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Summary of Implications For Research

· IPGRI does not have its own research facilities or its own ex situ germplasm collections except for those of the INIBAP Transit Centre in Leuven, Belgium. IPGRI was described in the 4th EPMR as a “research based service organization, which operates in a catalytic mode as a convenor, facilitator and collaborator”.  Letters of Agreement (LOAs) are issued by IPGRI to enter into research partnerships with other institutes. These LOAs are the principal legal instrument for IPGRI to engage outside partners and are therefore a useful source of indicators on IPGRI’s programme of work. 

· IPGRI issued 1,222 LOAs during the period 1996-2001 and reached about 630 different partner institutions in 127 different countries of the world. The volume of LOA funding exceeded $18.9 million during the period, an equivalent of more than $3.0 million per year.  This corresponds to an outsourcing of resources through LOAs of about 15% of IPGRI’s total annual expenditure. 


· The number of LOAs increased, while the average size of LOAs decreased from 1996-2001.  In 1996, a total of 109 LOAs were signed with an average value of $29,460 per LOA.  By 2001, the number of LOAs had more than doubled and the average value almost halved (284 signed for an average value of $15,478).  Thus IPGRI entered into more agreements and reached more partners through its LOAs in 2001 than it did in 1996.  

· During the period of review, LOAs were increasingly directed towards countries that belong to the lower and lower-middle income economies (GNP/capita below $3,125 per year; with an increase of approximately 60% in this category over the six year period) and away from higher income countries (GNP/capita greater than $9,565 per year; with a reduction of around 85%).  This is an interesting trend since it demonstrates that IPGRI concentrated its partnership efforts through outsourcing of research to the countries that are in greater need of external assistance and that can benefit the most from the capacity development that comes through research conducted in a partnership mode.

· More than half of the LOAs signed and about 50% of all funding was directed towards partnerships with national research institutions.  Universities and other educational institutions received 25% of all the funding outsourced by IPGRI through LOAs. Although national research institutes signed LOAs as the formal partners, a wider variety of other organizations were often involved in carrying out the related work.  This is in line with the Global Plan of Action for Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture recommendations that broad partnerships at the national level should be encouraged in germplasm conservation activities.  Although data about “secondary partners” are not tracked through the LOA database, the LOA agreements normally require a description of the various partners and their roles in the execution of the work, so that further information is available on this issue.  

· LOAs are used to help meet IPGRI’s goals in key areas of research. The greatest amount of funding (more than $ 4.6 million) was directed to activities related to in situ conservation.  In situ conservation, germplasm characterization and evaluation ($ 2.9 million) and germplasm utilization ($ 2.7 million) together make up more than 50% of all resources committed by IPGRI through its LOAs.  The amount of funding directed towards these areas through LOAs increased from $464,800 in 1996 to $1,770,853 in 2001. This reflects the increasingly high priority placed by IPGRI and donors on building stronger links between research and development, and on utilization of germplasm for research purposes and for direct improvement to the well-being of farming communities.  

· Other important types of activity that were performed with LOAs in the order of magnitude of $ 1.0 million (about 5% of LOA resources for the period) were activities concerning germplasm health, publications and public awareness, software development including data management and dissemination, training activities and workshops/meetings.  These reflect the strong priority that IPGRI places on building capacity in national research systems for PGR conservation and use.  
 


· Long-standing traditional types of activity like ex situ conservation and germplasm collecting received a rather low level of funding through LOAs.  This reflects the assumption that these activities are being taken over adequately by national programmes themselves.  It will be important for IPGRI to keep a watching brief on the development of these two types of activity at the national level to make sure that national systems are adequately able to respond to specific in-country requirements regarding genetic conservation, including collection of germplasm.  IPGRI is taking a lead role in establishing the Global Conservation Trust, which will ensure that resources are located and secured to support some of these critically important basic activities in perpetuity.

· There is a sufficient congruence between the percentage contribution of IPGRI’s LOAs to the five CGIAR outputs and the Institute-wide percentage contribution to CGIAR outputs by using 1999-2001 averages of the research agenda.  Only 4% of the LOA resources were directed towards the policy objective.  However, it can be assumed that IPGRI did most of its work in policy through its senior management and policy specialists, rather than by outsourcing through LOA.  This situation is likely to change with the approval and implementation of the Genetic Resources Policy Initiative, which will direct funding support to policy initiatives through LOAs beginning in 2003. On the contrary, since IPGRI does not have labs or genebank facilities, IPGRI’s programme of work in germplasm improvement takes place largely through partnerships and LOAs.

Summary of Management Issues

· From 1996 to 2001 there was a trend towards a greater number of LOAs issued every year although the annual amount disbursed through LOAs remained constant.  As a result, the average size was reduced considerably, from $30,000 in 1996 to about $9,400 in 2001.  Since more partners were reached through this approach, this clearly has positive aspects.  However, IPGRI should ensure that the transaction costs of managing of many, small LOAs do not outweigh the benefits and consider streamlined procedures particularly for smaller LOAs or groups of LOAs addressing similar areas of work.



· IPGRI’s LOAs have tended to be concentrated in countries in which it either has regional or sub-regional offices, or in which it is represented through a project office. One conclusion is that IPGRI’s decentralised structure is facilitating the identification of partners, development of partnerships, and effective execution and monitoring of LOAs in many key countries.  Since all of IPGRI’s offices except its headquarters are located in developing countries, decentralisation of IPGRI’s structure has also helped promote a shift in direction of LOAs from developed countries to less developed countries.



· Between 1997 and 2001, more than one third of the LOAs were under the responsibility of IPGRI Headquarters, and about two thirds of the funding was administered by HQ.  The average size of LOAs was much smaller in regional offices as compared to headquarters and INIBAP. Regional offices have limited authority for LOAs (below $20,000 and below $50,000 for INIBAP). Regional offices may also strategically aim to reach a larger number of organizations through smaller LOAs.  



· About 13% of LOAs were funded from IPGRI’s unrestricted core budget. This shows the importance that IPGRI attaches to partnership development, in committing its own core budget to work carried out in a partnership manner. A future study could assess the extent to which LOAs using unrestricted core funds act as seed money to explore research areas and develop them to the extent that they attract the attention and resources of donors, and thus restricted donor funds.

· The LOA can be a useful indicator of IPGRI’s impact and partnership approach because it is the principle mechanism through which IPGRI engages partners to carry out its programme of work, it is quantitative and formalised and results in reasonably complete system of archival records that can be analysed to get a picture of change over time.  

· In order to use the LOA as an impact and effectiveness indicator for the present study, the basic “passport data” were slightly expanded to allow an evaluation according to key issues of interest.  In the future, data should be routinely collected for these new data fields so that similar assessments can be made periodically (e.g. annually) and the LOAs monitored to help with institutional priority setting and targeting of resources.  In addition, more information about scientific outcomes and impacts could be built into the LOA database in order to make it an even more powerful indicator of impact.  

Introduction

IPGRI does not have its own research facilities or its own ex situ germplasm collections except for those of the INIBAP Transit Centre in Leuven, Belgium. IPGRI can be described as a “research based service organization, which operates in a catalytic mode as a convenor, facilitator and collaborator.” (4th EPMR 1997).  Letters of Agreement (LOAs) are issued by IPGRI to outsource research to partner institutions. These LOAs are the principal legal instrument for IPGRI to transfer money to outside partners. LOAs can be seen as a major instrument that the Institute uses to achieve its broad programmatic goals.

IPGRI issues about 200 LOAs per year to outsource funds to partner institutions. These agreements normally cover a period of six to twelve months and provide IPGRI with an opportunity to adequately control, direct and monitor its partners in implementation. In the LOAs the activities are detailed, a work plan established, reporting is spelled out, and additional partners that will carry out the activities together with the recipients of the LOAs are nominated.  LOAs also help IPGRI maintain quality control through disbursing final payments only when the activities are satisfactorily completed.  One of the main functions of these agreements is to ensure a clear contractual arrangement between IPGRI and its partners. They also ease and ensure the project’s scientific, technical and financial accountability towards donor agencies, partners and the public. 

The LOA database was created as an administrative tool by the Finance and Administration unit to keep a record of the LOAs entered into by IPGRI and to track the ensuing financial implications, like periodic disbursements.  However, an analysis of LOAs can also cast light on the work accomplished and on IPGRI’s partnership modus operandi.  Therefore, in view of the 5th External Programme and Management Review of IPGRI commencing in fall 2002, IPGRI hired a consultant, Jan Groenewold to assess IPGRI’s use of the LOA as an indicator of its programme of work, priorities and partnership based modus operandi.  This report presents the findings of that study.  

Thanks are given to Massimo Leuter from the Finance staff, who helped in queries regarding specific LOA records, and to Massimo Buonaiuto from the DIT Group who gave assistance in starting the statistical analysis of the records.  Appreciation is given as well to Lyndsey Withers and especially Jamie Watts for their overall guidance and insight in the interpretation of the results. 

Methods and Approach

The following key issue areas formed the basis of the study:  

· Number of LOAs entered

· Monetary value of the LOAs

· Regional distribution of the LOAs

· Country distribution of the LOAs

· Key recipient categories of the LOAs

· Key objectives of the LOAs

· Distribution of resources by crops or crop groups

· Changes of distribution by objective and crops over time

· Distribution by project and project activity

· Responsiveness of LOAs to IPGRI and CGIAR priorities

· Responsibilities of IPGRI offices for LOAs

The analysis rests on 1,222 records of LOAs that IPGRI signed between 1996 and 2001. The total amount of funding outsourced to partners during the period of review was $18,913,793.

Sixty LOAs were removed from the analysis. 50 of these were entered to finance hosting agreements with CGIAR Centres and other institutions to support the regional and sub-regional offices of IPGRI in the field. These LOAs had a resource value of about $8.3 million. Another ten LOAs had no financial implications for the Institute and therefore it was decided not to include them in the evaluation. These LOAs (mainly from INIBAP’s International Musa Testing Programme) were signed to have a record on paper of the commitments of both INIBAP and the partner organisation with regard to the Musa testing trials and the associated reporting. It was also seen as a mechanism for putting the partnership on a more formal footing.

The LOAs were analysed according to title and budget code to provide a breakdown into crops, crop groups or themes, and types of activity (collection, in situ conservation, germplasm health, etc.). However many titles were somewhat general and budget code information was missing, so not all LOAs could be assigned specifically to either a crop or theme.  The recipient partners were classified in several categories like national research institutes, universities, NGOs, CGIAR Centres, etc. to allow an evaluation of the kind of partners IPGRI reaches with its LOAs.

LOA data for 1996-1999 were available in spreadsheet format from an assessment in the fall of 1999 of IPGRI’s partnerships. LOA data for 2000 and 2001 were retrieved from the central database in the Institute and two regional offices and added to the other records.  Fields were added as necessary to the spreadsheets to address key questions.  For the final analysis of the data a conversion into database software was performed. 

Findings

Disbursements By Year

During the period of review, IPGRI disbursed on average slightly more than $3.0 million per year through LOAs.  The disbursements had a peak in 1998 with almost $4 million, and the lowest value was $2.6 million in 1997 (Table 1). 

Table 1: LOA funding and numbers by year, 1996-2001 period and comparison to total expenditures of the Institute

	Year
	LOA Funding (US$)
	Average funding per LOA (US$)
	LOAs signed per year
	Total expenditures of IPGRI 1
	Share LOA funding on total expenditures

	1996
	3,211,153
	            29,460 
	109
	        19,953,000 
	16%

	1997
	2,644,104
	            23,399 
	113
	        19,466,000 
	14%

	1998
	3,989,162
	            17,121 
	233
	        21,654,000 
	18%

	1999
	2,782,957
	            12,884 
	216
	        20,417,000 
	14%

	2000
	3,612,500
	            13,530 
	267
	        21,600,000 
	17%

	2001
	2,673,916
	              9,415 
	284
	        23,085,000 
	12%

	1996-2001
	18,913,793
	            15,478 
	1,222
	      126,175,000 
	15%


1/ Total expenditures are taken from audited financial statements for the years concerned

The average size of the LOAs is decreasing as the number of LOAs signed is increasing over the period, while the total LOA disbursements per year remain in the same range (see also Chart 1). This implies that IPGRI reaches more partners, a positive impact for the Institute.  However, the transaction costs increase as more LOAs are handled that are smaller in size, and it needs to be assessed in future if this phenomenon is not without a cost for the Institute and whether it is the most effective way to manage LOAs. 

