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Summary

IPGRI’s mission to advance the conservation and use of plant genetic diversity for the well being of present and future generations is quite ambitious. Through strategic partnerships, IPGRI attempts to mobilise partner resources to contribute to common goals. This mobilization or leveraging of resources extends the effectiveness of investments made from IPGRI’s own resources. Three IPGRI programme activities are reviewed to examine resource leveraging achieved by IPGRI. The cases concern the European Cooperative Programme for Crop Genetic Resources Networks (ECP/GR), the CFC funded project “Coconut Germplasm Utilization and Conservation to Promote Sustainable Coconut Production” and the Global Musa Genomics Consortium. Leverage ratios are calculated as ‘partner contributions: IPGRI contributions’. The ratios for the cases reviewed vary between 5.6:1 and 20.6:1.

Introduction

IPGRI‘s mission is to advance the conservation and use of genetic diversity for the well being of present and future generations.  It addresses this ambitious mandate by working to promote improvements in the management of genetic resources. IPGRI’s annual budget is approximately $25 million a year, this is not enough to achieve its mission and objectives, for which it needs to mobilize, or “leverage”, additional external resources. 

IPGRI leverages resources by establishing strategic partnerships with organizations that share a common interest in the conservation and use of plant genetic resources. The importance of partnership to IPGRI’s modus operandi is illustrated by the fact that most of IPGRI’s hands-on research is done in the laboratories and trial fields of its partners.

The relationship of IPGRI with its partners is not a simple “outsourcing” or hiring of research capacity by IPGRI. It is a pooling of resources for mutual benefit. Every partner makes contributions based on their core competencies. These core competencies concern the various components essential to the success of the joint project and could be scientific, organizational, infrastructural or financial in nature. This joint effort leads to the mobilization of an amount and range of resources that is much larger and more diverse than any individual partner could muster on its own. 

This paper explores how IPGRI leverages external resources towards fulfilling its institutional goals and those of its partners. This will be illustrated by three case studies of projects where substantial leveraging has taken place. 

The cases reviewed are the European Cooperative Programme for Crop Genetic Resources Networks (ECP/GR), the CFC funded project “Coconut Germplasm Utilization and Conservation to Promote Sustainable Coconut Production” and the newly established Global Musa Genomics Consortium.

The case studies analyse IPGRI’s role and that of its partners in relation to four key issues that are thought to be important for leveraging:

· Contribution to IPGRI’s goals and objectives

How does the initiative contribute to IPGRI’s goals and objectives?

IPGRI invests a lot of its own resources towards leveraging resources from others, and therefore its efforts need to be well aligned with its own core mission, goals and objectives in order to maximize its investment. A focussed strategy is essential to avoid a fragmentation of efforts and a weakened drive towards specific goals. Projects and project activities should all contribute to IPGRI’s mission and goals.

· Effective partnerships addressing common goals

How does the initiative foster an effective partnership that leads to resource commitments? Common goals are the foundation for partnerships and consequently the commitment of financial and other resources. Effective partnerships require a good understanding of who is making which commitments, when and for how long these are required, and what the resulting benefits will be. Partners need to be seen to make a contribution in terms of special skills or resources to justify participation in a joint project. Direct leveraging occurs when partners commit resources to a joint initiative. In turn partners can develop new initiatives to leverage additional resources to further common objectives. This type of ‘indirect leveraging’ can be very effective if the common objectives are well aligned and contribute to the same goals. 

· Leadership

How does IPGRI exhibit leadership to guide the initiative in the desired direction? Leadership is essential for effective leveraging. It allows the initiative to be led into a direction that is well aligned with common goals and objectives. Leadership is furthermore essential to ‘push or pull’ developments to keep the initiative going. Leadership in science, administration and/or co-ordination make IPGRI an attractive partner for other organizations. Leadership lends credibility that strengthens commitment by partners and has the ability to attract funding from donors.

· Directing IPGRI’s efforts towards critical areas of need at critical times

At which critical stages does IPGRI direct its initiatives to achieve leveraging? A joint initiative, such as a project, often progresses through a number of activities to achieve its objectives. Although all actions in one way or another contribute to the final outcome, some of these are absolutely key and determine the success or failure of the initiative. The determination of key actions and their timing is essential to maximise present and future opportunities for resource leveraging. 

