draft charter incorporating ICARDA and defining its objectives, powers and

structure, and the draft agreements with each host country making the charter

effective in that country. These were now to be negotiated with the Govern-

ments concerned with a view to ICARDA's legal establishment 
by January 1976.

33. The Subcommittee chairman also reminded the Group that the Executing

Agency had requested nominations for the Board of Trustees, and would shortly

ask for candidates for the post of Director General. At the October meeting

of the Subcommittee it was hoped that the Board of Trustees could be selected.

34. Mr. Graves also referred to the paper outlining the proposed 1976

program and budget for ICARDA which had been circulated to the CG members.

He indicated that the Subcommittee had reviewed the paper the previous day,

and had felt that the proposed work program and expenditure of $3.3 million

was reasonable and in line with the activity foreseen in the original proposal.
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35. Several questions were addressed to ICARDA's role in dealing with
water quality and irrigated agriculture. The Chairman of TAC and of the Sub-
committee confirmed that ICARDA's initial research priority was intended to be
given to rainfed agriculture.

36. One representative noted that the proposed five year cost of the
ICARDA center would be $53 million, or about 10 percent of the total CG re-
quirements during the period. He wondered whether ICARDA would be treated
in the same fashion as ICRISAT, with an implicit multi-year funding ceiling
approved by the Group through its Subcommittee. Mr. Baum replied that the
Group at the present time was being asked only to endorse the 1976 program,
since the figures beyond next year were only indicative. Thereafter the
procedure of periodic review of capital costs adopted for the newer centers
would apply equally to ICARDA, and the operating costs would be reviewed an-
nually like those of any other center.

TAC Chairman's Report on TAC Deliberations

37. Mr. Baum introduced Sir John Crawford, Chairman of TAC, to report
on five major topics that had been considered by TAC a week before: Plant
Nutrition Research, National Research, the International Center for Insect
Physiology and Ecology (ICIPE), the Tropical Agricultural and Research
Training Center (CATIE) and the TAC quinquennial review program.

38. Beginning his presentation, the TAC Chairman announced the TAC plan
to add a third meeting to its schedule which he said would enable TAC to treat
both new initiatives and center programs more comprehensively than had been pos-
sible in the past and would also enable the members of the Group to receive
written observations from TAC on center programs prior to International Centers
Week.

39. Plant Nutrition Research. The TAC Chairman reported first on the
recommendations of the TAC Subcommittee on plant nutrition in the areas of
chemical fertilizers, biological nitrogen fixation and organic fertilizer.
He explained that the primary examination had been on the program of the
proposed International Fertilizer Development Center (IFDC). He indicated
that TAC had endorsed, with some cautionary comments, the four basic areas
of IFDC's proposed program:

(i) improving the efficiency of fertilizer;
(ii) research on better use of available raw materials, especially

in developing countries;
(iii) improving the physical properties and handling of established

fertilizers;
(iv) fertilizer marketing research.



40. TAC's general endorsement had come after receiving assurances from

the IFDC management that (i) marketing research would be carried out only

after full consultation with other agencies involved 
in this area, such as

FAO and the World Bank, and that (ii) with respect to improving the efficiency

of applied fertilizer nutrients, any new formulation 
would be tested through

existing international and national centers in developing 
countries and not

through new facilities.

41. Although IFDC would be established in a developed country, the

TAC endorsed the proposed center because of its access to the facilities of

the Tennessee Valley Authority which could only be duplicated 
elsewhere at

vast expense. The TAC Chairman said that TAC believed the program and budget

of IFDC, although not financed by the CGIAR, should be reviewed annually and

periodically just as any other center, to ensure its appropriate relationship

to the system. Some indirect financing of IFDC might appear in the budgets

of individual centers where testing of materials might be 
carried out.

42. Mr. Baum interpreted the discussion which followed to suggest that

the members did not feel in a position to endorse IFDC's 
being added to the

system at the present time. Sir John's statement was very useful and helpful,

and as this was the first time the matter had formally 
been presented before

the Group, members might wish to have time to consider 
it further. He suggested.

and it was agreed, that the question of IFDC membership 
would be put on the

agenda for the next CG meeting, by which time 
members would have received

more documentation and be in a position to discuss specific proposals regard-

ing IFDC's novel relationship to the group.

43. Biological Nitrogen Fixation. With respect to basic research on bio-

logical nitrogen fixation Sir John said that TAC would follow 
global progress

on basic research, adding that the TAC did not recommend the 
establishment

of an international center for furthering such research at this time. 
By

monitoring the progress of such research, TAC might consider the possibility

of financing specific work which promised to be of direct application.

44. Organic Nutrients. The TAC Chairman reported that TAC would plan to

pursue the idea of developing systems of integrative 
nutrient supply, includ-

ding organic manure, but emphasized that the 
latter would best be considered

for possibilities of blending.

45. National Research Systems. The TAC Chairman reported on TAC's

continued discussion of the relationship of the international 
centers to

national research. He noted that the TAC paper on priorities recognized the

importance of a strong national research capability 
in ensuring the success

of investments in international research. It was acknowledged that the CG

could not alone take on the job of financing or strengthening 
national

research programs, particularly as there were agencies available for handling

such requests. He noted further that some of the international centers are

moving, consciously or unconsciously, toward collaboration for the purpose of
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strengthening national research and possibly even extension systems. The
question of the appropriate relationship of the centers and the CG system
as a whole to national research is one which has been under discussion for
some time, including the Bellagio VII meeting in June. Furthermore, it would
be one of the major topics for consideration by the review group which had
been agreed during the morning session of the CG. TAC would also plan to
devote a large portion of its next meeting on priorities to further considera-
tion of this topic.

46. The Chairman said that TAC planned to establish a working group to
consider further the question of support for national research. Two issues
in particular TAC might discuss at an early stage. One is the role of regional
cooperation, including the possibility of strengthening national research sys-
tems through regional organizations which, with some additional support, could
deal with a group of countries with similar ecological conditions or agricul-
tural commodity basis. A second issue which TAC might consider would be a
possible means of providing services to individual national research programs
in organization, management and, in some cases, operational activities. This
might include consideration of potential FAO support, and the r6le of CGFPI
in strengthening national research. In sum, he said TAC was not making any
specific recommendation for consideration by the Group but suggested that
TAC might have a role to play in consideration of the national research
issue within the review process.

47. Discussion of this question focused on cooperation among bilateral
donors for strengthening national or regional research. One representative
suggested that there might be considerable scope for several donors to
coordinate their efforts in a structured way in an individual country. He
suggested that there needed to be some kind of leadership or catalyst to bring
donors together in a "consortium" for this. The representative of FAO said
that his institution would be willing to assume this leadership function
provided that the governments which determine the work of the FAO establish
this as an appropriate function of the organization. The TAC Secretariat
also reminded the Group that a report to the members on the activities of
individual members of the Group in support of national research was under
preparation. Recommendations from several members had been received and
information was being requested from those who had not yet replied or from
whom additional data were needed. It was hoped that a detailed report would
be ready for the members in October.

48. International Center for Insect Physiology and Ecology (ICIPE). The
TAC Chairman indicated that ICIPE was a unique institution of high quality.
The TAC both at its February and July meetings had considered whether it would
be appropriate to recommend support by the Consultative Group for ICIPE which
was a center of basic rather than applied research, and which dealt with
inputs to agriculture rather than commodities themselves or production
systems. Following the February TAC meeting, the international centers
had been asked whether ICIPE could provide research support where some basic
work was required. Four of the centers responded positively. The TAC Chairman
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indicated that the Committee believed that ICIPE could possibly provide

valuable work on a contract basis for the centers, provided that some reorga-
nization took place and, more importantly, provided that capital investment

of perhaps $6 million over a three year period was undertaken.

49. The TAC Chairman suggested that a feasibility study by the TAC and
CG Secretariats should be undertaken to study the costs and benefits of col-

laboration between the centers and ICIPE. The TAC Chairman said that a paper
would be prepared for consideration by TAC at its October meeting. He said

that this examination of a contractual relationship between the centers and
ICIPE, which might involve investment in ICIPE, could be of a kind which need

not imply that ICIPE was necessarily becoming an activity fully part of the
CGIAR system.

50. In response to a question, the director of ICIPE, Dr. Odhiambo,
confirmed that operating funds from ICIPE came from several donors and were
reasonably assured for several years. One representative cautioned that the

Group should look at this unique possibility very carefully, not only because
of the implication of providing $6 million in a period of growing financial

constraint, but because of the precedent which would be established for the

centers sub-contracting work to an institution which would need capital
investment to be able to carry out such work.

It was agreed that the Group would consider the question further at

its October meeting.

51. Tropical Agricultural Research and Training Center (CATIE). The

TAC Chairman next drew attention to the International Center for Tropical

Agricultural Research and Training (CATIE). He noted that CATIE was a mature
institute with considerable investment in land, buildings, and equipment.
It could serve a potentially important role in helping to strengthen the

research programs of a number of small countries in Central America. This

would fit into the concept of regional institutes providing focal points for
research and training services to groups of countries with similar ecological

conditions. CATIE might also serve as a center for conservation of genetic

resources for the Central American region.

52. While TAC felt that CATIE had the potential to undertake such

activity and could usefully support the work of the CG, the Committee felt

that several measures needed to be taken. First, linkages to the countries
of the region in terms of research and training and financial support from

them needed to be considerably strengthened. CATIE's links with the inter-

national centers of the region for testing new varieties and new technology

for adaptation within the farming system patterns of Central America also

needed to be improved. While TAC endorsed the central thrust of CATIE's

research program concentrating on systems appropriate to small farmers, it
felt that strengthened management and staff and regional financial support
from the countries of Central America was needed.



- 11 -

The TAC Chairman offered TAC's assistance in exploring various ways

in which CATIE could be strengthened, including the possibility of establishing

a consortium of donors from within and outside the region.

53. Non-Food Crops. The TAC Chairman reported on TAC's continued

consideration of support for non-food crop research. He reminded the group

that TAC's initial priorities had been on food crops with lower priority 
for

industrial crops. He said that TAC continued to believe that food crops

deserved first attention from the Group and that commercial 
crops such as

coconuts, annual oilseeds, cotton and jute, should not receive the Consulta-

tive Group's financial support at this time. TAC would be undertaking a

review of priorities in October and may have further comments on the non-food

crops thereafter.

54. Quinquennial Review. The first TAC quinquennial review of a center's

program is to be carried out at IRRI in the latter part of 1975, and the TAC

Chairman reported on a number of principles which had been established for

such reviews. The membership of the missions would be ultimately decided by

TAC in consultation with the Center Directors. The terms of reference for the

mission would also be prepared in consultation with the directors and a list

of major questions would be furnished to the centers prior to the review.

In response to a question whether donors might propose items for the terms

of reference, Sir John replied that suggestions would be 
welcomed but the

final determination of the terms of reference of the mission 
would rest with

TAC. Sir John said each mission would discuss its general conclusions 
with

the Center Director before its departure from the campus. 
The focus would be

on the center's program, its effectiveness, direction and 
staff support. It

would not review the competence of individuals nor management.

55. Financing of the quinquennial review remained a problem. 
Sir John

said that neither TAC nor the Center Directors supported the 
idea that the

quinquennial review funds should be provided 
in the budget of the center to

be reviewed. They would prefer adding funds to the TAC budget for this purpose.

Mr. Baum noted this feeling and indicated that while the co-sponsors fully ap-

preciated the rationale behind this view, unfortunately 
it had not been possible

to agree on any solution other than financing from the center 
budgets.

56. Other Items. The TAC Chairman mentioned several other items which

will continue to be reviewed by TAC, including vegetable research, water

buffalo, and remote sensing in relation to the agricultural research. 
TAC

planned to mount missions on vegetable and water buffalo research. Neither

was likely to be reported on to the group before next year. An initial

introduction to remote sensing had been presented to TAC at its July meeting;

Sir John indicated it might be some time before anything would be said on the

subject to the Group.
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TAC Chairman's Report on Center Programs for 1976 (Agenda Item 7)

Discussion of Center Programs (Agenda Item 8)

57. The Chairman of TAC reported on TAC's consideration of the activities

and program proposals of the international agricultural research centers and

programs for 1976. Following his presentation, members of the Consultative

Group also commented on the center programs. For ease of reference these

comments have been combined under the heading of each center.

58. Sir John began with the two oldest centers, CIIMYT and IRRI and made

remarks on each program which were applicable in a wider sense to the activities

of the Consultative Group as a whole.

59. Starting with CIUMYT, Sir John noted the Committee's general satis-

faction with the scientific progress of the center. He noted TAC's concern

however, with the enlarged regional services program which appeared to

account for a large part of CIMMYT's proposed budget increase. While appre-

ciating CINMYT's dilemma in trying to bridge the gap between its research

output and the farm level where national research and/or extension services

were weak, the committee felt that the CINMYT regional services programs

might not be the best means of strengthening national research programs,

nor in all cases an appropriate activity for an international center. The

basic issue for the Consultative Group, he noted, in considering whether to

accept such services as part of the center's core program would be the degree

of responsibility, a center should assume for supporting research from the

level of the international center right through the delivery systems onto

a country's farms.

60. TAC strongly supported the strengthening of national research and

extension programs and recognized the difficulties of drawing hard and fast

lines of responsibility. However, the role of the international centers should

be more clearly defined. In general terms, TAC feels that the following off-

campus activities should be considered as within the mandate of an international

center as part of its core program:

(i) distribution of genetic materials for testing, evaluation and

adaptation to national needs, including assistance to national

programs in the techniques of such work;

(ii) scientific services directly related to the center's core research

activities, such as disease monitoring;

(iii) research aimed at identifying constraints to the adoption of re-

search results and the publication of the findings as a contribution

to national policy-making.

Subject to such criteria core support for such off-campus activities as

regional collaboration research, nurseries, disease or pest surveillance,

agro-economic constraints and farm systems development could be properly
encouraged.



61. Regarding CI-MYT's own regional services p- r TAC felt that the

functions of the various regional programs varied widely and as such .hould

be considered case by case rather than being accepted wholesale by the Con-

sultative Group. Without wishing to undo any regional services program

which had been initiated, the TAC would wish to have an opportunity to dis-

cuss any new proposals in this area. In closing, Sir John noted that the

fundamental purpose of the international centers is research and that a line

must be drawn between collaboration to this end and participation in the

administration of national research programs.

62. The Committee concluded that, in general, national research systems,

are the legitimate links for the transfer of the work of any center to the

services responsible for its potential adoption by farmers in a country.

If national research institutes ned assistance to enable them to do this

more effectively, it should be provided by special funding, as in the past,

or through bilateral agencies. The international centers could be an impor-

tant source of information to appropriate international, bilateral and

national agencies for strengthening or re-structuring bilateral systems.

Sir John hoped that these remarks would be useful in the continuing discussion

of the appropriate boundaries for the responsibility of the international

centers for strengthening national research.

63. One representative noted that this problem had not only been the

subject of the recent Bellagio Conference at Montebello but was beginning to

stimulate an informal working party of interested donors regarding strengthen-

ing of national research. Even though the Consultative Group might not

officially accept financial or organizational responsibility for this mecha-

nism, it could provide an informal medium for discussion among interested

agencies.

64. hr. Baum noted that TAC's definition of appropriate off-campus core

activities was a very useful beginning in the review of the whole international

research question. TAC would further consider CIMYT's regional program pro-

posal in October, and might have some more specific recommendations to the

CGIAR thereafter.

65. Turning to IRRI, Sir John reported first on the TAC review mission

of the IRRI mechanization program. Recognizing the importance of the general

problem and the high quality of much of the work done in the past under the

IRRI mechanization program, TAC felt that the approach of the program in the

past had not been sufficiently systematic in studying the needs of the small

farmers. The emphasis might more properly be placed on improving technology

which would add to the total rice output reaching consumers rather than on

labor-saving technology.

66. TAC recomended that the program should continue, but that there

should be closer links between the mechanization program and other programs

of IRRI, and less attention to the design and development of prototypes and

their commercialization. He indicated that the quinquennial review mission

to 1RRI in November will further discuss this re-orientation.



- 14 -

67. The TAG review mission and TAG believed that a I should not under-
take a major effort to design machinery for crops othe a rice, nor for
post -harvest equipment beyond small scale farm or ia Hi, ecds. IRRI should
also not be asked to play an organizing role in the manag.ement of a collabora-
tive program for improvement of post-harvest technology in Asia, which is being
considered.

