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1 Introduction

1.1 Purpose of the Evaluation

The purpose of this evaluation is to assess to what extend EC interventions through the CGIAR have been relevant, efficient, effective and visible and what is their impact on food security and sustainable development of the partner countries. This evaluation will particularly focus on: (1) efficiency; and (2) impact of the EC interventions. 

Regarding efficiency it concerns the efficiency of EC interventions using CGIAR as the channel (i.e. how are the linkages between the CGIAR and the National Agricultural Research Centres or NARS), and the efficiency of the dissemination strategy of research results to end beneficiaries.

Regarding impact, it relates to the impact the EC aid delivery through the CGIAR has had on food security, mainly in Africa, as the entire programme is financed from the EC Food Security Budget Line. 

The scope of this evaluation is the overall EC co-operation with the CGIAR system covering the period 2002-2005 in the field of agricultural research for development. This also includes the EC co-finance Challenge Programmes
 that were carried out in 2003-2005. The geographical scope of this evaluation is limited to a selection of nine CGIAR Centres based in Africa, Asia and Latin America

1.2 Purpose of this Country Note 

This evaluation is partly based on a number of country notes, which are prepared after each visit to a CGIAR centre or Challenge Programme. The purpose of these country notes is to present factual information on EC support at the country level, which together with the desk phase findings should feed the global assessment to be presented in the final evaluation report.

The country notes present a short description of the themes/projects developed by the CGIAR centre or Challenge Programme in the country, with findings mainly focusing on actual facts without going into detailed analysis. They will be completed with main conclusions at two levels: (1) on main issues at the level of the CGIAR centre or Challenge Programme  and the region itself; and (2) on the hypotheses that were developed during the desk phase. It concerns the following five hypotheses: 

· Hypothesis 1: The work of the projects is accepted and encouraged by beneficiary governments through legal, political and social channels;

· Hypothesis 2: The NARS in each beneficiary country is active, supported by government and will remain capable of disseminating the activities and resources produced by the projects;

· Hypothesis 3: The projects have involved stakeholders from the planning stage and continue to work closely with stakeholders and the NARS to ensure relevance of their work;

· Hypothesis 4: Continuing cooperation between host and beneficiary governments and the CGIAR institutes;

· Hypothesis 5: The work of the NARS in disseminating the work of the project will not be limited by other external factors (e.g. poor communications, lack of irrigation water, availability of labour, etc).

Finally, a questionnaire especially developed for this evaluation and filled out by the CGIAR Centres or the Challenge Programmes, provides an important input in the preparation of the country notes.  

1.3 Reasons for selecting the Generation Challenge Programme

The reasons why the Generation Challenge Programme (GCP) was selected for a visit by the evaluation team are the following:

1. Launched in 2003, with a 10-year framework (2004-2008, 2009-2013), the GCP is a multinational, multisector and multidisciplinary programme in plant sciences, with marginal environments
 as target areas and covering 21 (CGIAR) mandated crops.

2. The GCP operates through sub-contracted research, identifying partners through competitive and commissioned research projects. The GCP works with a broad community well beyond the CGIAR system.

3. The major objective of the GCP is to deliver tools and methodologies to impact plant breeding and boost crop improvement for small-scale farmers. The GCP’s primary beneficiaries are genebank curators, plant physiologists, geneticists and breeders in developing countries.

4. The GCP is part of an emerging Blue Revolution. This is a new wave of efforts focused on better water usage and combining cutting-edge research to provide breeding solutions for coping with climate change and global water shortage. 

5. FAO ranks drought as the single most common cause of severe food shortages in developing countries. Global climate change is threatening to make water even scarcer in many parts of the developing world. Hence, the GCP has made drought tolerance in staple crops a major focus of its work.

6. Today, the research conducted in GCP has already generated tools to implement breeding efficiency and significant progress has been made in understanding genetic control of stress tolerance (including drought).

7. As a virtual network, GCP’s operational expenses are very reduced. About 85% of the budget directly supports research activities, capacity building and delivery.
8. When it comes to EC support to the GCP, during the period 2003-2005, the Programme has received about € 13.4 million in support, or about 43% of total programme cost (€ 31.3 million). 
9. To date, the GCP has allocated some € 11 million for Competitive Grants and € 17.5 million for Commissioned Grants
 (see Annex 4, tables 4 & 5) and which includes EC co-financing.

1.4 Data Collection Method

The data collection method used by the evaluation mission during the visit to the GCP was as follows:

1. Completion of the questionnaire: during the desk phase a questionnaire was developed and was filled out by the GCP Director before the visit of the evaluators. The questionnaire allowed the evaluators to conduct a comprehensive quantitative and qualitative analysis at different evaluation levels (i.e. different evaluation criteria: efficiency, effectiveness, impact, sustainability, etc.);

2. Review of documentation: Additional technical and financial documentation was collected on site and reviewed regarding the four subprogrammes that have received co-financing from the EC. It concerns the subprogrammes 1, 2, 4 and 5 (subprogramme descriptions in chapter 2). The major documents consulted are listed in annex 2;

3. In-depth interviews: In-depth interviews (direct or by phone-conference) were carried out by the evaluators with the GCP director, the Subprogramme leaders and project leaders of GCP projects. In addition, some of the GCP stakeholders, located in Brazil, Bolivia and Tanzania, were interviewed (see annex 1: Itinerary & List of Persons Interviewed). 

2 Brief descriptive analysis
The work of the Generation Challenge Programme (GCP) is divided into five subprogrammes. These subprogrammes correspond to the projects that are used in the CGIAR centre MTP structure. Each of the subprogrammes is divided into themes. These themes correspond to outputs used in the CGIAR centre MTP structure. Under the GCP nomenclature the themes are divided into outputs – these correspond with individual projects and are not individually described in this report. In the GCP the term project refers to individual research contracts – either commissioned or competitive.

The GCP was started in September 2003 and its commissioned research began in early 2004. The first competitive grant projects commenced work in 2005. Most of these projects will end in 2007. A new series of six projects was due to start in early 2007 but were delayed due to a lack of funding. A larger group of competitive projects is expected to start in 2008.

The programme has evolved rapidly since its inception. The subprogrammes have remained constant but a few themes have changed as the GCP has developed. For this reason this report uses the latest available log frame information from the 2007-2009 MTP.   

Subprogrammes 1, 2, 4 and 5 have been supported by the EC and are described below. Subprogramme 3 is titled: “Trait Capture for Crop Improvement”
  This subprogramme has not been supported by the EC and is therefore not included in the report.
Subprogramme 1 is designed to understand the diversity in crop species and to uncover the genetic variation that is present. Subprogramme 2 takes that diversity and examines the functioning of the genes that are potentially involved in the expression of agronomical traits targeted by the GCP. Subprogramme 3 then applies the discoveries of the first two subprogrammes by identifying the genes which can be utilized in breeding programmes. Subprogrammes 4 and 5 serve to handle the data requirements and ensure the capacity of partners in subprogrammes 1, 2 and 3.