Chart 1: Trends in LOA funding, 1996-2001


[image: image1.wmf]LOA funding 1996-2001

0

1000000

2000000

3000000

4000000

5000000

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

Years

Total funds in 

US$

-

5,000

10,000

15,000

20,000

25,000

30,000

35,000

Average funds 

per LOA


The LOAs form a considerable amount of the total expenditures of the Institute.  Over the whole period of analysis, the share of the LOAs on the total expenditures is in the order of 15%, ranging from 12% in 2001 to 18% in 1998.  This means that in an average year IPGRI allocates one sixth of its expenditures to outsource research to other partner institutes, a notable achievement that underscores IPGRI’s partnership approach.

There is considerable variation in the size of LOAs over the period (Table 2) ranging from a maximum value of about $750,000 (LOA for a five year period to Belgian University to research viruses in Musa)
 to a low of $62 (LOA used for temporary staff in the Europe Group). A list with seventy-one LOAs that exceeded a volume of $50,000, with a total funding value of about $7.4 million, is given in the tables in Annex A1.

Table 2: Variation of IPGRI LOAs for the period 1996-2001

	Year
	Average of funding ($)
	Minimum value ($)
	Maximum value ($)

	1996
	            29,460 
	              1,500 
	          749,258 

	1997
	            23,399 
	              1,000 
	          265,000 

	1998
	            17,121 
	                  62 
	          107,059 

	1999
	            12,884 
	                 264 
	          186,044 

	2000
	            13,530 
	                 400 
	          204,439 

	2001
	              9,415 
	                 140 
	          108,107 

	1996-2001
	            15,478 
	62
	749,258


Disbursements by Region

The comparison of numbers of LOAs signed and of funding disbursed does not follow the same pattern (Table 3). One third of all LOAs are signed for Asia, the Pacific and Oceania (APO), one fourth for Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA), one sixth each for the Americas and Europe. Fewer are signed for Central and West Asia and North Africa (CWANA).  Adding up, about two thirds of all LOAs are signed for partners in the developing world. The amount of funding is not following the same pattern, as on average the LOAs signed for Europe and the Americas are larger in funding size. Comparing across regions, Europe is receiving the most funding through LOAs.  However, a good part of this is restricted donor funding to carry out research on issues that constrain agriculture and forestry and that is directed to research institutions in the funding country itself.  Under these triangular arrangements, IPGRI is providing the institutional framework under which the research is carried out. Europe is followed by Asia and the Pacific (25% of resources from LOAs), the Americas (23% of resources) and SSA with 19%.

Table 3: LOAs by region, 1996-2001

	Region
	Funding (US$)
	Average (US$)
	Regional share of funding
	LOAs signed,  #
	Regional share of LOAs signed 

	SSA
	        3,652,707 
	            12,953 
	19%
	282
	23%

	Asia and Pacific
	        4,776,295 
	            11,593 
	25%
	412
	34%

	CWANA
	          918,169 
	            13,307 
	5%
	69
	6%

	Americas
	        4,335,701 
	            18,294 
	23%
	237
	19%

	Europe
	        5,230,922 
	            23,563 
	28%
	222
	18%

	Total
	      18,913,793 
	            15,478 
	
	1,222
	


However, the trend over the last years shows that there is a considerable shift in the allocation of LOA resources from Europe towards the other regions (Chart 2). Chart 2 includes both developing and developed countries in regional groupings. 

Chart 3 presents a different analysis of LOA recipient country by dividing countries into income groups. The trend is shown clearly that more resources were allocated to low income countries in the most recent years as compared to 1996 and 1997 (see Table 4 and Chart 3).  The analysis at regional, sub regional and income group level (see tables in Annex A2) shows that for Europe, about 3.5% of all LOA resources go to Eastern European countries, while about 25% go to the countries in income group 4 (high income), due in great measure to the use of restricted donor funds to perform research activities for IPGRI in the respective countries.

Chart 2: LOA Funding per region by year
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Table 4: IPGRI LOA resources by recipient countries’ income group and year

	Income Group
	1996

($)
	1997

($)
	1998

($)
	1999

($)
	2000

($)
	2001

($)
	Total LOA funding for the period ($)
	Share of total funding for the period 

	1
	282,586 
	517,383 
	1,010,150 
	1,011,989 
	1,192,234 
	1,050,548 
	5,064,891 
	26.8%

	2
	651,503 
	410,320 
	1,409,026 
	694,463 
	1,034,461 
	786,363 
	4,986,137 
	26.4%

	3
	280,200 
	380,725 
	684,834 
	471,808 
	542,638 
	522,115 
	2,882,321 
	15.2%

	4
	1,996,864 
	1,335,675 
	885,152 
	604,697 
	843,167 
	314,890 
	5,980,446 
	31.6%


Legend for income groups:

1: low income <$785 GNP/cap

2: lower-middle income $786-$3,125 GNP/cap

3: upper middle income $3,126-$9,655 GNP/cap

4: high income >$ 9,656 GNP/cap

1997 GNP/cap values using the World Bank Atlas method, WB Atlas 1999

Chart 3: Development of LOA funding by recipient countries’ income groups
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LOA Decentralization Among IPGRI Offices

For the years 1997 to 2001, IPGRI Headquarters administered more than one third of the total number of LOAs, and about two thirds of the funding disbursed through LOA. INIBAP is the second largest responsible office, with about 15% of resources and number of agreements signed. No breakdown by responsible originating office is available for the 1996. Therefore, that year was removed from this analysis showing the involvement of IPGRI’s different offices with LOA disbursements and signatures (Tables 5 and 6).

The regional office for Asia, the Pacific and Oceania administered about a fourth of the LOAs of the 1997 to 2001 period, but with only 10% of the resources. This is because APO administers the biggest part of the Coconut Genetic Resources Network (COGENT) that has generated a large number (about 150) of relatively small LOAs (please refer also to Table 10), half of the 304 LOAs signed by APO. The situation is clearly shown with the average size of funding per LOA, that decreases strongly from Headquarters ($24,500) to INIBAP ($17,000), followed by the SSA, APO and AMS offices in the range between $5,000 and $6,000 of average funds per LOA, and a rather low value of only $3,000 per LOA for the CWANA office.

This is a result of the procedures for LOA administration that foresee HQs to sign on amounts larger than $20,000, with the exception of INIBAP that can sign on agreements up to $50,000 and thus has some larger financial autonomy with regard to LOA size. However, although responsibility for signing the LOA may rest with headquarters, the regional offices are normally involved as originators and coordinators of the LOA and this interpretation does not capture the role of IPGRI’s regional offices in LOA preparation and implementation.  The breakdown by responsible office shows that IPGRI has decentralised LOA development and administration to its regional offices. However, whether the ceiling on disbursements would affect the work of regional offices could not be established in the present analysis.  It can be assumed that the most important work will be carried out according to the Institute’s priorities and that the regional offices will be involved proactively in LOA preparation and coordination although the LOAs are administered by IPGRI Headquarters.

Table 5: IPGRI LOA resources by responsible office and year

	Responsible office
	1997

($)
	1998

($)
	1999

($)
	2000

($)
	2001

($)
	Total LOA funding for the period 1997-2001 ($)
	Average funding per LOA signed
	Share LOA funding 1997-2001 period

	AMS
	  
	   27,163 
	   8,500 
	 154,775 
	  131,024 
	321,462 
	5,449
	2%

	APO
	131,446 
	622,106 
	  321,368 
	  502,682 
	  319,307 
	1,896,910 
	6,240
	12%

	CWANA
	  
	  
	 19,100 
	 23,650 
	 77,500 
	120,250 
	3,006
	1%

	HQ
	2,441,544 
	 2,595,133 
	 1,660,043 
	  2,118,349 
	1,498,830 
	10,313,899 
	24,499
	66%

	INIBAP
	28,377
	592,109
	520,087
	633,065
	392,890
	2,166,528
	17,332
	14%

	SSA
	            42,737 
	          152,651 
	          253,860 
	179,979 
	        254,365 
	  883,592 
	5,388
	6%

	Total
	2,644,104 
	 3,989,162 
	  2,782,957 
	        3,612,500 
	      2,673,916 
	      15,702,640 
	14,108
	100%


Table 6: Number of LOAs by responsible office for the 1996-2001 period

	Responsible office
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	LOAs signed during 1997-2001
	Share of LOAs signed

	AMS
	 
	4
	2
	29
	24
	59
	5%

	APO
	23
	71
	55
	76
	79
	304
	27%

	CWANA
	 
	 
	6
	7
	27
	40
	4%

	HQ
	80
	114
	76
	71
	80
	421
	38%

	INIBAP
	3
	19
	38
	44
	21
	125
	11%

	SSA
	7
	25
	39
	40
	53
	164
	15%

	Number of LOAs
	113
	233
	216
	267
	284
	1113
	100%

	Share of LOAs
	10%
	21%
	19%
	24%
	26%
	100%
	


Legend: AMS office for the Americas, APO office for Asia and the Pacific, CWANA office for Central West Asia and North Africa, HQ Headquarters, INIBAP International Network for the Improvement of Banana and Plantain, SSA office for Sub-Saharan Africa

NB: No breakdown by responsible offices was available for 1996

LOA Recipient Countries

More than half of the resources committed with LOAs are going to low and lower-middle income countries of the world (Table 4). There has been a trend over the years towards shifting resources from the higher income groups (3 and 4) towards the lower income groups (1 and 2). Table 7 shows the resources that IPGRI disburses with LOAs in the twenty-two countries that received 20 or more LOAs during the period under study.  The 22 countries contained in Table 7 make up for more than 50% of the total funding through LOAs and about 60% of the LOAs signed.

Table 7: LOA resources in countries with 20 or more LOAs during 1996-2001

	Country
	 Funding (US$) 
	 Average (US$) 
	Share of funding
	# of LOAs
	Share of LOAs 

	China
	          409,684 
	           6,716 
	2%
	61
	5%

	Kenya
	          300,171 
	           5,266 
	2%
	57
	5%

	Philippines
	          646,922 
	         12,441 
	3%
	52
	4%

	India
	          467,075 
	           9,731 
	2%
	48
	4%

	Malaysia
	          350,306 
	           7,453 
	2%
	47
	4%

	United Kingdom
	          659,120 
	         16,901 
	3%
	39
	3%

	Vietnam
	          458,832 
	         12,401 
	2%
	37
	3%

	Italy
	          516,732 
	         14,764 
	3%
	35
	3%

	Syrian Arab Republic
	          318,733 
	           9,375 
	2%
	34
	3%

	Costa Rica
	          476,623 
	         17,653 
	3%
	27
	2%

	Mexico
	          951,680 
	         35,247 
	5%
	27
	2%

	Nepal
	          620,596 
	         22,985 
	3%
	27
	2%

	United States of America
	          641,878 
	         23,773 
	3%
	27
	2%

	Indonesia
	          407,906 
	         16,316 
	2%
	25
	2%

	Cote d'Ivoire
	          576,041 
	         24,002 
	3%
	24
	2%

	France
	          466,659 
	         19,444 
	2%
	24
	2%

	Peru
	          344,470 
	         14,353 
	2%
	24
	2%

	Benin
	          244,880 
	         11,131 
	1%
	22
	2%

	Colombia
	          242,550 
	         11,025 
	1%
	22
	2%

	South Africa
	          307,932 
	         13,997 
	2%
	22
	2%

	Brazil
	          517,845 
	         24,659 
	3%
	21
	2%

	Ghana
	          250,122 
	         12,506 
	1%
	20
	2%

	Sub-total of largest recipient countries
	     10,176,758 
	         14,095 
	54%
	722
	59%

	Grand total for 127 countries
	     18,913,793 
	         15,478 
	100%
	1,222
	100%


Table 8 shows the use of these LOAs by type of activity in the different countries.  The tables in Annex A3 give the full picture for all LOAs with institutions in 127 countries that have signed agreements with IPGRI. As can be seen from the countries that appear in Tables 7 and 8, there is a significant correlation between IPGRI office locations and the amount of funding and number of LOAs signed for the respective country.  This could mean that there are some factors in play that enable and facilitate the direction of LOAs towards those countries were IPGRI is physically present, probably regarding negotiating partnerships, implementation and oversight of LOAs.  