68. Sir John noted that several members of the Consultative Group had
organized a working group to consider the question of post-harvest technology.
He referred to a report by IDRC, presented to TAC th) ,evious week, urging
the CGIAR to encourage and promote an integration of effort aong CG members
in collaboration with IRRI for post-harvest research and development in Asia.
The report strongly recommended that no new institution be established for this
purpose.

69. Several speakers welcomed the establishment of a working party whose
purpose would be to develop a coordinated program of post-harvest research
and development to serve first the rice producing nations of South and South
East Asia and subsequently other developing regions. Representatives of FAO,
UNDP, IDRC, UK and the US invited other members of the Consultative Group to
join the informal working group that was being organized. The representative
of IDRC noted that the basic recommendation of his agency's report was the
establisAment of a research advisory team to help the ationa programs in
South East Asia to be linked with the mechanization ree at IRRI and other
sources of research. One representative suggested hat te creation of a sub-
committee of the Consultative Group for this purpose might add to the status
of the subject.

70. The Chairman said that the Consultative Group Secretariat would
explorc w'it members their feeling wht her to establish something as formal
as a Subconnittee or maintain the informality of a working group.

71. With respect to the other work of I , Sir noted TAC's endorse-
ment of the greater emphasis being given to tlhe imp rovemen o rai fed and
deepwater addy. TAC expressed some concern about the dificulties IRRIfaces in developing disease and pst resistant materil h n water a
ment program and the increased proportion of work devoted to cropping systems
work. Some reservations were aiso expresse aout toe siz of the capital
progra at IRRI, particularly the germ plasm sage aili ty, about half of
which would be used for purposes other than stoag f n pasm. The TAC

not that IRRI had engag ed consul.tants to ri the center's geri
plasm storage requiremets and indicated that this w be reviewed by the
quinquennial review mission together with the other topics to which he had
referred earlier.

2n CIAT, Sir John note TACus satisf at the Center had
e ake the lead ii estabishing a bean network Latin America, and

said' 'AC was look'ing forward to th report of theI A review of its beef
progam. IAC also hoped to be rmally consulted on he proosed Genes Board
initiative with CIAT to enable TAC to make recommendations to he CC on this
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program. One representative suggested that any modifications in the livestock

program of CIAT should provide for study of the relationship between beef

cattle and dairy cattle production.

73. Coming to IITA, the TAC Chairman said that the committee would like

to encourage IITA to form linkage among other centers along lines established

between CIAT and CIMMYT. TAC expressed some reservations on the request for

new capital investment for a training facility, and the TAC chairman said that

the committee might wish to examine the question of the need for separate
facilities at each center for training, or whether it might be possible to
rationalize or combine the training conducted within the network.

74. Concerning the CIP program, Sir John said TAC welcomed the innovative
approach of CIP to its core research program, and noted two particular issues.
First, CIP's regional activities account for nearly 40% of its total activities,
but the relationship of the regional staff members to the main scientific program
was not always clear. While recognizing the particular problems of seed pro-
duction programs of a vegetatively propagated crop, doubts were expressed
whether it is necessary to provide so many staff to other countries to transfer

the technology developed by CIP. Perhaps more emphasis could be given to

training national staff in research techniques, particularly breeding for

disease resistance and production technology. A second issue noted by TAC

was the relative lack of priority for storage and processing technology, which

was a major constraint to increased production. TAC urged increased considera-

tion for such research. The quinquennial review of CIP scheduled for 1976 will
evaluate the balance between the investment in the central research programs
and the proposed regional services, and would also hope to reappraise the
proposal to station immediately up to three core-financed staff members in
each of the seven ecological regions defined by CIP.

75. With respect to ICRISAT, TAC noted with satisfaction the emerging
relationships between the center and the countries of Africa, but noted an
obvious gap in sorghum research for the Sudan, which is in an ecological zone
outside the responsibility of ICARDA. Arrangements should presumably be made
with ICRISAT to cover this area. One representative noted that ICRISAT's
current African cooperative program for sorghum and millet is financed as a
special project, but felt that it should, in the future, be included in the
core program for ICRISAT to ensure longer term financing.

76. On ILCA, the committee recognized that the Center has a particularly
difficult mandate with unique administration problems. The Chairman of TAC

said that the committee felt significant progress had now been made in the
planning and definition of an initial program. It supported the idea of an
overall integrated program for Africa with local adaptations. The adoption
of a widely disparate approach to various projects called for by the different
regional systems could however, lead to difficult management problems and
required very careful control by the Director. The scope and objectives of
several of the research projects were still to be worked out and TAC had
offered its assistance to the center management in this regard. One representa-
tive asked for, and received, clarification that ILCA would not be involved in
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epidemiological research, but would recognize animal health problems as
constraints to increased production and give consideration to the correct
linkages with other sources of action in this area.

77. On ILRAD, TAC felt that the program, still in its early stages, was
proceeding satisfactorily.

78. Turning to WARDA, the Chairman of TAC noted that the recommendations
of the CGIAR mission to WARDA had now been implemented and that the financial
procedures had been brought into line with standard practice. He noted that
TAC did not view WARDA as a permanent research organization but rather as a
development-oriented institution which would serve as an effective coordinating
agency to assist national programs. In emphasizing the development aspects
of its tasks in the future, WARDA might assume a close relationship with the
Consultative Group for Food Production and Investment.

79. Concluding with the Genes Board, the Chairman of TAC identified three
issues. The TAC felt that the action program proposed by the Genes Board had
already gone a long way toward meeting the requirements of the Consultative
Group. Actions taken in respect of collecting work with CIAT and IITA and the
creation of crop advisory committees with the collaboration of IRRI, CIMMYT and
in the near future with ICRISAT, to advise of priorities for collection, pre-
servation and regeneration of major crop varieties had gone a long way toward
meeting the requirements of the Consultative Group. The TAC also supported the
Genes Board's approach of concentrating on the most important crops and regions
first and providing for core and capital funds for genetic resources through
the center budgets. TAC would welcome discussion with the Genes Board, CIAT
and IITA before any actions are taken with financial and technical consequences
in terms of storage facilities and staffing. More importantly Sir John expressed
his hope that no change in the orientation of the Board's program, such as a shift
in priorities from food crops to non-food crops, should take place without full
consideration by the Consultative Group.

80. TAC also considered that there should be further discussion on infor-
mation and retrieval systems and that the Genes Board was not expected to advise
on and recommend systems to meet centers entire data processing requirements.
TAC hoped that it could be involved on the advisory committee proposed by the
chairman of the Genes Board to consider priorities for data processing.

81. The TAG Secretariat Executive Secretary reported briefly on the
status of the current agricultural research information system (CARIS). He
indicated that financial support by the Consultative Group for 1976 would
still be required to complete the collection and compilation of data, which
has already been started and put together in directories. Once this is finished,
cost for the maintenance and updating of the program would come within FAO's
regular budget subject of course to the approval of FAO's governing body.

Donor Indications of Financial Support (Agenda Item 10)

82. The Chairman of the Consultative Group asked members to indicate
informally their intentions concerning grants for international agricultural
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research for 1976 and beyond. Fourteen donors were able to give quantitative
indications for 1976. Most of the other ten donors represented at the meeting
indicated their strong support for the system and said that their contributions
for 1976 would be at least as large as in 1975. The intentions for 1976 of
those donors who were able to state a figure during the meeting are shown in
the table, attached as Annex V.

83. On the basis of donor indications of support and estimates by the
Consultative Group Secretariat, the Executive Secretary of the Consultative
Group said that about $58 million is reasonably assured for 1975. In addi-
tion, about $6 million might be available from the Secretariat's interpretation
of the statements made at the meeting. On this basis, about $64 million would
be available against requirements of $68 million. A deficit of between $3 and
$4 million was apparent at this time, a shortfall which the Executive Secretary
felt seemed somewhat less tractable this year than it was at this same juncture
in 1974.

34. The Chairman of the Consultative Group noted that the strong support
for the activity of the Consultative Group, which had been expressed at the
meeting by virtually every speaker. lie said that in his view this indicated
that the members felt that the activity financed by the Consultative Group
had the higher priority in attempting to deal with one of the world's most
important and pressing problems. He also noted that comments made regarding
the greater care and scrutiny of the work of the international centers by
national treasuries and parliaments as the system increases in size and as
budgetary constraints continue to force greater scrutiny of aid programs. He
said that the Consultative Group should be in a position to satisfy itself
as well as national treasuries that adequate mechanisms are being used to
control and ensure the financial and technical soundness of the research
programs.

85. Turning to the question of the review, he noted the generous offer
of the Netherlands to cover a portion of the administrative expenses and asked
the other members to consider whether they might also be able to provide some
funds specifically for this purpose. On the question of dealing with the
possible deficit for 1976, the Chairman repeated the informal mechanism which
he had earlier suggested could be followed. The two Secretariats, Sir John
Crawford and the Chairman would first identify possible activities for deferral.
At the same time we would keep in touch with donors to see if additional funds
might be available including informal contacts in the form of regional meetings
tn be held in October. The tentative suggestions for reductions could be
reviewed at that time. The Center Directors would also be closely involved
in this process. At the October meeting, the Secretariat should be able to
put before the meeting, specific suggestions for budget consistent with the
expected level of financing.

(Agenda Item 10) Items Raised by Center Directors

86. Speaking on behalf of the Center Directors, Dr. Brady, Director
General of IRRI, indicated that the Center Directors were very pleased with
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the attitude of donors generally toward their programs and noted that the
improved communications and program and budget evaluation procedures were
particularly welcome. They were particularly pleased with the new meeting
schedules which would permit the center directors to meet with TAC. Plans
were being made for TAC to meet at IRRI for three full days of discussion between
the Center Directors and TAC members of any significant modification in ongoing
programs and new initiatives. Dr. Brady also noted that there were an increas-
ing number of cooperative arrangements among centers and that a list of these
arrangements either in being or currently being established, had been prepared,
and would be made available to the Consultative Group Secretariat and TAC so
that they would be aware of these developments.

87. Regarding the possibility of rationing, the center directors have
urged something other than a percentage cut mechanism which the Center Directors
felt might discriminate against the centers whose Boards may have been more
stringent than others in the initial budget review process. The Center Directors
also urged that if some reductions were necessary, an overall cut be made by
the Consultative Group for the centers concerned, leaving the Director and his
Board to adjust the program to the financing available. In the related question
regarding unexpected increases in expenditure, the Center Directors confirmed
their preference that only under extraordinary conditions would the Centers
ask the CGIAR for funds in addition to those approved at the fall meeting of
the Group. however, they felt that the level of financing agreed in the fall
should not be considered a ceiling on the budget if a donor found some extra
funds and wished to offer additional money to the center.

88. Dr. Pino of the Rockefeller Foundation spoke on behalf of the Chairmen
of the Boards of Trustees. He said the Board Chairmen wished to assure the
donor agencies of the full and active participation of the Boards in the review
of programs. Second, the board group wished to encourage broader exposure to
the centers of representatives of the developing countries. Centers might, for
example, be the site of regional meetings at which such representatives would
be invited. Third, the board chairmen wished to invite donors to attend board
meetings, recognizing that there might be some closed sessions.

'tL ,er Ssiness - Aenda Item 11

39. Under Other Business there was considerable discussion of the role of
the Consultative Group on Food Production and Investment (CGFPI) in strengthening
national research. Several representatives emphasized that it would be fully
appropriate in their view for the CGFPI to take an active role in encouraging
donors to help build up national research capacity. In their view the CGIAR
and TAC should offer their full cooperation in this effort in outlining require-
ments for national research systems. Another representative suggested the 7AO
could also have a significant role to play and expressed the hope that FAO would
take the initiative in cooperation with the CGFPI. The representative of the
CGFPI expressed his group's willingness to assist in any way possible. He
hoped that the CGFPI could participate in the preparation of the TAC Secretariat's
paper on strengthening national research which could help clarify how the two
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Consultative Groups could share in this common endeavour. The Chairman noted

the board support for the CGFPI's participation. He said that whatever

boundaries are ultimately defined for the function of national centers with

respect to support of national research, there would remain a large and un-

occupied area beyond that where assistance from other sources will be necessary.

Time and Place of Next Meeting (Agenda Item 12)

90. It was agreed that the next meeting of the Consultative Group would
be held in Washington on October 30 and 31, 1975.
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INTERNATIONAL CENTERS WEEK

July - August 1975

Schedule of Events

Date Event Room

Monday
July 21, 1975 Co-Sponsors Meeting (FAO, UNDP, IBRD) E1055

Tuesday
July 22, 1975

9.00 - 1.00 TAC Sub-Committee on Plant Nutrition (closed) E1055

2.30 - 6.00 TAC (open) C1006

(a) ICIPE
(b) IRRI Mechanization - review

Wednesday

July 23, 1975

9.00 - 1.00 TAC (open) IBRD Board
(a) CATIE - request for assistance Room (A1l00)
(b) Non-food crops
(c) Remote sensing

(d) National Research

2.30 - 6.00 TAC (closed) A1100

Thursday

Julv_24. 1975

9,00 1.00 TAC (closed) A1100

2.00 6,00 TAC (closed)

1,30 5.00 Center Directors E1053

Friday

ul 25, 1975

All day TAC and Center Directors - Discussion of
1976 Center Programs (closed) A1100

Saturday
July_26,__9_75

9.00 - 10.30 TAC (open) A1100

Chairman's Summation - Tuesday & Wednesday
Discussion

11.00 - 1,,0 TAC (closed)
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2.00 - 6.00 TAC (Closed) A1100

1.30 - 5.00 Centers Directors E1053

Monday,

July 28, 1975

Morning Plenary Chairman: Mr. Warren C. Baum, Chairman, Consultative Eugene BlackSession Group Auditorium

(C1114)9.15 - 9.30 Opening Statement by Chairman, Consultative
Group

9.30 - 10.15 CIAT Presentation

10.15 - 10.45 Discussion on CIAT

10.45 - 11.00 Coffee Break

1.00 - 11.45 ICRISAT Presentation

11.45 - 12.15 Discussion O ICRISAT

12.15 - 1.00 CIP Presentation and Discussion

1.00 - 2.15 Luncheon

Afternoon Plenary
Session Chairman: Mr. J. F. Yriart, Assistant Director Eugene Black

General, Development Department, FAO Auditorium
(C1114)2.30 - 3.15 ILRAD Presentation

3.15 - 3.45 Discussion on ILRAD

3.45 - 4.00 Coffee Break

4.00 - 4.45 CIMMYT Presentation and Discussion

Tuesday,

!uly_29, 1975

Morning Plenary
.ession Chairman: Mr. William T. Mashler, Director, Eugene Black

Division of Global and Inter-regional Auditorium
Projects, UNDP (C1114)

9.15 - 10.00 IRRI Presentation

10.00 - 10.30 Discussion on IRRI

-30 10.45 Coffee Break

0,45 - 11.30 Genes Board Presentation



-3 -

11.30 12.15 Discussion on oard

Afternoon Plenary
Session Chairman: Mr. M. Yudelman, Director, Agriculture Eugene Black

a Rural Development Dept., IBRD Auditorium
(C1114)

2.15 - 3.00 IITA rsentation and Discussion

3.00 - 3.15 Coffee Break

3.15 - 4.00 WARDA Presetition And Discussion

4.00 - 5.30 Meeting o7 I T Dors C1006

6.00 - 8.00 Recepic by CG Chairman IBRD Patio
2nd Floor

nesday

JuL 01,975

Morning Plenary
Session _ Chairman; Sir John Crawford Eugene Black

Chairman, Technical Advisory Committee Auditorium
of Consultative Group (C1114)

9.15 - 10.30 ILCA Presentation and Discussion

10.30 - 10.45 Coffee Break

10.45 - 12.30 Informal Reports on CGFPI., IFPRI, AVRDC

Afternoon

30 6.00 Ceiter Directors C510

2.30 - -.00 I CAR. Su-Commrtee C1006

Thursday

ConsultaItv Group C1114
(TAC and n Personnel Invited)

9.00 - 1.00 1 Rarks by Chairman
2 Ao the Agenda
3. Paper

2.30 - 5.30 5 CR ep y ub-Committee Chairman
6. A him Report on:

(a lnt tion research
oresearch

nenna Rview Program
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Friday
August 1, 1975

9.00 - 1.00 Consultative Group (continued) A1100

7. Report by the Chairman of TAC on
Center Programs including IRRI
Mechanization Program

8. Discussion of Center Programs

9. Donor Indications of Financial Support of
Group-endorsed Activities, 1976, '77 and '78

2.00 - 4.30 10. Matters Introduced by Center Directors

11. Other Business

12. Time and Place of Next Meeting

Note: During this period there will also be meetings of the
Executive Committees of Genes Board and ILCA. The
date, time and location of these meetings will be noti-
fied to participants separately.