Subprogramme 1 “Genetic Diversity of Global Genetic Resources” (2004, 2005) 
Main Objective: 

“To characterise the diversity of crop germplasm collections held by the CGIAR and national programmes, and to assess both the genetic structure of the collections and the phenotypic variation associated with that structure.”

	Theme number
	Expected Outputs

	1 
	Creation of an improved understanding of the structure of the diversity for the major world food crops



	2 
	Development of a range of flexible high-throughput genotyping techniques accessible in reference laboratories



	3 
	Establishment and implementation of a scientific and organizational framework to describe tolerance to drought



	4 
	Identification of favourable genetic factors (i.e., potential genes or genome segments) and superior alleles (or haplotypes) through association studies



	5
	Development of novel populational approaches for relating genotypes to phenotypes




Providing access to sources of genetic diversity that may supply genes and alleles involved in key agricultural traits, especially stress tolerance, is the foundation of the GCP and at the core of subprogramme 1. 

Theme 1 is the most important part of subprogramme 1. The theme aims to understand the diversity that exists in 21 crop species so that this diversity can be utilized by plant breeders.  With cooperation between several laboratories representative core sets of varieties are being analysed using molecular marker techniques. 

Theme 2 is developing the capacity to carry out high throughput (HTP) genotyping. The GCP needs this capacity in order to produce the genetic data that can then be exploited in breeding programmes. Different techniques (DArT and EcoTILLing) are being explored. The work is being outsourced to CGIAR and commercial laboratories.

Theme 3 aims to set up a platform to relate the genes within a plant to its performance (phenotype). This is in particular related to the tolerance of plants to drought. This is a difficult character to asses as drought can occur at many stages of the development of a crop and the damage and tolerance mechanisms vary. Also the character is strongly affected by other environmental factors such as temperature, soil type, planting date and other plant characteristics such as maturity period, biomass, root growth etc.
Theme 4 uses the knowledge created in themes 1, 2 and 3 to connect the genetic diversity that has been identified with desirable phenotypic characteristics. Once these correlations are made then the genetic markers can be used to select for the character in breeders populations. Markers must be identified and tested before they can be exploited by breeders.      
Under theme 5, a particular genetic characteristic (linkage disequilibrium) of rice and barley is being studied to identify markers which are linked to traits of agronomic value. The method exploits the particular genetic architecture that is created by bottlenecks in the history of crop development such as during the process of domestication or interspecific hybridization.  
Subprogramme 2 “Comparative Genomics for Gene Discovery” (2004, 2005) 
Main Objective: 

“To uses or develop genomic tools and technologies, and to evaluate multidisciplinary approaches to better understand gene function and interaction to improve knowledge of gene systems across crops.”

	Theme number
	Expected Outputs

	1 
	Assembly of genomics and germplasm resources through consolidating and developing specialized genetic stocks



	2 
	Development of comparative maps within and across species and framework genetic markers for target crops



	3 
	Assignment of genes and pathways to phenotypes through the convergence evidence of genome variation, expression patterns, and phenotypic data



	4 
	Validation of genes and pathways via evaluation of under- or over-expression constructs or variants (induced or natural) of target genes




Theme 1 is responsible for the assembly of specialist genetic stocks that can be used for detailed genetic analysis. These stocks may be mutants, isogenic lines or chromosome substitution lines. Using these stocks specific genetic or phenotype differences can be measured against a background which is otherwise identical.
Under theme 2 the subprogramme aims to use the similarities and differences between (orthologous) genes in closely related species to take information gained in one species across to others. It is not clear yet how useful the approach will be as an example it may be possible to identify the source of immunity to rust diseases that is present in rice species and then transfer it to wheat.
Theme 3 uses “gene chip” technology to make connections between gene expression patterns and phenotypes. Gene chip technology is widely used in other laboratories but the GCP can link this data to phenotypes using agronomic data collected on the core collections.
The work of theme 4 seeks to validate the genes that have been identified in the previous themes. The validation process confirms that the particular gene carries an agronomically important characteristic.
Subprogramme 4 “Genetic Resource, Genomic, and Crop Information Systems” (2004, 2005) 
Main Objective: 

“To integrates GCP information components and analysis tools into a coherent information gateway, and to provide support for the data analysis needs of other subprogrammes”

	Theme number
	Expected Outputs

	1 
	Facilitation of information flow of ongoing research, both in terms of data and in terms of communication between the researchers



	2 
	Creation of facilities to support IT and bioinformatics applications in the GCP Consortium



	3 
	Support to other GCP Subprogrammes in terms of software tools and data management




Subprogrammes 1, 2 and 3 produce large quantities of data. This data is produced in many formats and arises from research work in many partner organisations. The task of subprogramme 4 is to collect and collate the data from the experimental work and make it available to scientists both inside and outside the GCP in a format that allows those scientists to make best use of the data.

Theme 1 is the major component of this subprogramme. Its task is to enable the flow of information between GCP partners. There are three elements involved: data storage and access, tools for accessing the data, and tools for analysing of the data.

Theme 2 ensures that partner organisations have the bioinformatics capacity to store, handle and process the data created in the laboratories and fields. After an initial phase of capacity building the GCP now expects partners to have sufficient capacity. This theme has now moved to the development of tools which will assist all the projects to access and process data held centrally or at other project partners and also the high speed processing of large data sets.

Theme 3 involves the development of specific software tools that will enable project partners to analyse the data created. Seven areas of need have been identified and will be addressed according to priority.

Subprogramme 5 “Capacity building and enabling diversity” (2004, 2005) 
Main Objective: 

“To empower scientists in developing country national programmes to use modern breeding approaches via workshops, fellowships, grant opportunities, and thesis projects, and coordinate the development and implementation of projects delivery plans”
	Theme number
	Expected Outputs

	1
	Creation of a platform of training resources and a cadre or trained scientists to apply advanced technologies and products

	2
	Cultivation or research and learning opportunities for GCP collaborators and NARS scientists to further GCP mission and progress

	3
	Construction of systems for ensuring product delivery

	4
	Development and implementation of support services

	5
	Ex ante impact analysis and impact assessment


Capacity building became a central part of the GCP only after the programme was started. The GCP realised that in order to achieve concrete results in its limited lifetime it had to ensure that diffusion pathways were fully functioning in its target regions and with its partner organisations. Capacity building is now a central part of the programme and is applied in a variety of forms but always focused on the development of GCP products.

Under theme 1 the GCP develops training materials and runs training courses and workshops and supports student and postdoctoral research through fellowships and travel grants. It provides specific capacity building in marker-assisted selection, phenotyping methods and bioinformatics applications. Activities offer opportunities for GCP collaborators, but also to a broader range of NARS scientists working within the target regions and on GCP-related topics.

Theme 2 aims to increase the effectiveness of GCP projects by enhancing the capacity of the partners through training, mini-grants and travel opportunities. Activities are particularly directed at the NARS partners in the commissioned and competitive grant projects.