Table 8: LOA funding ($) by type of activity in countries with 20 or more LOAs during the 1996-2001 period

	Country
	Collecting
	Consultancy
	Ex situ cons’n
	Germplasm charact. & evaluation
	Germplasm health
	Germplasm utilization
	In situ cons’n
	Policy and legislation
	Publication, public awareness
	Purchase
	Research, unspec.
	Seed techn’y
	Software dev., data mgmt
	Training
	Workshop/

Meeting
	Total Funding ($)

	China
	33,500 
	  
	37,400 
	129,000 
	  
	48,000 
	 4,500 
	10,000 
	33,500 
	 2,373 
	2,500 
	51,000 
	1,500 
	46,411 
	10,000 
	409,684 

	Kenya
	6,200 
	4,265 
	  
	11,907 
	  
	 4,000 
	  
	 47,451 
	 12,647 
	3,500 
	16,509 
	 55,633 
	68,000 
	34,229 
	    35,830 
	          300,171 

	India
	13,000 
	  
	69,450 
	27,315 
	8,000 
	176,850 
	50,828 
	  
	12,955 
	  
	36,125 
	7,300 
	39,044 
	  
	 26,208 
	          467,075 

	Philippines
	  
	  7,355 
	   5,000 
	75,000 
	 23,200 
	154,700 
	  
	  
	 25,500 
	   3,422 
	56,400 
	  
	39,819 
	251,665 
	4,861 
	          646,922 

	Malaysia
	  
	    140 
	40,059 
	 45,610 
	  10,500 
	163,400 
	  
	   2,319 
	 6,400 
	  
	  
	 17,400 
	   9,789 
	 16,896 
	37,793 
	          350,306 

	United Kingdom
	  
	            27,983 
	            22,000 
	              8,000 
	  
	            77,638 
	            18,300 
	              7,500 
	          346,209 
	  
	            11,590 
	            53,226 
	              3,500 
	            68,338 
	            14,836 
	          659,120 

	Vietnam
	  
	  
	13,000 
	14,240 
	1,500 
	45,500 
	307,705 
	  
	6,500 
	 3,304 
	 18,900 
	8,450 
	  
	16,252 
	23,481 
	          458,832 

	Italy
	  
	 65,677 
	  9,400 
	  
	  
	  
	 265,000 
	9,000 
	 74,565 
	10,000 
	10,269 
	  
	37,655 
	35,166
	  
	    516,732 

	Syria
	  
	  
	  
	73,700 
	  
	4,000 
	  
	  
	11,700 
	  
	25,800 
	  
	140,500 
	13,033 
	50,000 
	          318,733 

	Costa Rica
	  
	  
	13,000 
	59,345 
	  
	  
	321,278 
	  
	1,500 
	  
	19,700 
	43,800 
	  
	  18,000 
	  
	          476,623 

	Mexico
	  
	  
	  
	156,910 
	 5,000 
	 20,500 
	519,175 
	  
	 10,000 
	  
	 4,050 
	  
	204,873 
	  
	 31,172 
	          951,680 

	Nepal
	  
	  
	  
	5,000 
	  
	16,500 
	587,566 
	  
	9,530 
	  
	  
	  
	  
	2,000 
	  
	          620,596 

	USA
	  
	   6,000 
	2,000 
	 18,400 
	  87,600 
	  
	 95,000 
	245,229 
	42,360 
	  
	29,000 
	  
	45,619 
	60,670 
	10,000 
	          641,878 

	Indonesia
	13,000 
	  
	35,000 
	    26,100 
	  9,500 
	 50,500 
	120,000 
	 10,000 
	6,500 
	4,793 
	 1,000 
	10,695 
	  
	10,333 
	110,485 
	          407,906 

	Cote d'Ivoire
	  
	  
	  
	207,523 
	  
	183,480 
	  
	  
	10,000 
	  
	  
	  
	76,197 
	46,091 
	   52,750 
	          576,041 

	France
	25,536 
	  
	  
	128,671 
	102,066 
	152,430 
	  
	  
	24,652 
	  
	3,305 
	30,000 
	  
	  
	  
	          466,659 

	Peru
	3,000 
	  
	20,000 
	100,000 
	  
	30,250 
	21,300 
	19,000 
	17,000 
	1,320 
	  
	5,000 
	66,000 
	30,400 
	31,200 
	          344,470 

	Benin
	  
	  
	  
	36,333 
	  
	54,753 
	  
	  
	4,000 
	4,250 
	  
	5,588 
	  
	112,000 
	27,957 
	244,880 

	Colombia
	  
	1,700 
	  
	39,350 
	2,000 
	13,500 
	  
	  
	2,000 
	  
	8,900 
	7,100 
	95,000 
	  
	   73,000 
	   242,550 

	South Africa
	  
	  
	            34,000 
	              8,800 
	            70,700 
	  
	  
	            30,000 
	            26,700 
	  
	  
	            84,750 
	  
	            48,982 
	              4,000 
	          307,932 

	Brazil
	  
	  
	  
	16,033 
	  
	132,282 
	268,707 
	19,900 
	  
	  
	5,500 
	29,400 
	  
	8,316 
	37,707 
	517,845 

	Ghana
	      2,000 
	  
	     13,500 
	       6,500 
	  
	 164,028 
	    48,274 
	     4,400 
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	   11,420 
	          250,122 

	Sub-total large recipient countries
	96,236 
	          113,120 
	          313,809 
	        1,193,737 
	          320,066 
	        1,492,311 
	        2,627,633 
	          404,799 
	          684,218 
	            32,962 
	          249,548 
	          409,342 
	          827,495 
	          818,783 
	   592,699 
	      10,176,758 

	Grand total all countries
	381,141
	212,075
	488,539
	2,879,934
	1,309,060
	2,733,588
	4,616,909
	763,461
	833,092
	136,394
	378,668
	633,638
	937,994
	1,312,413
	1,278,888
	18,913,793


The distribution of LOA resources by type of activity in the 22 countries (Table 8) is showing that considerable investments occur for in situ conservation, especially in Nepal, Mexico and Vietnam, which are partners in the in situ project.

A total of 127 different countries received LOAs during the period under review. The largest amount of LOA funding was received by Belgium (Annex A3), almost 1.9 m US$ or 10% of the resources. As already mentioned, this is explained by the use of restricted Belgian funds to do research on Musa germplasm at Belgian institutes. 

Table 9 shows the cumulative and year-by-year presence of IPGRI in different countries of the regions of the world.  Whereas it outsourced research to a total of 127 different countries, the trend over the years has been to work in more countries (about 50 different countries in 1996, but about 90 in 2001).  At regional level, there was an increase in the number of countries involved for the regions of Sub-Saharan Africa, Central and West Asia/North Africa, and the Americas.  The trend is less evident for Asia and the Pacific and Europe, where the peak number of countries involved was reached midway though the review period followed by a decline.

Table 9: IPGRI’s presence through LOAs in different countries by regions and by year

	Region
	Total countries per region with LOAs
	Countries in 1996
	Countries in 1997
	Countries in 1998
	Countries in 1999
	Countries in 2000
	Countries in 2001

	SSA
	35
	8
	9
	23
	23
	22
	24

	Asia and Pacific
	26
	13
	13
	20
	17
	17
	15

	CWANA
	18
	7
	2
	3
	5
	4
	13

	Americas
	20
	10
	10
	12
	12
	16
	16

	Europe
	28
	10
	19
	14
	14
	13
	21

	Total
	127
	48
	53
	72
	71
	72
	89


LOA Resources By Crop or Thematic Group

Many LOAs signed could not be allocated to a crop or theme (413 of 1222). It would be desirable in future if specific crops are part of the activities of the LOA, the agreements database be amended to capture this information.  Among the agreements with specific crops or thematic groups, most funds through LOAs were used for activities specific for forestry, Musa (resources above $2 million), and coconut and cocoa (funding above $1 million for the period). Other LOAs with a total funding above $0.4 million have as crop or theme fruits, legumes, forages including livestock, and neglected and under-utilised species. Table 10 shows that there are considerable variations over the years for each crop or theme.  The activities concerning forestry had two peaks in 1996 and 2000 that have about 50% of all resources. Coconut had one peak in 1998 with more than half of all funds between 1996-2001, Musa work also had one peak in 1996 with half of all commitments. The category livestock had most of its resources in one year, when two large LOAs were signed to research forage pathogens in Belgium.

Table 10: IPGRI LOA resources by crop or thematic group by year

	Crop or theme
	1996

($)
	1997

($)
	1998

($)
	1999

($)
	2000

($)
	2001

($)
	Total funding ($)
	Average per LOA ($)
	Share of LOA funding
	Number of LOAs
	Share of LOAs signed

	Cereals
	  22,000 
	 75,832 
	    34,200 
	     83,952 
	   61,850 
	   59,588 
	   337,422 
	        9,373 
	2%
	36
	3%

	Cocoa
	  
	  
	    530,976 
	  285,589 
	  127,330 
	   273,090 
	  1,216,985 
	     27,044 
	6%
	45
	4%

	Coconut
	   29,521 
	  22,244 
	  810,448 
	 153,454 
	  272,443 
	  226,932 
	 1,515,042 
	     9,018 
	8%
	168
	14%

	Coffea
	        14,300 
	           14,300 
	           10,100 
	     7,000 
	          3,000 
	       5,510 
	            54,210 
	    7,744 
	0.3%
	7
	1%

	Fibre plants
	  
	  
	   2,500 
	  
	  
	       3,136 
	   5,636 
	     1,879 
	0.0%
	3
	0.2%

	Fish
	        49,000 
	  
	  
	            12,500 
	  
	  
	            61,500 
	         30,750 
	0.3%
	2
	0.2%

	Forages/

livestock
	    72,900 
	  655,554 
	      12,950 
	     39,177 
	            45,000 
	    2,100 
	          827,681 
	    63,668 
	4%
	13
	1%

	Forestry
	  644,675 
	   395,882 
	    256,259 
	   441,054 
	         568,321 
	   276,899 
	        2,583,090 
	    14,115 
	14%
	183
	15%

	Fruits
	   36,500 
	  81,830 
	 38,404 
	 56,781 
	  281,343 
	 94,440 
	          589,298 
	         7,100 
	3%
	83
	7%

	Legumes
	4,000 
	       152,932 
	       165,249 
	 143,629 
	      128,473 
	       6,900 
	          601,183 
	    35,364 
	3%
	17
	1%

	Micro-organisms
	  
	            44,000 
	              9,550 
	  
	  
	  
	            53,550 
	            26,775 
	0.3%
	2
	0.2%

	Musa
	  1,000,595 
	      91,377 
	    58,500 
	  230,498 
	  505,735 
	   119,800 
	  2,006,504 
	    24,175 
	11%
	83
	7%

	NUS
	            68,000 
	            14,500 
	          16,000 
	 39,000 
	  21,908 
	    282,089 
	          441,497 
	     9,598 
	2%
	46
	4%

	Oil plants
	     9,893 
	  
	  
	  
	                 410 
	      7,750 
	       18,053 
	    2,579 
	0.1%
	7
	1%

	Roots and tubers
	            61,400 
	            86,300 
	            61,500 
	            97,900 
	            39,678 
	            13,000 
	          359,778 
	              7,995 
	2%
	45
	4%

	Various
	 120,000 
	  
	 5,634 
	  79,044 
	    69,000 
	   122,000 
	          395,678 
	     24,730 
	2%
	16
	1%

	Vegetables
	  
	            32,500 
	        19,945 
	  
	              7,076 
	     209,207 
	          268,728 
	    7,678 
	1%
	35
	3%

	Wild relatives
	   12,500 
	  
	  
	  23,764 
	  32,000 
	 64,318 
	    132,582 
	  7,366 
	1%
	18
	1%

	Not specified
	 1,065,870 
	 976,854 
	 1,956,948 
	 1,089,616 
	 1,448,933 
	  907,157 
	  7,445,378 
	 18,028 
	39%
	413
	34%

	Year totals
	 3,211,153 
	        2,644,104 
	  3,989,162 
	  2,782,957 
	        3,612,500 
	 2,673,916 
	      18,913,793 
	15,478
	100%
	1,222
	100%


Legend: 

· Not specified: no indication regarding crop or theme given in the LOA title or attainable from the budget code

· NUS: Neglected and under-utilised species

· Various: many different crops or themes from the list treated in one LOA

Type of Activities Performed Through LOAs

Most of the funding (more than $ 4.6 million) disbursed through LOAs during the review period was directed towards in situ conservation activities (Table 11). This type of activity is followed by germplasm characterization and evaluation ($ 2.9 million) and germplasm utilization ($ 2.7 million).  These three activities together make up more than 50% of all resources committed by IPGRI through its LOAs.  Other important types of activity that are performed with LOAs and that are in the order of magnitude of $ 1.0 million (about 5% of LOA resources for the period) are activities concerning germplasm health, publications and public awareness, software development including data management and dissemination, training activities and workshops/meetings. Work on germplasm health had one peak in 1996, with a large LOA signed that covers a five year period, but with little investments in this type of activity in the following years.

