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Summary

In June and July of 2002, a study was undertaken to provide information to the External Programme and Management Review panel on IPGRI’s modus operandi in action. IPGRI’s modus operandi is atypical within the CGIAR system because IPGRI is a scientific research institute without laboratories or experimental fields. It mobilizes partners to achieve goals related to sustainable management and use of plant genetic resources with the aim of improving the lives of people.  IPGRI operates in partnership with a wide range of collaborators including public and private institutes, international and national organizations and individuals ranging from policy makers to subsistence farmers. Through these partnerships, facilitated by IPGRI’s multi-disciplinary professional staff and decentralized structure, IPGRI is able to achieve goals that would have been beyond the scope of a single institute working in isolation. This paper explores three partnerships that have been especially interesting and successful.

The study analyzed the nature and effectiveness of partnerships for three cases from IPGRI’s project portfolio:

· The International Coconut Genetic Resources Network, COGENT

· In situ conservation of agricultural biodiversity in Nepal

· Traditional leafy vegetables in sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) (ALV)

These three partnerships have regional and international dimensions are well developed and present a range of types. They are focused on agricultural research as a means of improving the livelihoods of poor, rural farming populations. They differ in scope and in the type and number of partners involved. COGENT is a global network that through central coordination by IPGRI, links partners in 38 countries through a common interest in conserving coconut genetic resources. The in situ conservation project in Nepal is one component of a global project where IPGRI works in partnership with the Nepal agricultural research service and a national NGO. The ALV project is regional and links national partners in five geographically distant SSA countries. It contributes to a global project on neglected and underutilized species.

All partners in these projects make concrete contributions and receive benefits from participating in the partnership. Contributions of partners include financial support, technical assistance and in-kind materials and resources. Partners also bring their own informal networks and contacts to support the partnership. An example of this is the role played by the NGO LI-BIRD in the Nepal in situ project.  In that case, LI-BIRD had well-established connections with farmers and farming communities that facilitated the direct engagement of project research at the farmer level. Financial support for the projects comes from a range of donors, including international, regional and national agencies. Financial contributions from national partners have often been substantial and have sometimes exceeded external support. Partners have also made substantial contributions of time to support and maintain the partnership.

The partnership approach has yielded a number of outputs, benefits and impacts. Outputs have included improved germplasm and genebank facilities, improved communication and management practices, improved conservation of genetic resources, trained personnel and increased public awareness of agricultural issues. Income has been generated and employment increased in rural communities. The projects also generated benefits in terms of linkages between countries, linkages between technical sectors and increasing linkages between research organizations and farmers, by working through NGOs.. Capacity was developed in research institutes for innovative approaches to plant genetic resource (PGR) conservation and use.

In none of the three cases did it appear likely that independent efforts could have created the quality and quantity of outputs and the benefits of mutual added value and synergy among the partners that has resulted from the partnership approach. Neither did there appear to be other organizations that could have played the coordination role that IPGRI played. IPGRI brings some unique contributions to partnership projects carried out on a regional or international scale because:

· IPGRI is a well-established international research organization with a global mandate for PGR conservation and use

· IPGRI has well-established regional offices in addition to its headquarters office, which enable IPGRI to link to field-level support

· IPGRI has well-established administrative systems and manages financial resources at an international level, offering a high level of accountability to donors

· A broad range of expertise exists among IPGRI’s technical staff who can provide research inputs and technical backstopping 

· IPGRI has, through the CGIAR and other networks, access to an even greater fund of expertise and political support

· IPGRI’s senior management has solid links with international funding and research agencies and high-level decision-makers in national governments. IPGRI’s senior management operates on par with ministers and directors general of national, regional and international organizations

Partnerships have their drawbacks as well as their benefits. The transaction costs are high since partners must be convened across large distances for priority setting and action planning. Negotiated decision-making takes more time and results in compromise solutions. International coordination of these projects is also expensive and the sustainability of funding support is never guaranteed. IPGRI has learned the following lessons from its involvement in the three projects:

· Very strong coordination on the part of IPGRI may not be sustainable or desirable in the long term

· Partners must be carefully selected to ensure maximum benefits

· Costs of partnership must be carefully weighed against benefits. Partnerships should be developed in cases where no other approach is likely to achieve the desired outcomes more cost effectively

All three projects are finite in terms of their financial support. Thus IPGRI does not have a contractual commitment to its partners beyond the lifetime of activities currently foreseen. However, all three projects have the scope for continuing in the longer term given adequate leadership. However, none of the three projects has developed a strategy for phasing out of the strong coordination role currently undertaken by IPGRI.  This threatens the sustainability of the effort in the event that IPGRI is no longer able to play such a strong role, should there be no partner prepared to undertake leadership.

IPGRI also learned that introducing new ideas and approaches with a development aim that will be sustained through time in national programmes requires a multi-level approach to partners, including research institutes, politicians and farming communities.
The projects all have multi-level, complex objectives that can be best achieved through a partnership approach. The three broad types of objectives that characterize the projects are:

· Technical outputs in terms of germplasm conservation, research and development for previously under-researched species or thematic areas

· Capacity building within national research organizations in the three areas of technical focus

· Building stronger linkages between research and the ultimate user of agricultural research, the farmer and farming communities, often through NGOs as intermediaries

Projects that aim to achieve simpler goals, such as training or conservation of germplasm using traditional approaches should weigh the benefits of partnership against the costs and choose the approach that best achieves the desired goals at least cost.