Delivery strategies have become an integral part of all competitive grant projects. From the beginning of the planning stage through to project implementation, partners are required to consider the flow of research products from the producer through intermediary users to the end user. In most cases the intermediary user of GCP products is a plant breeder. Theme 3 focuses on capacity building to meet project goals and ensure that user groups take up the resulting products.

Theme 4 provides support for developing country research institutions. These include information and assistance on intellectual property issues and research and laboratory resources. The theme also aims to strengthen links between advanced and developing institutions by brokering a support service for molecular genotyping services.

Theme 5 covers impact assessment. This theme will become more prominent in the later stages of the GCP as the products of the research programmes become available through the intermediary users and on to the final beneficiary – the resource-poor farmer in the targeted regions. 

3 Main findings
Subprogramme 1 “Genetic Diversity of Global Genetic Resources” (2004, 2005) 
Under theme 1 a core set of lines of each of the 21 mandate crops has been analysed to assess the genetic diversity available in the crops. For a wide variety of reasons the crops are at different stages of development in terms of the analysis that has been carried out so far. The analysis of these core sets is progressing – but more slowly than was anticipated at the outset. It is expected that all the work within this theme will be finished within the first five years of the programme. Some material for each crop has already been completed and is available to plant breeders.

Under theme 2 a reduced number of the more efficient partners have been selected to further develop the work of theme 1. The subprogramme is also examining different molecular techniques for genotyping plants and identifying efficient laboratories to carry out the genotyping service that is offered under subprogramme 5: theme 4.

The work of theme 3 is divided into field-based assessments and modelling work. The fieldwork has involved a series of experimental sites being set up in Brazil by EMBRAPA. The work has concentrated on rice, sorghum, maize and legumes. The modelling work is based on computer simulations developed by crop physiologists. The objective is to link the two parts of this theme so that better models can be developed and therefore a better understanding of the genes controlling the processes. The work has produced a very fruitful collaboration across scientific disciplines but at times the limitations of field studies have resulted in less data than was expected by the plant physiologists.

Theme 4 takes the results of themes 1 and 3 and is attempting to identify genes or segments of chromosomes with favourable genes. In this theme the work on maize is furthest advanced and rice will follow. Rice will be of particular interest as 20 different rice genotypes have been sequenced already by other research groups. Much of the work of this theme is based on large scale data processing to pick up the relationships between genotype and phenotype. Early results have been obtained at CIMMYT on Maize but other projects have not yet started. A Gates foundation project within the GCP is expected to complement this theme with work on legumes.
Work under theme 5 is progressing but it is too early yet to determine the success and value of this work. 
Subprogramme 2 “Comparative Genomics for Gene Discovery” (2004, 2005) 
Genetic stocks of wheat have been assembled under theme 1. Mutant collections of bean and true seed of potato have been produced. Existing rice mutant collections are being systematically phenotyped for drought tolerance, channelling them to serve GCP objectives. New stocks are being created in other crops such as pearl millet.
The effort on theme 2 has so far been reduced compared to the other themes – in particular the GCP has developed orthologous markers in Musa species and several “universal” PCR-based markers, related to drought for both monocots and dicots, are under development. Further projects are planned particularly in the proposed cross-species marker project in legumes.
Under theme 3 genes or groups of genes (QTLs) have been found that confer disease resistance in maize and rice. This leads to the possibility of new sources of resistance being identified that can be exploited by the pre-breeding programmes in subprogramme 3. The expression of genes has been compared between drought tolerant and drought sensitive lines. The work has shown up several areas of the genome where drought tolerance genes may be located. These areas will be studied in more detail.
Under theme 4 a gene for aluminium tolerance in sorghum has been identified and validated. This is the product of work at Cornell, EMBRAPA and in West Africa. The gene can now be exploited in subprogramme 3. Progress is also being made towards the validation of tolerance to salinity and phosphorous deficiency in rice.  It is expected that the identification of functional genes in sorghum will lead to the discovery of similar (orthologous) genes in other cereal crops.  
Subprogramme 4 “Genetic Resource, Genomic, and Crop Information Systems” (2004, 2005)
Theme 1 addresses the problems of information storage, access and analysis through two separate routes. Firstly the data is all stored in spreadsheets and uploaded to a ‘GCP Central Registry’ Web site. The process of uploading the data involves converting the data into a format that is common to all partners. This relatively straightforward approach is already being implemented and allows anyone to download and use the data. The second approach, which is under development, is to use web-services to allow external access to locally stored data. This involves “wrapping” the local data so that it can be interpreted by standard query programmes. This is a more complex but ultimately more useful solution.
During the early part of the GCP theme 2 concentrated on building the capacity of partners to store, handle and process their data. The emphasis has now changed to a more backstopping role and assisting with problems of data access and data quality. Many laboratories have needed substantial assistance to bring their data collection up to a satisfactory level. In some cases the establishment of Laboratory Information Management Systems (LIMS) has been supported. The theme is developing capacity to analyse the large data sets created by the experimental work.
Theme 3 has several specific programming requirements. One example is the packaging of the iMAS software programme. The components of iMAS were already available as freeware and have been tested along with other programmes. The best freeware has been packaged and documented to allow partners and others to make most efficient use of it. Software will only be developed for the GCP if there is no satisfactory alternative already available. The theme has increased the capacity for bioinformatics within the GCP and across the CGIAR network and beyond.
Subprogramme 5 “Capacity building and enabling delivery” (2004, 2005)

During 2005 courses were organised in each of the three main project regions under theme 1 to assist NARS to prepare project proposals.

Under themes 1 and 2 one PhD fellowship was started and also a programme of GCP fellowships - this allows 8 NARS scientists to train at advanced institutes for a period of 3 months to one year. Travel grants of up to $5k have been given to 16 scientists to enable NARS scientists to attend short training courses and meetings. During 2006 more funding was provided to allow selected scientists to attend the GCP annual research meeting.

Fewer training courses are now being organised than in the initial period of the programme but some specific courses in phenotyping and policy have been organised. Demand from NARS for places on these courses has been very high. 

Relevant to theme 1&2 is an online resource http://www.generationcp.org/capcorner.php. This provides partners and others with a wide range of specialist information on GCP issues.
Under theme 3 a delivery strategy and implementation tool for GCP projects was developed during 2005. This is now applied to all new GCP projects.  This ensures that all new projects include a detailed plan for the diffusion of the research to the intermediate and end user and that the necessary capacity building to ensure that this can take place is included in the project proposal, the budget and the implementation.

A service has been developed under theme 4 that enables NARS partners without advanced molecular laboratories to have their material genotyped by institutions with spare capacity. The GCP has provided funds for five crops to be genotyped. Proposals are assessed on merit by GCP staff. The service is very popular and it is hoped that the service will evolve to become to a certain extend self-supported, by charging some expenses to the customers. GCP has acquired valuable experience in choosing efficient and cost-effective suppliers of these services.  

A database of potential suppliers of these services is being compiled for general use and it is hoped to expand the service to cover phenotyping also. NARS which use this service are also supported in the interpretation and application of the data which is acquired. 