ANNEX III

CONSULTATIVE GROUP ON INTERNATIONAL

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH

MEETING

July 31 - August 1, 1975

AGENDA

Thursday, July 31, 1975

Morning Session (9:00 AM)

1. Opening remarks by Chairman

2. Adoption of the Agenda

3. The Consultative Group and the International Research System

(an Integrative Report)

4. Definition of Program Activities of Centers (a note on Terminology)

Afternoon Session (2:30 PM)

5. Report on ICARDA by Sub-Committee Chairman

6. Report by the Chairman of TAC on:

(a) plant nutrition research (d) CATIE

(b) national research (e) Non-food crops

(c) ICIPE (f) Quinquennial Review Program

Friday, August 1, 1975

Morning Session (9:00 AM)

7. Report by the Chairman of TAC on Center Programs

8. Discussion of Center Programs

9. Indications by Donors of Financial Support 1976-78 of Activities Endorsed

by the Group.

Afternoon Session (2:30 PM)

10. Matters introduced by Center Directors

11. Other Business

12. Time and Place of 'Next Meeting



ORGANISATION DES NATIONS UNIES POUR ORGANIZACION DE LAS NACIONES UNIDAS
L'ALIMENTATION ET L'AGRICULTURE - U PARA LA AGRICULTURA Y LA ALIMENTACION

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ORGANIZATION
OF THE UNITED NATIONS

Via delle Terme di Caracalla, 00100-ROME Cables: FOODAGRI ROME Telex: 61181 FOODAGRI' Telephone: 5797

Ref.

20 September 1976

Dear Mr. Lejeune,

Re: CGIAR - Draft Informal Summary of
Proceedings, Washington, D.C.,
29-30 July 1976

As requested in your memorandum of 31 August 1976, I enclose
herewith my proposed corrections to the draft report on the above.
In addition, I would like to make the following comments.

(i) Your transmittal memorandum refers to the 1976
"International Centers' Week", while the Summary of
Proceedings essentially covers the CGIAR meeting.

(ii) Turning now to the document itself, in paragraph 6
I would have expected a more detailed account of my
statement on the selection of the TAC Chairman, in
order to clarify the points made in the ensuing discussion
as reflected in the paragraphs which follow. I would request
that the text make it clear that FAO recommended that the
TAC Chairman be from a developing country as a matter not
of principle but of equitable geographical rotation. An
amendment is proposed to this effect in the attached annex.

(iii) Paragraphs 75 to 77, as presently worded, may completely
mislead the reader on the views actually expressed by
Sir John Crawford, Dr. Farrar and myself on CARIS.
After a careful review of the verbatims (pp. 36 to 46,
30 July session) I propose a series of amendments in the
attached annex.

Mr. Michel L. Lejeune
Executive Secretary
CGIAR
1818 H. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C., 20433
U. S. A.
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You will appreciate that the above points have major policy and
programme implications for FAO. Should you have any reservations
about accepting these proposals, I would be grateful if you would call
or cable me prior to finalizing the document.

With best regards,

Yours sincerely,

Juan Felipe Yriart
Assistant Director-General

Development Department



MEETING OF THE CONSULTATIVE GROUP ON INTERNATIONAL

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH

Draft Informal Summary of Proceedings - 29 - 30 July. 1976

Amendments and Corrections requested

by FAO

Page 1 - Para. 6:: Second sentence should read "Among other qualifications,

FAO believed that the next Chairman of TAC should this time be from the

developing world and suggested three possible candidates" (addition underlined).

Page 12 - Para 75 : First sentence unchanged, then insert a new sentence:

"The original budget was not fully met by pledges and it appeared that

about US$ 270.000 were outstanding and would be required to complete the

proiect. An extension of the time-table was reasonable with, however, two

provisos: (a) that funds provided through the CG should be no more than

originally recommended and (b) that, upon its completion, the follow-up of

the project be absorbed into the FAO programmes." (*) (additions and

changes underlined).

Page 12 - Para 76 : This should read: "A member of the U.S. delegation

thought it important that an early decision be made about the future place of

CARIS in the FAO programmes about which his own government's views were

somewhat divided. While not anticipating any problem for a further

contribution to the present project, he felt it necessary to be assured as

soon as possible by TAC that its recommendations on the changes and

reductions in the scope of CARIS had been implementedLI. (addition and

changes underlined).

./..

(*) see page 38 of the Verbatims of July 30 session, second paragraph,
second sentence.
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Page 12 - Para 77 : This should read: "The representative of FAO,
summarizing his organization's views, considered the first stage a

success so far and looked forward to its completion. On the basis of

the results of the first stage, the Director-General of FAO was intending

to submit to the approval of its governing bodies a proposal for the funding

of the CARIS central coordinating unit, in the order of US$ 250.000

annually. FAO was concurrently taking steps to secure, after this first

phase, the funding of the other aspects of the CARIS programme from

other sources of financing. " (changes and additions underlined).



CONSULTATIVE GROUP ON INTERNATIONAL ATRICULTURAL RESFARCH

1818 H St., N.W. Washiiton, D.C. 20433 I.SA.
Te'ephon AreI A Code 202) 477-3592

(INBAFRAD

March 2, 1976

TO: Members of the Consultative Group

FROM: Executive Secretariat

SUBJECT: Final Summary of Proceedings of Consultative
Group Meeting, October 30-31, 1975

1. Attached is the final version of the Informal Summary of Proceedings
of the Consultative Group meeting of October 30-31, 1975.

2. There have been only minor editorial changes from the draft version
circulated on November 26, 1975. Annex IV -- CGIAR Allocations in
1976 -- has been updated to January 31, 1976.

Attachment



CONSULTATIVE GROUP MEETING

OCTOBER 30-31, 1975

WASHINGTON D.C.

INFORMAL SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS

1. The tenth meeting of the Consultative Group on International
Agricultural Research was held at the headquarters of the World Bank
in Washington D.C. on October 30 and 31, 1975. The Chairman, Mr. Warren
C. Baum, presided.

2. The meeting was attended by 24 members. Four donor members -- the
Asian Development Bank, the Kellogg Foundation, Saudi Arabia and the
United Nations Environment Programme -- were unable to attend. The Arab
Fund for Economic and Social Development was represented as an observer.
A list of participants is attached as Annex I.

Chairman's Opening Remarks (Agenda Item 1)

3. The Chairman of the Consultative Group opened the meeting by notingthat the Group was entering what might prove to be one of the more inter-esting and significant periods in its brief history. Over the next
several months, the Group would be embarking on several new ventures in-
cluding the first quinquennial reviews of the scientific research programs
of three centers by the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), the proposed
review of the future growth and direction of the research network and the
possible association of the Group with factor-oriented research centers.

4. On the financial front, a different kind of milestone appeared in pros-
pect, in which the financial requirements of the international centers ex-
ceeded available funds. The Chairman indicated that there might be a finan-
cial gap of perhaps $2 million in 1976. This should not be too alarming,
especially as contributions from donors for 1976 were likely to be more
than 35 percent above pledges for 1975, demonstrating the continued strong
support among members for the efforts of the international centers. Even
if a gap remained after the pledging session at the end of the Consultative
Group meetings, arrangements were being made to bring financial requirements
and availabilities into line without impairing the scientific research programs
of the centers.

5. Following the Chairman's remarks, the meeting considered and approved
the provisional agenda, which is attached as Annex II.

Review of CGIAR Network (Agenda Item 3)

6. The Chairman recalled that the Consultative Group at its July meeting
had agreed on the desirability of a systematic review of the future growth,
direction and management of the international agricultural research network.
On the basis of the July discussions the Chairman had circulated a proposal
on October 10 with draft outline terms of reference and suggestions on the
organization, timing and approximate cost of the review. This proposal con-
stituted the basis for discussion and is attached as Annex III.



(a) Out. i jnc

7. A ye rong co us d rom the discussion which followed
that the proposed review ws~ dsirable, and that the outline terms ofreference addressed the bai questions which should be investigated.Many speakers offered suggestions regarding the relative emphasis tobe placed on the varios. aspects of the study, ranging from concentrationon the processes of the CGIAR system -- i.e., the management of the net-work -- to the preparatOi comprehensive guide to donors on objectivesand priorities for rech.x and the place of the international centerswithin the worldwide agricultural effort.

8. Several common thees emerged from the discussion. First , virtuallyevery speake<r agree that the review was designed to ensure the contin-ued strength and va liy of a uniquely successful international effort.While the sheer s f the undertaking might require somewhat more sys-tematic arrangements than in the past, everyone was agreed that theConsultative Group should retain its informal, de-centralized, relativelyunbureaucratic character. As one speaker noted, two aspects of the systemshould remain inviolable. the autonomous and independent structure ofthe centers and the informality of the Group itself. The strength of theGroup came in large measure fron the informality, goodwill and flexibilityof the method of operation, and these should be preserved.

9. A second common theme related to the proposed approach to the study.
Most speakers cautioned against attempting to quantify with too much pre-
cision global food and nutritional requirements over the next several
years, and trying to establish the contribution which the international
centers' research effort would make toward meeting this requirement.
Several suggested that a more qualitative approach would be preferable,
working from the basic assumption that there will be a continuing need to
increase food production in the developing countries, and that this must be
done in large measure by increasing yields from existing cultivated land.
All speakers supported the proposal's suggestion that whatever quantifica-
tion effort is attempted should rely on existing data, from such sources
as the FAO, World Bank, International Food Policy Research Institute and
others, and should not be the subject of oriainal research.

10. A third theme related to the ultimate objective and end use of the
study. Noting that the work of the international centers and the Group
is constantly evolving, several speakers suggested that the review is un-
likely to be able to set goals, objectives and priorities for years to come.
Rather it shouid onsider improved processes and methods by which the network
can evolve and adapt to changing circumstances. It should suggest how the
Consultative Group can remain alert and responsive to the needs of research.
While it may be w Uppropriate for the Review Committee to consider
short-term objective. and priorities, and guidelines for such questions
as the boundaries between international and national research, its major
contribution might be in its recommendations on how the Group can keep it-
self informed, address policy questions and simplify its procedures. Other
speakers, however, noted that the research programs tend to have results
over a fairly long period, and it might be necessary to look at priorities
over an extended time, with periodic reassessments. The problem was to strike
an appropriate balance between clinging to outdated priorities and changing
directions too rapidly.



11. Several spea ue areas which they hoped would
receive parciclar a i Tese included the perennial question
of the appropriate bouinda between the work of the international
centers and national search rganizations, the consideration of
non-food crops within the prioiies for future action and the role
of the international enters on training for the development of human
resources -- both rarch workers and managers. While some speakers
suggested atteiohn s'ould b given to the internal management of
the network, and the ine relationship of its several constituent parts --
the CG, TAC, the Centers, the ard, the two Secretariats -- the
Chairman noted !hat several members at the July meeting had suggested
that the Group should not tamper with the mechanism in this sensitive
area, especially as t:e system works well despite its rather complicated
administrat ive struc .ture,

12. On the basis of this aisc>ussion, the Chairman noted that there was
broad agreement on the objectives, approach and spirit of the study,
and said that the outline terms of reference would be transmitted to
those who will underta ke the eview, with the transcript of the meeting,
for their guidance in prepar i ng more detailed terms of reference.

(b) Proposed__ orn ization, timing and cost of the Review

13. The Chairman then turned to the arrangements for the review, as
outlined in the proposal. In summary, a review committee of 9 to 12
persons, each serving in his individual capacity, would be established
by the Chairman of the Group to supervise the execution of the study.
Members would bring the experience of donors, both public and private,
national and multi-national, the center directors and Board of Trustees,
TAC, and the developing countries themselves. A study director would be
nominated by the Chairman of the CG to work with the Review Committee.
He would be assisted by a small study team.

14. The study director would prepare detailed terms of reference and a
proposed work program, to be approved by the Review Committee. A prelim-
inary draft might be ready for consideration by the Consultative Group at
its July 1976 meeting, although the October 1976 meeting might be a more
realistic target. The cost of the review was estimated at about $350,000.

15. The members endorsed the proposed organization of the review, and
asked the Chairman, Mr. Baum, to serve as Chairman of the Review Committee.
They also accepted the suggested timetable and cost estimates while em-
phasizing the need for economy.

16. Ten members indwilingness to help finance the review; some
of them with uinds aditoo<nal to their contributions to the international
centers and others from wihin their total pledges. (A total of about
$300,000 to $350,000 is likely to be available from indications given at
the meeting and from subsequent Conversations).

17. On the basis of this consensus regarding the composition of the committee,
its chairman, the methods of appointment, the study director, the timing and
cost estimates, the Chairman undertook to establish the Review Committee



promptly and to nourinate the Study Director. He undertook to keep
members informed regliarly on the progress of the review through
periodic progress reports, through the many informal occasions for
contact, and through the participation of many members in providing
resources for the study.

Report by Chairman of TAC ou the October meeting
of TAG (Agenda t-em 4_)

18. The Chairman weicomed the Chairman of the Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC), Sir John Crawford, and asked him to report on the
outcome of the eleventh TAC meeting, which had been held at CIMMYT
immediately prior to the Consultative Group meeting. Sir John reported
on five topics - priorities of the CGIAR, national research, regional
services, relations of developed country research institutes to the
work of the international centers and the International Center for Insect
Physiology and Ecology (ICIPE).

(a) Future Priorities

19. Sir John noted that TAC had reviewed its first paper on research
priorities, which had been considered and accepted by the Consultative
Group in 1973, to ensure that the priorities of the network remained valid
and appropriate. While the review had confirmed the soundness of the
original document, TAC felt that it should reconsider several areas and
bring the paper up to date.

20. Soybean research remained the single most serious gap in crop research,and SIr John indicated that TAC intended to examine ways of itensifying
research on this crop within the auspices of the Consultative Group. Theneeds for vegetable research were also being reviewed and a report would beavailable for the February meeting of TAC. As far as livestock was concerned,
goats were an important part of the farming systems in some areas, and itwas expected that ICARDA and ILCA would take this into account.

21. Oil seed crops, many of which were both eodJ and industrial crops,had not been accorded high priority in the past, although groundnuts had
now been included in the mandate of ICRISAT. TAC felt that this area
needed re-examination, and some crops, such as sunflower, might be added
to the work of existing institutions. Coconut was also an important crop,and TAC, in conjunction with FAO, would prepare some proposals for the
February meeting.

22. Although otton had been accorded lower priority than the food crops
in the past, its major roie in the balance of payments of many countries
was vitally important. Furthermore, the Cotton Research Corporation,
which had been responsible for a great deal of cotton research in the
past, was being disbanded. For these reasons, TAG felt it should consider
what might be done on this crop and make recommendations to the Group.
While TAC would need some specialist assistance to formulate proposals,
it did not intend to undertake any review of the research needs of cotton
until requested to do so by the Consultative Group.



23. Sir Jobn i.ndcate t T woud also wish to take another look
at factor -orieted resea ities such as fertilizers, water
management and pests, cio-ecsnomic research, post-harvest systems
research, and the role of developed country institutions to the work
of the international centers.

24. Sir John emphasizlcd that TAC's recommendations were very unlikely
to necessitate any new international centers at this time.

25. As to the pro cerr for acsiderat ion of priorities by TAC and
the Consultative Group, Sir John indicated that a draft revised prior-
ities paper would be prepared on the basis of the TAC discussion at
CIMMYT, and this paper would be circulated to members of the Consultative
Group and to the Review Cmittee as well as to TAC members. At its
February meeting, TAC would isider what recommendations to make to
the Consultat ive Group (and t. h Review Committee) regarding new priorities
or emphases.

26. Most of the iscusson on this topic focussed on the prospect that
TAC would rec ommend the additi of acton research to the activities
supported by the CGIAR. T t was emphasized that cotton was particularly
important as one of the crops within a farming system. It was confirmed
that the emphasis of cotton research insofar as TAC was concerned would
be on production rather than processing or marketing. The representative
of the Rockefeller Foundation drew attention to a study on cotton research
needs prepared under the auspices of the UNDP which would be available
shortly. In reply to a question, Sir John said that although there had
been a considerable effort in cotton research in the past, yields were

still very low.

27. The Chairman noted that no decisions on this important question
needed to be taken at the meeting. Members would have a full opportunity
to consider possible support for cotton research after the TAC minutes and
revised draft priorities paper had been circulated. The Review Committee
would also have the opportunity to make a recommendation to the Group
whether cotton might be added to the priority list of activities. At
that point the Group would address the question whether to initiate fur-
ther work on cotton, perhaps by TAC which would require some strengthening
of TAC's resources.