Introduction

This paper summarizes the results from three case studies on the nature and effectiveness of IPGRI’s partnerships. The case study partnerships and their principal objectives are:

· The International Coconut Genetic Resources Network, COGENT. This is a global network that includes organizations from 38 countries. Its goal is to improve coconut production on a sustainable basis and increase incomes of smallholder farmers in developing countries through improved management of genetic resources, improved cultivation of coconut and efficient utilization of its products

· In situ conservation of agricultural biodiversity in Nepal. This is part of a global project that aims to improve in situ (on-farm) genetic resource conservation and use of important crop species. The three main objectives of the project are to support the development of a framework of knowledge on farmer decision-making processes that influence in situ conservation and management of agricultural biodiversity, to strengthen national institutions for planning and implementation of conservation programmes for agricultural biodiversity, and to broaden use of agricultural biodiversity and the participation in its management by farming communities and other groups
· Traditional leafy vegetables in sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) (ALV). The purposes of the project are to bolster nutrition and increase general wellbeing of farming families through better understanding and improved management of the genetic resources of traditional African leafy vegetables in Kenya, South Africa, Zambia, Cameroon and Senegal

Rationale for selecting the three cases

Most of IPGRI’s work is carried out in partnership with others. The three cases included here were studied because they represent examples of IPGRI’s more effective and well-developed partnership-based projects. They have the following features in common:

· Their context is regional or global. In the case of Nepal, the focus is on a national component of a global project

· The activities are development and farmer-oriented, often allowing IPGRI to exceed its traditional research focused remit and actively participate in development work

· IPGRI has played various roles during the life of each project, including that of administrator, provider of technical assistance, coordinator and catalyst, as well as provider of financial support

· Partners make concrete contributions to the projects and receive tangible gains as a result of their involvement

· The partnerships are fairly mature and durable, having been established between seven and nine years ago

The partnerships selected for this study operate with different degrees of formality, they have various expected life spans and IPGRI’s roles and responsibilities differ in each.

Partners and their roles

IPGRI is a key partner in all cases and a variety of other types of partners have been involved over the duration of the projects, including:

· Donors

· National agencies

· Regional organizations

· International agencies

· NGOs

· Community groups

· Private business

· Farmers

IPGRI has taken the most active role and often the lead role in all three projects during their development phases, participating in identification of priorities, formulating hypotheses and research designs, and mobilizing resources.  The typical way in which IPGRI plays this leadership role is to:

1. Convene an international workshop to discuss the subject area and broadly define priorities

2. Convene a smaller, more focused group of partners to develop the framework of a proposal for action

3. Develop the framework into a project proposal including a budget and encourage commitment from key partners

4. Secure funding for the project proposal

5. Engage partners in the research phase through letters of agreement that outline responsibilities

6. Coordinate the network and project activities

This process takes place over several years. In the case of COGENT, initial discussions began in the late 1980s within the CGIAR system about the possibility of establishing a coconut network. During these early phases of project development, IPGRI contributed significant financial and human resources for meetings and workshops, travel and staff time and expertise, as the proposal matched well with IPGRI’s mandate. This investment was considered seed money that allowed IPGRI to attract donors to support the project during the research phase.

In keeping with its modus operandi as a facilitator, IPGRI played an advisory rather than active role in carrying out the research. National partners assumed the principal responsibility for research. IPGRI continued to advise and convened meetings of partners to share experiences during this phase. IPGRI again took on a stronger role in verifying results and in disseminating the results of them through workshops and publications. IPGRI also took responsibility for producing much of the required documentation that might otherwise be assumed to be the responsibility of partners.

IPGRI makes several unique contributions to supporting the three case-study projects. In the first instance, IPGRI provides high quality administrative support to project operations that would be difficult for another organization to undertake. IPGRI has systems in place for global level financial transactions that allow it to receive and disburse funds, and has an independent accounting system and a Board of Trustees that helps achieve accountability and ensure the confidence and trust of organizations with which IPGRI carries out financial transactions. IPGRI also has a network of regional offices and its own system of review and assessment, including both internal and external reviews, which help to ensure effectiveness.

IPGRI provides technical support from its multi-disciplinary staff from IPGRI headquarters and regional offices for expertise in conceptualizing, designing and implementing the projects. For example, in 2002, COGENT mobilized IPGRI staff expertise in genetic diversity, germplasm health, and anthropology, as well as documentation and information, accounting and administrative support. IPGRI top management is involved in building awareness and support at the highest levels of partner-country governments and with the donor community. Similar levels of support were engaged for all three case-study projects, with the staff complement changing as the project evolved.

IPGRI’s third major contribution is its long-term involvement and engagement in the topic areas addressed. Each project took several years to evolve beyond the initial discussion phase into actual project development and implementation. Because IPGRI is an established organization that has existed for over 25 years, it can play the role of long-term advocate for issues such as those addressed by projects described here. In the three cases assessed, little previous research had taken place and existing support was limited or non-existent. In those cases, IPGRI provided start-up financial support and served to catalyze and mobilize others.

Official development assistance organizations, United Nations organizations and multi-lateral development banks have been involved as donors in these partnerships The total donor support provided to date for the three projects has been approximately US$ 8.6 million, with most of this coming from official development assistance.