Noted is that theme 1 has also developed training materials on diversity analysis, genomics and IP issues.  Through these training materials and online products, the GCP can reach smaller countries outside the core target areas with very little extra cost.

Theme 5 is gathering information about potential impacts of research in priority regions. Potential impact is assessed in terms of the prospective application of technologies for crop improvement and variety development. This is used by the management team to refine the priority setting exercise to guide decision making.  The theme is relatively small at present but will become much more prominent towards the end of the GCP.
A paper assessing the coincidence of poverty and drought-prone crop production has been submitted to a peer-reviewed journal and is used for priority setting.
The GCP has already developed a series of products that are available to partners and the wider research community. These include: 
· Microsatellite kits

· Reference collections of the major crop species

· Validated subsets of markers in 10 crops have been disseminated together with protocols and reference samples. This will be expanded to 20 crops.

· Bioinformatics programmes have been developed, packaged and disseminated

· A genotyping service has been set up. 

4 Main conclusions

4.1 On main issue level (level of Generation Challenge Programme and countries itself)

Subprogramme 1 “Genetic Diversity of Global Genetic Resources” (2004, 2005) 
· Theme 1 has yet to create an improved understanding of the structure of the diversity for the major world food crops. A core set of line of each of the 21 [CGIAR] mandate crops has been analysed and some material made available to plant breeders, but progress has been more slowly than anticipated. 
· Significant progress has been made under Theme 2 to develop a range of genotyping techniques made accessible to reference laboratories. Some of them have been selected and are currently providing genotyping services efficiently and at low cost for NARS partners. 

· Work under Theme 3 has yet to be completed. A scientific and organizational framework to describe [crop] tolerance to drought has yet be put into place and implemented. Problems are encountered in getting enough data from plant physiologists because of limitations of field studies.

· Theme 4 has not yet been achieved as it largely depends on the results of themes 1 & 3. Hence, most projects have not yet started to identify favourable genetic factors and superior alleles. 

· Progress has been made with the development of novel populational approaches for relating genotypes to phenotypes under Theme 5, but work in this field has yet to be completed.

Subprogramme 2 “Comparative Genomics for Gene Discovery” (2004, 2005) 
· Under Theme 1 significant work has been done with the assembly of genomics and germplasm resources for wheat, bean, potato and rice. Particularly the work done on drought tolerance of rice is considered important as part of the GCP overall aim.
· Progress made so far in the development of comparative maps within and across species, and framework genetic markers for target crops (Theme 2), has been very slow and much work still needs to be done to achieve this theme.

· Regarding Theme 3, important progress has been made particularly in the field of disease resistance in maize and rice, including drought tolerance, using “gene chip” technology. Further studies under this theme still need to be done however. 

· Under Theme 4, some of the genes that have been identified under the previous themes (theme 1 mainly), have been validated; such as aluminium tolerance in sorghum. Validation work is still going on for rice on salinity tolerance and phosphorous deficiencies and has yet to be completed.

Subprogramme 4 “Genetic Resource, Genomic, and Crop Information Systems” (2004, 2005)
· Under Theme 1, progress has been made to facilitate information flow of ongoing research between the GCP partners. However, work is still going on to convert data into a format that is common to all (especially NARS) partners to facilitate the search, interpretation and analysis of the data.

· With regard to Theme 2, facilities have been created to support IT and bioinformatics applications in the GCP consortium, with the installation of the LIMS; thus providing GCP partners with a tool to analyse large data sets. 
· Theme 3 has been achieved with the provision of support to other GCP projects in terms of software tools and data management, and has increased the capacity for bioinformatics not only within the GCP, but also across the CGIAR network and beyond.

Subprogramme 5 “Capacity building and enabling diversity” (2004, 2005)

· Theme 1 and Theme 2, have produced results in terms of having trained scientists from various NARS through different courses, most of them embedded in GCP research activities. In addition, and to respond to more specific needs, a group of NARS scientists has been trained over several weeks at Advanced Research Institutes (ARIs), or were able to attend training courses and meetings. Demand for specific training by the NARS (phenotyping and policy) remains high however and shows need for more training. An important result of these themes is the creation of a GCP website
, providing partners and others with a wide range of specialist information on GCP issues.
· Regarding the construction of systems for ensuring [project] product delivery, Theme 3 has been achieved with the current application of a delivery strategy and implementation tool for all GCP projects.

· Theme 4 has been achieved with the development of genotyping services for NARS partners, which proves to be very popular (efficient and low cost) and deemed ready for expansion.

· Although yet to be operationalised, important ground work has been done under Theme 5 to start up ex-ante impact analysis and impact assessments of agricultural research in priority regions. 

4.2 On the hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1: The work of the projects is accepted and encouraged by beneficiary governments through legal, political and social channels? Unknown. 

As the GCP is fairly young and that none of its major projects has been completed yet, it is too early to make a clear statement to what degree the work of the GCP is accepted and encouraged by beneficiary governments. Actual beneficiaries of the GCP are genebank curators, plant physiologists, genetics and breeders, not a group that is particularly well supported by beneficiary governments (as has been shown with responses given by the CGIAR Centres). On a more broader scale (serving small scale holders), GCP reports that it intends to focus on 15 farming systems
, which are of direct relevance to the programme, especially in South- and Southeast Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa. Within those farming systems, GCP will address specific issues for which it has a comparative advantage. GCP’s philosophy is to identify some specific pilot projects in a target area and to make these projects a success, hoping it will have a spill-over effect at the national/region level. 
Hypothesis 2: The NARS in each beneficiary country is active, supported by government and will remain capable of disseminating the activities and resources produced by the projects? Low Degree. 

Most of the people GCP trains are from national programmes or institutes located in the South and the training takes place locally (e.g. course) or at a GCP partner institution that has the appropriate resources and skills (e.g. scholarship). The GCP also tries to implement the South-South training component. For example, it has a project led by a scientist at an advanced research institute (ARI) in Thailand who trains breeders from different NARS in the Mekong region on marker-assisted selection approach. 
The GCP realises that high quality training, building local capacity and providing support to NARS is critical for the programme to impact local breeding efforts, as the link to the beneficiaries of GCP, NARS and breeding networks in the South has proven to be more difficult than expected and will need further attention. 
Hence, the reason for the GCP to increase activities and resources under Subprogramme 5 (Capacity Building and Enabling Delivery; created mid-2004). GCP is fully aware that if no serious attention is paid towards capacity building in the beneficiary countries, there is almost no chance that GCP products will have an impact on food crop production by small scale farm households.
Hypothesis 3: The projects have involved stakeholders from the planning stage and continue to work closely with stakeholders and the NARS to ensure relevance of their work. High Degree. 

The GCP network involves 60 institutes including about 30 NARS mainly in Sub-Saharan Africa and South East Asia. According to the GCP, these NARS receive about 25% of the funds allocated for commissioned (most) and competitive grants (all) and are considered major players in the GCP and first recipients of the GCP products.    