Case 1: European Cooperative Programme for Crop Genetic Resources Networks (ECP/GR)

Introduction

Initial consultations between UNDP, FAO and the Genebank Committee of the European Association for Research on Plant Breeding (EUCARPIA) led to the establishment of the European Cooperative Programme for Crop Genetic Resources Networks (ECP/GR) in 1980. The purpose of ECP/GR was to establish a cooperative network in Europe for the maintenance of comprehensive, well-documented crop germplasm collections to encourage a more effective use of germplasm by plant breeders. Over the years the network objectives have broadened in response to international developments regarding biodiversity.  Since 1982 IPGRI has coordinated and provided the secretariat for the network within its Europe Group.   
IPGRI’s goals and objectives

The ECP/GR is a major vehicle for IPGRI to implement its work in Europe and IPGRI’s involvement in the network is aligned with IPGRI’s broader goals of building and encouraging the development of regional networks.  The Global Plan of Action for the Conservation and Sustainable Utilization of Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture established a long-term objective to ensure that all countries be served by active regional networks. ECP/GR provides an avenue by which IPGRI can address agrobiodiversity issues within the countries of Eastern and Western Europe without a significant investment of its own core resources which, because of its mandate, must be primarily directed towards developing countries outside of Europe. 

Table 1. Members per ECP/GR Phase 

Common goals among partners

	Phase

	Members

	Phase I (1980-1981)
	21

	Phase II (1983-1986) 
	26

	Phase III (1986-1989) 
	25

	Phase IV (1990-1993) 
	28

	Phase V (1994-1998) 
	32

	Phase VI (1999-2003) 
	35

	


The ECP/GR’s activities are defined by 3-5 year operating phases. Table 1 shows the phases and number of countries that were members during each phase. The work plans developed for each phase outline objectives, activities, expected outcomes and budget requirements. Each work plan is negotiated by the countries, which agree to participate in the phase, and to invest in it through payment of dues.  They find agreement on the common goals and objectives. Countries formally commit themselves to a Phase by signing a Memorandum of Understanding with IPGRI. ECP/GR currently includes 35 of the 45 European nations. Eight more countries participate as observers.

The ECP/GR programme was established under a grant from UNDP in 1980. A condition of the original grant required that member countries assume financial responsibility for the network in the long term. Country members committed themselves to making the network self-sufficient, and have increased their national contributions from Phase II onwards. Table 2 shows the budget of ECP/GR during its different phases.  The large budgetary increase beginning in Phase V is due to the decision of the countries to appoint a full-time coordinator (was a 25 % part-time coordinator) and an increase in the number of network meetings. From Phase V to the present, additional joint projects have been developed by ECP/GR’s networks.  These projects have been funded by the European Union.  More detail on these can be found in the last section of this case study on “Additional leverage potential”.

Table 2: ECP/GR funding sources (USD 000). 

	
	Funding source
	P I

‘80-‘82
	P II

‘83-‘86
	P III

‘86-‘89
	P IV

‘90-‘93
	P V

‘94-‘98
	P VI

‘99-‘03
	Total

	ECP/GR progr. Funding1
	UNDP
	544
	298
	
	
	
	
	842

	
	Member countries (regular contributions)
	
	323


	370
	455
	1,376
	1,740
	4,264

	
	Member countries (extraordinary contributions)
	
	
	
	
	
	Est.39
	39

	
	Subtotal
	544
	621
	370
	455
	1,376
	1,779
	5,145

	
	IPGRI
	
	Est. 800     
	70
	
	
	
	870

	Joint projects2
	European Union
	
	
	
	
	5,241
	7,323 
	12,564

	
	Total
	544
	1,421
	440
	455
	6,617
	9,102
	18,579


1 Funds managed through Secretariat at IPGRI, 2 Funds managed by Project Coordinators. Not through Secretariat at IPGRI.

Leadership

Although IPGRI was not a formal partner during the establishment of the ECP/GR network, IPGRI was invited by the country members to become coordinator of the network for Phase II. The request was based on the fact that IPGRI had experience in coordinating similar genetic resources networks in other regions. Through close association with IPGRI’s Field Programme, the ECP/GR could benefit from this expertise. This arrangement could also lead to cost savings. Recognizing the scientific leadership of IPGRI in the field of genetic resources, a stronger and more formal linkage with IPGRI was considered an advantage for the further development of the programme. 

