Synthesis of pre-workshop PRGA-PNRM consultation

(based on syntheses by Pratap Shrestha, Robin Buruchara and Chanda Gurung of responses to individual questions)

Q1: What are your initial reactions to the 2003-07 programme logframe? Are there areas where you have questions or need further clarification? particular items for which you wish to express support/raise concerns?

General Comments

· Do not treat PR as separate from GA. PR is not participatory if gender issues are not included; GA is based on a conceptual approach that encourage participation. The two are mutually reinforcing and inseparable.

· MIs need to be QQT – indicative of quantity, quality and timing (detailed suggestions are given for revising the logframe accordingly).

· Some “specific outputs” are actually activities, and for some outputs the activities do not necessarily satisfy the outputs.

· Assumption that IARCs and NARIs will willingly engage in PR-GA and organisational change is ambitious. Does the PRGA have ways to gain their willingness? Killer assumptions should be identified and addressing them should be internalised as PRGA activities.

· What are the expected inputs (human and financial resources) required for this logframe? Is there a tentative budget for PRGA? Is the PRGA trying to do too much with too few resources?

Goal and Project Purpose

· General agreement that emphasis should be on institutionalising PR-GA approaches and on impact assessment (development of IA methods and actual assessment of impact).

· Operationalise PB and NRM as outputs but not at the higher level of logframe purpose, so as to involve the CG centres that see their research and capacity building activities as wider than PB and NRM. Suggested Purpose: Assess, develop and mainstream methodologies and organisational innovations for PR-GA.

· Define how “mainstreaming” PR-GA in IARCs and NARIs is defined and measured: 
- the strategy for the organisation is responsive to PR-GA issues and 
  translates this recognition in terms of resource allocation, programs/ 
  projects, outputs and expected impact
- the organisations encourage and support PR-GA capacity building
- staff at all levels of the organisation have the requisite knowledge, 
  attitudes and skills that support PR-GA and express these in their day-to-
  day work and external relations.

· In text to accompany logframe, clarify what is a “strategic alliance”: sharing of existing resources or jointly mobilising new resources, etc.; and attach a list of partners for such alliances, e.g.: 
- for supporting development of PG-GA methods involving national and 
  regional producer associations, alliance with members of IFAP 
  (International Federation of Agricultural Producers); 
- to share existing gender training materials and trained trainers in PR-GA, 
  alliance with INSTRAW (International Training and Research Centre for 
  the Advancement of Women). 

· NGOs have made important contributions in developing and institutionalising PR-GA approaches and methods and have often influenced IARC and NARI research in favour of PR-GA. There should be explicit mention of NGOs in Point 3 of measurable indicators (MIs) for both Goal and Project Purpose.

Overall Output 1 (Impact Assessment)

· This emphasises development and promotion of IA methods and tools, but it is equally important to make an inventory of different PR approaches (“best practices”) and synthesise and share experiences of using them and evidence of their impacts.

· Some clarification concerning IA criteria is needed. IA has to be easy to do, guarantee rewards and have foreseeable long-term benefits.

· Particular attention should be given to impact on poverty alleviation, using methods of social characterisation to disaggregate and map impact by gender and socio-economic status.

Specific Output 1.1 (Empirical studies assessed)

· The narrative summary appears more like an activity and is not quite clear. It needs to be defined explicitly by reflecting the objective of the output.

· Looking at the diversity of PR approaches, more than 5 partnership studies should be undertaken. This could be done by decentralising the studies and building capacity to conduct them regionally.

Specific Output 1.2 (IA tools and methods developed and disseminated)

· IA needs to be defined, "…learning from impact assessment (IA)…"

· The last MI statement, "Capacity development…" is an activity. It should be: "Capacity to undertake IA of PR approaches built within at least ___ regional partner institutions.” This also raises the issue of what strategies to adopt for such capacity building.

Overall Output 2 (Mainstreaming) 

· Too broad; reword: “Use of participatory approaches and gender analysis specifically mainstreamed in PB and NRM research in IARCs and NARIs”.

Overall Output 3 (GA integrated into research planning)

· Integrate into Output 1, rather than considering PR in isolation of GA.

· The MIs should reflect the "fostering of considerably more technologies … valued and adopted by women". These may be implicit in the field manuals, studies, workshops and training, but it would be good to have indicators directly related to women and the poor.

Overall Output 4 (Dissemination of PRGA findings)

· Widen dissemination beyond IARC and NARI scientists to reach also donors, directors and other CG system-wide initiatives, as well as schools, polytechnics, media including rural radio. 

· If the non-academic reports are meant also for IARCs and NARIs, clarify why they would favour these rather than academic reports.

Additional comments/questions relevant to logframe

· Will there be any effort to move GA/research from the CG towards our ultimate stakeholders?

· Consider policy issues: 
- mainstreaming PR-GA into wider policy and management decision-
  making arenas
- creating enabling legal and institutional environments by governments, 
  e.g. in water management
- more attention to competencies related to developing advice to local and 
  national policymakers on basis of PR-GA approach.

· Develop cost-effective approaches to scale up PRGA-NRM process and products.

· Consider methodological issues: how to value the impacts of PRGA, particularly those related to empowerment.

· Include attention to women and poor involved in urban agriculture.