Regarding stakeholders’ involvement during the planning stage and relevancy of their work, since 2006, the GCP requires that each new major project (commissioned or competitive) has a clear delivery plan. Such a plan is developed during a kick-off meeting that includes principal investigators of the project, primary users and some more downstream stakeholders in the target countries. More and more stakeholders are involved in the planning
, being a requirement for explicit delivery plans for all new projects. All of the people trained by GCP (Subprogramme 5) are from national research programmes or institutes located in the South, but other training and capacity building activities have also benefited scientists from Consortium Members in the North. 

Hypothesis 4: Continuing cooperation between host and beneficiary governments and the Generation Challenge Programme? Low/Medium Degree. 

The GCP works under a global mandate to produce international public goods (information, technologies, and crop planting materials for world wide distribution and use), and to contribute to scientific knowledge. This research mandate included exploring the genetic diversity of crops whose germplasm is conserved by the CGIAR. As such, the GCP deals with the international regulation on germplasm exchange. First (cooperation) results were the development of a manual and on-line course on “Genetic Resource Policies and the GCP”. GCP is also very active in Intellectual Property Rights, with some research activities and online support. Noted is that all these activities were done under Subprogramme 5. However, according to the GCP, more international efforts are needed to promoting networks and partnerships to favour cooperation, especially on legal issues. 

Hypothesis 5: The work of the NARS in disseminating the work of the project will not be limited by other external factors? Medium Degree
Data quality and access: Unequal mastery of data quality and release among the various partners, which jeopardises the flow of GCP products to users. GCP’s subcontracted research partners are at very different stages in terms of data quality and data dissemination and access. However, the GCP remains confident that with the different mechanisms in place (i.e. report template and internal and external data quality review), the lack of quality, and/or the fact that some data might not be released, will not remain to be a major obstacle to the flow of GCP products and utilisation by primary users.

External environment: Political complexity leading to germplasm movement restrictions, as well as political and socio-economic restrictions to project implementation in some geographical areas/regions. The lack of delivery infrastructure (staff, lab and field facilities, seed multiplication and distribution systems, etc) also compromises the use of GCP products to improve germplasm, and therefore boosting food production for small-scale farmers. The GCP is addressing this problem not by pushing for large-scale molecular marker facilities per se in Africa, but rather to find where around the world (e.g. India, China), quality work can be done at lowest price. Indeed, the GCP wants African scientists to understand and be aware of the marker technology but the “heavy” part of the work might be conducted outside Africa. Technology is now available to easily ship DNA around the globe.

Local staff turn-over: When it comes to breeding and [GCP] project implementation, local staff turn-over is critical because in general there is a limited critical mass of qualified people at the NARS level. 

Annexes:

1. Itinerary and list of persons interviewed

2. List of documents consulted 

3. Summary of results questionnaire 

4. Financial flow analysis.

Annex 1
Itinerary and List of Persons Interviewed (visit to Generation Challenge Programme, Mexico)

	Date 
	Activities/Persons Met
	

	Start Phase 2: Field visit 

	May 19
	
	

	Entire day 
	Travel to Mexico City from Amsterdam
	

	May 20
	
	

	Entire day
	Mission preparation
	

	May 21
	
	

	Morning
	First discussions with:

Dr. Jean Marcel Ribaud

Dr. Carmen de Vicente

Dr. Philippe Monneveux

 (general presentation of Generation Challenge Programme, review and revision of  appointment schedule)
	Director of Generation Challenge Programme (GCP)
Leader GCP Subprogramme 5 & Product Manager

Leader GCP Subprogramme 3 & Product Manager.

	Afternoon
	Discussions with:

Dr. Philippe Monneveux

Dr. Carmen de Vicente

(on subprogrammes 3 & 5)
	Leader GCP Subprogramme 3 & Product Manager

Leader GCP Subprogramme 5 & Product Manager.

	May 22
	
	

	Morning
	Phone conferences with:

Dr. Heu Leung (at IRRI)

Dr. Theo van Hintum (at University of Wageningen)

(on subprogrammes 2 & 4)

Discussions with:

Adriana Santiago 

(review of financial flows EC funding)
	Leader GCP Subprogramme 2 

Leader GCP Subprogramme 4

GCP project/Finance Officer

	Afternoon
	Discussion with: 

Dr. Marilyn Warburton

Dr. Tom Payne

Dr. Graham McLaren

Dr. Guy Davenport

Dr. John Dixon

(on CIMMYT staff involved in the GCP Subprogrammes : 1, 2, 4 & 5)
	Project leader of two projects in GCP Subprogramme 1)

Project leader of a project in GCP Subprogramme 1 &2)

Project leader of a project in GCP Subprogramme 4)

Programme leader of a project in GCP Subprogramme 4)

Project leader of a project in GCP Subprogramme 5)

	May 23
	
	

	Morning
	Phone conferences with:

Dr. Jean-Christophe Glaszmann (CIRAD, France)

Dr. Antonio Gandarillas (PROINPA, Bolivia)

(on Subprogramme 1;  involvement with GCP as stakeholder)

Discussion with: 

Dr. Jean Marcel Ribaud

(review of questionnaire)
	Leader GCP Subprogramme 1

General Manager PROINPA/GCP Stakeholder

Director GCP

	Afternoon 
	Phone conferences with:

Dr. Rose Rita Kingamkono (COSTECH, Tanzania)

Dr. Jose Amauri Buso (EMBRAPA Hortalicas, Brazil)

(on involvement with GCP as stakeholder)
	Director, Research Coordination & Promotion, Tanzania Commission for Science & Technology (COSTECH) /GCP Stakeholder

Director General EMBRAPA Hortalicas/GCP Stakeholder 


Annex 2
List of documents consulted
1. GCP MTP 2007-2009
2. GCP MTP 2006-2008

3. GCP MTP 2005-2007
4. GCP Annual report and year 4 Workplan, 2006
5. European Union – Monitoring report,   Martin and Jakobsen,  2004
6. www.generationcp.org
7. http://www.generationcp.org/capcorner.php
8. Questionnaire
9. GCP Technical Report of projects supported by EC 2004 (GCP, 2005) 

10. GCP Technical Report of projects supported by EC 2005 (GCP, 2006) 

11. Contract documents EC/CGIAR/WB, 2004 and 2005

12. “Strategic approaches to targeting technology generation: Assessing the coincidence of poverty and drought-prone crop production”, Hyman et al, in press
Annex 3
Brief summary of results questionnaire (Generation Challenge Programme responses)

A summary is provided only for general, non-project specific, evaluation questions in the questionnaire. Project specific questions such as Lessons Learned and Other Issues are treated separately in the country note.

On Relevance:

Responses given on relevance show that the EC co-financed research projects of the Generation Challenge Programme (GCP) are in compliance with local needs and priorities, and in support of the country partners’ policy. In contrast with EC co-financed projects of the CGIAR Centres, EC co-financed projects of the GCP are in fact sub-programmes (SP1, 2, 4 & 5)
 and within the sub-programmes the GCP has a free hand in terms of resource allocation per specific activity and EC funds are unrestricted. Another characteristic is that the GCP operates through sub-contracted research, identifying partners through competitive and commissioned research projects. 