Table 1. Donor support

	Type of donor
	Donor name
	Project
	Grant pledged (US$)

	Official development assistance
	France
	COGENT
	320,000

	
	DFID UK
	COGENT
	402,000

	
	DFID UK
	COGENT
	15,000

	
	Portugal
	COGENT
	250,000

	
	IDRC (Canada)
	In situ
	146,000

	
	Swiss Agency for Development & Corporation (SDC)
	In situ
	246,000

	
	SDC
	In situ
	1,231,000

	
	SDC
	In situ
	1,144,000

	
	Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA)
	In situ Nepal Country Component
	814,000

	
	MFA
	ALV Phase 1
	158,733

	
	MFA
	ALV Phase 2
	846,509

	United Nations
	IFAD
	COGENT
	907,000

	Multi-lateral development banks
	Asian Development Bank
	COGENT
	1,200,000

1,000,000

	
	Common Fund for

Commodities (CFC)
	COGENT
	1,196,000

	Total
	
	
	9,876,222


Donors play a significant role in the priority setting stages of the project by influencing the research agenda and priorities through leverage from providing funding support.  For example, COGENT’s increasing focus over time on the needs of the farmer was sponsored and supported by IFAD, which placed a high priority on addressing farmer-level needs. This sponsorship helped facilitate a paradigm shift from a one-way flow of information between researcher and farmer to sharing ideas among farmers, researchers and others. Now farmers and researchers work together more to develop coconut research programmes directed towards developing solutions to problems faced by farmers.

Donors can also influence the research agenda by what they do not support. In the case of COGENT, project proposals have been developed specifically for regional research in Africa, but a donor has not yet been found. This limits what can be done in Africa to the work on multilocational trials funded by Portugal for COGENT work in Mozambique and by CFC for work in Benin, Côte d’Ivoire, Ghana and Tanzania. Donors have also been reluctant to sponsor coordination functions, such as steering committee meetings, the coordinator’s salary and administrative charges, which are critical for effective partnership projects.

National partners obviously play key roles in all three projects – without them there would be no partnership. National partners include government research institutes, universities and non-governmental organizations. They are responsible for the implementation of the field research that addresses the core project objectives. National partners also play critical roles in validating and interpreting results and in helping to ensure that results are disseminated or new approaches introduced by the project are institutionalized in national agricultural research programmes.

Letters of Agreement (LOAs) between the national programme partner and IPGRI serve as the administrative mechanism to transfer funds from IPGRI to the national partner. LOAs also detail the work that has been agreed, the additional in-country partners that will be engaged, and the national contributions. The actual LOA recipient varies from case to case. COGENT entered into LOAs almost exclusively with government research institutes. The in situ project entered into LOAs with both the government research institute, the National Agricultural Research Council (NARC) and the NGO Local Initiatives in Biodiversity, Research and Development (LI-BIRD). The ALV project engaged a wider variety of partners through LOAs, including research institutes, universities, NGOs and private sector organizations.

Most national partners also commit their own funding and resources to carrying out the research programme. Projects usually build on existing structures and activities. In-kind contributions can be in the form of laboratory facilities, supplies, equipment, or the salary of participating staff.  In some cases, the national programme contribution exceeds that of the external support as shown in the Table 2.
Table 2. Matching funding

	Project LOAs
	External funding
	National contributions
	External to national contribution ratio 

	In situ Nepal 
	578,289
	50,233
	10:1

	ALV 
	150,000
	313,000
	1:2.1

	COGENT 
	1,636,250
	2,170,700
	1:1.3


The involvement of NGOs has been a critical factor in the projects because they work to extend research to meet the development needs of farmers. Farmers are the “on-farm conservers” of agrobiodiversity and thus are essential partners in the in situ project. IPGRI’s traditional partners are in the national plant genetic resources programmes, which tend to focus on ex situ conservation and have little experience with on-farm conservation. National programmes have few partners or networks that link directly with farmers. Furthermore, the in situ project aims to develop on-farm and community level capacity for conservation, in addition to building capacity at the national and international levels. For these reasons NGOs with strong links to the farmer community needed to be engaged in the project. In Nepal, LI-BIRD has both the scientific capacity and the involvement in grassroots development needed to participate effectively and actively in the project by linking the global and national needs with those of the farming communities.

Private business is explicitly involved in COGENT. Since the network includes all end users, including the coconut processing industry, which is largely private. Generally speaking however, private industry is seen as a new and potentially important project partner in the future.

Outputs and impacts

The outputs of the projects have been in the areas of germplasm conservation and use, capacity development, and information/knowledge generation and dissemination. In addition to these very tangible outputs, the partnership approach has improved cooperation among representative institutions and individuals from culturally and geographically diverse countries in the case of COGENT and the ALV projects. The projects have generated goodwill and mutual understanding. These projects are also increasing linkages between national research organizations, NGOs and farming communities.