· Continue to document best practices and tools for improving our rigour and quality for biological results together with participatory and empowerment impact.

Q2: Referring to the summary of the PRGA WG consultations last year, what are major implications for how the WG should move forward? What are implications for organisation, management or functioning of the group?

Major organisational and functional changes in PNRM WG were not seen as necessary, but there is room for improvement in specific areas – see Q4.

Q3: What are the top 3 issues the WG should focus on over the next 3 years? Why? What WG activities might best address these issues? What suggestions do you have to acquire the necessary funding?

1. Capacity building on PR-GA approaches among the IARCS, NARS and other partner institutions: Because they lack capacity in interpreting the GA results and addressing the implications in research planning and adaptation (major output of 2003-07 logframe), the institutions cannot effectively apply PR-GA approaches in their work even if they do want to.

Activities to address this issue: 

· Conduct trainings in PR-GA for the staff of these institutions. Staff of the PRGA SWP could do this (an example from Nepal was given). 

· Set up a separate group or roster of trainers who could be contacted by the institutions requiring this training. 

· Publish and circulate about efforts in PR-GA by individual centres, NGOs or projects.

2. Promote and institutionalise PR-GA: In most institutions, there is hardly any incentive to do PR-GA. Focus is still mainly on technical and economic aspects. Unless PR-GA is institutionalised, it will remain just an appendage to other "more important" activities.

Activities to address this issue:

· Raise awareness of importance of PR-GA through workshops, training, sharing and exchange programmes, and conducting institutional analysis on PR-GA.

· Identify opportunities and constraints for mainstreaming PR-GA approaches and develop strategies to institutionalise them.

· Facilitated by PR-GA experts, institutions could conduct learning-and-change workshops (as done in Nepal).

· Do research into the gendered nature of the institutional arrangements and give feedback to the institutions in a “values workshop”, giving insight into the importance of promoting and institutionalising PR-GA. 

3. Poverty alleviation for small-scale farmers in developing countries, especially the mountain farming communities: As poverty alleviation is a major concern for CG centres, NARIs and partner institutions, the PNRM WG should focus on this. Much work is already being done in poverty alleviation, but the PR-GA aspects of this need to be strengthened.

Activities to address this issue:

· Conduct projects/programmes to introduce and develop resource-conserving technologies for small-scale farmers incorporating PR-GA aspects, draw up an inventory of best practices, and disseminate information widely, also in regional and local languages.

· Devote 40% of PRGA efforts to Africa, where women make large contribution to farming, with attention to soil fertility, food security, governance, nutrition, integrated rural development including public health (AIDS prevention and management); a proposal to the CG is suggested.

· Make links beyond the CG work, e.g. the human vulnerability work of ODI, so as to be on the frontline in developing PR-GA methodologies for poverty alleviation.

· Develop methods for and organise workshops on assessing impact of this PR-GA-related technology and rural development on poverty alleviation.

Other issues noted by individuals:

· Need for better understanding of micro-foundations of intra-household relations that define gender roles, equity and participation in household, community and society as a whole.

· Need for better understanding of how poverty-reduction policies affect gender at the household level and resulting dynamics of gender roles.

· Conduct action research and develop tools that go beyond generic gender diagnosis and analysis.

· More attention to PR-GA in urban agriculture, small-scale food processing and marketing, and organisation and selling of environmental services by the poor (e.g. CO2 fixation, biodiversity management).

· PNRM WG should seek closer collaboration or merge with INRM WG of the CGIAR.

Comments regarding funding

· Incorporate PR-GA into SIUPA and go for World Bank funding.

· Individual CG centres and their partners include their in-kind contributions to the programme and have them recognised in the PR-GA logframe.

Q4: What ideas and suggestions do you have about how the PNRM WG and list server should be facilitated in the future?

· The listerserver is a good source of information; information is very relevant, but sometimes information overload; send only announcements of paper through email and post the papers on the website.

· Encourage students of PNRM members to become members of the network to exchange methods, findings and ideas.

· There should be more moderated discussions among WG members on certain issues of interest to members, which may lead to specific products or outputs.

· Each PRGA liaison person should ensure that relevant project websites are linked to the PRGA program website.

· PNRM facilitation and motivation provided by Ann and Anna is helping to bring together experiences needed to mainstream participation in science.

· Basic satisfaction with the facilitation of PNRM and looking forward to defining complementarities and areas of collaboration between PNRM and non-CG initiatives working in the same direction.

General comments on the PRGA

· PRGA should be more open in its collaboration: build strategic alliances rather than going for own name and status; institutionalisation of PR-GA within IARCs and NARIs can be successful only through strong alliances with organisations outside the inner CG circles.

· Check the 2000 ICER of the PRGA and the reviews of PB and NRM small grants to ensure that recommendations are taken into account, and use these reviews as basis for arguing the need and relevance of PRGA. Get away from identification of PRGA with CIAT and encourage other CG focal points to build system-wide ownership of the PRGA and what it stands for (see Helen Hambly’s proposal for ToRs for PRGA liaison persons).

· What are the strategic research questions being pursued in the process of facilitating and institutionalising PR-GA?

· How does PRGA plan to work in Phase II: like in Phase I, with small grants, same core group of PRGA social scientists, or in some other mode?
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