(b) National Research and Regional Services

28. Sir John turned next to two related concerns, the strengthening of
national research and the role of the international centers in providing
"regional services."

29. Sir John noted that the strengthening of national research had been
a continuing concern of TAC, for without adequate national research capa-
bilities a good deal of the investment in international agricultural
research stood to be lost. He noted that because the experience and
capacity of individual cuntries research effort varied so widely, it
had been difficult for TAC to prescribe single or simple remedies. How-
ever, the Committee had noted a growing awareness of the problem, both
by the developing countries themselves and by international donor organ-



izations. TAC had also seen ini:ions that the situation in a
number of countries was sigriificantly improved. Nevertheless, the
problem remained a very serious one and Sir John indicated that there
were several organizations and activities which in TAC's judgment
could serve important roles in the strengthening of national research.
These include the FAO, the International Agricultural Development
Service being established by the Rockefeller Foundation and possible
broader-based efforts by the United States to develop linkages with
American university resear c systems, and the international centers.

30. A particularly high priority area for improving national research
capabilities was in training. TAC considered that training at all levels,
including research management, was of considerable importance, and there
were particularly acute gaps in the training of production specialists
and extension workers. While several centers were training trainers,
they could not cope with the demand. The international centers, in
cooperation with such other agencies as FAO, might work out collaborative
arrangements for training of trainers.

31. Turning to the question of the CIMMYT regional services, Sir John
noted that the recent meeting at CIMEYT had enabled TAC to continue to
grapple with the question of the limits of the responsibility of the
international centers. He restated the TAC position which had been ex-
pressed at the July CG meeting that there were three appropriate areas of
relationship between the international centers and national research systems;

(i) distribution of materials for testing,
evaluation and adaptation to national needs;

(ii) scientific services directly related to a
center's core research activities such as the
monitoring of disease experience in different
environments; and

(iii) research aimed at identifying constraints to the
adoption of the center's improved materials or
techniques.

32. Many of the centers have been subject to considerable pressures to
lend assistance in developing national research systems, particularly
where there has been a vacuum unfilled by other organizations. While
the Committee believed that the centers have a valid argument when they
say that the full fruiion of the center's work could not occur unless
there is adequate nationa research capacity, TAC felt that the centers
must draw the line somewhere before their managerial capacity is unduly
strained. TAC felt that the centers ought not to yield to requests to
take over the organization or operation of a national research system or
a national extension system. Similarly, TAC could not recommend core
support for the type of activities proposed in the CIMMYT East African
Economic Regional Services Program, which could turn the small economic
unit in CIMMYT into a principal adviser to governments on a wide range



of economic and o m h rlationship between the centers
and national systems must be in the interest of research. The provision
of staff for assistance in the organiztion of local extension, marketingor economic policy activities should be provided through bilateral aid,and strictly subordated to center's research priorities.

33. Sir John inidicated that he hoped the full minutes of the TAC meetingwould enable ebrst
on this importa qe emore complete understanding of TAC's views
ond ths cetrz- also expressed the expectation that TACand the centew ry Lo work out next May the respectiveroles of the ce.-r bodies, such as FAO, in support of nationalresearch organizan tois.

(c) The Relationship e e Research Capacity in Developed
Courtris and iThe Centers

34. The TAC meeting had discussed how scientific research establishmentsin the developed countie might help achieve the objectives of theConsultative Group, both through relaions with the international centersand with appropriate institutions in the developing countries. The dis-cussion had focused on the relationship with the international centers be-cause there appeared to be adequate machinery already available for effectiverelationships between research institutions in the developing and developedcountries.

35. Several par ic ipants i he TAC meeting had felt that the collaborationof advanced scientifici istitutions in the developed countries in the workof the centers could be useful particularly on the more difficult and funda-mental problems. To avoid a flood of proposals to the international centers,TAC had recommendei that donors advise their scientific communities thatspecific research proposals would be formulated and submitted to donors bythe centers themselves. This did not imply that there should be no individual
scientist-to-scientist contacts, only that ad hoc unorganized initiatives fromindividual scientists were becoming an administrative burden on the centers
and should be discouraged.

36. TAC had also feit chat a more efficient information system on current
research projects in developed countries of direct interest to the centers
would be very valuable. The TAC Secretariat intended to see whether the
information system being developed by one donor, the United Kingdom, would
be compatible with te FAO CARIS system. If so, all donors would be asked
to formulate their information on this subject in a way which would also be
compatible. This would enable the TAC Secretariat to bring out a register.
On a related topi, o nts, IRRI and CIMMYT, had found it useful to
have individual scientis deignated by donors as correspondents or liaison
men with the interational centers. TAC felt that such linkages had proved
worthwhile and re ommended consideration of such an arrangement by other centers.

37. Several speakers noted how the scientific establishments in their countries
were supporting the work of the international centers and the general problem
of food needs for th.e food e .- icit countries, A number of speakers felt the
question was suffice nuly important that more time might be devoted, perhaps
during Centers Week, to consideration of how the scholarship, experience and
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technical skills of advanced research institutions might be brought
to the research programs of the international centers.

38. The Chairman indicated that the matter could be placed on the
agenda for International Centers Week, and that on the basis of the
TAC recommendations members might develop a consensus on how the
centers, TAC, FAO and bilateral donors could work together in this
field. In the meantime, it may be useful to develop some procedure
for having a more full-dressed debate of this question next July.

(d) International Certer for Insect Physiology & Ecology (ICIPE)

39. Sir John reminded members that TAC at its July meeting had con-
sidered whether there might be appropriate activities of ICIPE which
deserved the support of the Consultative Group. TAC had noted that
ICIPE was an institution of high quality, whose research activity
could be relevant to the research effort of several international
centers.

40. A mission from the TAC and Executive Secretariats had visited
ICIPE in September 1975 to assess whether and how the center's activities
might warrant the support of the Group. Their report had been considered
by TAG at its October meeting. The Committee had decided that certain
areas of research could be of direct interest and value to several centers
which did not themselves have the capacity or the facilities to carry out
such research.

41. Four centers, IITA, ICRISAT, ILRAD and IRRI, had indicated that they
would wish to make use of ICIPEvs services. To enable the Center to carry
out the work requested, the Secretariat mission report had suggested that
additional facilities at ICIPE would be needed, the cost of which would
be about $1.1 million. TAG had agreed to recommend this for funding by
the Consultative Group. If accepted by the Group, ICIPE would have a
unique relationship within the CGIAR, in that only a portion of its pro-
gram would be supported, and ICIPE itself would not be a full member of
the Group. Furthermore TAC's recommendation to the Group would be condi-
tional on ICIPE having drawn up firm agreements with the other centers on
the nature of their interest and collaboration. It was also to be under-
stood that TAG would monitor ICIPE's activities through TAC's reviews of
the research programs of the other centers, and not directly, although
informal contacts would be maintained.

42. Sir John said that TAC did not expect the Consultative Group to
make a decision at that point, but he hoped that on the basis of the re-
port of the Secretariat mission and the minutes of the TAC meeting, both
of which would be circulated to members, the question of support for ICIPE
could be agreed at International Centers Week. As TAG was not recommending
any financial support before 1977, the question could be resolved in July,
although it would be useful if donors could informally express their views
regarding ICIPE's association with the CG before that time, to enable the
centers to begin preparing agreements if the response is favorable.

43. The Chairman said that after members had had an opportunity to study
the TAC recommendations on ICIPE, informal contacts would be made to deter-
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mine whether there was sfficient support to enable centers to firm-up
their arrangements with ICIPE, subject to a formal decision by the Group
next July.

Ongoing Business(gendaiem 5)

44. The meeting next turned to several topics which had been discussedat the July meeting and had been agreed at that time should be consideredin October. These items included progress on the establishment of theInternational Center for Agricultural Research in Dry Areas (ICARDA),activities of the Post Harvest Technology Working Group and the relation-ship of the International Fertilizer Development Center (IFDC) to theConsultative Group.

(a) International Center for Agricultural Research in
- DrAreas lCARDA)

45. Mr. Harold Graves, Chairman of the ICARDA Subcommittee, reportedon the results of the Subcommittee meeting on October 29 which had con-sidered progress in the selection of sites, negotiation of legal agree-ments and nomination of the Board of Trustees of ICARDA.

46. Mr. Graves reported that despite the difficulties in the area, the
project to establish ICARDA was moving ahead and that the preparatory
phase was approaching a conclusion. He reported that the Executing Agencyresponsible for the creation of ICARDA, the International Development
Research Centre (IDRC), had advised the Subcommittee that suitable sites
had been found in all three of the prospective host countries, Lebanon,
Syria and Iran. in each case the authorities had expressed a willingness
to acquire the land in question and make it available for the purposes of
ICARDA,

47. The Executing Agency had also reported that negotiation of the ne-
cessary legal documents had been carried to an advanced stage. The pro-
posed Charter of ICARDA had been accepted in principle by the three host
governments and was ready for signature. Mr. Graves asked for, and sub-
sequently received, the agreement of the members of the Consultative Group
that the Charter should be signed on behalf of the Group by the three Co-
sponsors -- FAO, UNDP and the World Bank and by IDRC, the Executing Agency.

48. The country agreements were also approaching readiness for signature
and would be signed in each case by the host government and the Executing
Agency. The ICARDA Subcommittee had agreed that the Executing Agency could
sign these agreements in each country as soon as it was apparent that the
necessary constitutional requirements could, or had, been met. In Iran,the Executing Agency idicated that this condition had already been reached,
although some time might be required for the execution of the necessary pro-
cedures. In Lebanon the situation was, to say the least, less determinate.
The authorities were willing to proceed but the procedure required parlia-
mentary consent and it was difficult to say when parliament in the Lebanon
would be in session. In Syria, the matter of ICARDA was yet to reach the
agenda of the Council of Ministers, where the necessary policy decision would
be made, and consequently it was not possible to say when this decision may
be reached.



49. In the meaintime h S u e agreed to proceed with the
general program approved by th Consulative Group last July. They
instructed the Executing Agency to continue to press forward toward
the realization of this general an, recognizing the difficulties
that exist in parts of te region to be served by ICARDA. The
Executing Agency wa- authorized to begin moving from the preparatory
to the establishment phase, including arrangements to engage the ser-vices of such initial staff and consultants as may be desirable andto procure such equipmon as iay prudently be ordered or acquired atthe present time. Among other things, this action by the Subcommitteewould make it unnecessary to disrupt the relevant activities now beingcarried out in the Arid' Lands Develet Program (ALAD) in the collec-tion, testing and exchange of plant genetic materials in cooperation
with national and regional programs of the area.

50. The previous day, the ICARDA Subcommittee had also elected a majorityof the members of the Board of Trustees for ICARDA. According to theCharter, the Board will consist of 15 members, three to be designated bythe host governments and one to serve ex officio as Director General.
The remaining 11 members were to be chosen by the Subcommittee. On
October 29, the Subcommittee had elected eight members, leaving three
others to be chosen by the Consultative Group at a later time in consul-
tation with the Board itself. The 8 Board members selected came from 8
different countries, of which 4 are developing countries of the region.
The Board-designate would meet at the earliest opportunity to acquaint
itself with the procedures of the Group, to identify the tasks to be per-
formed in the permanent organization of a new center and to begin the
task of choosing a Director General. These things would be done inform-
ally and in advance of a final transfer of responsibility for ICARDA's
affairs from the Subcommittee to ICARDA's own trustees.

51. For the time being, the Subcommittee would continue to guide the
course of ICARDA and would probably meet again in late January or early
February to review the situation which then exists and determine whether
new conclusions need to be reached by the Subcommittee and by the Group,
or whether the new center could at that time begin the process of trans-
ferring responsibility into the hands of the Board of Trustees.

(b) Post Harvest Systems Research

52. The Chairman next called upon Mr. Hulse from IDRC for a report on the
meeting of the infoimal working group which was considering the question
of post harvest systm osearch. Mr. Hulse reviewed the genesis of the
group of interested members who were concerned that comparatively little
attention had been addressed to this question in the past, and felt the
need to explore ways in which bilateral programs and funds might be direc-
ted to support and complement the activities of the international agricul-
tural research centers.

53. A meeting of the interested donors had been held the previous day,
attended by 11 members of the CGIAR and an observer from the Arab Fund.
The group had reaffirmed the belief that much more attention must be add-



ressed to thisusi Ly Lo post harvest systems
research as it affec h co which fall within the mandate of the
international et er workin groupts view, inefficient post
harvest systems were a detrrn oireased production, both from
direct wastage duo to poor s e a processing and from production
foregone where farms iw more than their own immediate
needs for lack of adeut o

54. The post hrves mting hd reiterated its request for more
formal recognition frm the CGI, and asked that it might report
on its activities to the Conulttie Group from time to time. For-
mal recognition wol nbe give fuller support to the
necessary programs ad as relted to post harvest systems,
permit sponsorsLp of spca studies and specialist working groups,
and report results to fAC ain the full Group. The meeting also re-
quested the proposed CG Review Committee to consider the appropriate
relationship of post harvest rearch and the working group to the
international network.

55. Mr. Hulse also advised thaI. the meeting had agreed to sponsor an
expert study group meeting eirly in 1976 to work out a global strategy
for post harvest systems reearch and development. The provision of
staff and financing for thi stdy group would be made by the members
of the working group. Final,, the meeting had also agreed to estab-
lish a relationship with tie C Iltative Group on Food Production and
Investment at an early daeinhe expectation that the post harvest
group's efforts could be f dirct benefit to CGFPI's program in this
area.

56. In response to quet i it was confirmed that the post harvest
group was not recommending the establishment of a new international center,
nor calling for funds from the CGIAR.

57. The Chairman noted that the Review Committee would look into the
appropriate institutitonal format for the relationship of the post harvest
group to the full Consultative Group and that if the Review Committee had
not completed its report by next July, the post harvest group will be
welcome to make a report at Centers Week next year.

(c) International Fertilizer Development Center (IFDC)

58. The Chai rman referred to a paper from the Consultative Group Secretariat
on October 13, r d he appropriate relationship of the IFDC to the CG.
The Secretariat had an s memer views and had concluded that there was
some reluctance about aoingri C DC as a full member at this stage, and that
it would be prematumr t py the standard review procedures to IFDC. While
it would be entirely pproriate for IFDC to serve as a contractual agent with
international centers an as suc to be funded indirectly through the CGIAR,
no direct financing shold b cosldered at this stage. Representatives of
IFDC would be welcome a awitten and oral report of the Center's
program to the Consultative Gu at time of Centers Week.



59. The representatjve f on o I IFDC's sponsors, the United States,
(Mr. Farrar) gave a report on the status of IFDC's development. IFDC
formally initiated its activitries in May 1975. Its research program
has already begun and cooperative relationships had been established
with IITA and IRRI, with prospects of cooperation also in view with
CIAT. A substantial program ootreach activities had also been init-iated with several countrie' in Asi and Latin America.

60. The staff ad Board of the Center had also been internationalized
with four professionals on the staff from outside the United States andrepresentatives from Asia, Africa and Latin America invited to serve onthe Board.

61. In response to the question whether an institution located in adeveloped country could' respoid to developing country needs, Mr. Farrarnoted that the location of IFDC in the United States related to theavailability of the integrated laboratory at the Tennessee Valley
Authority which would be very expensive to duplicate elsewhere. The
work to be undertaken in the United States would be that which required
such laboratory facilities -- mainly industrial engineering and labora-
tory work. Most of the work on agronomic testing, feedback on fertilizer
requirements and socio-economic analysis would be done through the inter-
national research centers, national research institutions and through
commercial testing by fertilizer companies.

62. In response to a further question, it was agreed that the work which
FAO was undertaking on applied fertilizer research and development does
not duplicate the work to be done at IFDC on formulating new fertilizers
specifically responsive to the conditions of the developing countries.

63. A third question related to patents, and how materials developed by
the center would be made available. IFDC had determined that its results
would be patented in order to protect the discoveries, but that the patents
would be available on payient of a modest fee. This was the same practice
which had been followed at TVA since its inception.

64. Discussion followed regarding the practices of other centers on this
question. It was suggested that the staff of the Secretariats might make
an enquiry of the centers and similar institutions in the agricultural
field, to ensure that the policies regarding patents which are beginning
to be established by the different centers are in fact satisfactory from
all points of view. The Chairman agreed that this review would be under-
taken by the Secretariats.

65. The Chairman of TAC felt it was important for the international centers
and for TAC to have a continuous relationship with IFDC to ensure that it
achieved the kind of objectives which the center itself and the centers
associated with the Group had in mind for it. He indicated that the direc-
tor of IFDC would be invited to meet with TAC at its May meeting with the
other center directors.