It is interesting to note that the mix of activities shows that IPGRI concentrates its resources on in situ conservation, germplasm characterization and evaluation, and training activities, while it has left the more traditional areas of collecting and ex situ conservation at lower levels of funding.  Also, there is a slight increase in funding over the years for the activity “policy and legislation” showing a need for this type of activities to be covered with LOAs in partnerships.  All this may be a consequence of the GPA and reflect a slight shift in the Institute’s mandate and mission, while single countries are deemed responsible and capable of performing some of the former core activities of the Institute (ex situ conservation, collecting).  However, this would imply that IPGRI keeps a watching brief on areas that are becoming less important than hitherto to make sure that these are carried out in the appropriate manner, especially in countries that would need financial and institutional support (please refer to section above on LOAs by countries).  IPGRI has already responded to policy needs identified by countries by developing the Genetic Resources Policy Initiative, which will bring additional resources to policy activities.  This initiative is expected to result in more policy-focused LOAs beginning in 2003.  

Types of Partner Engaged Through LOAs

Between 1996 and 2001, IPGRI reached 628 different partners through the 1,222 LOAs.  The distribution of LOAs to different partner categories is shown on Table 12.  This is a considerable achievement, however it means also that many partners were receiving more than one LOA during the period under review.  The most important category with more than half of the LOAs signed and about 50% of all funding are the national research institutions.  This category is followed by the category Universities and other educational institutions that receive 25% of all the funding outsourced by IPGRI through LOAs. However, figures on LOA recipients mask the fact that the agreements are carried out oftentimes by a vast array of partners.  Many more actors get involved in the execution of the LOA and this is also in line with the GPA recommendations that broad partnerships at national level should be encouraged in germplasm conservation activities.

The CGIAR Centres received one-tenth of all LOA funding.  They have been benefiting from resources raised by the CGIAR System-wide Genetic Resources Programme (SGRP) and the CGIAR System-wide Information Network for Genetic Resources (SINGER) on their behalf. Work has largely been on the development of SINGER and also on development of other information systems such as the International Crop Information System (ICIS) and DIVA GIS software.  In other cases the CGIAR centres provided much needed work on strategic research issues. Examples include three large LOAs on the economic costing of CGIAR genebanks carried out by IFPRI, on exploiting genome homeology by IRRI, and on genetic resources management in ecosystems, by CIFOR (See also Annex A1).

With regard to the further partner categories, NGOs received about 6% of the LOA funds, while the remaining partner categories (individuals, private companies, regional networks or associations, UN System and other) all together received about 8% of LOA resources.

From Table 12 no really clear trend can be seen with respect to inter-annual resources committed with LOAs to different partner categories.  It seems that there is a certain fluctuation over the years with higher values in one year repeated only years later.  The only slight trend can be seen for the category Universities and other educational institutions, where two rather high funding levels were achieved in 1996 and 1997, with a drop of resources in the later years.  This is explained by the fact that 4 LOAs to Belgian universities accounted in great part for the values. 

In some cases, one or few LOAs have a large influence on the figures given for the specific partner category. For instance, FAO (UN System) was beneficiary of one LOA in the year 1997 being asked to carry out the “Programme for the development of in situ conservation and utilization of plant genetic resources in desert-prone areas of Africa”, but thereafter only two further small LOAs were signed with the UN System.  Also, for the category NGOs, one large LOA was signed in 1996 to produce an eight part video on biodiversity.  Deducting that LOA of $250,000 from the time series for the NGOs, it can be seen that only gradually the funding for this category rose during the following years to current levels.  Interpretation of this data must be done cautiously, since LOAs do not capture all of IPGRI’s partnership and collaboration.  For example, many activities carried out in partnership with FAO do not involve LOAs.  

Assessing Which Partners Carry Out Which Type of Activity 

Table 13 provides information regarding how much each partner category is involved in particular types of activity. The table can be analysed at activity level showing which partner category is contributing most to a specific activity, and also at partner category level showing which activity is contributing most to the total resources that the partner category receives through LOAs. 

Table 11: LOAs by type of activity and by year

	Type of activity
	1996

($)
	1997

($)
	1998

($)
	1999

($)
	2000

($)
	2001

($)
	Total Funding for the period ($)

	Collecting
	          109,000 
	              8,755 
	          113,700 
	            59,036 
	            79,900 
	            10,750 
	          381,141 

	Consultancy
	          110,050 
	              7,355 
	            90,565 
	                 265 
	              1,500 
	              2,340 
	          212,075 

	Ex situ conservation
	          126,400 
	            52,230 
	          195,350 
	            55,500 
	            42,059 
	            17,000 
	          488,539 

	Germplasm characterization 

and evaluation
	          180,800 
	          949,320 
	          299,436 
	          375,508 
	          586,644 
	          506,226 
	        2,897,934 

	Germplasm health
	        1,005,595 
	  
	            99,200 
	            65,090 
	            92,076 
	            47,100 
	        1,309,060 

	Germplasm utilization
	            34,000 
	            54,000 
	          991,466 
	          464,674 
	          613,208 
	          576,240 
	        2,733,588 

	In situ conservation
	          250,000 
	        1,005,235 
	          823,187 
	          768,333 
	        1,081,768 
	          688,387 
	        4,616,909 

	Policy and legislation
	            27,555 
	            89,351 
	            36,412 
	          101,819 
	          248,478 
	          259,846 
	          763,461 

	Publications and public awareness
	          390,548 
	            31,001 
	          124,648 
	            79,306 
	            85,852 
	          121,737 
	          833,092 

	Purchase
	            10,000 
	  
	            55,312 
	            44,686 
	            16,626 
	              9,770 
	          136,394 

	Research, unspecified
	            91,000 
	            56,190 
	            80,439 
	            49,921 
	            57,868 
	            43,250 
	          378,668 

	Seed technology
	          266,901 
	            10,000 
	            63,290 
	          111,588 
	          118,350 
	            63,509 
	          633,638 

	Software development, data management

and dissemination
	          268,497 
	            48,000 
	          115,100 
	          250,799 
	          210,749 
	            44,850 
	          937,994 

	Training and capacity building
	          243,890 
	          166,011 
	          514,912 
	          159,306 
	          174,041 
	            54,252 
	        1,312,413 

	Workshop/meeting
	            96,918 
	          166,657 
	          386,145 
	          197,128 
	          203,381 
	          228,658 
	        1,278,888 

	Overall values
	        3,211,153 
	        2,644,104 
	        3,989,162 
	        2,782,957 
	        3,612,500 
	        2,673,916 
	      18,913,793 


Table 12: IPGRI LOAs resources by partner categories and by year, period 1996-2001

	Partner Category
	1996

($)
	1997

($)
	1998

($)
	1999

($)
	2000

($)
	2001

($)
	Total funding for the period ($)
	Average funding per LOA (US$)
	Share of LOA funding
	LOAs signed
	Shares of LOAs signed

	CGIAR
	          512,597 
	          214,952 
	          512,393 
	          263,713 
	          482,513 
	            67,670 
	        2,053,838 
	            26,331 
	11%
	78
	6%

	Individuals
	          212,959 
	          105,655 
	          190,524 
	            58,239 
	            51,200 
	            23,137 
	          641,715 
	              6,054 
	3%
	106
	9%

	National research institutions
	          686,064 
	          888,850 
	        2,293,248 
	        1,442,097 
	        2,197,542 
	        1,709,004 
	        9,216,805 
	13,455
	49%          
	685
	56%

	Non-governmental organizations
	          280,300 
	            72,281 
	          167,405 
	          157,864 
	          172,590 
	          315,989 
	        1,166,429 
	            15,763 
	6%
	74
	6%

	Private companies
	            61,146 
	            56,430 
	          112,271 
	            52,436 
	            24,778 
	            15,576 
	          322,637 
	            11,523 
	2%
	2
	2%

	Regional networks or associations
	          104,800 
	            25,000 
	            90,860 
	            67,357 
	            45,300 
	            84,664 
	          417,981 
	            11,000 
	2%
	28
	3%

	United Nations
	  
	          265,000 
	              2,500 
	  
	  
	              1,010 
	          268,510 
	            89,503 
	1%
	38
	0.2%

	University or other educational institutions
	        1,353,288 
	        1,003,436 
	          619,960 
	          727,751 
	          638,577 
	          456,867 
	        4,799,878 
	            23,076 
	25%
	3
	17%

	Other
	  
	            12,500 
	  
	            13,500 
	  
	  
	            26,000 
	            13,000 
	0.1%
	208
	0.2%


National research institutions were the main type of partner organization for IPGRI’s LOAs for most activities (collecting, ex situ conservation, germplasm characterization and evaluation, germplasm utilization, in situ conservation, policy and legislation, publications and public awareness, purchases, unspecified research activities, seed technology work, training and workshops/meetings).

The CGIAR, through SINGER, is the leading partner category with regard to software development, data management and dissemination (19 LOAs for SINGER, two for ICIS/SINGER) receiving more than 75% of LOA resources that fund this type of activity.  The universities contribute significantly to germplasm characterization and to in situ conservation, and have the leading role in germplasm health types of activity (for the latter, there was the mentioned large investment for a five year period for Musa virus screening).

Universities received about one-fourth of the resources granted through LOAs to carry out work related to training activities.  Private companies, that receive less than 2% of all LOA funding, were engaged especially for training purposes (one-third of LOA resources for private companies are spent for training, and this especially for in-house training of IPGRI staff on new planning tools).

The partner category “individuals” is almost synonymous with the activity “consultancy” and there is a good match between the figures. NGOs were the major provider of publications and public awareness material outsourced by IPGRI through LOAs (a large contract for video production was mentioned above).

Contribution of Core Unrestricted Funding To LOAs

An assessment was made to show the distribution of core unrestricted funding by type of activity and region (Table 14).  These data only include the years 1997-2001, since no information was available for 1996 on the source of funding for the LOAs. Over the years, about 13% of the LOA funds were coming from IPGRI’s core unrestricted budget.  Although this is a relatively low figure it shows that LOAs are important for IPGRI and that to a limited extent even unrestricted funds are being used for LOAs. It is interesting to note that at the regional level, 95% of the work carried out in Europe has been financed through restricted funding, showing again that there is a rather limited use of unrestricted funding to finance LOAs for research in the more developed regions of the world.

With core funds IPGRI is able to work in new areas by providing seed money for later new projects to submit to donors.  It can be seen that some activities were almost entirely funded from restricted funding (e.g. germplasm utilization, collecting, germplasm health, in situ conservation) and that for these donor interest was apparently strong and no core funds were necessary.  The activities that received the most core unrestricted funding (policy and legislation, software development and data management) were those where resources came to IPGRI for SGRP and SINGER on behalf of other CGIAR Centres and that appear to be crucial themes for which the Institute and CGIAR Centres.