GCP states that although it does not directly support large breeding efforts, the major objective of the Programme is to deliver tools and methodologies to impact plant breeding and boost crop improvement for small-scale farmers. Likewise, GCP is not involved in the collection and conservation of biodiversity per se. However, the 'creation' (new crosses, mutants, etc), the use and the dissemination of biodiversity for crop improvement are pillars of the GCP mission. All four projects co-financed by the EC have a role to play in this regard, with a prominent role for SP1. Characterisation of bioversity is at the heart of the SP1 programme, while genetic analysis is at the heart of the SP2 programme, with a special focus on drought.

International policies, as addressed by the EC co-financed projects, is a somewhat important theme within the GCP. Although none of their projects are directly engaged in international policies, SP1 deals with international regulation on germplasm exchange, and under SP5 a manual has been developed on 'Genetic Resource Policies and the GCP' with an online course on Genetic Resource Policies. Also under SP5, the GCP is very active in Intellectual Property rights (IP), ensuring access by the global South to GCP products, but without preventing the owner of a discovery to retain IP rights and obtain royalties from private companies.

Serious to very serious problems remain with the lack of coordination between the GCP and research stations and relevant ministries and institutions, and the lack of international cooperation between countries in the region. To improve the situation, there is a want for more exposure to international efforts and training, not only on legal issues but also on trade policies, intellectual property right and technology transfer according to GCP. 

Regarding improving food security and poverty alleviation through agricultural research, some of the main priorities (to a large degree) mentioned by GCP are increasing access to improved varieties, better connections with the commercial sector (e.g. seed multiplication companies), genetic analysis and characterisation, and capacity building ate the NARS. For the GCP a critical issue is for the private sector (small and medium sized companies), to play a major role in the dissemination of improved germplasm, ensuring a level of quality (seed purity among others) that fits farmer expectations.

A final comment on relevance is that the GCP’s projects are in full accordance with national and regional needs for food security, improved nutrition and poverty alleviation. The justification given is that GCP’s efforts (in developing new knowledge and products) will not only result in the development of superior crop varieties that are used by poor farm households, but will also offer the prospect of cheaper food for poor consumers.   

Impact

Responses given on impact show that the EC co-financed projects at the GCP have already very much led to increasing genetic improvements, progress made on the characterisation of genebank material, and on improving the capacity building of the NARS. Regarding GCP’s impact on agricultural productivity, social economic development and poverty reduction, programme activities have been to short (just three years), to make any meaningful statement on this.  

Very important has so far been the impact of the EC co-funded projects on human and technical resource management, and in the strengthening of skills for the characterisation (not preservation) of biodiversity. As the Programme is still young and not yet broad enough, the impact on strengthening the bioscience skill base at the regional level is still considered low, but already considered high at the [agricultural research] centre and institutional level. Actual beneficiaries of the GCP are genebank curators, plant physiologists, geneticists and breeders; ultimately with potential beneficiaries being small-scale farmers living in marginal environments, with limited access, if any, to fertilizers, pesticides and water.

Effectiveness

Responses given on the extent to which the objectives of the EC co-financed research projects have been realised show that planned benefits and actual results, as mentioned in the project’s log frame, have been mostly realised (60-80%). Noted is that GCP’s major projects have started sometime in 2005 (first round of competitive grants: 17 projects) and have a duration of three years. When it comes to already translating the EC co-funded project results into real benefits for the rural poor, and that policy advice has been fully taken up and implemented by NARS and governments, GCP states that, although yet quite premature, the expectation is around an average of 80% realisation after the projects have been completed.  

Unexpected results of the EC co-financed projects have led to major adjustments in the GCP’s workplan, mainly to find a new approach or to adjust activities after a failure. GCP states that this was only for a few projects and not considered unusual for scientific projects, as the result of one experiment determine the next step of the research.

Assumptions and risks were only marginally invalid and proved not to be a problem for management during project implementation. The GCP however notes that the Programme is still at an early stage to evaluate if the risk assessment of the projects was well done, to evaluate project management procedures, and how to evaluate risk and external factors or comment on the project implementation phase. Over the last two years, GCP mentions that its policies on project management have changed quite substantially (e.g. evolution of [project reporting] templates) and have started to involve more and more stakeholders in the planning process (as part of the requirement for explicit delivery plans for all new GCP projects).

To some degree shortcoming of the EC co-financed projects are cited as being the following: (1) External factors affecting the course of the research conducted in the GCP (e.g. difficulty to obtain germplasm from some countries); (2) Late initial disbursement of GCP funds and failure in the reporting procedure that delayed progress of the project; and (3) Poor leadership from the principal investigator of some GCP sub-contracted research projects. 

Regarding the CGIAR, responses are very positive when it comes to using the CGIAR as a platform to exchange new ideas, but considered to be only marginally positive when it comes to balancing the views of different stakeholders of agricultural research for development vis-à-vis international organisations. Considered somewhat important is that the CGIAR provides an excellent opportunity for raising awareness of the value-added of agricultural research activities. 

Efficiency

Responses given on the efficiency of project implementation were positive overall. Only small delays in project implementation have been reported. The GCP fully agrees with the statement that the EC co-financed projects are cost effective programmes, meaning that its projects provide good value for money. Because GCP is a virtual network, its operational expenses are very reduced
. About 85% of its total budget directly supports research activities (Subprogrammes 1, 2 and 4), and capacity building and delivery (Subprogramme 5). The World Bank provides US$ 2 million per year as core money. This contribution is used to cover all GCP’s administrative costs and therefore the contribution from our other donors all goes to projects. The GCP allows a maximum of 18% overhead in its grants and 4% for flow-through money (see also tables 3 & 4 in Annex 4 on total budgets and expenditures on commissioned and competitive grants). 

Somewhat satisfactory is the coordination between the Centres and the CGIAR secretariat, especially since the establishment of the alliance. Suggested room for improvement is the have one or two young scientists in the Science Council to bring new ideas and fresh blood, and that the [CGIAR] Secretariat and the Science Council should be evaluated by an external review. The GCP notes that it is not in the best position to evaluate the efficiency of the [CGIAR] annual meetings because CPs [Challenge Programmes] are not invited to the closed sessions. But there is an overall feeling that the efficiency and organisation of the meeting can be improved to a certain extent. 

Other suggested improvements are: (1) a better representation of the stakeholders within the CGIAR; and (2) to define the niche of the CGIAR more clearly with both a medium- and long-term vision to optimise the structure (number, nature, centres, CPs, others?) and location of the units of the CGIAR system. The GCP feels that it was fairly 'easy' to identify a global mission for the CGIAR 20 years ago, but the world has changed substantially since then, such that this consolidated mission is not as clear today, and is largely influenced by the target crop/region/partner. Also the overhead cost of the CGIAR system is considered to be too high according to the GCP.