66. Regarding the financia op- t for the center, Mr. Farrar confirmed



that the to li"DC suffic ient
for the or three years and to make
its initial capitafor nd atd that there was a require-
ment for addsitionr ources, not of core expenses
but of outreach and Kf various kinds. After three
years the cner uel operation and the United
States hoped tb. b tt international financial
support at ta a successful international-
ization of FDC adhe ofits work to the activities of
the CGIAR sponsoe n a h hat there would be a very close
association betwee c as it develops and the CGIAR.

67. In suimmary, '- . the feel-ing of the Group was
that the associ n Ft m bing would be that it provide
the Group annaly a t t of enters week, a written report on its
program and that- its a b present at Centers Week to speak
to this report ai r o qu n H, e also noted the TAC believed
it was important ot ft of the existing centers in rela-
tion to IFDC that TACVshoA l mitn le inftormal relationships with
the work of LFDC e a s t Goup to take note of the comment by
the United States representativ that the development of IFDC as an inter-
national institut 7on is tev li an that the center can achieve its ob-
jectives only I i sui body that has truly international
standing and fnnci s o

Financial Support a1 .>om

68. The Chairman ased meber teclare their intended financial support
of Consultative Group-sponsored inernational agricultural research in 1976
and thereafter He n h n eu ments put forward by the centers
in July totalled a ii. no then, the Consultative Group
Secretariat has beni discus wt ILCA, iTA and CIMMiYT about possible
reductions in their requirementso core budget support with the result
that the current requirements were about $66 million. On the basis of in-
formal contacts with d r ri tie meeting, an increase of more than
35% from the contribions me 15 could be expected for 1976; never-
theless, a smal gap p s million was iikely to renain. The Chairman
proposed to m s toet sIch a situation if tie pledges to
be made fell shert a- nt

69. Donors sbseOnen thir i.tentions, subject to parliamentary
action, for financ.ia suo t Lahe international centers for 1976. On
the basis of ths , and eretariat estimates where pledges
were not made anio agencies were not represented at the
meeting, total avi176 were estimated Lo be about $64 million.
A table on the inia ancia p tion for 1976 by donor and center is
attached as Annt s upated to reflect the position as of
Januarv 31, 1976.

70. The Chairman noted h a number of possible sources for
additional finance ad th ata amount of carryover from 1975
may also affect net fl u n s H he noted that the sums in-
volved in the poss-il sa evet were not very large at any
one center.
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71. The ExecutivE Secretary described a procedure by which the inter-
national centers would be advised of the funds available initially and
asked to adapt their programs to meet this level of funding. In suggesting
allocations among centers to those donors who had some flexibility in the
use of their funds, decisions on the amount of the shortfall would be
based on estimates of priority items for deferral within each center
budget which had been worked out by the CG and TAC Secretariats. Certain
items in a center's capital program, such as guest and staff accommodations,
might be deferrei or reduced in size, and some equipment purchases might
also be delayed. In addition, most centers should be able to accommodate
modest reductions in core operating budgets for such items as supplies,
stores and possibly travcl. Although these items had been identified
by the Secretariats, in the final analysis each center would be free to
revise its budget in the manner it felt would be most appropriate.

Other Business (Agenda Item 7)

72. The Chairman said that there were several other matters which he
would like to raise under this heading. First, he noted that the
Consultative Group Secretariat had circulated a supplementary program
and budget paper for 1976 on the International Livestock Center for Africa.
The Secretariat had suggested that funds for ILCA in 1976 be provided in
two installments, with the second contribution being subject to approval
of several cooperative research projects by the ILCA Board of Trustees and
further subject to availability of funds. While no members had comments
regarding this proposal, the question was raised when ILCA would be in a
position to manage its own funds. In response, the representative of the
World Bank announced that the Bank was ending its role as fiscal agent and
executing agency for the initial phase of ILCA's development effective as of
October 31, 1975, and funds remaining in the special trust account would be
transferred to ILCA's own account on November 3, 1975.

73. On a second matter, the Chairman asked the Executive Secretary of the
TAC Secretariat to report on progress in preparation of a report on bilateral
support for agricultural research. Mr. Oram, the TAC Executive Secretary,
indicated that 13 members has responded to an earlier request for informa-
tion on activities being sponsored by donors in support of agricultural re-
search in developing countries. A like number of members had not yet re-
plied and the TAC Secretariat intended to be in touch with all donors re-
garding the provision of information in a form which could be used for devel-
opment of a register compatible with the CARIS system. The TAC Secretariat
was running a trial on 20 existing projects to see whether information could
be organized in such a way as to make it compatible. If it proved successful
all such information would be fed into the CARIS system to be produced either
as part of the CARIS directory or, as is currently intended, to produce a
separate directory of Consultative Group members' research support in devel-
oping countries.

74. Finally, under thi Agenda item, the Chairman circulated a draft press
release. After modification on the basis of comments from members, the press
release was issued and is attached as Annex V.



Time and Place of Next MCCL_1 (Agenda Item 8)

75. The Chairman proposed, and the meeting agreed, that International
Centers Week would be held in Washington from Monday, July 26 through
Friday, July 30, 1976.

Retirements of Mr. W. A. C. Mathieson and
Mr. A. R. Melville

76. Mr. Mashler of the UNDP noted that this would be the last CG
meeting for two of the founding members of the Group, Mr. W. A. C.
Mathieson and Mr. A. R. Melville of the United Kingdom. On behalf
of the members, he expressed appreciation for their contributions to
the Group. Not only had the contribution been one of substance but
of humor and spirit, which have characterized the Consultative Group
itself from the very beginning. The Chairman added that there was a
happy tradition in the Group that retiring members do not disaDDear but re-
associate themselves in some new capacity. In wishing Messrs. Mathieson
and Melville well he said that they were not saying goodbye, only offering
best wishes in their new assignments and the hope for a continuing assoc-
iation with them.

The meeting adjourned at 12 noon.
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CGIAR - October Meeting

Provisional Agenda

October 30-31, 1975

1. Opening Remarks by Chairman

2. Adoption of Agenda

3. Proposal for Review of CGIAR System

4. Report by Chairman of TAC on its
October Meeting

(a) ICIPE
(b) Consideration of priorities
(c) Other matters

5. Other Ongoing Activities

(a) ICARDA - Progress Report
(b) Coordination of support for post-harvest systems

research
(c) IFDC - relationship to CGIAR

6. Financial Support for 1976 and thereafter

(a) Indications by Donors of Level and Allocation of Funds
(b) Plans for Handling Shortfall (if necessary)

7. Other Business

(a) Press Release

8. Time and Place of Next Meeting

9. Chairman's Closing Remarks

CGIAR Secretariat
October 9, 1975
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(ONSUI I'ATIVIE (RO)UP ON [NTI`RNATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RFSEARCH

118 11 St., N.W. Washington, D.C. 20433 U.S.A.
Telephone (Area Code 202) 477-3592

Cable Address INTBAFRAD

October 10, 1975

To: Members of the Consultative Group

FRZOM: Warren C. Baum, Chairman

SUBIJECT: Proposal for the Review of the CGIAR System

. At the July meeting of the Consultative Group, we agreed on theneed to review systematically the future growth, direction and management
of the international agricultural research network which is supported by
the CGIAR. As noted in the "Integrative Report" provided to the meeting,
since the Consultative Group's creation in 1971, the individual centers,
the network and the Group itself have changed considerably. Financing
of the centers has increased sevenfold, the number of donors hasquadrupled since the days before the Group was formed and the number ofoperational centers and programs in the system has tripled. The systemhas matured to the point that most of the ecological zones and essentialfood crops of the developing world are encompassed in the research
programs of the international centers. The character of the centersthemselves has been evolving from pure crop research to an agriculturaldevelopment orientation. Members felt that the Group represents antinusiually successful international effort addressed to supporting a keyactivity required to help the poorer countries to develop their agricul-tural potential. They also felt that the Group had done very well inaccommodating itself to the rapid growth of the CGIAR system. At thesame time they recognized that it was still evolving and we would haveto contemplate further adjustments in both the scope of the programsupported and the level of finance, and would have to consider whetherIt was desirable and feasible for the past rate of growth to be sustain-ed. The consensus was that these questions needed review.

2. At the July meeting I undertook to prepare for the ConsultativeGroup a proposal for the review to be carried out, including outline termsof reference, a proposed work program and timetable and tentative costestimates. Accordingly, I am providing in this note some preliminarysuggestions regarding the scope and execution of the proposed review.Consideration of this proposal will constitute one of the principal itemson the agenda of the October 30 and 31 meeting of the Consultative Group.



-2-

Purpos of the Review

3. The basic purpose of the review would be to provide an overall
perspective on the growth and development of the CC network over the nextseveral years, in the light of five years of very successful experienceand in the context of the long term aims which brought the memberstogether in the founding of the CGIAR. It would seek to recommend objec-tives and priorities of international agricultural research related tofood requirements of the less developed countries and, taking into accountthe general concern of donors to help small farmers, would suggest theappropriate scope of activities of the international centers in the lightof the financial support which can realistically be expected to be avail-able from the CGIAR until 1980. The review would also consider means of en-suring the most efficient use of resources available to the system.

4. More specifically the review would seek:

(a) to suggest overall objectives over the next decade
of CGIAR-sponsored international agricultural
research related to the estimated food and nutri-
tional requirements of the less developed countries;

(b) within these objectives, to suggest the basic prior-
ities for CGIAR-sponsored research over the next five
years, both for ongoing activities and potential new
ones;

(c) to consider the appropriate role of the international
centers in achieving these objectives, particularly
the limits of a center's responsibility for the
transfer of technology to beneficiary countries and
farmers, in the light of the necessary levels of
national research;

(d) to determine the level of financial resources required
by the international network over the next five years,
and after assessing its likely availability to assess
what measures may be needed to bring research targets
and resources into line, including setting of prior-
ities at alternative levels of funding;

(e) to recommend means of ensuring the most effective use of
the financial and staff resources available to the net-
work, including consideration of means of measuring the
efficiency of investment in research; and

(f) to consider improvements in the programming and budgeting
procedures of the CGIAR system.
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Terms of Reference

5. Outline terms of reference for the review are attached as Annex A.
They are intended to identify the major areas of investigation for the
study or studies which would constitute the major input for the review.
More detailed terms of reference would be prepared by the review committee
(see paragraph 6 below) once the general outline has been agreed.

Structure for Implementation of the Review

6. The Consultative Group at its July meeting agreed to the formation
of a special comaittee which would be responsible for directing and super-
vising the requisite studies and making recommendations to the full Group.
Members of the Review Committee (who would be appointed by the Chairman of
the Croup) would represent a broad spectrum of interest within the CGIAR
system, including bilateral and multilateral donors, the beneficiary coun-
trics and centers. While members would be selected in their personal
capacity, they may have served in more than one capacity within the system,
and thus be able to represent more than one point of view. This, in turn,
may enable the Committee to be limited in size,perhaps to between nine and
twelve members.

7. It has been suggested that the Chairman of the Consultative Group
serve ex officio as Chairman of the Review Committee. It is for the Group
to decide whether this is appropriate.

8. Responsibility for the conduct of studies and drafting of papers
would be vested in a Study Director, to be selected by the Committee on
the recommendation of its chairman. He would take his instructions from the
Committee and be responsible to it. He would prepare the detailed terms of
reference, organize studies and investigations, invite papers and suggestions
from appropriate sources, recommend engagement of staff to assist in the
preparation of the review, supervise research and be responsible for drafting
a report for the Committee's consideration.

9. The Study Director would be assisted by perhaps two other staff
who would devote most of their time over specified periods to the review work.
Short-term consultants and the services of selected staff from CG member
a'encies, international centers, TAC and CG Secretariats and other sources
might be requested as needed. To cover the essential types of issues to be
aiddressed by the review, the qualifications of the review staff should include
scientific, economic and management expertise.
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Program

10. In July we agreed to consider the outline terms of reference,
program, timetable and tentative costs of the review at the October meet-
Ing. Assuming that the Consultative Group agrees to move ahead with the
review at that time with agreed terms of reference, I would plan to
establish the Review Committee promptly, which in turn would appoint the
Study Director.

11. Before the end of 1975 the Study Director would be expected to
put before the Committee detailed terms of reference for the review, a
work program and a timetable for its preparation. He would also prepare
a list of supporting papers and other assistance which would be solicited
from CC members, center personnel and others.

12. The assistance and advice of TAC would be particularly important
in consideration of a number of topics, especially priorities and objec-
tives of the system. Other participation might include the FAO and the
IBRD regarding longer-term global food requirements, the CG Secretariat in
assessing financial availabilities, the international centers on the
appropriate boundaries of their activities and selected individual organi-
zations with interest in specific topics.

13. It would be desirable to have a first draft of its report for
consideration by the Committee in April or May 1976, and a revised draft
ready for consideration by the Consultative Group at International Centers
Week In late July 1976. However, this is a very tight schedule in light
of the breadth of the review and the time required to assemble staff and the
draft may in fact have to be submitted to the Group at its October 1976
meeting, with work continuing as necessary thereafter until completion.

Cost

14. The cost of the review would be in the order of $350,000. This
would Include the cost of the services of a full-time Study T)irector and
two support staff, 12 man-months of short-term consultant services, travel by
review staff, secretarial and office expenses, reproduction and printing
costs, and contingencies. A nominal sum has been included to cover the
travel and subsistence costs of Review Committee members in the exceptional
cases where their organizations might be unable to bear such costs. A
tentative cost estimate is attached as Annex B.

15. Contributions from members of the Group would be needed to finance
the study, as the cost would be beyond the resources of the co-sponsors or
other sources. A number of members have already indicated their willingness
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to contribute. The rest are invited to do so, and it is hoped that enoughmembers will pledge sums for this purpose at the October meeting (prefer-ably in addition to their support for the regular operations of the CGIAR)to enable the study to proceed. The World Bank could serve as administratorof these funds, if desired, along the lines of the ICARDA and ILCA trustaccounts. Office space and support facilities could also be provided bythe World Bank.

16. The emoluments and travel expenses of staff of members asked toundertake specific assignments of limited duration would be met by theirorganizations. If staff were to be assigned to a longer-term assignmentor undertake costly travel exclusively for the review, then such costsmight reasonably be expected to be borne from the review budget.

At tachments
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OUTLINE TERMS OF REFERENCE

Review of CGIAR System

inLrodiuc tion

1. The Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR)

Intends to review the future growth, direction and administration of the net-

work of international agricultural research centers and programs which it

supports. It plans to consider the appropriate objectives and priorities for

research over the next ten years and the appropriate level of activity over

the next five years in the light of the financial support which is likely to

he available through the CGIAR during this period.

2. The review is designed to provide a general perspective of the role

of the international agricultural research network sponsored by the CC in deal-

Ing with food and nutritional requirements of the developing countries. It

will serve as a strategy for the development of the network to 1985 and as a

guide for determining the most efficient use of the resources available to

the system.

3. The review will include an examination of what improvements in the

administration of the CGIAR system may be needed to ensure efficiency, particular-

ly the efficient use of the resources provided to the system.

Review CommLttee

4. The review will be based on the work and report of a Review Committee

constituted for the purpose. The necessary study or studies will be carried

out by a Study Director under the guidance of the Committee.
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Terms of Reference

5. The Committee and the Study Director will be guided by the follow-

ing general terms of reference.

(a) Based on the best information available on the needs

of the LDCs for the principal food crops until the

end of the century and the potential of the areas most

severely pressed, the Committee will make a judgement

of the rate of increase in yield of these crops re-

quired to meet the needs.

(h) Taking into account the research already in progress

and the likelihood of adding significant increases in

yield through research, the Committee will examine the

need for expanded research on these crops and related

farming systems and suggest the priorities of research

work, noting areas where break-throughs appear most

promising and neglected areas of research and taking into

account the cost of various types of research in relation

to potential results.

(c) The Committee will estimate the research input, including

trained people, that is likely to be necessary to achieve

the feasible yield increases, and suggest a balance between

"basic" and "applied" research.

(d) It will suggest how the work might most appropriately be

divided between the international system, research programs

in the developed countries and the national programs of the
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LDCs; it will particularly consider the appropriate

boundaries of the international centers' responsibility

for facilitating the effective transfer of technology

to the beneficiary countries and the farmers in them.

(M) The Committee will estimate the likely level of financing

required by the international system over the next five

years and, after assessing the likely availability of

funds, consider whether a serious shortfall impends and

recommend measures to bring resources and research tar-

gets into line and research priorities at given levels

of funding.