Table 13: IPGRI LOA resources by partner categories and type of activity, summary information for the 1996-2001 period

	Type of activity
	CGIAR
	Individuals
	National research institutions
	Non-governmental organizations
	Other
	Private companies
	Regional networks or associations
	United Nations
	University or other educational institutions
	Total LOA Funding ($)

	Collecting
	  
	  
	338,641 
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	            42,500 
	          381,141 

	Consultancy
	  
	    180,741 
	     8,000 
	  
	  
	     21,333 
	  
	  
	              2,000 
	          212,075 

	Ex situ conservation
	  
	  
	      335,330 
	  
	  
	      6,000 
	       39,450 
	  
	          107,759 
	          488,539 

	Germplasm characterization and evaluation
	          121,785 
	            18,440 
	        1,481,978 
	            65,619 
	            12,500 
	            24,600 
	            14,000 
	  
	        1,159,013 
	        2,897,934 

	Germplasm health
	      2,000 
	         5,000 
	      282,466 
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	        1,019,595 
	        1,309,060 

	Germplasm utilization
	    156,920 
	    105,020 
	 2,006,084 
	    134,250 
	  
	    4,000 
	         4,000 
	  
	          323,314 
	        2,733,588 

	In situ conservation
	   110,000 
	   9,300 
	 2,281,063 
	   429,846 
	  
	  
	     83,700 
	  265,000 
	        1,437,999 
	        4,616,909 

	Policy and legislation
	   233,229 
	    55,467 
	  391,503 
	       41,341 
	  
	       9,450 
	  
	  
	            32,471 
	          763,461 

	Publications and public awareness
	    53,000 
	    115,203 
	   160,679 
	      399,277 
	  
	   38,533 
	   2,500 
	  
	        63,900 
	      833,092 

	Purchase
	    1,320 
	  
	     109,134 
	  
	  
	  
	       14,490 
	  
	            11,450 
	          136,394 

	Research, unspecified
	    71,050 
	    42,069 
	     144,565 
	      60,625 
	  
	   8,000 
	     14,900 
	  
	            37,459 
	          378,668 

	Seed technology
	    23,050 
	  
	    365,246 
	          3,949 
	  
	  
	       68,060 
	  
	          173,333 
	          633,638 

	Software development, data management and dissemination
	          765,933 
	            26,089 
	            74,199 
	  
	  
	            67,274 
	              2,000 
	  
	              2,500 
	          937,994 

	Training
	  209,233 
	    56,141 
	     548,409 
	  8,316 
	  
	  128,443 
	   32,450 
	  
	          329,421 
	        1,312,413 

	Workshop/meeting
	     306,318 
	     28,245 
	  689,509 
	           23,206 
	  13,500 
	   15,004 
	   142,431 
	      3,510 
	            57,165 
	        1,278,888 

	Totals
	   2,053,838 
	    641,715 
	9,216,805 
	   1,166,429 
	 26,000 
	  322,637 
	   417,981 
	268,510 
	        4,799,878 
	      18,913,793 


Table 14: Use of unrestricted core funds for LOAs ($ by region and type of activity, period 1997-2001)

	Type of activity
	REGIONAL INFORMATION
	SUMMARY INFORMATION

	
	SSA
	Asia and Pacific
	CWANA
	LAC
	Europe
	North America
	Core Funding ($)
	LOA total funding 1997-2001 ($)
	Share of core funding

	Collecting
	              8,755 
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	              8,755 
	272,141
	3%

	Consultancy
	                 265 
	                 140 
	  
	              2,700 
	            18,000 
	  
	            21,105 
	102,025
	21%

	Ex situ conservation
	            24,550 
	            41,400 
	  
	            12,000 
	              5,000 
	              2,000 
	            84,950 
	362,139
	23%

	Germplasm characterization and evaluation
	            18,807 
	            69,164 
	            75,250 
	            35,518 
	              5,500 
	              1,200 
	           205,439 
	2,717,134
	8%

	Germplasm health
	  
	  
	  
	              2,000 
	            13,600 
	  
	            15,600 
	303,466
	5%

	Germplasm utilization
	              5,000 
	            13,000 
	              7,000 
	            15,000 
	  
	  
	            40,000 
	2,699,588
	1%

	In situ conservation
	  
	            15,000 
	  
	            41,200 
	  
	            55,000 
	           111,200 
	4,366,909
	3%

	Policy and legislation
	          162,086 
	            11,319 
	  
	            38,900 
	              9,000 
	          145,378 
	           366,683 
	735,906
	50%

	Publications and public awareness
	            39,347 
	            65,031 
	            12,200 
	              5,000 
	            15,962 
	  
	           137,540 
	442,544
	31%

	Purchase
	              3,500 
	  
	  
	  
	            21,500 
	  
	            25,000 
	126,394
	20%

	Research, unspecified
	            31,009 
	            51,125 
	            28,750 
	              8,000 
	              3,574 
	  
	           122,458 
	287,668
	43%

	Seed technology
	            49,583 
	            51,000 
	  
	            14,000 
	            40,000 
	  
	           154,583 
	366,737
	42%

	Software development, data management and dissemination
	          146,700 
	            78,863 
	            66,850 
	          182,873 
	            30,000 
	            35,619 
	           540,905 
	669,497
	81%

	Training
	            37,593 
	            53,803 
	              6,600 
	              4,420 
	            15,585 
	  
	           118,001 
	1,068,522
	11%

	Workshop/Meeting
	            38,024 
	            42,109 
	  
	            29,957 
	              2,500 
	            10,000 
	           122,590 
	1,181,970
	10%

	Total core funds
	          565,219 
	          491,954 
	          196,650 
	          391,568 
	          180,222 
	          249,197 
	        2,074,810 
	15,702,640
	13%

	LOA funding 1997-2001
	        3,321,260 
	        4,265,102 
	          791,169 
	        3,214,649 
	        3,577,888 
	          532,572 
	      15,702,640 
	
	

	Share of core funding
	17%
	12%
	25%
	12%
	5%
	47%
	13%
	
	


LOA Contribution to CGIAR Outputs

Table 15 gives an indication of how LOAs contribute to the broader CGIAR output categories of germplasm improvement, germplasm collection, sustainable production, policy, and enhancing NARS.  The funding for different activities used in the analysis of the LOA records were assigned to corresponding output category, with software development, data management and dissemination split between germplasm improvement and enhancing NARS as this activity contributes to both outputs.

The results show that there is a sufficient congruence between the percentage contribution of the LOAs to the five CGIAR outputs and the Institute-wide percentage contribution to CGIAR outputs by using the 1999-2001 averages of the research agenda as shown in IPGRI’s Medium Term Plan.  For the low figure in its policy work through LOAs as compared to the overall figure, it can be assumed that IPGRI does this especially through personnel services. On the contrary, as it does not have its own laboratories, it appears that LOAs are IPGRI’s preferred instrument for germplasm improvement work, as the LOA share for this output is more than double the Institute wide figure.

Table 15: LOAs assessed by CGIAR output categories

	Type of activity
	LOA Funding ($)
	CONTRIBUTION TO CGIAR OUTPUTS ($)

	
	
	Germplasm

improvement
	Germplasm

collection
	Sustainable

production
	Policy
	Enhancing NARS

	Collecting
	  381,141 
	
	      381,141 
	
	
	

	Consultancy (*)
	      212,075 
	
	
	
	
	

	Ex situ conservation
	       488,539 
	
	      488,539 
	
	
	

	Germplasm characterization and evaluation
	        2,897,934 
	      2,897,934 
	
	
	
	

	Germplasm health
	   1,309,060 
	      1,309,060 
	
	
	
	

	Germplasm utilization
	      2,733,588 
	
	
	      2,733,588 
	
	

	In situ conservation
	   4,616,909 
	
	   4,616,909 
	
	
	

	Policy and legislation
	          763,461 
	
	
	
	    763,461 
	

	Publications and public awareness
	          833,092 
	
	
	
	
	          833,092 

	Purchase (*)
	      136,394 
	
	
	
	
	

	Research, unspecified (*)
	  378,668 
	
	
	
	
	

	Seed technology
	      633,638 
	    633,638 
	
	
	
	

	Software dev’t, data mgmt and dissemination
	          937,994 
	        468,997 
	
	
	
	          468,997 

	Training
	   1,312,413 
	
	
	
	
	    1,312,413 

	Workshop/meeting
	    1,278,888 
	
	
	
	
	   1,278,888 

	Totals
	 18,913,793 
	  5,309,629 
	5,486,588 
	 2,733,588 
	  763,461 
	  3,893,390 

	Contribution LOAs to CGIAR outputs
	
	29%
	30%
	15%
	4%
	21%

	Comparison with IPGRI Research Agenda, 1999-2001 averages (in million $)
	
	               3.1 
	               8.1 
	               2.8 
	             2.9 
	                 6.6 

	Shares of CGIAR Outputs
	
	13%
	35%
	12%
	12%
	28%


(*) Not assigned to any CGIAR output

Summary And Conclusions

IPGRI’s LOAs provide a powerful tool by which the Institute implements activities in partnership with institutions in many countries of the world.  The total amount of resources dedicated to LOAs during the period of review was equivalent to about one sixth of the average annual expenditure of the Institute. Over the period of this review, the number of LOA that were signed increased significantly, however the average funding per agreement decreased. Since more partners are reached through this approach, this is clearly a positive feature.  However, this may have significant implications for the transaction costs incurred by IPGRI in administering more LOAs per year. IPGRI should ensure that the transaction costs of managing of many, small LOAs do not outweigh the benefits and consider streamlined procedures particularly for smaller LOAs or groups of LOAs addressing similar areas of work.

The distribution of LOAs changed in recent years, as more LOAs were executed in countries and regions that are less developed, whereas in the first years of the period under review considerable resources were going to advanced research institutes in countries of the North. The spread by country shows that there is some correlation between the presence of IPGRI and its offices and the number and amount of LOAs that are disbursed in the country concerned.  This is a dimension of IPGRI’s decentralised modus operandi through which the Institute engages in research partnerships with developing countries that avoids the disadvantages of remoteness that would hinder collaboration and monitoring. The building of strong in-country relationships in hosting countries can serve as a hub to reach other regional and sub-regional players through networking, and allow a closer follow-up on LOAs both from the planning up to implementation assuring satisfactory execution of the LOAs.

The office with primary responsible for administering LOAs is IPGRI Headquarters, followed by INIBAP and the Regional Offices. This is partly due to the procedures that govern the signature and responsibilities for LOAs, since authority for LOAs exceeding certain financial levels rests with Headquarters.  

By partner category, LOAs were used to outsource work especially to national research institutes, followed by Universities and other educational bodies.  National research institutes were the main partner, and they were also the main executor for the many different types of activity carried out through LOAs.  The CGIAR and other advanced research institutes were also partners through LOAs in the context of specific tasks and strategic research issues, oftentimes receiving for these tasks unrestricted core funding raised through SGRP and SINGER on their behalf.

According to the type of activity, the main use of LOAs was to provide funds to carry out in situ conservation work, germplasm characterization and evaluation, and germplasm utilization.  Other important activities were germplasm health, training activities, and workshops and meetings.  IPGRI directed limited amounts of LOAs to fund areas of work in germplasm collection and ex situ conservation.  This reflects the GPA’s strong emphasis on these new activities, while countries assume more responsible for the collection of germplasm and ex situ conservation.  However, the Institute should not withdraw completely from these important activities and should monitor the ability of countries to carry out these activities themselves.

The analysis of LOA disbursements shows that there is a broad congruence between LOAs and IPGRI’s institute-wide allocations to CGIAR output categories. This suggests that the LOAs are used in a manner that responds to the CGIAR’s strategic outputs.

The present analysis of the LOA database was commissioned in view of the forthcoming EPMR of the Institute.  Although a preliminary evaluation of the records was done in 1999, this in-depth analysis of LOAs as an indicator of IPGRI’s programme of work, priorities and partnership-based modus operandi has been carried out for the first time.  Issues pertaining to potential changes to the structure of the LOA database and the ensuing implications for processing new information are treated in a separate note to IPGRI management. Some management considerations are included below. 

IPGRI’s LOAs have tended to be concentrated in countries in which it either has regional or sub-regional offices, or in which it is represented through a project office. Countries hosting IPGRI’s sixteen regional and sub-regional offices are among the countries with which IPGRI entered into the most LOAs between 1996 and 2001. This suggests that IPGRI’s decentralised structure is facilitating the identification of partners, development of partnerships, and effective execution and monitoring of LOAs in many key countries.  Since all of IPGRI’s offices except its headquarters, INIBAP Headquarters and the INIBAP Transit Centre are located in developing countries, decentralisation of IPGRI’s structure has also helped promote a shift in direction of LOAs from developed countries to less developed countries.


The LOA can be a useful indicator of IPGRI’s impact and partnership approach because it is the principle mechanism through which IPGRI engages partners to carry out its programme of work, it is quantitative, formalised and results in a reasonably complete system of archival records that can be analysed to assess change over time.  

The analysis showed promising results in the use and adaptation of archival records to demonstrate resource allocation through LOAs.  In order to use the LOA as an impact and effectiveness indicator for the present study, the basic “passport data” were slightly expanded to allow an evaluation according to the following criteria, which address IPGRI’s impact and effectiveness:

1. IPGRI’s programme priorities addressed by the LOA

2. Income group of recipient countries

3. Types of partner institution

4. Recipient region

5. Type of activity performed by the LOA

6. Crop or theme  

The question becomes how to expand this database and institutionalise it as a permanent monitoring tool that allows tracking information on planning, implementation and accomplishments of the LOAs. In the future, data should be routinely collected for these new data fields so that similar assessments can be made periodically (e.g. annually) and the LOAs monitored to help with institutional priority setting and targeting of resources.  

In addition, more information about scientific outcomes and impacts could be built into the LOA database in order to make it an even more powerful indicator of impact.  This would require that LOAs be understood as important impact mechanisms for an institute that operates in a partnership mode, and that information about impacts be tracked. It would also require that greater responsibility for monitoring LOAs be assumed by IPGRI’s programme staff.  