Sustainability

Responses related to sustainability are generally positive when it comes to technical and institutional sustainability. When it comes to financial sustainability, GCP reports that the results can be sustained but that some external support is necessary to sustain and add value to the results generated through the four EC co-financed projects. Although the GCP works towards national programmes in developing countries to become self-reliant - in particular with research partnerships linking North and South and through Subprogramme 5 (SP5) - the scope of the needs is very large and beyond the theme of the GCP. Noted is that SP5 is largely supported by the EC and that high-quality training, building local capacity and providing support to NARS is critical for the GCP to impact local breeding efforts. 

Turn-over of professional staff is somewhat of a problem of the GCP, threatening sustainability of project’s efforts. Generally, the more upstream the activities are in the GCP pipeline, the less staff turnover affects the progress of the project, according to GCP. But very often when it comes to breeding and project implementation, staff turnover is more critical because in general there is a limited critical mass of qualified people at the NARS level. In addition, downstream activities generally rely much more on local networks and it takes time for a newcomer to become familiar with the nature and functions of local partnerships. To mitigate the risk of staff turn over, GCP states that conscious efforts are made in for instance to: (1) consistently involve the 'good players' in GCP activities, and to support their research; (2) to promote success and celebrate relevant achievements (big or small) in their publications, given due credit; (3) and making professional development a top priority within the GCP.

Added value and coherence

Responses related to whether the programmes are complementary to, and coordinated with the intervention of individual EU member states in the region, are positive. The GCP is able to do this since most of the funds are unrestricted (EC, DFID and Switzerland). GCP adds that the presence of the EC is definitely a plus because it gives confidence to the member [and non-member] states. For instance it reports that representatives from Switzerland (joined in 2006) were in touch with representatives from the EC before the GCP Director's exploratory visit in October 2006 (DFID joined in 2004; the French Government intends to join sometime in 2007). 

The GCP reports that it is fully consistent and supportive of EC and National Strategies regarding agricultura research for development. The EC is promoting the conservation and use of genetic diversity for crop improvement, focusing mainly on SSA, SA and SEA. An additional priority is the use of modern biotechnologies (not based on GMO approach) to impact plant breeding and the access to such technology by research institutes and NARS in the South. Those priorities are central in GCP's projects SP1, 2, 4 and 5.

Visibility

Responses given to questions whether the EC co-financed projects have increased the visibility of the EC in the beneficiary countries and the EU, generally state a modest to high visibility. Acknowledgement of EC funding is given in annual reports and other publications. Also, the results of the EC co-financed projects are advocated at the same level as the results and achievements of GCP. In all general programme presentations and official documents, GCP’s donors are listed with the EC being its leading donor. A comment was made about the importance of the GCP’s website (www. generationcp.org) which receives 3,000 hits a month and where all GCP’s documentation is available, including “News Alerts”. Currently the GCP distribution list has about 2,000 contacts.  

Annex 4
Financial Flow Analysis (all CGIAR Centres)


Table 1
Summary of EC disbursements per CGIAR Centre (Period: 2002-2005; Values x € 1,000)

	CGIAR Centre
	Total project cost
	% of total

(rounded off)
	EC disbursement
	% of Centres programme

(rounded off)
	% of total/ 

(..) =  ranking of recipient

	Regular Programmes (2002-2005)

	CIAT
	30,337
	9%
	6,679
	22%
	9%   (2)

	CIFOR
	9,413
	3%
	2,832
	30%
	4%   (6)

	CIMMYT  1/
	39,351
	12%
	7,440
	19%
	10% (1)

	CIP
	20,267
	6%
	4,284
	21%
	6%  (5)

	ICARDA
	26,008
	8%
	5,170
	20%
	7%  (4)

	ICLARM
	12,468
	4%
	2,965
	24%
	4%  (6)

	ICRAF  1/
	19,071
	6%
	5,466  5/
	29%
	8%  (3)

	ICRISAT 1/
	17,140
	5%
	4,006  4/
	23%
	6% (5)

	IFPRI  1/
	15,381
	5%
	5,031
	33%
	7% (4)

	IITA  1/
	24,646
	7%
	7,384  6/
	30%
	10% (1)

	ILRI  1/
	26,862
	8%
	5,427
	20%
	8%  (3)

	IPGRI  1/
	33,694
	10%
	5,891  3/
	17%
	8%  (3)

	IRRI 1/
	45,820
	14%
	6,450
	14%
	9%  (2)

	WARDA 1/
	3,370
	1%
	1,546
	46%
	2%  (7)

	IWMI
	3,673
	1%
	819
	22%
	1%  (8)

	Sub-Total:
	327,501
	100%
	71,390
	22%
	100%

	Challenge programmes (2003-2005)

	GCP/CIMMYT
	31,309
	70%
	13,442
	43%
	88%

	SSACP/FARA
	13,186
	30%
	1,449
	11%
	9%

	IFPRI
	0
	0
	450
	n.a.
	3%

	Sub-total:
	44,495
	100
	15,341
	34%
	100%

	Regular Programmes & Challenge Programmes

	Total:
	371,996
	
	86,731  2/
	23
	


Source: table adapted from financial information provided by the EC, EuropeAid Co-operation Office.
1/ Centres to be visited by the evaluation team
2/  Excluding the payment of administration fees of € 39,000

3/  Adjusted figures due to financial change Bioversity (IPGRI) in 2002 - ACP

4/ Adjusted figures due to financial change ICRISAT in 2005 - Asia 

5/ Adjusted figures due to financial change ICRAF in 2002 – ACP 

6/ Adjusted figures due to financial change IITA in 2002 - ACP

Table 2

Summary of EC disbursements per Region (Period: 2002-2005; Values x € 1,000)
(Tentative and subject to change. Not all Challenge Programmes  included)

	CGIAR Centre 
	Asia
	ACP
	Latin America
	MEDA
	CAC
	Total

	CIAT
	1,247
	572
	4,860
	0
	0
	6,679

	CIFOR
	1,631
	134
	1,067
	0
	0
	2,832

	CIMMYT  1/
	2,758
	483
	474
	3,246
	479
	7.440

	CIP
	2,123
	593
	1,211
	0
	357
	4,284

	ICARDA
	1,046
	0
	0
	1,227
	2,897
	5,170

	ICLARM
	1,750
	927
	0
	288
	0
	2,965

	ICRAF  1/
	2,166
	1,885
	1,415
	0
	0
	5,466 4/

	ICRISAT  1/
	2,588
	1,418
	0
	0
	0
	4,006  3/

	IFPRI  1/
	1,998
	1,054
	731
	1,248
	0
	5,031

	IITA  1/
	0
	5,162
	0
	0
	0
	5,162  5/

	ILRI  1/
	3,487
	1,940
	0
	0
	0
	5,427

	IPGRI  1/
	1,645
	2,064
	777
	293
	1,112
	5,891  2/

	IRRI  1/
	6,210
	240
	0
	0
	0
	6,450

	WARDA 1/
	0
	1,546
	0
	0
	0
	1,546

	IWMI
	286
	164
	0
	0
	369
	819

	Total:
	28,935
	20,404
	10,535
	6,302
	5,214
	71,390

	% distribution 
	41%
	29%
	15%
	9%
	7%
	100%  

	Challenge programmes (2003-2005)

	GCP/CIMMYT
	5,520
	4,380
	1,860
	0,939
	0,573
	13,442 6/

	% distribution
	41%
	33%
	14%
	7%
	4%
	100%


Source CGIAR Centres: table adapted from financial information provided by the EC, EuropeAid Co-operation Office.