Outputs from COGENT:

· Important coconut germplasm has been conserved in national field genebanks

· International Coconut Genebanks have been set up in Indonesia, India, Papua New Guinea, Côte d’Ivoire and Brazil (under negotiation) to conserve and evaluate 200 important accessions covering each geographic region. The germplasm and its associated information are made available to coconut producing countries

· Passport and characterization data of 1,370 coconut accessions in 25 genebanks and collections in 22 countries have been stored in an international database

· Multilocation trials enabled six countries to evaluate 30 hybrids under representative farmers’ conditions

· The choice of breeding materials made by coconut breeders is made easier through documentation on farmers’ varietal preferences and details on 297 farmers’ varieties 

· Numerous training courses, missions, feasibility studies etc. have been organized and funded through COGENT (for example, researchers from 20 countries trained in an in vitro culture protocol). Scholarship support has been provided for researchers up to postgraduate level

· Research initiatives have included work on molecular markers, embryo culture, genetic erosion, cryopreservation, in situ conservation, pest risk assessment and participatory research

· Numerous publications have been produced and distributed to coconut researchers around the world

Benefits have accrued to farming communities through increased marketing of coconut and coconut products. This has generated additional income and created employment. Impacts can be predicted on a global scale as access to coconut germplasm becomes easier and as breeders are able to produce better-adapted cultivars for a variety of environments. Farmers in 15 poor rural communities are expected to benefit from on-farm conservation of coconut that focuses on introduction of high-yielding and high-value coconut, high-value coconut products, and increasing farm productivity through intercropping and livestock and fodder production. These activities are expected to increase coconut yields by 3-6 times, incomes by 5-10 times and farm productivity by 3-5 times.

Outputs from the in situ conservation in Nepal project include:

· Improved access to genetic resources 

· Development and distribution of improved rice germplasm through participatory methods

· Numerous traditional gatherings to disseminate information on genetic resource conservation and use

· Development of niche markets for particular crops

· Improved links between formal and informal seed sectors

· Trained personnel: 4 PhD students, participation of 18 researchers in short courses and group courses for 45 participants, including farmers, hoteliers, and members of the national and local level multidisciplinary groups

· Numerous publications were produced by the Global In Situ Project and the Nepal component, including a training guide for in situ conservation on-farm

Benefits have resulted from development of adapted rice germplasm in particular. This material has been produced through newly-created community genebanks and participatory breeding networks. This has impacted rural economies in three districts in Nepal and is set to serve as a model that might be applied more widely in Nepal and beyond.

The following outputs resulted from the first phase of the ALV project:

· National reports prepared and disseminated in the five participating countries (Botswana, Cameroon, Kenya, Senegal and Zimbabwe)

· International workshop held to discuss results and establish future priorities at end of first phase

· Participating institutes gained experience and methods for working across disciplinary and institutional boundaries and in working directly with producers

· Participants gained experience and tools to integrate gender issues into PGR work

· Institutional linkages established for collaborative work between farmers, marketers, consumers and the research sector

· Numerous publications were also produced including a directory of research and development specialists with expertise in traditional leafy vegetables

The second phase of the ALV project aims to collect germplasm, and conserve and characterize 14 neglected leafy vegetable crops in five sub-Saharan countries (Cameroon, Kenya, Senegal, Zambia and South Africa). It is also expected that agronomic characteristics of the leafy vegetable crops will be improved through selection and breeding and that seed systems will be established. The project also has aims for improved on-farm management, handling and marketing within target communities as well as increased awareness about ALV.  The impact is expected to be in diversified farming systems that provide increased opportunities for marketing and income generation as well as improvement in health of the rural poor. To date, tangible outputs have accrued from germplasm collection and characterization and from training courses.

Contributions of a partnership approach

Whereas some simple outputs like germplasm conservation or training could be accomplished without a partnership approach, a partnership approach makes some unique contributions towards the achievement of the more complex project objectives. These unique contributions include:

· Cost sharing and commitment 

· Synergy and complementarity

· Responsibility

· Security

· Credibility and prestige

· Linkages 

· Capacity development

Partnerships enable costs and responsibilities to be shared, thus reducing the burden on any one partner and building a sense of ownership among the partners, which serves as the foundation for future work. Cost sharing is an efficient means of reducing costs and being able to take advantage of economies of scale: pooled resources can be used to achieve much more than would be possible using individual resources. All the projects included in this survey shared costs. In some instances, e.g. COGENT, the financial investments of national partners have equaled or even exceeded external commitments. Contributions have also been made in terms of facilities and staff time. In all instances cost sharing helps build a sense of shared commitment on the part of the partners to successful management of the project.

The various attributes of individuals and organizations can be combined in a partnership approach to enhance progress where individual efforts might not have been successful, thus making use of synergy and complementarity. In all three case studies, partners have contributed particular expertise to the projects. In the ALV project, farmers are explicitly involved in characterization and improvement of genetic resources. This is also the case for the farmers associated with the in situ conservation project in Nepal and COGENT.

For all the projects, responsibility is shared to different degrees at different stages. However, ultimate responsibility for the projects rests with the project coordinators, who are IPGRI staff members. They provide guidance and are responsible for overall management.  Furthermore, IPGRI also enters into financial arrangements with donors, which gives IPGRI a contractual responsibility for project outcomes. IPGRI’s reputation is thus determined to a great extent by the success of these and other projects in its portfolio. Other partners who enter into formal agreements with IPGRI to carry out project work are also responsible on a contractual level for fulfilling terms of reference. Through this mechanism, IPGRI formally engages its partners in sharing responsibilities.

Entering into a partnership whereby priorities are set and responsibilities shared among many players including donors, international organizations, national research institutes and NGOs, provides security for the partners in the coalition. Funding is guaranteed over a determined period and technical and administrative backup is made available. This allows realistic work plans to be drawn up and staff can be allocated to project activities in accordance with the work plan and funds available. In all three cases studied the projects have been through several phases over periods of up to ten years, demonstrating that there has been medium/long-term security. This is particularly important in genetic resource conservation and use projects, as the time between implementation and impact can be long. One shortcoming in this regard appears to be that little thought has been given to IPGRI’s exit strategy – plans for IPGRI’s reduced participation and eventual withdrawal are relatively underdeveloped.