(f) Finally, the Committee will consider the need for improve-

ments in the programming and budgeting procedures of the

CGTAR system to ensure that the manpower and money devoted

to international agricultural research are efficiently used.

6. Under these general terms of reference, the Committee may wish

to develop more specific guidelines for the work to be carried out under

the direction of the Study Director.
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ESTIMATED COST OF THE REVIEW

$ US

1. Personnel Costs

(i) Study Director

18 man-months @ $5,000 90,000

(ii) 2 Study Staff

24 man-months @ $4,000 96,000

(iii) Short-term Consultants

12 man-months @ $4,000 48,000

(iv) Secretarial Staff

24 person-months @ $1,200 29,000

Sub-total 263,000

ITT Travel and Subsistence Costs

(i) Director

2x$2,500 (maximum distance) 5,000
3x$1,500 (medium distance) 4,500
subsistence - (60 days @$100) 6,000

15,500

(ii) Study Staff

5x$1,500 (medium distance) 7,500

subsistence (60 days @$100) 6,000
13,500

(iii) Review Committee

(3 meetings of 3 days each,
including travel)

- 2 intercontinental members
(2 x 3 x $2,500 plus subsistence) 17,000

Sub-total 46,000

TIT Other Costs

Office Supplies, Reproduction and Printing 4,000

Communications 3,000

Contingencies (about 10.percent) 34,000
Sub-total 41,000

Total 350QQQ
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CGIAR Allocations, 1976 (US$ million)

TOTAL CIAT CIMMYT CIP ICRISAT IITA IRRI ILCA ILRAD GENES WARDA ICARDA CARIS UNALLOCATED

Australia 1.775 .125 .400 .500 •375 .250 .125
Belgium 1.750 .125 .050 .025 .750 .300 .050 .100 .150 .050 .150
Canada 5.560 .835 .835 .510 .880 .930 .590 .390 .100 .195 .295
Denmark .455 .170 .245 .040
Ford 2.000 .400 .465 .500 .565 070
France .520 .245 .10 .040
Germany 4.595 .460 .325 .135 .500 1.145 .095 .460 .460 .040 .115 .860IDB 5.000 2.100 2.300 .600
IDRC 1.810 .060 .075 .585 .550 540
Iran 1.975 .725 .250 .250 .250 .500
Italy .100 .100
Japan 1.200 .200 1.000 100
Kellogg .300 .300
Netherlands 1.500 .200 .220 .100 .275 .125 .175 .12' .luu .130 .050
New Zealand .105 .080 .025
Nigeria .640 .400 .160 080
Norway 1.075 .715 .110 .180 .070
Rockefeller 2.150 .500 .500 .050 .400 .500 .200
Saudi Arabia 1.000 .150 .050 .125 .125 .020 .020 .010 .500
Sweden 2.190 .340 1.295 .340 .090 .070 .055Switzerland .855 .140 .140 .275 .150 .150
U.K. 3.235 .120 .220 .140 .920 .810 .535 .100 .230 .060 .100U.N.D.P. 2.360 1.460 .900
U.N.E.P. .600 .070 .070 .120 .170 .070 .100
U.S. i5.iuu 1.70U 2.550 1.000 1.900 2.500 2.150 1.200 1.500 .200 .090 .200 .110World Bank 6.800 .250 .110 .400 1.520 1.580 .980 1.420 .075 .100 .365

AVAILABLE 64.650 7.325 9.990 3.905 8.940 9.650 8.590 4.855 4.725 .845 .760 3.215 .35C 1.500
REQUIRED 64.955 7.535 10.275 4.185 8.600 10.025 8.865 4.850 4.870 .960 .850 3.300 .640
NET POSITION - 1.805* - .210 - .285 - .280 .340 - .375 - .275 .005 - .145 -.115 -.090 - .085 -.290

* Includes $1.500 Million Unallocated amount

Note: Conversions to US dollars based on exchange rates prevailing on December 31. 1975.

January 31, 1976
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

World Bank
1818 H Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20433, U.S.A. Telephone: (202) 393-6360

November 1, 1975 Subject: October meeting of the Consulta-
tive Group on International
Agricultural Research

The 27 donor members* of the Consultative Group on International Agricultural

Research (CGIAR) plan to provide about $64 million in support of activities of a

dozen research centers and programs around the world for calendar year 1976. The

action was taken yesterday during the second and final day of the Group's semi-

annual meeting held at the headquarters of the World Bank in Washington, D.C.

CGIAR-supported programs aim primarily at increasing food crop production in

the developing world through research, but they also include research into animal

production systems, diseases of livestock, and conservation of plant genes for use

in research and production programs.

The Consultative Group is co-sponsored by the Food and Agriculture Organiza-

tion (FAOf, the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), and the World Bank.

The Bank is Chairman of the Group.

With the inclusion under the CGIAR umbrella of a newly-planned center, the

International Center for Agricultural Research in the Dry Areas (ICARDA), the

CGIAR-assisted programs now embrace the major food crops and livestock, and all

the ecological zones of the developing world.

The CGIAR members confirmed during their meeting plans for ICARDA, which will

devote its research to barley, lentils, and farming systems centered around sheep,

with particular emphasis on the problems of areas with low and irregular rainfall.

ICARDA would have principal stations in three countries: Lebanon, Iran and Syria.
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In the five full years of the Group's existence, the number of supported

centers and programs has grown from 5 to 12, and financial assistance has in-

creased more than fourfold -- from $15 million to the present-day figure of

about $64 million. Noting this rapid and continuous expansion, the CGIAR

members decided to review progress to date and to draw up proposals for con-

sideration at their next meeting concerning the direction the Group and its

supported activities might take in the years ahead.

* Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Germany, Iran, Italy, Japan,the Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Saudi Arabia, Sweden,
Switzerland, the United Kingdom, the United States, the Asian Development
Bank, the Inter-American Development Bank, the Ford Foundation, the Kellogg
Foundation, the Rockefeller Foundation, the UNDP, the United Nations Environ-
ment Programme, the World Bank, and the International Development Research
Centre.

** Current Agricultural Research Information Service and the International
Information System for the Agriculturai Sciences and Technology (CARIS-AGRIS)
in Rome, the International Center of Tropical Agriculture (CIAT) in Colombia,
the International Maize and Wheat Improvement Center (CIMMYT) in Mexico, the
International Potato Center (CIP) in Peru, the International Institute of
Tropical Agriculture (IITA) in Nigeria, the International Rice Research Insti-
tute (IRRI) in the Philippines, the International Laboratory for Research on
Animal Diseases (ILRAD) in Kenya, the International Center for Agricultural
Research in Dry Areas (ICARDA) with stations in Iran, Lebanon, and Syria,
the International Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics (ICISAT)
in India, the International Livestock Center for Africa (ILCA) in Ethiopia,
the International Board for Plant Genetic Resources in Rome, and the West
African Rice Development Association (WARDA) in Liberia.

-0-



CONSULTATIVE GROUP ON INTERNATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH

1818 H St., N.W. Washington, D.C. 20433 U.S.A.
Telephone (Area Code 202) 477-3592

Cable Address - INTBAFRAD

February 24, 1975

TO: Members of the Consultative Group

FROM: Executive Secretariat

SUBJECT: Summary of Proceedings of Consultative Group
Meeting, October 30-31, 1974

1. One amendment has been received to the draft Summary of

Proceedings which was circulated on January 8, 1975.

Annex 4 should not include any contribution by Germany
to the 1975 budget of CARIS.

2. The final Summary is attached.

Attachment



CONSULTATIVE GROUP ON INTERNATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH

18i8 H St., N.W. Washington, D.C. 20433 U.S.A.
Telephone (Area Code 202) 477-3592

Cable Address - INTBAFRAD

CONSULTATIVE GROUP MEETING
October 30-31, 1974 February 20, 1975
Washington, D. C.

SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS

1. A meeting of the Consultative Group on International Agricultural
Research was held on October 30-31, 1974, at the headquarters of the World
Bank in Washington, D. C. The Chairman, Mr. Warren C. Baum, presided.

2. The meeting was attended by 24 members. The African Development
Bank, the Asian Development Bank, the Kellogg Foundation, and the Commission
of the European Communities were unable to attend, as were representatives
from Asia and the Far East and the Middle East regions. The Chairman of the
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) attended. The United Nations Environment
Programme was represented for the first time as a donor member of the Consul-
tative Group. A list of participants is attached as Annex 1.

Adoption of Agenda (AgeidaItem 1)

3. The agenda as adopted by the meeting is attached as Annex 2. The
Chairman explained that Aquaculture had been deleted from the agenda because
TAC's ad hoc working group was still formulating its recommendations.

Genes Board -- Status of TAC Consideration of Program (Agenda Item 2a)

4. The Chairman recalled that at the time of Centers Week the work
program of the Genes Board was still being prepared for TAC review and CG
endorsement. TAC had since reviewed and accepted the 1975 program of the
Board.

5. The Chairman of TAC said that its members would like to discuss
priorities with the Board, early in 1975. In particular, some members of TAC
would like to see more emphasis on work in the field as compared with the
seminars and information work which formed a large part of the 1975 program.

6. One representative expressed regret that it had not proved possible
for the Genes Board to include in its 1975 program and budget support for
the genetic resource center at Izmir, Turkey, so that the question had not
come up for TAC review. His government had planned to support the Izmir
center through the Board and was now considering what it should do.
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WARDA -- Report of Secretariat Mission (Agenda Item 2b)

7. At Centers Week in July 1974, the Chairman of TAC had reported

that TAC was not satisfied that research being conducted for the W-1 program
of WARDA was yet of adequate standard; there was need to ensure adequate
scientific capacity and management of the research program. The Secretariats
of TAC and the CG had therefore sent a mission in September to review
WARDA's program and had proposed ways of meeting TAC's suggestions.

8. The Draft Report of the Mission gave suggestions for restructuring
the management of the research programs notably through: the appointment of
a research manager to work with the Research Coordinator; integration of the
W-1 through W-4 research programs; abolition of the Steering Committee and
the performance of its functions by a strengthened Scientific and Technical
Committee responsible to the Governing Council; responsibility of the Council
for all WARDA's programs; presentation of the programs within one budget
framework along the lines followed by other international centers. To allow
the restructuring to be worked out and to permit preparation of a comprehensive
budget for WARDA, the mission recommended that the 1975 budget should be con-
tinued at about the 1974 level, apart from an increment for inflation and
the appointment of a research manager.

9. The Chairman of TAC, Sir John Crawford, said that he accepted the
report and that the CG should work on the assumption that TAC would endorse
it at its February 1975 session. Various representatives endorsed the report,
particularly the integration of the W-l through W-4 programs. The need for
an adequate bilingual training program was also mentioned.

10. The regional representative for Africa expressed appreciation of
the importance which the Group accorded to WARDA and of its willingness to
continue financial. support. He said that there would be need for the Secretariats
to help WARDA work out acceptable procedures for appointing a research manager
and ensuring adequate control of funds since it had not proved practicable
forthe Steering Committee to control the field work or manage the funding.

11. The Chairman of the Consultative Group noted the importance which
the Group attached to WARDA's programs and the general support for the mission's
recommendations. The Secretariat report would be discussed with WARDA officials,
a program of action agreed upon and implemented, and a report would be brought
to the 1975 Centers Week.

Middle East Center (ICARDA)_ -- Status of Preparatory Work (Agenda Item 2c)

12. At Centers Week, the Group had endorsed the establishment of an inter-
national agricultural research program for the Near East/North Africa region
and had agreed that the Chairman should appoint a subcommittee to carry the
project forward. At the same time, donors referred to the financial stringency
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which appeared to face the Group, and had therefore expressed concern at

incurring large, new long-term commitments without the help of new donors

for the research system.

13. A preparatory group, composed of the three co-sponsors of the
Consultative Group and interested donors, had met in London on October 1
and 2, 1974, to identify steps to be taken in preparation for the work of
the Subcommittee. One of the preparatory group's principal recommendations to
the Consultative Group was that the exploration of fund-raising potential in
the region should rest with the Chairman of the CG and the co-sponsors, and
that the Subcommittee should be concerned only with the technical planning
for the establishment of a Middle East Center. On this basis, it had drawn
up terms of reference for the Subcommittee for approval by the Consultative
Group (Annex 3).

14. The preparatory group had discussed the location, organization,
mandate and charter of the proposed center, as summarized in the draft
report circulated to the Consultative Group on October 17. It had approved
a program of visits and work by the Chairman of the preparatory group, Dr.
Hopper, and IDRC staff concerning center location and charter, beginning with
discussions in the Lebanon, the planned headquarters for the center. It
recommended that, while it was very desirable to start from the outset with
the full-scale center supported in part by countries in the region, the
Consultative Group should in any event go ahead with a first stage of the center
on the basis of whatever funds appeared to be available, whether from existing
or new donors. It had therefore asked Dr. Havener, the Director of the Arid
Lands Agricultural Development Program (ALAD) in the Lebanon, to prepare plans
both for an optimum-size research program, along the lines of the Skilbeck
report and subsequent TAC modifications, and for several more limited research
proposals, composed of various modules or basic research units, with which the
Center might be initiated.

15. Members generally endorsed the terms of reference for the Subcommittee.
It was understood that the Subcommittee would consist of members of the prepara-
tory committee and other interested donor members, and observers from the region
might be invited to attend its meetings. The technical work prepared by Dr.
Havener would be submitted to TAC for its February 1975 meeting and then to the
Subcommitteewhich was tentatively scheduled to have its first meeting in
mid-February. In turn the Subcommittee at the time of Centers Week would ask
the Consultative Group to endorse establishment of a Middle East Center along
specified lines.

16. On the financing of the Center, the Chairman noted the preparatory
group's recommendation to establish the Center as a full-fledged member of the
Consultative Group's world-wide agricultural research network, on the same basis
as the other Centers in that network. He also reported the hesitancy of some
donors to proceed with a full center pending assurance of support and new sources
of funds for the Consultative Group from countries within the region to be served.
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17. The Chairman asked donors to state their intentions, to the extent
practicable, concerning participation in the establishment of a preparatory
or exploratory fund for 1975, and in the financing of capital and operating
needs of the first few years of any Middle East center.17 Representatives
of 12 donors indicated intentions of contributing a total $350,000 to an ex-
ploratory fund. Concerning the longer-term funding for the establishment of
the proposed center, diverse positions were expressed. Some representatives
were able to indicate general support for long-term funding. Others said that
support by their authorities hinged, as a practical matter, on evidence of
support from countries in the Middle East region. Others stated that their
principals were still formulating their positions.

18. The Chairman referred to the preparatory group's recommendation
that the responsibility for fund raising be shifted from the Subcommittee to
the sponsors of the Consultative Group. He was asked what plans were being
developed for financial discussions with countries in the region. He said that
the co-sponsors would discuss this question at their meeting on November 1. On
the basis of that meeting, he expected that initial discussions would be opened
with potential donors even prior to the planned meeting of the Subcommittee in
February 1975.

19. The Chairman concluded that there was broad support for the approach
worked out in the preparatory group and that the recommended terms of reference
for the Subcommittee were endorsed by the Group. He noted that some donors
would be influenced in their decisions about long-term support of the Center
by evidence of support and funds from within the region. He took it, however,
that the meeting endorsed the preparatory group's recommendation to plan a
Middle East center on a modular basis so that its establishment could proceed
on any of several levels of available funds, and that the decision to go ahead
was a firm one.

CARIS-AGRIS (Agenda Item 3a)

20. The Chairman took up the request of FAO that the Consultative Group
provide bridging funds for 1975 and 1976 for the CARIS-AGRIS system of record-
ing, retrieving and disseminating information on agricultural research activities
in developing countries. Certain donors had provided funds for the 1971 pilot
study in West Africa and. the Chairman of TAC said that the Committee supported
a simplified form of CARIS, linked to AGRIS, and also supported the FAG request
for bridging funds.

21. There was some discussion on the degree of certainty that the Govern-
ing Council of the FAO would in fact take over full financial responsibility

1/ This paragraph summarizes the discussion that took place on October 31,
under Agenda Item 7 (Indications of Financial Support).



for the CARIS-AGRIS system in January 1977. The FAO representative said

that this could not be guaranteed until the Governing Council meeting, but

its preparatory committee was favorably disposed. The Chairman of the Con-

sultative Group asked members whether they were willing to accept responsibility
for CARIS--AGRIS bridging funds with the expectation, subject to the availability
of funds, that FAO would assume full responsibility for funding, beginning in

1977. The consensus was in favor.

International Food Po licj Research Institute (Agenda Item 3b)

22. At Centers Week, TAC had strongly recommended establishment of an

International Food Policy Research Institute to conduct analysis of food policy

questions and act as a source of information and advice particularly to develop-
ing countries. The Chairman of the Consultative Group pointed out that no
consensus had been reached during the CG's discussion of this recommendation at

its meeting. Representatives had questioned usefulness of the project

it would be established and its possible relationship to the CG. Accordingly,
an informal working group had been formed to explore the question further.