Annex A1: LOAs with a funding exceeding $50,000 by order of magnitude

	Country 
	 Year 
	 LOA No 
	 Contracted Party 
	 Category  
	 Crop or theme 
	Type
	 Title 
	Funding (US$)

	Belgium
	1996
	96/080
	Laboratory of Plant Pathology - University of Gembloux, Belgium
	University or other educational institutions
	Musa
	Germplasm health
	To undertake activities in relation to the "Development of Techniques for the Elimination of Virus Diseases from Musa" - INIBAP
	749,258

	Italy
	1997
	97/085
	FAO
	United Nations
	 
	In situ conservation
	Programme for the development of in situ conservation and utilization of plant genetic resources in desert-prone areas of Africa
	265,000

	United Kingdom
	1996
	96/082
	Television Trust for the Environment, London, UK
	Non-governmental organizations
	
	Publication, public awareness
	To undertake the production of an eight part video series "Wealth or Wilderness: A Multimedia Package Exploring Prospects for Tomorrow's Global Harvest"
	250,000

	Belgium
	1997
	97/021
	Universite Catholique de Louvain
	University or other educational institutions
	Livestock
	Germplasm evaluation
	Genetic diversity studies in the Interaction between the anthracnose fungus and its host plant Stylosanthes sp.
	246,548

	Belgium
	1997
	97/020
	Katholieke Universiteit Leuven (KUL), Leuven, Belgium
	University or other educational institutions
	Livestock
	Germplasm evaluation
	Genetic diversity studies in the Interaction between the anthracnose fungus and its host plant Stylosanthes sp.
	242,876

	Burkina Faso
	2000
	00/017
	CNRST
	National research institutions
	 
	In situ conservation
	Strengthening the Scientific Basis of In situ Conservation of Agricultural Biodiversity.
	204,439

	Morocco
	1999
	99/088
	Institut Agronomique et Veterinaire Hassan II and INRA
	University or other educational institutions
	 
	In situ conservation
	Strengthening the scientific basis of in situ conservation of agricultural biodiversity: Moroccan Country Component
	186,044

	Burkina Faso
	1997
	97/087
	INERA
	National research institutions
	 
	In situ conservation
	Strengthening the scientific basis of in situ conservation of agricultural biodiversity: Burkina Faso country component
	173,000

	Belgium
	1996
	96/081
	Laboratory of Tropical Crop Improvement - Katholieke Universiteit Leuven (KUL), Belgium 
	University or other educational institutions
	Musa
	Germplasm health
	To undertake activities in relation to the "Development of Techniques for the Elimination of Virus Diseases from Musa" - INIBAP
	163,736

	USA
	2000
	00/055
	IFPRI
	CGIAR
	 
	Policy and legislation
	An Economic Costing of CGIAR Genebanks.
	143,378

	Mexico
	1997
	97/019
	Universidad Nacional Autonoma de Mexico (UNAM), Mexico
	University or other educational institutions
	Livestock
	Germplasm evaluation
	Genetic diversity studies in the Interaction between the anthracnose fungus and its host plant Stylosanthes sp.
	130,427

	Brazil
	2000
	00/042
	Universidade de Sao Paulo
	University or other educational institutions
	Forestry
	In situ conservation
	Conservation, management and sustainable use of FGR with refrence to Brazil and Argentina.
	129,210

	Indonesia
	1996
	96/072
	Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR), Indonesia
	CGIAR
	Forestry
	In situ conservation
	Support under the CGIAR System-wide Genetic Resources Programme (SGRP) to activities on modelling the genetic effects of forest fragmentation 
	110,000

	Belgium
	2000
	INIB00/45
	Katholieke Universiteit Leuven
	University or other educational institutions
	Musa
	Germplasm utilization
	Novel approaches to the improvement of banana production in Eastern Africa - the application of biotechnological methodologies
	108,233

	Morocco
	2001
	01/045
	Institut Agronomique et Veterinaire Hassan II and INRA
	University or other educational institutions
	 
	In situ conservation
	Strengthening the scientific basis of in situ conservation of agricultural biodiversity: a global collaborative project prepared by IPGRI. Moroccan country component
	108,107

	Morocco
	1998
	98/020
	IAV Hassan II, and INRA
	University or other educational institutions
	 
	In situ conservation
	Strengthening the scientific basis of in situ conservation of agricultural biodiversity
	107,059

	India
	2001
	01/075
	MS Swaminathan Research Foundation
	Non-governmental organizations
	NUS
	Germplasm utilization
	Enhancing the contribution of neglected and underutilized species to food security and to incomes of the rural poor in Asia
	107,000

	Mexico
	2000
	00/036
	CINVESTAV-IPN unidad Merida
	National research institutions
	 
	In situ conservation
	Strengthening the scientific basis of in situ conservation of agricultural biodiversity (Phase II 2000-2001)
	106,000

	Uganda
	2000
	INIB00/43
	National Agricultural Research Organization
	National research institutions
	Musa
	Germplasm utilization
	Novel approaches to the improvement of banana production in East Africa - the application of biotechnological methodologies
	106,000

	Belgium
	1998
	98/008
	Faculte Universitaire des Sciences Agronomiques
	University or other educational institutions
	Legumes
	In situ conservation
	Studies on Breeding systems: the case of a short living perennial, alternatively outbreeder-inbreeder species, Phaseolus lunatus L., and its consequences for germplasm conservation.
	101,449

	Mexico
	1996
	96/070
	Centro Internacional de Mejoramiento de Maiz y Trigo (CIMMYT), Mexico
	CGIAR
	
	Software development, data management and dissemination
	Development of the International Crop Information System (ICIS)
	100,000

	Philippines
	1998
	98/054
	IRRI
	CGIAR
	 
	Germplasm utilization
	Exploiting Genome Homoeology to enhance the Utilization of Ex situ Germplasm Collections
	100,000

	Indonesia
	2000
	00/029
	Centre for International Forestry Research
	CGIAR
	 
	Workshop/

Meeting
	Workshop on Genetic resources Management in Ecosystems.
	100,000

	Peru
	2000
	00/061
	INIA
	National research institutions
	 
	Germplasm evaluation
	Modelo de diversidad y de erosion genetica de cultivos tradicionales en Peru
	100,000

	Mexico
	2001
	01/069
	CINVESTAV - IPN
	National research institutions
	 
	In situ conservation
	Strengthening the scientific basis of in situ conservation of agricultural biodiversity: Mexico Country Component
	98,900

	Mexico
	1998
	98/109
	CINVESTAV-IPN Unidad Merida
	National research institutions
	 
	In situ conservation
	Strengthening the scientific basis of in situ conservation of agricultural biodiversity
	98,735

	Belgium
	1997
	97/002
	Faculte Universitaire de Gembloux
	University or other educational institutions
	Legumes
	In situ conservation
	Studies on breeding system: the case of a short -living perennial, alternatively outbreeder-inbreeder species, Phaseolus lunatus L., and its consequences for germplasm conservation. (BEF3,571,000)
	98,104

	Portugal
	1999
	99/038
	INIA
	National research institutions
	 
	Policy and legislation
	Implementation of the LCA action plan
	90,500

	Ghana
	1998
	CFC 98/003
	Cocoa Research Institute
	National research institutions
	Cocoa
	Germplasm utilization
	Cocoa Germplasm Utilization and Conservation: a Global Approach
	89,349

	Belgium
	1999
	99/025
	Faculte' Universitaire des Sciences Agronomiques
	University or other educational institutions
	Legumes
	Germplasm evaluation
	Studies on breeding system: the case of a short-living perennial, alternatively outbreeder-inbreeder species, Phaseolus lunatus L., and its consequences for germplasm conservation
	89,141

	Germany
	1998
	98/063
	Centre for Agricultural Documentation and Information
	National research institutions
	 
	Workshop/

Meeting
	Facilitating the travel, board and lodging of participants to the European Symposium on PGRFA
	88,824

	United States of America
	1996
	96/122
	Department of Plant Pathology, University of Minnesota, USA
	University or other educational institutions
	Musa
	Germplasm health
	To undertake activities in relation to Banana Streak Virus in Musa entitled "Integration of banana streak badnavirus DNA into the Musa genome: A definition of the phenomenon, its practical implications, and potential counteractive strategies"
	87,600

	Canada
	1997
	97/092
	University of British Colombia
	University or other educational institutions
	Forestry
	In situ conservation
	Developing decision strategies on priorities for conservation and sustainable use of forest genetic resources
	82,324

	Cote d'Ivoire
	1998
	CFC 98/002
	IDEFOR/DCC
	National research institutions
	Cocoa
	Germplasm utilization
	Cocoa Germplasm Utilization and Conservation: a Global Approach
	81,377

	Japan
	1996
	96/087
	National Institute of Agrobiological Resources (NIAR), Ibaraki, Japan
	National research institutions
	Various
	Collecting
	To undertake activities in relation to the project proposal entitled "Collaborative exploration for collecting plant genetic resources in Vietnam, 1996 - To collect indigenous genetic resources of fruit trees, vegetables and their wild relatives and 
	80,000

	Mali
	2001
	01/043
	Institut d'economie rurale
	National research institutions
	Various
	In situ conservation
	Developpement participatif de strategies de conservation in situ et d'utilisation de ressources genetiques des plantes en zones pre-desertiques du Mali: cereales et legumineuses alimentaires
	80,000

	Belgium
	2000
	00/025
	Faculte Universitaire des Sciences Agronomiques
	University or other educational institutions
	Legumes
	In situ conservation
	Studies on breeding systems: the case of a short-living perennial, alternatively outbreeder-inbreeder species, Phaseolus lunatus L., and its consequences.
	76,973

	Portugal
	2000
	00/020
	Instituto Nacional de Investigacao Agraria (INIA)
	National research institutions
	 
	Policy and legislation
	Implementation of The LAC Action Plan.
	76,100

	Cote d'Ivoire
	1998
	CFC 98/131
	CNRA
	National research institutions
	Coconut
	Germplasm evaluation
	Multi-locational trials to identify suitable hybrids and varieties for Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean
	76,035

	Mali
	1998
	98/077
	Institut d'Economie Rurale
	National research institutions
	 
	In situ conservation
	Development of in situ conservation strategies and the utilization of genetic plants resources.
	75,908

	Honduras
	2001
	INIB01/36
	Fundacion Hondurena de Investigacion Agricola (FHIA)
	National research institutions
	Musa
	Germplasm evaluation
	Support to the Musa breeding programme at the FHIA
	75,000

	Mexico
	1997
	97/067
	CINVESTAV - IPN
	National research institutions
	 
	In situ conservation
	Strengthening the scientific basis of in situ conservation of agricultural biodiversity: Mexico country component
	72,920

	Portugal
	2001
	01/009
	INIA
	National research institutions
	 
	Policy and legislation
	Implementation of the LCA action plan
	72,500

	Colombia
	1996
	96/007
	Centro Internacional de Agricultura Tropical (CIAT)
	CGIAR
	
	Software development, data management and dissemination
	System-wide Information Network for Genetic Resources - Implementation Project
	71,000

	Mali
	2000
	00/056
	IER
	National research institutions
	 
	In situ conservation
	Development of strategies for in-situ conservation of PGR in desert-prone areas of Africa
	70,395

	Fiji
	2001
	01/067
	Secretariat of the Pacific Community
	Regional networks or associations
	 
	Workshop/

Meeting
	Pacific Plant Genetic Resources network: Conservation, Access and Utilisation
	68,930

	Philippines
	1998
	98/028
	SEARCA
	University or other educational institutions
	 
	Training
	Awarding of Scholarship to MSc (PGR) students at UPLB
	67,200

	Mexico
	1998
	98/093
	CIMMYT
	CGIAR
	 
	Software development, data management and dissemination
	Development of ICIS and Ancillary Crop Systems
	65,873

	Brazil
	1999
	99/054
	Universidade de Sao Paolo
	University or other educational institutions
	Forestry
	In situ conservation
	Conservation, management and sustainable use of forest genetic resources with reference to Brazil and Argentina
	62,720

	Philippines
	1998
	98/027
	SEARCA
	University or other educational institutions
	 
	Training
	Curriculum development for MSc (PGR) courses at University of the Philippines Los Banos
	61,900

	Nepal
	1997
	97/062
	Nepal Agriculture Research Council
	National research institutions
	 
	In situ conservation
	Strengthening the Scientific Basis of In situ Conservation of Agricultural Biodiversity: Nepal Country Component
	60,299

	Cote d'Ivoire
	2000
	00/078
	Centre National De Recherche Agronomique (CNRA)
	National research institutions
	Coconut
	Germplasm evaluation
	Multi-locational trials to identify suitable hybrids and varieties for Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean
	59,333