Critical development stages

IPGRI’s contribution to the programme was most prominent in the initial phases, II and III, when the programme was being established. As the programme progressed, the commitment of IPGRI’s resources decreased and key functions, previously supported by IPGRI, were funded by the regular ECP/GR budget. During Phase II, when IPGRI started to coordinate the programme, it provided technical and financial inputs to the project worth an estimated $200,000 per year.  Recorded IPGRI contributions in Phase III (see Table 2) include $60,000 towards the costs of services to implement an effective communications and publication programme.  Although IPGRI charged a $17,960 (5%) overhead during Phase III, approximately $10,000 of the IPGRI overhead charges was re-directed back to the ECP/GR to finance specific activities. IPGRI pre-financing arrangements have also helped the ECP/GR to buffer temporary cash-flow problems, securing continuity of activities. From Phase IV onwards, a 13% overhead has been levied to recover IPGRI inputs in services, scientific and technical backstopping. Contingency costs (including communication and general services) are included in the ECP/GR budget and are fully recovered by IPGRI. Together these are estimated to cover all of IPGRI costs.

Additional leverage potential

Although the ECP/GR programme initially relied on support from others, such as UNDP and IPGRI, it has developed into a self-sustainable network. As a network it creates possibilities to attract additional funding. The ECP/GR membership (35 countries) and observer countries (8) provide an almost complete coverage of Europe. This broad membership in itself presents a large potential for leveraging. The extensive coverage of the ECP/GR’s work underpins its leadership role and makes it a natural discussion partner for agencies interested to fund genetic resources related work in Europe. Internally, the various ECP/GR crop networks have created opportunities for members to exchange project ideas, discuss and investigate potential funding opportunities and forge project partnerships. As such the ECP/GR networks, have been, and continue to be, successful platforms to develop joint project proposals for funding by the European Union (see table 3).

 Table 3. Some EU funded projects developed in the context of ECP/GR Networks

	ECP/GR Network
	Project number and Crop
	Period
	Budget (EUR)

	Vegetables 
	GEN RES #20: Allium
	1996-2000
	983,860

	Industrial Crops and Potato
	GEN RES #34/45: Potato
	1996-2000
	703,678

	Industrial Crops and Potato 
	GEN RES #42: Beta
	1997-2002
	848,109

	Fruits
	GEN RES #61 Prunus 
	
	360,000

	Fruits 
	GEN RES #81: Grapevine
	1997-2002
	853,000

	Cereals 
	GEN RES #88: Maize
	1997-2001
	1,600,000

	
	
	Total Phase V
	5,348,647

	Cereals
	GEN RES #106: Avena 
	1999-2003
	460,632

	Vegetables 
	GEN RES #105:Carrot
	1999-2004
	802,750

	Cereals 
	GEN RES #104: Barley
	2000-2003
	1,040,314             

	Documentation and Information
	European Plant Genetic Resources Infra-structure (EPGRIS).
	2000-2003
	480,470 

	Vegetables
	GEN RES #109-112: Brassica 
	2000-2003
	1,654,991

	Vegetables
	GEN RES #113: Eggplant s (Solanum species)
	2000-2004
	497,301

	Forages
	Improving germplasm conservation methods for perennial European forage species.
	2001-2004
	1,801,643 

	In situ Conservation Task Force
	European Wild Plant Diversity Assessment and Conservation Forum.
	2002-2005
	733,700 

	
	
	Total Phase VI
	7,471,801

	
	 
	Total Euro
	12,820,448

	
	
	Total USD
	12,564,039


Case 2: Coconut Germplasm Utilization and Conservation to Promote Sustainable Coconut Production

Introduction

The project “Coconut Germplasm Utilization and Conservation to promote Sustainable Coconut Production” is a 5-year project (1999-2004) of the Coconut Genetic Resources Network (COGENT). The project is funded by the Common Fund for Commodities (CFC) and supervised by the Intergovernmental Group on Oils, Oilseeds and Fats (IGG/OOF) hosted by FAO.