Source GCP/CIMMYT: Management Generation Challenge Programme, May 2007 (figures are approximates)
1/ Centres to be visited by the evaluation team
2/ Adjusted figures due to financial changes Bioversity in 2002  (table 1)

3/ Adjusted figures due to financial change ICRISAT in 2005 - Asia (table 1)

4/ Adjusted figures due to financial change ICRAF in 2002 – ACP (table 1)

5/ Adjusted figures due to financial change IITA in 2002 – ACP (table 1)

6/ Including € 170,000 for stakeholder meetings (Generation Challenge Programme at CIMMYT)
Table 3

Generation Challenge Programme at CIMMYT (Period: 2003-2006; Values x US$ 1,000)
(EC contribution according to GCP Subprogrammes)
	Subprogramme
	Title
	2003-2004

EC
	2005

EC
	2006 
EC
	Total

EC

	SP 1
	Genetic Diversity of Global Genetic 
	1,934
	2,389
	1,871
	6,193

	SP 2
	Comparative Genomic for gene discovery
	707
	1,027
	768
	2,502

	SP 3
	Trait Capture for Crop Improvement
	505
	0
	0
	505

	SP 4
	Genetic Resources, Genomic and Crop Info
	1,664
	545
	1,871
	4,080

	SP 5
	Capacity Building and Enabling Delivery
	11
	1,909
	1,103
	3,024

	Other
	Stakeholders meetings
	0
	157
	60
	218

	Other
	Management Administration 
	405
	0
	0
	405

	Total:
	
	5,225
	6,027
	5,674
	16,926


NOTE: figures are rounded off. Contribution equals actual expenditures. 2003 EC contribution = 2004 budget, 2004 EC contribution = 2005 budget, etc.

Source GCP/CIMMYT: Management Generation Challenge Programme, May 2007 
Table 4

Generation Challenge Programme at CIMMYT (Period: 2005-2007; Values x US$ 1,000)
(Competitive Grants: all donors)

	Subprogramme
	Project No.
	Institution (lead)
	Total Budget
(2005-2007)
	Total Expenditure
(2005-2006)  1/
	% Distr.

(of budget)

	SP 1
	7
	CORNELL
	110,000
	102,980
	

	
	10
	CIAT
	1,074,800
	669,500
	

	
	13
	CIMMYT
	899,052
	561,500
	

	
	14
	CIMMYT
	717,145
	489,110
	

	
	17
	ICARDA
	899,000
	600,000
	

	Sub-total:
	5 (projects)
	
	3,699,997
	2,423,090
	26.3%

	SP2
	1
	IRRI
	900,000
	601,604
	

	
	2
	IRRI
	900,000
	654,544
	

	
	8
	CORNELL
	899,611
	585,683
	

	
	16
	CORNELL
	900,000
	600,000
	

	
	11
	CIRAD
	900,000
	714,000
	

	
	15
	CIMMYT
	898,686
	600,076
	

	Sub-total:
	6 (projects)
	
	5,398,297
	3,755,907
	38.4%

	SP3
	3
	EMBRAPA
	867,063
	530,052
	

	
	5
	EMBRAPA
	898,235
	647,878
	

	
	6
	IITA
	900,000
	609,357
	

	
	9
	CIAT
	894,906
	596,358
	

	
	12
	CAAS
	889,500
	402,100
	

	Sub-total:
	5 (projects)
	
	4,449,704
	2,785,745
	31.7%

	SP4
	4
	WUR
	507,150
	336,600
	

	Sub-total:
	1 (project)
	
	507,150
	336,600
	3.6%

	TOTAL:
	17 projects
	
	14,055,148
	9,301,342
	100%


1/ all projects are still ongoing (till 2007/2008)
Source GCP/CIMMYT: Management Generation Challenge Programme, May 2007 
Table 5

Generation Challenge Programme at CIMMYT (Period: 2004-2006; Values x US$ 1,000)
(Commissioned Grants; all donors)

	Subprogramme
	Title 
	Year & Number of Projects 1/
	Total Budget
(2004-2006)
	Total Expenditure
(2004-2006)

	SP1
	Genetic Diversity of Global Genetic 
	2004: 5

2005: 9

2006: 11

Total: 25
	6,724,802
	5,944,582

	SP2
	Comparative Genomic for gene discovery
	2004: 5

2005: 10

2006: 0

Total: 15
	3,817,294
	3,406,489

	SP3
	Trait Capture for Crop Improvement
	2004: 5

2005: 4

Total: 9
	1,719,451
	1,415,623

	SP4
	Genetic Resources, Genomic and Crop Info
	2004: 3

2005: 14

2006: 6

Total: 23
	6,172,801
	5,593,879

	SP 5
	Capacity Building and Enabling Delivery
	2004: 4

2005: 24

2006: 9

Total: 37
	3,728,178
	3,415,097

	TOTAL:
	
	109
	22,162,525
	19,775,670


1/ Concerns main projects only (some projects have various sub-projects that may be carried out by different contractors; in some cases up to nine sub-projects. These are not included)
Source GCP/CIMMYT: Management Generation Challenge Programme, May 2007 
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� 	It concerns two major Challenge Programmes that are carried out by the following two CGIAR Centres: CIMMYT and FARA (“Generation” & “Sub Saharan Africa” based at CIMMYT and WARDA respectively, but with work at partner Centres). 


� 	WARDA, Benin; IITA Nigeria; ICRISAT/ILRI/World Agroforestry Centre (formerly ICRAF), Kenya; IRRI, Philippines; Bioversity International (formerly IPGRI), Italy; CIMMYT, Mexico; IFPRI, USA.


� 	Africa (SSA), South East Asia, Latin America, CWARNA (Central West Asia and North Africa)


� 	Average exchange rate used: US$ 1 = € 0.8 as financial figures in the tables 4 & 5 of Annex 4  are in US Dollars.


� 	With the objective: “To validates gene function and refines molecular breeding systems and the resulting enhanced germplasm, with the purpose of increasing the efficiency, speed, and scope of plant breeding”


� 	http//www.generationcp.org/capcorner.php





� 	Based on an FAO study, 64 farming systems were identified, of which 15 are of direct relevance to GCP. 


� 	GCP has a Stakeholder Committee that interacts with its programme


�  Sub-programme 3 or SP3 (Trait Capture for Crop Improvement) is not financed by the EC


�  	This is also thanks to the modus operandi of the  GCP being part of the CGIAR system thereby using [renting] existing facilities at the CGIAR Centre (CIMMYT)
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