	Trinidad and Tobago
	1999
	Cocoa 99/009
	Cocoa Research Institute
	National research institutions
	Cocoa
	Germplasm utilization
	Cocoa germplasm utilisation and conservation; a global approach
	58,600

	Zimbabwe
	1999
	99/014
	Department of Research and specialist services
	Ministries
	 
	In situ conservation
	Development of strategies for in situ conservation of plant genetic resources for food and agriculture in semi-arid areas of Zimbabwe
	55,800

	Brazil
	1998
	CFC 98/013
	Centro Pesquisas de Cacau
	National research institutions
	Cocoa
	Germplasm utilization
	Cocoa Germplasm Utilization and Conservation: a Global Approach
	55,512

	Netherlands
	1998
	98/055
	International Service for National Agricultural Research
	CGIAR
	 
	Training
	Human Resource Development for Genetic Resource Managers: Opportunities Available from the CGIAR Centres - Research Study and Course Development
	55,500

	France
	2000
	INIB00/22
	CIRAD - FLHOR
	National research institutions
	Musa
	Germplasm utilization
	Mapping of the Musa acuminata translocation break points through molecular cytogenetics
	55,380

	Syria
	1996
	96/018
	International Centre for Agricultural Research in the Dry Areas (ICARDA)
	CGIAR
	
	Software development, data management and dissemination
	System-wide Information Network for Genetic Resources - Implementation Project
	55,000

	Benin
	1998
	98/099
	International Institute of Tropical Agriculture
	CGIAR
	 
	Training
	Darwin Initiative (DI) Course on ex situ conservation techniques for West and Central Africa
	55,000

	Vietnam
	1998
	98/108
	VASI
	National research institutions
	 
	In situ conservation
	Strengthening the scientific basis of in situ conservation of agricultural biodiversity
	55,000

	Benin
	1998
	SSA 98/112
	IITA
	CGIAR
	 
	Training
	Course on Ex-Situ Conservation techniques for West and Central Africa
	55,000

	Cote d'Ivoire
	2001
	01/078
	CNRA
	National research institutions
	Coconut
	Germplasm evaluation
	Multi-locational trials to identify suitable coconut hybrids and varieties for Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean
	54,855

	USA
	1997
	97/039
	IFPRI
	CGIAR
	Cereals
	Policy and legislation
	Cost of storage and maintenance of Ex-Situ cereal germplasm
	54,851

	Costa Rica
	1997
	97/017
	FUCRI
	University or other educational institutions
	Legumes
	In situ conservation
	Studies on breeding system: the case of a short-living perennial, alternatively outbreeder-inbreeder species, Phaseolus lunatus, and its consequences for germplasm conservation.
	54,828

	Nepal
	1999
	99/044
	NARC
	National research institutions
	 
	In situ conservation
	Strengthening the scientific basis of In situ Conservation of Agricultural Biodiversity: Nepal Country Component
	54,618

	Japan
	1998
	98/101
	NIAR
	National research institutions
	 
	In situ conservation
	Collaborative research program on in situ conservation of plant genetic resources in Nepal
	54,500

	Japan
	1999
	99/094
	NIAR
	National research institutions
	 
	In situ conservation
	Collaborative research on conservation of crop genepools
	54,500

	Japan
	2000
	00/081
	National Institute of Agrobiological Research (NIAR)
	National research institutions
	 
	In situ conservation
	Collaborative Research Program On In situ Conservation of Plant Genetic Resources in Nepal
	53,000

	Luxembourg
	2001
	01/025
	Centre de Recherche Public - Gabriel Lippmann
	University or other educational institutions
	Forestry
	Germplasm evaluation
	Genetic resources of broadleaved forest tree species in southeastern Europe
	52,538

	Costa Rica
	1996
	96/065
	The Tropical Agricultural Center for Training and Research (CATIE), Costa Rica
	Regional networks or associations
	Forestry
	In situ conservation
	To undertake the activities in relation to "The Impact of Habitat Fragmentation on Genetic Diversity, Mating Systems and Effective Population Size of Tropical Forest Fragments in Costa Rica"
	50,000

	Syria
	1998
	98/052
	ICARDA
	CGIAR
	 
	Workshop/

Meeting
	The Global Plan of Action Follow-up Meeting for West Central and West Asia and North Africa
	50,000


Annex A2: IPGRI LOA resources by region, subregion, income group for the period 1996-2001

	Region
	Subregion
	Income Group
	1996

(US$)
	1997

(US$)
	1998

(US$)
	1999

(US$)
	2000

(US$)
	2001

(US$)
	Total funding for the period (US$)
	Share of total 

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	Eastern Central & Southern Africa
	1
	 57,766 
	    41,588 
	   85,869 
	  222,646 
	 240,536 
	 241,075 
	  889,480 
	5%

	
	Eastern Central & Southern Africa
	3
	          112,750 
	            26,282 
	            88,020 
	            37,500 
	            50,250 
	            86,210 
	          401,012 
	2%

	
	Western Africa
	1
	160,930 
	  260,186 
	  558,032 
	 382,276 
	  563,545 
	 406,442 
	 2,331,411 
	12%

	
	Western Africa
	2
	  
	  
	  8,000 
	   3,500 
	   6,300 
	    8,345 
	26,145 
	0.1%

	
	Western Africa
	3
	  
	  
	  
	   4,000 
	    659 
	  
	 4,659 
	0.0%

	Asia and Pacific
	East Asia
	1
	  
	              4,000 
	  
	  
	  
	              1,500 
	              5,500 
	0.0%

	
	East Asia
	2
	            24,000 
	            36,000 
	          112,907 
	            70,373 
	          125,750 
	            57,154 
	          426,184 
	2%

	
	East Asia
	4
	          120,000 
	  
	            54,500 
	            61,000 
	            59,500 
	              6,500 
	          301,500 
	2%

	
	Oceania
	2
	  
	  
	            43,000 
	  
	  
	  
	            43,000 
	0.2%

	
	Oceania
	4
	            19,000 
	            25,000 
	            45,000 
	              3,000 
	            20,000 
	  
	          112,000 
	1%

	
	Pacific
	2
	              6,000 
	              5,500 
	          142,076 
	            47,030 
	            51,630 
	            75,380 
	          327,616 
	2%

	
	South Asia
	1
	            53,890 
	          113,109 
	          201,592 
	          285,269 
	          276,675 
	          245,277 
	        1,175,812 
	6%

	
	South Asia
	2
	            14,558 
	  
	            59,681 
	  
	            18,200 
	            13,500 
	          105,939 
	1%

	
	Southeast Asia
	1
	  
	            69,500 
	          152,657 
	          100,672 
	            98,728 
	            54,275 
	          475,832 
	3%

	
	Southeast Asia
	2
	          216,395 
	            75,194 
	          559,647 
	          118,755 
	          275,953 
	            96,092 
	        1,342,036 
	7%

	
	Southeast Asia
	3
	            12,350 
	            19,746 
	          129,721 
	            89,042 
	            40,777 
	            58,668 
	          350,306 
	2%

	
	Southeast Asia
	4
	            50,500 
	            46,000 
	  
	  
	            19,570 
	  
	          116,070 
	0.6%

	Central and West Asia and North Africa
	Central Asia
	1
	            10,000 
	  
	  
	  
	  
	              5,000 
	            15,000 
	0.1%

	
	Central Asia
	2
	            20,000 
	  
	  
	              3,000 
	            11,000 
	            10,018 
	            44,018 
	0.2%

	
	Central Asia
	4
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	              4,000 
	              4,000 
	0.0%

	
	North Africa
	2
	  
	  
	          107,059 
	          186,044 
	              6,500 
	          125,957 
	          425,561 
	2%

	
	Southwest Asia
	1
	  
	  
	            12,000 
	              2,487 
	  
	              2,000 
	            16,487 
	0.1%

	
	Southwest Asia
	2
	            77,000 
	            52,333 
	            85,000 
	            29,100 
	            53,650 
	            47,650 
	          344,733 
	2%

	
	Southwest Asia
	3
	              7,500 
	              5,000 
	  
	            11,000 
	              4,000 
	            23,507 
	            51,007 
	0.3%

	
	Southwest Asia
	4
	            12,500 
	  
	  
	  
	  
	              4,863 
	            17,363 
	0.1%

	Europe
	Europe
	1
	  
	            17,000 
	  
	            18,640 
	            12,750 
	            19,979 
	            68,369 
	0.4%

	
	Europe
	2
	            63,800 
	            53,950 
	            28,000 
	            76,210 
	            35,825 
	            79,208 
	          336,993 
	2%

	
	Europe
	3
	  
	            71,350 
	            57,007 
	  
	              6,926 
	            38,967 
	          174,250 
	1%

	
	Europe
	4
	        1,589,234 
	        1,077,500 
	          663,652 
	          465,078 
	          587,519 
	          268,326 
	        4,651,310 
	25%

	Latin America and the Caribbean
	Meso America
	1
	  
	            12,000 
	  
	  
	  
	            75,000 
	            87,000 
	0.5%

	
	Meso America
	2
	          115,950 
	          147,343 
	          171,284 
	          105,741 
	          158,793 
	            26,300 
	          725,411 
	4%

	
	Meso America
	3
	          100,000 
	          228,347 
	          300,008 
	          125,950 
	          191,375 
	          205,550 
	        1,151,230 
	6%

	
	South America
	2
	          113,800 
	            40,000 
	            92,372 
	            54,710 
	          290,860 
	          246,759 
	          838,501 
	4%

	
	South America
	3
	            47,600 
	            30,000 
	          110,078 
	          204,315 
	          248,651 
	          109,213 
	          749,857 
	4%

	
	South America
	4
	  
	  
	            40,000 
	  
	  
	  
	            40,000 
	0.2%

	N America
	North America
	4
	          205,630 
	          187,175 
	            82,000 
	            75,619 
	          156,578 
	            31,200 
	          738,202 
	4%

	Total
	
	
	        3,211,153 
	        2,644,104 
	        3,989,162 
	        2,782,957 
	        3,612,500 
	        2,673,916 
	      18,913,793 
	100%

	Share
	
	
	17%
	14%
	21%
	15%
	19%
	14%
	100%
	


Legend for income groups:

1: low income < 785 US$ GNP/cap

2: lower-middle income 786-3,125 US$ GNP/cap

3: upper middle income 3,126-9,655 US$ GNP/cap

4: high income > 9,656 US$ GNP/cap

1997 GNP/cap values using the World Bank Atlas method, WB Atlas 1999

Annex  A3: IPGRI LOAs by country,  1996-2001 period

	Country
	 Funding ($) 
	 Avgerage ($) 
	Share of funding
	LOA #
	Share of LOA #

	Angola
	            75,577 
	            12,596 
	0.4%
	6
	0.5%

	Argentina
	            75,873 
	            18,968 
	0.4%
	4
	0.3%

	Armenia
	            13,290 
	              4,430 
	0.1%
	3
	0.2%

	Australia
	          112,000 
	            12,444 
	0.6%
	9
	0.7%

	Azerbaijan
	              4,000 
	              4,000 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	Bangladesh
	            63,201 
	              4,862 
	0.3%
	13
	1.1%

	Belarus
	            15,400 
	            15,400 
	0.1%
	1
	0.1%

	Belgium
	        1,881,851 
	          171,077 
	9.9%
	11
	0.9%

	Benin
	          244,880 
	            11,131 
	1.3%
	22
	1.8%

	Bolivia
	          136,169 
	              8,511 
	0.7%
	16
	1.3%

	Botswana
	            45,870 
	            45,870 
	0.2%
	1
	0.1%

	Brazil
	          517,845 
	            24,659 
	2.7%
	21
	1.7%

	Bulgaria
	          106,121 
	            21,224 
	0.6%
	5
	0.4%

	Burkina Faso
	          502,994 
	            35,928 
	2.7%
	14
	1.1%

	Burundi
	              6,000 
	              3,000 
	0.0%
	2
	0.2%

	Cambodia
	              6,000 
	              6,000 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	Cameroon
	         174,502 
	            14,421 
	0.9%
	13
	1.1%

	Canada
	            96,324 
	            32,108 
	0.5%
	3
	0.2%

	Cape Verde
	            13,000 
	              6,500 
	0.1%
	2
	0.2%

	Chad
	              4,000 
	              4,000 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	China
	          409,684 
	              6,716 
	2.2%
	61
	5.0%