The profile of a project can be raised through international partnership and contribution from recognized expert institutions and individuals. National partners during this study reported that IPGRI’s involvement in a project brought credibility and prestige to new programmes being introduced at the national level. In the case of the ALV project, the contributions of both AVRDC (Asian Vegetable Research and Development Center) and IPGRI serve to raise the profile of the project. With a move towards bilateral funding, this could have a negative effect. If the international partner assumes solely a backstopping role, there may be less opportunity to maintain the profile of the project within the national government. An advantage that IPGRI has had over many partners, serving to bolster credibility and prestige, is that its senior management can engage in dialogue at a high level with important organizations and influential individuals. It thus has far better access to donors and policy makers than national research institutes operating in isolation. Bilateral funding tends to be done on a quota basis. There is consequently less incentive to make an effort than for multilateral funding that could go to another country.

A raised profile and increased recognition bring many additional benefits. They can be used to attract new partners and attract increased and diversified funding. This can extend to partnerships being formed with non-traditional collaborators including industry. Evidence from this study suggests that in the case of COGENT and the in situ conservation project, their success has stimulated increased donor interest in the projects. Many of the partners in the projects make substantial contributions in funding and in-kind inputs, sometimes to the extent of exceeding external donor contributions.

Improved linkages can occur at all levels: within a country, among countries, and between countries and regional and international organizations. In Nepal, links between national agencies have been strengthened through a partnership approach to in situ conservation and improved use of important plant genetic resources.  The position of the Nepal component within a larger global in situ project has increased the linkages between the Nepal partners and the global community.  The major contributions in this area realized by the projects studied are:

· Improvement in linkages within countries between agricultural research institutes, NGOs and farmers to improve the contribution of agricultural development to farmers’ wellbeing

· Improved linkages between countries to address common research problems and to increase access to germplasm

· Improved linkages between the national and international levels, to bring the necessary resources and international knowledge and expertise to bear on problem solving

Using traditional agricultural research and development approaches, researchers do not usually link directly with farming communities, but develop technologies and then deliver them to farmers through extension services. It can be much more effective to engage farmers in priority setting, decision making and developing and adapting agricultural research by taking advantage of linkages via community based organizations, NGOs and private industry that have much closer contact with the farming community. Internal linkages within a country or region may be lacking, as in the case of the five country partners in the ALV project. COGENT, ALV and the in situ projects have had important impacts on improving formal and informal linkages between partners at different levels. One means of achieving this has been through meetings and workshops that bring together partners on a regular basis. Face to face meetings are very important for maintaining and improving linkages among partners who are geographically and possibly also culturally distant.

All three projects have provided opportunities for capacity development. Capacity development is increasingly being understood to mean much more than training, but lasting adoption of new approaches needed to improve the ability of an organization to perform.  All three projects aimed to introduce new areas of research and new approaches to traditional research institutions. Training is one small part of capacity development.  In fact, training delivery could have been more efficient outside of partnership approach through a direct contracting of a training provider.  However, lasting change in organizations requires awareness of the need for change, management support, changes in processes and approaches, and resources, at least in addition to skills introduced through training. In these projects, capacity development was fostered through partnership that included active participation in the research process, a learning-by-doing approach taken by the projects, communication and information sharing among partners, infusion of resources and building of management and political support.

Drawbacks of partnerships

Along with the unique contributions of partnerships there is a downside. The major drawbacks, all in the area of finance, identified from these case studies are:

· Transaction costs of establishing and maintaining partnerships

· Costs associated with international coordination

· Funding sustainability

Cost is a major constraint to establishing and maintaining viable partnerships. Partnerships require opportunities for joint decision-making among partners who may be spread around the globe. This inevitably requires resources for meetings and travel. COGENT represents a good example of the costs associated with meetings. Between 1992 and 2001, ten steering committee meetings were held, with each meeting bringing together approximately 20 people from between 13 and 19 countries. These meetings are critically important for information sharing and decision-making, as steering committee members review progress, plan for the future and make decisions about directions and budgets. Costs of convening these meetings were approximately $700,000, even though meetings are usually scheduled to coincide with other events to take advantage of cost coverage of some participants by other projects. The meeting budget for the ALV project, including elements of training and capacity building, is similar, with total costs expected to be approximately $115,000 over two years. In spite of the importance of meetings for joint decision-making in a partnership, it has been difficult in some cases to find financial support for meetings, as was reported by COGENT: sub-regional planning meetings have not taken place to the extent considered optimal because of lack of funds.

International coordination is also very costly. Start-up costs during problem identification and priority setting for partnership projects are likely to be high. Fund raising itself also uses staff time and travel to develop and market proposals for project funding. Maintenance costs of project coordination are invariably high, including a coordinator’s salary on an international scale, administrative support costs and travel to visit sites to ensure that the field level work is kept on track, and to harmonize among partners across different countries. Substantial costs occur at the end of the project phase with writing and editing reports, and publishing and distribution.  Coordination costs have been shared between IPGRI and donors in the projects reviewed here, but represent a substantial obstacle to partnership projects that require international coordination. Time costs are invariably substantial, but are relatively undervalued and under appreciated.