The project consists of the following six components: 

1. Multi-locational trials to identify suitable hybrids and varieties for Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean

2. In-country trials in five Asia-Pacific countries to identify hybrids/varieties acceptable to farmers

3. Germplasm collecting, conservation and characterization in eight Asia-Pacific countries

4. Development of an International Coconut Genetic Resources Database (CGRD) and dissemination of data

5. Technology transfer to upgrade the capability of national coconut genetic research programmes and 

6. Project coordination, management, supervision and evaluation

Nineteen coconut producing countries in Africa, Asia, Latin and Central America and the Pacific Region are collaborating in the project.

IPGRI’s goals and objectives

Coconut as a crop is important to millions of poor farmers around the world because of it’s income-generating potential.  No internationally coordinated research effort was in place to take advantage of this potential. Coconut was also recognised by the CGIAR as an important under-researched crop that could benefit from an international networking approach. IPGRI was requested by the CGIAR to undertake the establishment of an international coconut network (COGENT).  As such COGENT’s work is perfectly aligned with IPGRI’s goals and objectives.  

Common goals among partners

The project under examination brings together different stakeholders sharing common goals. These include coconut growing countries, the Asian and Pacific Coconut Community (APCC), the Asian Development Bank (ADB), the Common Fund for Commodities (CFC), the government of France, the Centre de Coopération International en Recherche Agronomique pour le Développement (CIRAD), the Department for International Development (DFID) and FAO’s Intergovernmental Group on Oils, Oilseeds and Fats (IGG/OOF). They all share an interest in the development of coconut as an economic and sustainable resource for smallholder farmers in developing countries. The project and its components were developed with inputs of all partners and submitted to IGG/OOF. IGG/OOF fully endorsed and approved the project proposal because it addresses a core problem in coconut development: the slow pace of development and consequent introduction of suitably adapted and high yielding new varieties. 

The project leverages funding from a variety of sources as described in the project proposal dated 7 May 1998 (see Table 1). The allocation of funds to particular components of the project allows donors to focus their contributions on those areas that are of greatest priority for them. For example CFC and ADB funds are to a certain extent tied to spending in specific member countries or regions, while research contributions such as the ones made by CIRAD are tied to specific research activities. 

Table 1 Financing Plan (USD 000)

	Component
	CFC
	National partners
	ADB
	IPGRI
	France
	Others
	Comp.

total 

	Multi-location trials
	640
	300
	
	100
	
	
	1,040

	In-country trials
	
	249
	163
	
	
	
	412

	Germplasm collection
	
	365
	400
	
	
	
	765

	Germplasm database
	
	
	
	
	166
	
	166

	Technology transfer
	185
	
	270
	75
	
	79
	609

	Project management
	318
	
	
	250
	
	
	568

	Contingencies
	53
	15
	25
	15
	8
	4
	120

	Donor total
	1,196
	929
	858
	440
	174
	83
	3,680

	Percentage of budget
	33%
	25%
	23%
	12%
	5%
	2%
	100%


The integration of multiple donors in a single project helps to satisfy co-financing required by some donors. Substantial co-financing or counterpart contributions (target 40-50%) enhance the prospects of a project being approved by CFC. IPGRI’s contribution goes towards providing staff time and office facilities to run the project and the time of scientific staff to support the implementation of various project components.

Leadership

COGENT was already a fully functional network in Asia by the time initial ideas for a project proposal to be developed for CFC co-funding were discussed with FAO in 1994. As such COGENT had established contacts and concrete commitments from many key stakeholders to successfully develop a multi-donor project. IPGRI had been serving as the secretariat and an IPGRI staff member as the co-ordinator of COGENT since its establishment in 1992. Upon request from FAO, IPGRI prepared an initial project outline, which after review by FAO, was send to CFC to gauge initial interest. Upon a favourable response from the CFC, IPGRI developed the project proposal further with a view to obtaining endorsement from IGG/OOF and jointly submitting it to the CFC. IPGRI coordinated the contacts with all partners and donors involved in the project. The project proposal was approved for co-funding by CFC with IGG/OOF and IPGRI acting respectively as project Supervising Body and Executing Agency. IPGRI is responsible for the day-to-day management of the project and provides the progress and financial reports to the donors.