	Colombia
	          242,550 
	            11,025 
	1.3%
	22
	1.8%

	Congo
	            17,800 
	              8,900 
	0.1%
	2
	0.2%

	Costa Rica
	          476,623 
	            17,653 
	2.5%
	27
	2.2%

	Cote d'Ivoire
	          576,041 
	            24,002 
	3.0%
	24
	2.0%

	Cuba
	          131,831 
	              8,239 
	0.7%
	16
	1.3%

	Cyprus
	              4,363 
	              4,363 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	Czech Republic
	            37,843 
	              3,784 
	0.2%
	10
	0.8%

	Denmark
	          148,656 
	            21,237 
	0.8%
	7
	0.6%

	DPR Korea
	            12,500 
	              3,125 
	0.1%
	4
	0.3%

	Ecuador
	          153,312 
	            12,776 
	0.8%
	12
	1.0%

	Egypt
	              6,850 
	              2,283 
	0.0%
	3
	0.2%

	Ethiopia
	            36,000 
	              6,000 
	0.2%
	6
	0.5%

	Fiji
	          153,606 
	            13,964 
	0.8%
	11
	0.9%

	Finland
	              6,185 
	              6,185 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	France
	          466,659 
	            19,444 
	2.5%
	24
	2.0%

	Gabon
	              4,659 
	              2,330 
	0.0%
	2
	0.2%

	Gambia
	              4,000 
	              4,000 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	Georgia
	              4,000 
	              4,000 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	Germany
	          325,221 
	            19,131 
	1.7%
	17
	1.4%

	Ghana
	          250,122 
	            12,506 
	1.3%
	20
	1.6%

	Guadeloupe
	              7,500 
	              7,500 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	Guatemala
	            75,598 
	            10,800 
	0.4%
	7
	0.6%

	Guinea
	              9,545 
	              3,182 
	0.1%
	3
	0.2%

	Guinee Eq.
	              3,600 
	              3,600 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	Honduras
	            87,000 
	            43,500 
	0.5%
	2
	0.2%

	Hungary
	            46,100 
	              9,220 
	0.2%
	5
	0.4%

	India
	          467,075 
	              9,731 
	2.5%
	48
	3.9%

	Indonesia
	          407,906 
	            16,316 
	2.2%
	25
	2.0%

	Iran
	            22,000 
	            22,000 
	0.1%
	1
	0.1%

	Ireland
	              7,000 
	              7,000 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	Israel
	            12,500 
	            12,500 
	0.1%
	1
	0.1%

	Italy
	          516,732 
	            14,764 
	2.7%
	35
	2.9%

	Jamaica
	            36,148 
	            12,049 
	0.2%
	3
	0.2%

	Japan
	          301,500 
	            37,688 
	1.6%
	8
	0.7%

	Jordan
	              4,000 
	              4,000 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	Kazakhstan
	            10,000 
	            10,000 
	0.1%
	1
	0.1%

	Kenya
	          300,171 
	              5,266 
	1.6%
	57
	4.7%

	Korea
	              4,000 
	              4,000 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	Lao People's Democratic Republic
	            11,000 
	              5,500 
	0.1%
	2
	0.2%

	Lebanon
	            19,500 
	              4,875 
	0.1%
	4
	0.3%

	Luxembourg
	            98,288 
	            49,144 
	0.5%
	2
	0.2%

	Luxemburg
	            95,750 
	            47,875 
	0.5%
	2
	0.2%

	Madagascar
	            12,000 
	              6,000 
	0.1%
	2
	0.2%

	Malawi
	              6,750 
	              2,250 
	0.0%
	3
	0.2%

	Malaysia
	          350,306 
	              7,453 
	1.9%
	47
	3.8%

	Mali
	          282,043 
	            40,292 
	1.5%
	7
	0.6%

	Malta
	            18,000 
	            18,000 
	0.1%
	1
	0.1%

	Mauritania
	              3,000 
	              3,000 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	Mauritius
	            47,210 
	              9,442 
	0.2%
	5
	0.4%

	Mexico
	          951,680 
	            35,247 
	5.0%
	27
	2.2%

	Moldova, Republic of
	            45,779 
	            11,445 
	0.2%
	4
	0.3%

	Mongolia
	              5,500 
	              2,750 
	0.0%
	2
	0.2%

	Morocco
	          418,711 
	            69,785 
	2.2%
	6
	0.5%

	Mozambique
	            33,399 
	              8,350 
	0.2%
	4
	0.3%

	Myanmar
	            24,940 
	              6,235 
	0.1%
	4
	0.3%

	Nepal
	          620,596 
	            22,985 
	3.3%
	27
	2.2%

	Netherlands
	          118,678 
	            19,780 
	0.6%
	6
	0.5%

	Niger
	            63,835 
	            21,278 
	0.3%
	3
	0.2%

	Nigeria
	          148,285 
	            12,357 
	0.8%
	12
	1.0%

	Norway
	            38,210 
	            19,105 
	0.2%
	2
	0.2%

	Oman
	            18,000 
	            18,000 
	0.1%
	1
	0.1%

	Pakistan
	            14,487 
	              7,244 
	0.1%
	2
	0.2%

	Papua New Guinea
	          143,432 
	            11,953 
	0.8%
	12
	1.0%

	Paraguay
	              2,000 
	              1,000 
	0.0%
	2
	0.2%

	Peru
	          344,470 
	            14,353 
	1.8%
	24
	2.0%

	Philippines
	          646,922 
	            12,441 
	3.4%
	52
	4.3%

	Poland
	            58,943 
	              6,549 
	0.3%
	9
	0.7%

	Portugal
	          264,527 
	            44,088 
	1.4%
	6
	0.5%

	Qatar
	                 500 
	                 500 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	Rep. of Armenia
	              9,300 
	              9,300 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	Rep. of Panama
	              5,210 
	              5,210 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	Romania
	          114,352 
	            14,294 
	0.6%
	8
	0.7%

	Russian Federation
	            62,274 
	              8,896 
	0.3%
	7
	0.6%

	Rwanda
	              4,000 
	              4,000 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	Samoa
	            53,130 
	            10,626 
	0.3%
	5
	0.4%

	Senegal
	            33,409 
	              4,773 
	0.2%
	7
	0.6%

	Sierra Leone
	            13,400 
	              3,350 
	0.1%
	4
	0.3%

	Singapore
	          116,070 
	            29,018 
	0.6%
	4
	0.3%

	Slovak Republic
	            13,363 
	              4,454 
	0.1%
	3
	0.2%

	Solomon Islands
	            33,750 
	            11,250 
	0.2%
	3
	0.2%

	South Africa
	          307,932 
	            13,997 
	1.6%
	22
	1.8%

	Spain
	            21,269 
	              4,254 
	0.1%
	5
	0.4%

	Sri Lanka
	          105,939 
	              8,828 
	0.6%
	12
	1.0%

	Sudan
	            10,000 
	              3,333 
	0.1%
	3
	0.2%

	Sweden
	                 424 
	                 424 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	Switzerland
	              2,740 
	              2,740 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	Syrian Arab Republic
	          318,733 
	              9,375 
	1.7%
	34
	2.8%

	Tajikistan
	              5,000 
	              5,000 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	Tanzania
	          107,248 
	              7,661 
	0.6%
	14
	1.1%

	Thailand
	          143,776 
	              7,567 
	0.8%
	19
	1.6%

	Togo
	            13,100 
	              2,620 
	0.1%
	5
	0.4%

	Tonga
	            43,000 
	            21,500 
	0.2%
	2
	0.2%

	Trinidad and Tobago
	          192,050 
	            24,006 
	1.0%
	8
	0.7%

	Turkey
	            13,507 
	              4,502 
	0.1%
	3
	0.2%

	Turkmenistan
	            10,000 
	            10,000 
	0.1%
	1
	0.1%

	Uganda
	          143,585 
	            28,717 
	0.8%
	5
	0.4%

	Ukraine
	            34,846 
	              8,711 
	0.2%
	4
	0.3%

	United Kingdom
	          659,120 
	            16,901 
	3.5%
	39
	3.2%

	United States of America
	          641,878 
	            23,773 
	3.4%
	27
	2.2%

	Uruguay
	              3,635 
	              3,635 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	Uzbekistan
	            34,018 
	              5,670 
	0.2%
	6
	0.5%

	Vanuatu
	            87,130 
	            21,783 
	0.5%
	4
	0.3%

	Venezuela
	          152,504 
	            12,709 
	0.8%
	12
	1.0%

	Vietnam
	          458,832 
	            12,401 
	2.4%
	37
	3.0%

	Yemen
	              2,000 
	              2,000 
	0.0%
	1
	0.1%

	Zambia
	            45,000 
	            22,500 
	0.2%
	2
	0.2%

	Zimbabwe
	          109,750 
	            21,950 
	0.6%
	5
	0.4%


� In 1998, IPGRI changed its procedures for LOA disbursements and hence for multi-year activities/projects, LOAs should normally be raised annually. This is to ensure proper budgeting, not only for unrestricted-funded projects, but also for those funded by restricted funds.


� As stated earlier, IPGRI discontinued the practice of multiple year LOAs





PAGE  
2

_1104568856.xls
Chart1

		1996		1996		1996		1996		582980

		1997		1997		1997		1997		644864.94

		1998		1998		1998		1998		795742.02

		1999		1999		1999		1999		566335.27

		2000		2000		2000		2000		1046257

		2001		2001		2001		2001		694021.5



Asia, Oceania and Pacific

Central West Asia and North Africa

Europe

Sub-Saharan Africa

Americas

Years

LOA funding in $

516693

127000

1653034.2

331446.2

394049.63

57333

1219800.34

328056

1500781.33

204058.82

748659.48

739920.76

775141.7

231631.33

559927.78

649921.25

986782.95

75150

643020.15

861289.89

608346.81

222995.78

406479.78

742072.43



LOA records final Query region 

		Region		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		Total Of Sum Of Funding (US$)

		Asia, Oceania and Pacific		516,693		394,050		1,500,781		775,142		986,783		608,347		4,781,795.42

		Central West Asia and North Africa		127,000		57,333		204,059		231,631		75,150		222,996		918,168.93

		Europe		1,653,034		1,219,800		748,659		559,928		643,020		406,480		5,230,921.73

		Latin America and Caribbean		377,350		457,690		713,742		490,716		889,679		662,822		3,591,998.79

		North America		205,630		187,175		82,000		75,619		156,578		31,200		738,201.94

		Americas		582,980		644,865		795,742		566,335		1,046,257		694,022		4,330,201

		Sub-Saharan Africa		331,446		328,056		739,921		649,921		861,290		742,072		3,652,706.53

		Totals		3,794,133.40		3,288,968.85		4,784,904.43		3,349,292.60		4,658,756.99		3,367,937.80		23,243,994.07
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crosstab income group and years

		Income Group		Total Of Funding (US$)		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

		1		7,258,170		582,786		775,977		1,329,705		1,380,801		1,646,020		1,542,880

		2		10,794,147		1,511,303		1,277,630		2,414,554		1,675,017		2,078,984		1,836,658

		3		2,882,321		280,200		380,725		684,834		471,808		542,638		522,115

		4		6,250,731		2,267,149		1,335,675		885,152		604,697		843,167		314,890

				27,185,367
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		1997		1997		23399.1496460177

		1998		1998		17120.8687124464

		1999		1999		12884.061712963

		2000		2000		13529.9625093633

		2001		2001		9415.1982394366
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LOAs by year excl hosting

		Year		Sum Of Funding (US$)		Avg Of Funding (US$)		Min Of Funding (US$)		Max Of Funding (US$)		Coefficient of Variation		LOA#		StDevOfFunding (US$)		Total expenditures		Share LOA on total expenditures

		1996		3,211,153		29,460		1,500		749,258		261%		109		76937.9472502671		19,953,000		16%

		1997		2,644,104		23,399		1,000		265,000		194%		113		45407.6052258137		19,466,000		14%

		1998		3,989,162		17,121		62		107,059		121%		233		20727.6087965263		21,654,000		18%

		1999		2,782,957		12,884		264		186,044		144%		216		18611.4754701918		20,417,000		14%

		2000		3,612,500		13,530		400		204,439		175%		267		23742.1583623412		21,600,000		17%

		2001		2,673,916		9,415		140		108,107		165%		284		15537.6850115269		23,085,000		12%

		1996-2001		18,913,793		15,478						211%		1222		32687		126,175,000		15%

		Year		Shares funding		Shares LOA#

		1996		17%		9%

		1997		14%		9%

		1998		21%		19%

		1999		15%		18%

		2000		19%		22%

		2001		14%		23%

		1996-2001		100%		100%
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