Funding sustainability is however always an underlying issue for projects that rely so heavily on external support. Total estimated donor support for the three projects was $1,005,242 for ALV (including predicted support through 2002), $3,581,000 for the in situ global project (including the Nepal component) and $4,040,000 for COGENT. All projects benefit from funding and other resource support from other partners, but donor support is critical to achieving goals as they are now set out. In none of the cases studied have donors withdrawn completely and left the project to support itself. Donor support has been secured for COGENT until 2004, for ALV and the in situ project until 2002.

Counterfactuals

IPGRI has assumed key roles in all three projects that have been researched for this report. It could legitimately be asked what might have happened had IPGRI not been involved, or at least not undertaken the strong role that it has. Moreover, as the projects evolve it is worth considering what IPGRI’s future role might be. These issues can be considered to be counterfactual cases covering the past and future. More specifically, the following questions might be asked:

· Could the outputs have been generated without a partnership approach?

· Would the same project activities have taken place without IPGRI’s involvement?

· Would project activities have been as effective without IPGRI as a partner?

· Are there organizations with similar mandates to that of IPGRI that could have assumed the same or a similar role?

In none of the three cases would it have been possible for IPGRI or any single partner to have assumed the roles of all partners and to have carried out the project activities alone for reasons of the size and complexity of the projects and their development objectives. For example, each project aims at information sharing and learning among partners. The projects also encourage adaptation of knowledge and methods to meet the needs of different countries. These objectives inherently require a partnership approach, as compared with the simple delivery of a prepared product, or specific item of research that could have been carried out by one research institute through a letter of agreement with IPGRI.

It has been stated several times in this report that partnerships are expensive and have many hidden costs that are not fully appreciated. Time is an obvious example of an underestimated cost. Technologies developed in partnerships can therefore be more expensive and take a longer time coming than those developed using more straightforward means. Germplasm, for example, can generally be got more directly from established breeding programmes than from newly created projects. A flexible partnership does not preclude technologies being brought in or bought from outside. However, the benefits of the partnership come from interaction and cooperation. The rationale is not commercial, though commerce is an important aspect of increased income generation and wellbeing. To substitute entire projects or project components with more cost-effective commercial arrangements would be a legitimate alternative, but would do little to foster capacity development, enhanced goodwill, increased cooperation, improved mutual understanding etc. In any case, the ultimate clients are invariably resource-poor farmers who are not necessarily able to link successfully with the commercial sector due to circumstance. Their requirements can only realistically be addressed through a partnership where they have a voice.

Particularly in the cases of coconut and in situ conservation it is safe to say that some research was taking place and is likely to have taken place without there having been an IPGRI coordinated project. The nature of the research would however have been very different and would likely have been done on a much smaller scale in terms of financial resources and scope. Individual countries would have continued to carry out small-scale research and development in these areas, and limited regional or international activities might also have been undertaken.  In the absence of another international organization to undertake the coordination role assumed by IPGRI, regional or national level programmes might have been the norm.  Opportunities for global cooperation, for reasons of high cost and the need for high levels of communication, would have been limited. The overall consequence of this would have been reduction of benefits and impacts as compared with what has been achieved to date.

The success of these projects depends upon strong coordination acting as the driving force behind the project – maintaining the linkages and keeping the funds flowing. In the absence of such a driving force, the projects might suffer from poorly defined areas of responsibility, lack of commitment, lack of direction and insufficient operational funds. Project coordination could conceivably have been undertaken by another organization other than IPGRI.  However, IPGRI has several particular strengths that make it effective in coordinating multiple partner projects undertaken at an international scale:

· IPGRI is a well-established international research organization with a global mandate for PGR conservation and use

· IPGRI has well-established regional offices in addition to its headquarters office, which enable IPGRI to link to field-level support

· IPGRI has well-established administrative systems and manages financial resources at an international level, offering a high level of accountability to donors

· A broad range of expertise exists among IPGRI’s technical staff who can provide research inputs and technical backstopping 

· IPGRI has, through the CGIAR and other networks, access to an even greater fund of expertise and political support

· IPGRI’s senior management has solid links with international funding and research agencies and high-level decision-makers in national governments. IPGRI’s senior management operates on par with ministers and directors general of national, regional and international organizations

Other potential coordinators would need to possess similar characteristics in order to play the role that IPGRI has played.  National level partner organizations clearly do not have all of these characteristics.

In the case of COGENT, BUROTROP, an oil crop network with a global mandate for coconut, and the South Pacific Commission (SPC), could be considered alternative candidate organizations for international coordination in lieu of IPGRI. However, SPC does not have a global mandate and BUROTROP focuses on several commodity oil crops, so neither organization currently has a mandate focused on improving coconut production for smallholders.  Unless these organizations were to change their mandates they would be unlikely candidates to take over coordination of the network.

African leafy vegetables are neglected crops and have attracted very little scientific research. They do not fall within the mandate of any international research centers or project, except AVRDC. AVRDC has a global mandate for vegetable improvement and has an established regional office in East Africa. AVRDC has been a partner in the current project and it is probably reasonable to suggest that AVRDC could have managed the genetic resources aspect of the ALV project. In some respects it appears to be very similar to IPGRI. However, the centre suffers politically because it is headquartered in Taiwan and is not a member of the CGIAR. Its international relations are complex because The United Nations and some countries do not recognize Taiwan as having a legitimate government that restricts its access to potential donors and international fora. This also has implications for its access to additional technical expertise, although it does have good relations with the CGIAR centers and many national and regional centers of expertise.