23. Sir John Crawford reported on the working group meeting in Ottawa in

September, which he had chaired. He emphasized that TAC's recommendations for

the establishment of a Food Policy Research Institute had grown directly out of

TAC's continuing consideration of socio-economic research. Food policy issues
often were beyond the capacity of many countries to handle for themselves, and
were an appropriate subject for TAC recommendations to the Consultative Group.

Sir John noted that the Ford and Rockefeller Foundations and IDRC were willing

to accept initial responsibility for financing the institute. The important

issue outstanding from the Ottawa meeting was not that of funding but the question

of the proposed institute's relationship to the Consultative Group. TAC supported

creation of the institute, but was open as to the nature of relationship which

the CG might want to establish. The institute could not at this stage be presented

to the Group as a permanent commitment but would have to prove itself over a
number of years.

24, Further discussion failed to develop any clear consensus either on the
suitability of establishing a Food Policy Research Institute or on how to relate

it to the Consultative Group. Several members of the Consultative Group stated
that any decision should at least await the outcome of the World Food Conference
so as to assess better whether such an Institute was needed. Given the absence

of any clear consensus in favor of the establishment of the Institute as part
of the Consultative Group system, the Chairman invited members to consider two
alternatives: (1) that the Group should take no further action at this time;
that it would understand that the "private" sponsors might wish to consider

what action to take with respect to the proposal in the light of the World Food
Conference: that the Group would like to be kept informed of the thinking of the
"private" sponsors. in the event that they should decide to establish a center
that the Group would wish to establish an effective communications link with
it; and that, recognizing it to be a pioneering activity, the Group would be
prepared to reconsider the question of sponsorship at some future date; (2) that,
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in addition to the above, the Group would endorse the usefulness of

establishing such a center by the "private" sponsors.

25. There was general agreement to adopt the first alternative.

Plant Nutrition Research (Agenda Item 3c)

26. Given the shortage and rising costs of chemical fertilizers, the
Group at Centers Week had endorsed TAC's interest in the study of initiatives

designed to stimulate and support research on nitrogen fixation, organic

fertilizers, and chemical fertilizers developed specifically for plants growing

in tropical conditions. The Chairman stated that no further action was required
by the Group at this stage, but that he would ask the Chairman of TAC to report

on developments since Centers Week.

27. Sir John Crawford said that TAC had created an internal committee
to review the whole subject of plant nutrients. At a meeting in Frankfurt in

September, the committee had established five working groups: on chemical
fertilizers; on biological sources of plant nutrient, including nitrogen fixa-
tion and the better use of phosphates and the development of grain legumes

research; on organic sources of plant nutrient: on studies of tropical soils;
and on the diffusion of known technologies. It was not foreseen that these
studies would lead to the establishment of a new center; what was being sought,
among other things, was better coordination of work already being done, at the
international centers and elsewhere. TAC would review progress in February in
open sessions which donors would be invited to attend, even though work would riot
be completed. There would be a definitive report at the July 1975 meeting of
the Consultative Group.

28. The Chairman invited the United States representative to report on
progress of the plant nutrition institute which the United States was establishing.
Dr. Bernstein referred to his presentation at Centers Week of a proposal for
setting up an autonomous, private research center at Muscle Shoals, Alabama, to
work on the improvement of chemical fertilizers for developing countries. A
multi-national board had been established, and the institute had been incorporated
on October 8, 1974. It would have access to the facilities and services of TVA's
own fertilizer research center. It would coordinate its program with TAC in
its consideration of new initiatives in the broad field of plant nutrition. It
was presently developing its program with the support of grants from USAID and
the IDRC.

ICRISAT Groundnut Program (Agenda Item 3d)

29. The Chairman referred to ICRISAT's proposal to add groundnuts to its
mandate and to develop a research and training program accordingly. TAC had
endorsed the program at its July 1974 meeting, but it remained for the
Consultative Group formally to endorse this addition to the mandate of the center.
The Group confirmed that groundnuts research should be an important element in



ICRISAT's program and that the Center should proceed with the new program at

a pace which ensured due attention to other activities and gave priority

to the collection of germ plasm. The Executive Secretary, Mr. Graves,
reported that Dr. Cummings, the Director of ICRISAT, proposed to spend $175,000
on the groundnut program in 1975.

Budget and Accounting Paper: Amendments (Agenda Item 4)

30. The Chairman referred to the revised paper on "Budget and Accounting

Practices of the International Centers" which had been circulated at Centers

Week. It contained a set of terms and practices to be agreed between the centers

and the Secretariat. Uniformity and comparability were important in facilitating

the conduct of business between the centers, the donors and the Secretariat.

The draft had been the subject of further discussion between the Secretariat and
the centers and the Chairman called on the Executive Secretary to report on the
status of the paper.

31. Mr. Graves said that there was general agreement by the centers on

the main body of the draft paper. A number of outstanding points had been
settled: the date for receipt of the auditor's report had been put at May 1,
and the amount of working capital had been set at 30 days' cash flow, unless a
center showed from experience that a larger provision was necessary. This

reduction from 40 days' provision could provide an important saving to donors,
but it also implied prompt payments by donors, as early as possible in the
calendar year.

32. Mr. Graves referred to two points which remained open. There was
still a need to develop a uniform concept of contingency funds and of the pro-
portion of core budgets they might properly constitute. The center's financial
officers were meeting at CINMYT and this might be one of the subjects that they
would discuss. The other open matter was how to deal with variations from the
center budgets presented at Centers Week. The Centers and the Secretariat were
in agreement on this subject, subject to the discussion which would take place
in the Consultative Group on this same point within the context of the Draft
Integrative Paper, the next item on the agenda.

Draft Integrative Paper

Variations in Planned Expenditures (Agenda Item 5a)

33. The Chairman referred to the discussion at Centers Week on the degree
of latitude which donors would expect centers to have in varying their actual
expenditures from the budget presentations as made to TAC and the Consultative
Group at Centers Week. The Chairman noted the consensus at the July meeting
that the Group should not interfere with the judgment of Trustees and directors
on how to allocate their resources within agreed programs and within the global
figures of the approved budgets. He also noted donors' concern that changes in
expenditure patterns might imply further changes of program in future years on
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which both TAC a the CG 'oed to he consulted, T revised,1 pr ion of

the paper irulited on October 9, J974, ok ino account both points. The

paper i denifed the i and s of changes fro Ii a nned expendtures which

would be of concern to the Group and suggested. that the Centers should report
these changes to the Secretariat more rapidly. The Secretariat in turn would

report to te Cnsl. tative Group any significant changes, and its report would

form part of the recrd by which the centers performance would be judged in the

ensuing year.

34. A representative asked the cxtent to which the paper had been discussed

with the center directors. This iortion of the Integrative Paper had in fact

been discussed in the )-L cxt of he budget ing and accouning paper in great

detail during July with center directors and in subsequent correspondence. It now

appeared that the ,iews eressed by donors and center directors at Centers Week

were appropriately ref"lected in the revi ed portion of the paper which provided

an adequate set of guidelines on th subject and would replace paragraphs 50-57

of the Draft Tntegrative Paper o July 24, 1974.

Structure and Finance of Off- Campus Activities _Agenda Item 5b)

35. At Centers Week the Group had discussed the structure and support of

outreach programs on the basis of the section in the Draft Integrative Paper
(paras. 28-38). The discussion had also covered other activities carried out

by the Center outside its headquarters, on the basis of which the Secretariat

had prepared the paper on "Off-Campus Activities". The paper therefore opened

up the broad questions of what were "core" activities or "cooperative" research

Programs or "outreiach" activities. The paper concluded that a large part of

core staffing and financi was already devoted to "off-campus" activities; that

this proportion was expected to lcrease; and that the structure and financing

of "off-campus" activities was not consistently organized or defined by the

various centers. The paper therefore concluded that the Secretariat should draft

guLdelines as a basis for achieving greater consistency and clarty in definitions.

36. One representative stressed the importance of the Centers presenting
to the Consultative Group their total program of activities, whether for core,
restricted core or special projects, whatever definitions were used. Moreover,
presentations should distinguish between programs for which funding was assured
and those for which fundinp was bing sought. The Executive Secretary said that

the budget and accounting paper now asked for fuller reporting of all center
activities and plans; this could be expected in the budgets and
programs presented in mid-1975.

37.Attti was cal led to the import ance of the centers develop ing co-

operative research and contract research not only with developed countries but
with institutions in developing countries, in part as a way of strengthening
national research capacity. In this connection, another representative pointed
out that the distainction was not fully covered by the word "off-campus" as the
question that was also one of activit ies crucial to the center's own research
program, wherever they were conducer, as against activities designed to improve
national programs through cooperative reseac c training. Centers should not
over-reach themselves in such programs. bit t was for the center to judge the
need for off-campus and other acttivities in ful filling its own mandate.



38. It ws u it was no, intnded to merge for funding
purposes all aspects f a nr pr gra ; indeed, r wsme donors it was
easier to provide funrds lirom varios soures in their total budgets if there
was a split between corerograms (usual y financed multilaterally) and outreach
activities (usually financd i a terally). In this way the flow of funds could
be maximized.

39. The Chairman o T at at its ebary 1975 meeting attention
would be given to trying o erstand the terms involved and to restating
TAC's philosophy on ntional c ... ,

40. The Chairman summrized th discussion by saying that donors were
interested in having a full the proposed activities of each Center
presented during the Centers Wek in cdi g core, ret ed core and outreach
proposals. There was a clear need for definitions and guidelines to be estab
lished on outreach and it was t r eponsibility of the ecirtariat to ensure
that these guidelines were fot low. The "off-campus" paper would be annexed
to the Integrative Paper, which woull also retain the present section in paras.
28-38 on outreach. In addit ion, the Secretariat would draft guidelines and
definitions which would be circulated to members for comment.

Relation of Bilateral Projects to International Agricultural Research
Activi les (Agenca Ite 6)

41. At Centers Week, it h been agreed that donors needed to be better
informed about each others progras designed to help strengthen national and
regional research programs and iat the Centers should also have this information.
Better information might lead to more effective relationships among bilateral
programs and between centers and ational research activities. There had also
been some discussion of bringiing dnors and Center staff together to discuss
more effective integration o ther programs in relation to national research.
The Secretariat had therefo bee requested to arrange for donors to provide
information to other CC member (and center directors and TAC) on their bilateral
programs of assistance to national agricultural research programs. At the same
time, the Secretariat had asked the enters to identify special projects which
might be suitable vehicles for as-iance by bilateral donors to national research
programs.

42. The Chairman said that responses were still coming in from donor
members and that no evaluation was praciable at this stage. He asked whether
the Group wished to pursue the subje beyond arranging for the circulation of
papers provided by various donor.,

43. Discussion revealed e er-al ogreement that both the Centers and the
donors could draw more adequatly oa research institutions in the various developed
and developing countries and to do this needed better information. It was suggested
that the Secretariat should an-ae the material provided by donors and select
groupings of activities supported by a rius donors independently which fitted
together and which could be strengtheed by a collaborative effort. A further step



would be fo donscs to pp and doi:e h w o develop
linkages in ti L rs p O .

44. The Chairman if TAC emphasized TAC's concern to have better informa-
tion on bilater asssace o agricu luaI researc programs in developing
countries as a i fo it o discu0sson on srngthening national research.
As part of this, TAC was ieosted in rarch roects in the developed countries
which could be reevn to-the d o n mun

45. Some rp resta L veS urged that futhe work should be devoted to
simplifying tIe procedures, f coLecting information developiA a format,
partly on the bais osuiin are made, which other doors could use
in deciding what informatio to p Tr aa on getting starred
with the proces, opening u .enues ofdc i and getting donors and centers
together to discuss more efetivel :h integration of bhir programs, without
awaiting any exhaustive tablion of informaton An e xhaustie catalog of
university or research institN ctivities was eit practicable nor desirable.
The point was to idet-ify wher it wo' b ossie toke advantage of
research capabilities in deveod oSr devuoping cc unrie so as to avoid dupli-
cation and to idntify r arch porams esgne to i ve knowled; aIbou t
agricultural terchl related to the e developed cot tries and of cn cern
to the centers. It was agreed that the Scrtaritat othe CG together with the
TAC Secretariat, would taIbulae the informatin received and would develop some
common approaches to the critei which other donr s might use in providing
their information.

46. The Chairrmns the discuAion by stating that here was
agreement on th general benefit of an ech nge of information on bilateral
programs of pot ntia intereso other donors and to the centers themselves.
He recognized that some donor w ere ncerta in about what was called for by the
Secretariat eniry of September 12, 1974. The Secretariat would review the sub-
missions alrea m ade and p de guidelines to donors. On this basis, more
inputs from members ud se xpete a i urn this would enable a decision to
be made on he appropriat type odsusnsI wich mih be held between donors
and center staff It 'ight be prcicable to arrange some form of discussion,
on the basis of papers circule a o analysis by the Secretariats, in time for
the 1975 Centers Week.

indications of Fl in'cal anrt 'Agenda tem 71

47. Donors gave indic'iat ions ty expected, subject in some
case to parliamentary or ote approv , to make available for the international
agricultural research re in 1975 T uxecutive Secretary added up these
indications to alo about ,47. L on, a against requirentents of about
$45.7 million. He observed, hoevr thatn the resulting surplus of about
$1.5 million was probatl mcce appaent than real; the requirements figure was not
firm, and would be forced pupard by inflatio and pe rhaps other factors as well.
The Chai sinai d that h ha nr doubt , i ac ,n th the apparent surplus would
be absorbed by the pgrams whic e C t up was supporting.
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48. in introducing the subject of financial indications, the Chairman
had observei that the budget requirements of the research network might rise
to $60 mill on in 1,976. Donors were able to give only very general indications
of their intentions concerning financial support in that year and thereafter,
but their statements indicated that the amount of finance available for the
network would continue to rise in 1976,

49. A tabulation of intent ions and requirements for 1975, augmented by
information received by the Secretariat up to November 25, 1974, appears as
Annex 4.

Investment in Agricultural Research_(Agenda_ Item 8a)

50. The Chairman referred to the paper provided by the United Kingdom
and circulated to members as a commentary on the report which Professor Evenson
had prepared on investment in International Agricultural Research for the
November 1973 meeting of the Consultative Group. The UK commentary pointed to
a more modest assessment of the cost effectiveness of the green revolution and
its annex reviewed the statistical methodology involved. The Chairman expressed
the hope that this contribution would encourage others to explore this difficult
field of economic analysis and assessment and to make available their critiques
to other members of the Group.

51. The Bank representative referred to the January 1975 conference on
agricultural research which the Agricultural Development Council was sponsoring.
Additional work on tie Evenson paper was in hand and would take into account the
paper by the United Kingdom Authorities. The subject would be on the agenda for
the ADC Conference. Another representative endorsed the desirability of securing
further comments from other members so as to have better evidence on the effects
of agricultural research. He raised the subject discussed in November 1973 as
to whether the CG would not profit from a better data base on investment in
agricultural research and on the effects of this research. Such information would
help donors, particularly in securing increased funding for the research activities
sponsored by the Group. He would like the Group to keep in mind the desirability
of bringing together such information and making it available both to members and
to TAC. The Chairman said that the subject would be taken up at the co-sponsors
meeting at the close of the Consultative Group session.

52. Reference was made by one representative to the evaluations which the
FAO and UNDP made of various specific investment activities. He felt that such
case studies would be helpful to members of the Group. Mr. Oram referred to a
FAO conference document on this subject and said he would try to arrange for it
to be made available to members. He pointed out that the assessments were more
qualitative than quantitative.

World Food Conference (Agenda Item 8b)

53. The Chairman explained that this Item was intended to provide members
with an opportunity of deciding how the activities of the Consultative Group could
best be put before the World Food Conference. He referred specifically to three
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aspects: The Secretariat's contacts with the Preparatory Committee for the

Conference, the recommendations of the Preparatory Committee on international

agricultural research as presented in the working documents for the Conference,
and the matter of how the Consultative Group would wish to present any views to
the Food Conference.

54. He summarized the contacts with the Preparatory Committee as being
the provision of material for the working papers for the Conference, his letter
to the Secretary General of the Conference on the work on.plant nutrition being
carried out through the Group and through TAC, and the preparation of the Brochure
on Consultative Group activities in time for it to be made available at the Rome
conference.