Critical development stages

IPGRI has made quite a substantial input to this project from its inception to its current coordination and management. The most critical development stages where IPGRI provided essential inputs were probably at the beginning of the project. The development of the project proposal required substantial coordination and negotiation bringing together donors and partners in a project that literally spans the globe. IPGRI’s global reach, scientific depth and managerial skills were critical to achieving this. Furthermore pre-financing arrangements by IPGRI for a total amount of $225,000 ($125,000 training workshops, $100,000 field work) allowed the project to go ahead pending formal ratification of the project documents. Without these arrangements the project implementation would have suffered substantial delays and a sizeable increase in cost. This situation would have been difficult to overcome and could have resulted in the collapse of the project.

Additional leverage potential

This project is important to the work of COGENT because:

1) It allows COGENT to develop beyond Asia into a global network for coconut

2) It elevates the importance of the partners’ programmes in their own country and outside

3) A global stock of promising coconut varieties will be created, that will be able to fuel follow-up coconut improvement programmes

The increased membership of COGENT, in which currently 38 countries participate, will stimulate the development of joint projects. Members in new regions outside Asia will also mean that donors with interests in those specific regions can now be approached. For example the Portugese Government has recently committed $250.000 for complementary work to be carried out through COGENT in Mozambique. 

Case 3: Global Musa Genomics Consortium

Introduction

The Global Musa Genomics Consortium was launched in July 2001. The Consortium is a collaborative effort of scientists from 13 countries and operates in the framework of INIBAP’s Global Programme for Musa Improvement (PROMUSA). The Consortium aims to apply available genomics technologies to achieve the sustainable improvement of Musa (banana and plantain) of particular interest to small-scale farming. It aims to develop resources for Musa genomics that will be freely available to the Musa research community. The programme will deliver:

• The complete sequence of the Musa genome

• The identification of each gene in the genome

• The definition of the function of each gene in the genome

• The complete map of gene expression – the transcriptome – during development and under various biotic and abiotic stresses

• The definition of all the alleles of each gene present in all genotypes of the

species

• Development of usable genetic markers for major traits

• The measurement of variation and diversity between all accessions

The Consortium is managed by a Management Committee and supported by a Secretariat provided by INIBAP.

IPGRI’s goals and objectives

Banana and plantain are of major importance to millions of smallholder farmers in developing countries as a source of income and food security. Thus, they are priority crops for IPGRI. The Consortium enables a better coordination of genomics research on Musa worldwide within the existing PROMUSA framework. Commitments by the Consortium members to support the research on Musa have increased. The coherent approach and the higher profile of this type of work will be used to get donors to buy into the Consortium’s work and fund additional research. The objectives of the Consortium are well aligned with IPGRI’s. The Consortium provides an opportunity for IPGRI to leverage funding from partners and donors, in a very specific field, with modest investments from IPGRI itself.

Common goals among partners

During the Consortium establishment meeting in June 2001, an overall strategy for the Consortium was developed by the members. The organizational aspects, terms of collaboration and membership rules were agreed upon. Membership is formalised through a Consortium Agreement in which members agree to the terms of collaboration without having to make specific financial commitments. Acceptance of new membership is by invitation of the Management Committee upon approval by existing members.

The total costs for the Musa genomics programme developed by the Consortium are estimated to be $50 million. The existing members were already contributing an estimated $1.2 million in related research. With the establishment of the Consortium these commitments have been increased to $2 million. Annual contributions of INIBAP are estimated to be approximately $120.000. An incremental funding strategy was developed that aims to secure an additional $4-5 million per year. 

Leadership

INIBAP staff facilitated discussions from the very beginning. It helped to identify members for the Consortium and obtain their engagement in the Consortium. Initial discussions on a genomics work for Musa took place within the framework of INIBAP’s PROMUSA. A meeting of researchers in France in 2000, which was co-sponsored by INIBAP, resulted in a recommendation to form a Musa Genomics Consortium to improve coordination of research worldwide. The Consortium was launched the year after.

Together with the U.S. National Science Foundation, INIBAP organized the Consortium launch meeting and handled the public awareness aspects of this event. At the launch of the Consortium, INIBAP accepted the responsibility for providing the Secretariat of the Consortium. In this capacity it is facilitating the exchange of information within the Consortium through list servers, Web pages and other media. It is also handling public relations on behalf of the Consortium and assisting the Management Committee in the organization of future meetings, and gathering information on potential donors or new members.