 In situ conservation in Nepal is part of a much larger global initiative. IPGRI played a substantial role in its initiation and subsequent management in partnership with two national Nepalese institutions, a government agency and an NGO. IPGRI’s provision of a project coordinator has had a major impact on project effectiveness, but as in other cases, equally capable individuals might have been successfully recruited from elsewhere.

If the Nepal component were considered separately from the global project, this case seems the most likely of the three to represent one where IPGRI’s input might have been assumed by another organization. The agriculture and community development aspects of the project might have become the responsibility of an bilateral development agency like DFID or GTZ, which have long histories of development aid and agricultural research in Nepal. However, neither organization has the same technical backstopping capabilities as IPGRI, nor do they have genetic resources conservation as a part of their core missions, and therefore their commitment over the long term could not be guaranteed. If the success of the Nepal component is considered inextricable from the global project, there is no organization that appears likely to have been able to take on IPGRI’s role as global coordinator.

Lessons learned

As a result of having participated in these partnership projects, IPGRI has learned several lessons, including:

· Very strong coordination on the part of IPGRI may not be sustainable in the long term 

· Partners must be carefully selected to ensure maximum benefits

· Costs of partnership must be carefully weighed against benefits. Partnerships should be developed in cases where no other approach is likely to achieve the desired outcomes

A potentially problematic issue that pertains to all projects, but particularly to COGENT perhaps, is IPGRI’s strong coordination role. There are two potential problems with IPGRI taking on and maintaining a very strong role. Firstly, a strong and very active coordination is expensive. If donor support were to be reduced or IPGRI unable to pay these costs from its core budget, the project could possibly collapse. Secondly, strong coordination could detract from the development of a sense of shared responsibility among the different partners, who may come to rely on most leadership and guidance being provided by IPGRI. A little more learning by doing (and even allowing for more failure) might be beneficial for building a sense of shared responsibility. It is also possible that strong coordination by IPGRI raises the level of project outputs beyond that which could be maintained by other partners without large amounts of external support. Activities might stand a greater chance of being sustainable were they scaled down. In no case analyzed here has IPGRI developed a strategy for phasing out of the project or taking on a less prominent role. This possibility should be considered desirable in the future and discussed among partners and planned for accordingly.

Partners must be carefully selected in order to ensure that the partnership achieves the maximum benefits. This is important in terms of selecting the right types of partner, including donors, international agencies, national research institutes, ministries, CBOs, NGOs, farmers and private industry. Donors contribute funds and influence the project at the planning and problem identification stage. Some categories of donor have not been engaged in supporting the projects, but might be approached in the future. These include foundations, corporations and international NGOs.

National partners are critical at all stages and play a strong role throughout the process, except in resource mobilization. Particularly at the national level, a multi-sectoral approach and the involvement of NGOs and farmers is helpful to achieving research for development goals.  National partners must be selected among those who are willing and able to test out new approaches.  

In order to achieve organizational capacity development in research institutes, awareness and support must be built at the political level in the country and ministries and politicians engaged to a necessary degree to secure their commitment. IPGRI’s senior management can play an important role in helping to build this support.

Costs of partnership projects are high and may not be warranted in all cases, calling for a case-by-case analysis of the benefits to be gained from a partnership approach. There are several dimensions of PGR conservation and use that make it particularly appropriate for a partnership approach in spite of the costs, including:

· Germplasm conservation and use is often technically difficult. Technologies associated with genetics and plant breeding are changing rapidly. Many potentially useful technologies are complex and lie out of reach of some countries. Partnerships allow for sharing of knowledge and technologies

· Budgets allocated to PGR conservation and use are often low within an individual country or organization, particularly for non-commodity crop species, which makes it necessary for partners to pool their resources

· Issues of genetic resources are seldom local or isolated within an individual country. Because plant genetic resources transcend national boundaries, partnerships can facilitate germplasm sharing and research

· The information generated by partnerships can be applied over a range of environments and situations, so that resource poor partners can benefit from those partners that have greater resources to apply to problem solving

· Constraints to agricultural production are frequently common to areas where there are similarities among cultures and traditions, and where the environment and crops are similar. Thus knowledge gained in one place can be transferred through partnerships to other areas. Solutions to problems developed in one area can often be adapted and applied with little extra effort in other areas

· The capacities of partners involved in plant genetic resources can vary greatly in terms of such things as knowledge, technology, laboratory infrastructure and equipment.   Benefits of partnerships can be realized even by weaker partners through careful selection of partners with complementary capacities and resources   

All three projects have multi-level, complex objectives that can be better achieved through a partnership approach.  The three broad types of objectives that characterize the projects are:

· Technical outputs in terms of germplasm conservation, research and development for previously under-researched species or thematic areas

· Capacity building within national research organizations in the three areas of technical focus 

· Building stronger linkages between research and the ultimate user of agricultural research, the farmer and farming communities, often through NGOs as intermediaries

For projects with simpler objectives, such as traditional germplasm collection and conservation, or training, less expensive approaches should be the norm.