55. Concerning the recommendations of the Preparatory Committee on inter-
national agricultural. research, he invited the Bank representative, Mr. Yudelman,
to open the discussion. Mr. Yudelman referred to the strong endorsement of the
Consultative Group in the recommendations and to the endorsement of the support
which the Group should give to linking its activities to national research pro-
grams, including the provision of adequate training at the centers. The Pre-
paratory Committee had also endorsed the establishment of a center for the Middle
East region and intensified research work on plant nutrients, both activities
in course of development by the Consultative Group. The preparatory papers
emphasized the importance of increased research on such cereals as barley and
triticale, on increasing the biological efficiency of plants, on edible oil seeds
and root crops, and on the study of tropical soils, including the best use of
water. Finally, the papers strongly endorsed increased expenditures on inter-
national agricultural research.

56. Several representatives urged caution with respect to any figure of
estimated expenditures for international agricultural research in 1985 and felt
it would be unwise for the Group to endorse any estimate. Representatives also
questioned the preparatory documents' recommendation that the number of inter-
national centers should be increased. The Chairman of TAG said there might be
need for further centers of a specific nature or on a regional basis, but that
an increase in the number of centers was certainly not a major thrust of the
future activities of the CGIAR.

57. There was considerable discussion on what form of contact, if any, the
Consultative Group might have with the World Food Conference, notably with
respect to either a special communique or the content of the Press Release nor-
mally issued after the fall meeting of the Group. There was a general feeling
that there should not be a special statement from the meeting to the World Food
Conference, which was essentially a meeting of governments. References to the
World Food Conference should be confined to the Press Release and should not
endorse any specific recommendations of the Preparatory Committee nor make any
specific recommendations to the Conference. They should focus on the Consulta-
tive Group's own activities, plans for future expansion and intentions for
strengthening national research. This decision was reflected in paragraph 2 of
the Press Release (Annex 5).

Press Release (Agenda Item 9)

58. The usual practice of the Consultative Group was to leave the drafting
of the Press Release to the Chairman. In this instance, the discussion of the



- 13 -

World Food Conference under Agenda Item 8b, had led to a decision on how the

Press Release should refer to the Conference. Apart from this topic, it was

agreed that, following the normal procedures, the Press Release would be the

Chairman's responsibity and would be made available in time for the World Food

Conference. The text is attached as Annex 5.

Date and Place of Next Meeting (Agenda Item 10)

59. The Chairman referred to the custom of holding Centers Week at the end

of July and asked members to set aside the week beginning Monday, July 28, 1975.

At the same time he called attention to the increasing complexity of the Centers

Week sessions which involved meetings of the center directors, of TAC, the cen-

ter presentations, and the meeting of the Consultative Group. There was an

intricate and demanding series of meetings, particularly with the growing size
and complexity of the research system operating under the auspices of the Con-

sultative Group. The Secretariat was considering how best to improve arrange-
ments for Centers Week and would welcome suggestions from members to this effect.

Retirements of Dr. Bernstein and Mr. Graves

60. The Chairman informed the Group that this would be the last meeting
attended by Dr. Joel Bernstein as head of the US delegation. He expressed
appreciation of the personal contribution which Mr. Bernstein had made to the
Group since its inception in 1971, not only in marshalling financial resources,
but in actively participating in the formulation of its policies and of its
methods of operating as an informal Group and on the basis of concensus reached
in open discussion. Mr. Mashler and Mr. Oram supported these remarks on behalf
of the co-sponsors and of the Chairman of the Technical Advisory Committee.

61. The Chairman referred to the impending retirement of the Executive
Secretary of the Consultative Group, Mr. Harold Graves. He paid tribute to
Mr. Graves for his leadership of the Secretariat, his personal support of the
Chairman and his close and effective collaboration with members of the Consult-
ative Group. Mr. Mashler and Mr. Oram, on behalf of the co-sponsors, expressed
their appreciation of Mr. Graves' contribution to the Group.
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CONSULTATIVE GROUP ON INTERNATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH

CONSULTATIVE GROUP MEETING

October 30-31, 1974
IBRD Board Room

9:30 a.m. - 6:00 p.m.

AGENDA

1. Adoption of the Agenda

2. Ongoing Business

a. Genes Board - Status of TAC Consideration of Program

(Document distributed by Group Secretariat, October 4, 1974,
with amendment dated October 17, 1974)

b. WARDA - Report of Secretariat Mission

(Document distributed by Group Secretariat, October 17, 1974)
c. Middle East Center (ICARDA) - Status of Preparatory Work

(Document distributed by Group Secretariat, October 17, 1974)

3. New Proposals

a. CARIS-AGRIS

(Document distributed by Group Secretariat, October 1, 1974;
and Evaluation of CARIS Pilot Project, July 1974)

b. International Food Policy Research Institute
(Document distributed by Group Secretariat, October 22, 1974)

c. Plant Nutrition Research
(Document distributed by Group Secretariat, October 1, 1974)

d. ICRISAT Groundnut Program

(ICRISAT Proposal for Research on Groundnuts, March 1974)

4. Budget and Accounting Paper: Amendments

5. Draft Integrative Paper
a. Variations in Planned Expenditures

b. Structure and Finance of Off-Campus Activities
(Documents distributed by Group Secretariat, October 9, 1974)

6. Relation of Bilateral Projects to International Agricultural Research
Activities

(Memoranda distributed by Group Secretariat, September 12 & 13, 1974)

7. Indications of Financial Support in 1975 and thereafter

8. Other
a. Investment in Agricultural Research

(Document distributed by Group Secretariat, October 17, 1974)
b. World Food Conference

(Extract from Document prepared by Secretariat of U.N. World Food
Conference for its Agenda Item 9)

9. Press Communique

10. Date and Place of Next Meeting.
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Drait Termn ol ReierenCe of th CGiAR Subcommittee for the

[nte rnatluia l t 0er !or A r-c~i ral Research in the Dry A reas (ICARDA)

(a) Exploring ippropriAie irrongements w:rn host countries for the establishment

of ICARDA and examininq the welcome likely to be accorded to its operations

by these and other coc ies and institutions of the Middle East region in-

terested in its obje t iv ;

(b) Until the appointment of an executing agent under item (c), the Subcommittee

will:

i) pre pa re drt a greements and appropriate by-laws , or o ther documents
necessary for the estaol ishment and operation of ICARDA as an inde-
pendent legal cit ity with the authority required to achieve its ob-
jectives;

ii) develop a draft constitution ot CARDA's Board of Trustees;

iii) identify suitable site(s) for Ene operation of ICARDA;

1v) employ such temporary Lonsul tants as necessary for the preparatory
work;

v) iiLiate planning or the reserch program including estimates of
annual research budgets; and

vi) initiate site and facility planning, including engaging architectural
or other services necessary to the preparation of capital development
budgets.

(c) Subject to the tailoring ol programs to the level of financial support arranged

through the CG1AR, aid with the advice and concurrence of the Chairman of the

CGIAR, the Subcommittee wil I appoint an executing agent who will, under the

guidance of the Subcommittee, continue the tasks outlined in (b) and who will

enter into the signing and repttrat ion of the documents necessary to establish

and assure the continued opet ton of ICARDA as an independent legal entity,

acquire suitable lands, :n appoir a Project Operations Officer to carry out

the initial phase of th develpment of experimental facilities, including labora-

tories, And the program of research work of the Center, until such time as the

first Board of Trustos has bcen designated and takes charge of the Center.

Substantially as adop ed at the CGIAR Preparatory Committee Meeting
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CGITAR ALLOCATI'NS 1975 (0 millionP*

TOTAL 31AT C 31't C P 1CR 1AT IrTA IFtI ILCA 1RAD Genes YAPDA ICAR A CARIS Unallocated

Australia 1. 323 .415 .430 .300 .6 .1 5 0

Belgium .605 .25 .390 .393 .)55 .025 .030

Canada 4. 23, 30 . 3 . .85 40 .1 .025

nenmark .444 .150 .2 .3

Cord 1.000) .675 7.5 7 5 .*425 .20)

France . 36, .2) .125 .0 3

Germany 3.475 .290 .29' .' .443 1 .485 .40 .3o3 .3n" .n23 _ 25 .825

ID3 37 1. 6451.5 1 4 .370]
1DRC 1.1,",) .350 70 .050

Japan [ .220] [ -0']

Mello' .29) .29f

Netherlands 1.20 .175 .200 .175 130 .103 .15) .13y . '75 .025 .5,

N1eria .810 .160 .410 .160 .080
Norway .734 .730

Rockefeller 3.00r .60 .625 .101 .550 .700 .200 .025 20r

Sweden 2.37O .340 1.300 .340 .4

Switzerland .46n .115 .115 .230

U. K. 2.550 .110 .110 .140 .535 .73) .535 .0)5 .235 .065 .025

UNDP 2.120 1.055 .840 .200 .025

UNEP .450 [ .070] .923] [ .120] [.70][ .077 ] .1

U. S. 11.000 [1.230] [1.7651 [ .575] [2.060][2.060]1.925] [.140] [ .543 F .3801 {.120] [.050] [.0751 [ .380]

orld Bank/IDA 4.530 [ .111] 1 .10] 10r, [ .485][1.780] [ .255] [.0251 [.751 {1.5901

AVATLAILE 48.160 6.n60 7.375 2.56) 8.180 7.490 7.213 2.045 2.170 .555 .555 .35) .265

REOU18KI 45.330 6.16Q 7.375a/ 2.56i!.0/ 8.255 7.115 8.070 1.885 2.17r .555 .575 .350 .360

NET = = = -. 075 +.375 -. 860 +.160 = = -. 020 = .095

[] Secretariat estimate.

a/ Including $45,000 for flood damage.

b/ Including $100.00 for earthquake damage,
c/ Intended for support of the activities of TAC.
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Donor Allocations Expressed in Currencies Other Than U. S. Dollars

Australia IDRC

ICRISAT - A$ 315,000 CIMMYT - Can$ 80,000
IRRI - 325,000 ICRISAT - 350,000
ILCA - 225,000 IRRI - 700,000
ICARDA - 20,000 ICARDA - 50,000
TAC - 115,000

Nigeria

ICRISAT - N100,000
ICRISAT - Bf 1.0 million IITA - 250,000
ITTA - 15.2 " ILCA - 100,000
ILCA - 3.6 " WARDA - 50,000
WARDA - 2.0

ICARDA - 1.0 " Norway

CARIS - 1.2
ICRISAT - Nk4,000,000

Canada (C.I.D.A.) Sweden

CIAT - Can$800,000 Genes -SWk 400,000
CIMMYT - 835,000 ILCA - 1,500,000
IITA 850,000 CIP - 1,500,000
ICRISAT - 800,000 ICRISAT - 5,700,000

CIP - 320,000
TLRAD 400,000 United Kingdom
WARDA - 100,000
Genes - 100,000 CIAT - b 47,000
ICARDA - 25,000 CIMMYT - 48,000

CIP - 60,000
Germany ICRISAT - 230,000

IITA - 300,000
CIAT - DM 750,000 IRRI - 235,000
CIMMYT - 750,000 ILCA - 40,000
CIP - 200,000 ILRAD - 100,000
ICRISAT - 1,140,000 Genes - 25,000
IITA - 2,800,000 ICARDA - 10,000
IRRI - 100,000

ILCA - 1,000,000
ILRAD - 1,000,000
Genes - 50,000
ICARDA - 60,000
CARIS (not stated in DM)
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OAND

1818 H STREET, N.W., WASHINGTON D. C. 20433 TELEPHONE: EXECUTIVE 3-6360

November 4, 1974 Subject: October meeting of the Consulta-

tive Group on Tnternational
Agricultural Research

Pledges of about S45 million for support in 1975 of international agri-

cultural research activities designed to increase food production in the

developing world have been made by donor governments and organizations of

the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research. The money

was pledged yesterday during the second and final day of the Group's yearly

meeting held at the headquarters of the World Bank in Washington, D. C.

In their discussions, the members of the Group took note of the re-

commendations to be considered next week by the World Food Conference in Pome

for the strengthening of agricultural research, both national and international,

in and for the benefit of developing countries. Apart from the Group's own

support of international research, which is expected to go on growing in future

years, members discussed ways in which international agricultural research

activities might be more effectively employed to assist and reinforce national

research programs in developing areas.

When it first met, the Consultative Group on International Agricultural

Research obtained pledges from its donor members of S15 million for research

programs in 1972. Yesterday's pledges totalling almost 45 million, which con-

trast with the $33 million pledged for 1974, illustrate the rapid expansion

which has taken place in support of research efforts to help meet the world's

food needs.

/more
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The Group also confirmed its approval of the establishment of a new

research center to serve the world's dry areas, to be located in the region

of the Near East and North Africa. The International Center for Agricultural

Research in the Dry Areas -- ICARDA for short -- is expected to have its head-

quarters in Lebanon. Two associated centers in designated zones of the re-

gion with differing ecological conditions would also be established. The

establishment of ICARDA rounds out the world-wide network of research activities

which the Group sponsors. A substantial number of members of the Group have

indicated their intention to cooperate in setting up a preparatory fund for

the further planning of ICARDA.

The Consultative Group has, since its inception in 1971, supported the

ongoing work at five international agricultural research centers, and has

established new centers in East Africa and India.

The two best known centers supported by the Group -- and the oldest --

are the International Rice Research Institute (IRRI), located in the Philippines,

and the Wheat and Maize Improvement Center (CIMMYT), located in Mexico. The

two centers jointly received the Unesco Science Prize in 1970 for their de-

velopment of new high-yielding varieties of wheat and rice, and Norman Borlaug,

director of CIMMYT's wheat research, was awarded the Nobel Prize for Peace in

that same year.

Other research centers whose ongoing' programs have been supported by the

Consultative Group include:

-- the International Institute of Tropical Agriculture (TITA) , in Nigeria,

which is focusing on farming systems for the humid tropics, mostly in Africa,

with special attention to the use of tropical soils:

-- the International Center of Tropical Agriculture (CIAT), in Colombia,

a pioneer in developing effective farming systems for lowland tropical areas of

the Western lemisphere-

/more
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and the International Potato Center in Peru, a one-crop institute

working to expand potato cultivation in developing areas,.

New organizations formed under the sponsorship of the Consultative Group

and drawn under its international umbrella are:

the International Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics

(ICRISAT), in India, which stresses farming systems and water conservation

methods of particular benefit to small-scale farmers in hot but water-short

regions;

-- the International Laboratory for Research on Animal Diseases (ILRAD),

located in Kenya, which concentrates on finding immunological methods for con-

trolling two major animal diseases -- East Coast fever and trypanosomiasis;

- the International Livestock Center for Africa (ILCA), in Ethiopia,

which is working to increase animal production in the developing world through

improved techniques of animal husbandry; and

-- the International Board for Plant Genetic Resources, based on Rome,

which is working to conserve valuable plant types and to make them available

to crop research and production programs in developing countries.

The original reputation of international agricultural research efforts was

built by the achievements of CIMYT and IRRI. Advances continue: for example,

high-yielding, high-protein maize (CIMYT); a new high--yielding rice variety

with an unprecedented range of resistance to, or tolerance of disease and insect

pests (IRRI); a rice-production system with high potential for large areas of

land in South America which are now mostly unproductive (CIAT); an improved

maize variety which can double yields in Western Africa (IITA); and a promising

start in the development of potato varieties that will be highly resistant to

late blight, the most important disease of potatoes (CIP).

/more
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The Consultative Group, during its two days of deliberations, also agreed

to support financially an information system that would collect data on and

provide information about agricultural research work undertaken throughout

the world. This system, called CARIS (Current Agricultural Research Informa-

tion System), would, for instance, publish directories of all research in-

stitutions, research workers, and a directory of all main lines of research

in agricultural research.

The Group also:

-- affirmed its financial support for a program of rice trials currently

underway by the West African Rice Development Association in its 14 member

states;

-- gave responsibility for a program of research on groundnut development

to ICRISAT, the newly-established (1972) center in India; and

-- approved the 1975 program of the International Board for Plant Genetic

Resources.

The Consultative Group is co-sponsored by the Food and Agriculture Organiza-

tion (FAO) and the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). The World Bank

is Chairman of the Group.

Among its 30 members are 21 donors: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark,

France, Germany, Japan, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, the United

Kingdom and the United States among governments: the Inter-American Development

Bank; three private foundations -- Ford, Rellogg, and Rockefeller; three agencies

in the United Nations system -- UNDP, the World Bank and the United Nations

Environment Programme; and the International Development Research Centre, an

autonomous Canadian organization.