Critical development stages

The Consortium has only been in existence for one year. However a lot of preparatory work has been done by INIBAP to help the Consortium gain momentum. Currently INIBAP provides the Secretariat whereby it supports the Management Committee and facilitates communication within the Consortium and to the outside world.

Additional leverage potential

The establishment of the Consortium has already prompted the members to increase their research efforts from $1,2 million to $2 million. Furthermore there is now a concrete strategy that allows the development of additional research programmes that can be submitted to donors for funding.

Conclusions

The cases reviewed all show direct contributions towards IPGRI’s goals and objectives. The ECP/GR network is an important vehicle for IPGRI to address crop biodiversity issues in Europe and provides opportunities to integrate lower income countries in the region into pan-European research projects. In the case of the coconut project, it concerns an IPGRI priority crop, with deliverables that can have a direct income-earning outcome for small-scale farmers in developing countries. The project also allows COGENT to expand and achieve a better coordination of coconut genetic resources work worldwide. Involvement in the Musa Genomics Consortium is also directly related to an IPGRI priority crop with deliverables that have potential to increase banana and plantain yields of small-scale farmers.

Common goals

The establishment of common goals by partners is important to obtain engagement and commitment. Formal processes of negotiation and commitment by means of Memoranda of Understanding between individual partners and IPGRI, as is the case for each ECP/GR Phase and the coconut project, provide transparency in commitments and expectations. It gives the partnership a firm foundation. It is within this context that partners make financial and other resource commitments. The Musa Genomics Consortium operates with Consortium Agreements that bind the members to certain objectives and a type of collaboration without a formal need to pledge specific amounts of financial resources.  

Leadership

IPGRI’s leadership is apparent in various areas. In the coordination of international efforts, IPGRI plays an important role. Its outreach in the world’s biodiversity community coupled with its contacts in the donor community position IPGRI well to broker complex international projects. 

Scientifically, IPGRI often leads the development of research projects and/or is able to get the involvement of the leading players. Once a project is implemented, scientific backstopping provides further guidance when needed.

The case studies show that IPGRI often performs the role of Secretariat or project Administrator. Its well-developed communication services and its flexibility to handle funds from a variety of sources and disburse these funds to a variety of project partners can be essential to the successful implementation of projects that leverage resources.

Critical development stages

The case studies illustrate that IPGRI is often involved in the initial critical stages. At those moments IPGRI does not shy away from making concrete and substantial investments to help projects gain momentum. This visible commitment by IPGRI helps to obtain an equally firm commitment from the partners involved.

Leveraging potential

The case studies considered all deal with networking. From a resource leveraging point of view it is clear that this approach, based on a sound and well-defined work plan, can be very effective to get partners to engage and commit resources.

In the case of ECP/GR, IPGRI’s investments worth approx. $900.000 have, up till Phase VI (period of 24 years), been matched by approx. $5.1 million in contributions by partners (leverage ratio partners:IPGRI = 5.6:1). Considering that the ECP/GR has been virtually completely funded by its country members from Phase III onwards, the leverage ratio increase with each successive Phase. If the EU funding of additional projects developed by the ECP/GR networks is included, the contributions by others amount to over $18.6 million (leverage ratio partners:IPGRI = 20.6:1).

In the case of the Coconut project (5 years) IPGRI has contributed $440.000 or 12 % of the project cost (leverage ratio partners:IPGRI = 8.5:1).  This needs to be considered in the context of the overall investments that IPGRI makes in the COGENT network, which is the foundation upon which the CFC project was established and operates.  The CFC project demonstrates a clear willingness of developing country partners to invest considerable resources in joint projects. 

In the case of the Musa Genomics Consortium IPGRI/INIBAP contributions are estimated to be approximately $120.000 per year. The establishment of the Consortium has seen partners raise their commitments to related research by $800.000 from $1.2 to $2 million. In addition the incremental funding strategy will aim to secure $4 to $5 million extra annually.  Initial efforts are underway. The computation of a leverage ratio at this point in time is perhaps premature. The Consortium is very much in the start-up phase. However, based on the initial estimates, it seems very likely that IPGRI/INIBAP contributions will achieve a substantial leveraging effect. 
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