IPGRI has contributed substantially to catalyzing and managing the projects studied. It has also benefited from its engagement as a partner. Through the work of these projects, IPGRI has been able to extend its mandate to rural development and beyond cooperation with national research institutes to the level of the community and farmer. The experiences gained should be helpful to IPGRI in the future to focus its work on promoting genetic resource conservation and utilization for the benefit of the poor.

Annex

Partners and partner types for the three partnerships discussed in this report. The lists are not exhaustive as in many instances partnerships extend to farmer organizations and individuals too numerous to list. This is particularly the case for COGENT, a network extending across 38 countries. IPGRI’s participation is assumed throughout. “Donor” is used to describe organizations that have contributed to workshops, publishing etc. and does not solely refer to funding agencies.

	Partnership
	Partner
	Partner type

	COGENT network (by country)
	
	

	People’s Republic of China
	Bangladesh Agricultural Research Institute 
	National research institute

	India
	Wenchang Coconut Research Institute
	National research institute

	Indonesia
	Central Plantation Crops Research Institute
	National research institute

	Malaysia
	Research Institute for Coconut and Palmae
	National research institute

	Philippines
	Malaysian Agricultural Research and Development Institute 
	National research institute

	Sri Lanka
	Philippine Coconut Authority, Philippine Council for Agriculture and Resources Research and Development
	National research institutes

	Thailand
	Coconut Research Institute
	National research institute

	Vietnam
	Horticulture Research Institute
	National research institute

	Fiji
	Oil Plant Institute
	National research institute

	Papua New Guinea
	Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries
	National research institute

	Ghana
	Cocoa and Coconut Research Institute
	National research institute

	Tanzania
	Ministry of Agriculture
	National research institute

	Jamaica
	Mikocheni Agricultural Research Institute 
	National research institute

	Mexico
	Coconut Industry Board and Rural Agricultural Development Authority
	National institutes

	
	Instituto Nacional de Investigaciones Forestales, Agricolas y Pecuarias
	National research institute

	
	Asian and Pacific Coconut Commission and

Philippine Coconut Authority
	Regional networks

	
	French government
	Donor

	
	Portuguese government
	Donor

	
	British government
	Donor

	
	IFAD
	Donor

	
	Asian Development Bank
	Donor

	
	Common Fund for Commodities
	Donor

	
	Banchte Sheka, Bangladesh
	NGO

	
	PEEKAY Tree Crops Foundation, India
	NGO

	
	Bureau for the Development of Tropical Perennial Oil Crops (BUROTROP)
	International organization

	
	International Coconut Genebanks Secretariat of the Pacific Community
	International organization

	
	Centre de Coopération Internationale en Recherche Agronomique pour le Développement (CIRAD)
	International organization

	
	Institute for Research through Development (ORSTOM)
	International organization

	
	Inter-American Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture (IICA)
	International organization

	
	Long Ashton Research Station 
	National research organization

	In situ Nepal
	Nepal Agricultural Research Council
	National research council

	
	Division of Agricultural Botany
	National research organization

	
	Lumle Agricultural Research Centre
	Regional research institute

	
	Malepatan Agricultural Research Centre
	Regional research institute

	
	Pawanipur Agricultural Research Centre
	Regional research institute

	
	International Centre for Integrated Mountain Development
	International research institute

	
	Ministry of Agriculture
	National research organization

	
	Department of Agriculture
	National/local research organization

	
	Local Initiatives in Biodiversity, Research and Development
	NGO

	
	IDRC
	Donor

	
	Swiss Development Corporation
	Donor

	
	Dutch government
	Donor

	Traditional African leafy vegetables (by country)
	
	

	Cameroon
	Institute of Agricultural Research for Development Dschang University
	National research institute

University

	Kenya
	Kenyan Agricultural Research Institute

University of Nairobi

Maseno University

Maseno Inter-Christian Welfare Project

Rural Outreach Programme

National Museums of Kenya

The University of Nairobi

Self-Help center, Kieni
	National research institute

University

University

NGO

National programme

National research institute

University

NGO

	Senegal
	ISRA-CDH, Institut Senegalais de Recherche Agricole – Centre pour le Development de L’ Horticulture

ISRA-BAME

ISRA-URCI

UCAD-IFAN

ITA

ENDA-SYSPRO

ANCAR

UNIVAL

TROPICASEM

Community groups

Horticonsult
	National research institute

National research institute

National research institute

University

NGO

Public extension service

CBO

CBO

CBO

CBO

Farmers

Private company

	S. Africa
	ARC-VOPI-SRL, Agricultural Research Council, Vegetable and Ornamental Plant Institute, Sustainable Rural Livelihood Division

ACAT, Africa Co-operative Action Trust

University of Pretoria
	National research institute

NGO

University

	Zambia
	Ministry of Agriculture Food & Fisheries, Mt Makulu Research Station
	National research institute

	Ghana
	National Plant Genetic Resources Centre
	National research institute

	
	Dutch government
	Donor

	
	United National Environment Programme
	Donor

	
	Technical Centre for Agricultural and Rural Cooperation (CTA)
	Donor

	
	Institut für Pflanzegenetik und Kulturpflanzenforschung (IPK)
	Donor

	
	Asian Vegetable Research and Development Centre (AVRDC)
	Donor

	
	Talent Consortium
	Private company

	
	International Centre of Insect Physiology and Entomology (ICIPE)
	International research institute

	
	Community Biodiversity and Development Consortium (CBDC)
	NGO

	
	Natural Resources Institute (NRI)
	Research institute


