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Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR)

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Emil Q. Javier, Chairman
11 October 2001
Dear lan,

It is my pleasure to transmit to you the report of the First Review of the Systemwide Livestock
Programme (SLP). ILRI is the convening centre for this systemwide programme. A Panel
chaired by Mr. Jock Anderson (Australia) conducted the Review during March-May 2001. The
Report was considered by TAC at its 81% Meeting held at CIFOR, Bogor, Indonesia in
September 2001, in the presence of the Panel Chair through a video conference.

This is a unique review because, while the Review was commissioned and managed by the
Board of ILRI, TAC collaborated closely with ILRI in developing the terms of reference and in
the selection of the Panel Chair and Members. This was possible because of TAC's own plan to
undertake an external review of this Systemwide Programme. The review report was presented
to the Board and Management of ILRI who, in association with other participating centres,
prepared a written response.

The Report of the Panel is accompanied by two attachments. The first contains the TAC
commentary, which summarizes TAC's views on the Panel Report and on the Response of ILRI
and the SLP participating centres. The second attachment is the Response of ILRI and the SLP
participating centres to the Panel Report.

The Committee believes that this Review model offers a promising alternative for more
efficiently managing and effectively evaluating systemwide programmes and perhaps even other
Ccross-centre activities.

Mr. lan Johnson
CGIAR Chair

World Bank

1818 H Street, NW
Washington, DC 20433
USA

Institute of Plant Breeding, UP L os Baios, College 4031 L aguna, Philippines
?Tel.: (63-49) 536-5285 ? Fax: (63-49) 536-5286 ?E-Mail: eqj @ipb.uplb.edu.ph ?



Asthisisthe third systemwide programme reviewed by TAC (SGRP and Ecoregional Approach
were previous ones), we are now beginning to identify important lessons and some of the critical
aspects for ensuring success of these programmes. We believe that these lessons have relevance
for the design and launching of Challenge Programmes.

Y ours sincerely,

Emil Q. Javier

cc: Francisco J.B. Reifschneider, CGIAR Director



TAC Commentary on the ILRI Centre-Commissioned External Review of the
Systemwide Livestock Programme

The report of the first Review of Systemwide Livestock Programme (SLP) was discussed
at TAC 81 in the virtual presence of the Panel Chair, Jock Anderson, who participated through a
videoconference. The Director General of ILRI, Hank Fitzhugh, was unable to attend the
meeting but sent a powerpoint presentation through the Panel Chair. TAC thanks ILRI and the
Panel for undertaking this review.

The Review Process

TAC worked closely with ILRI in developing the terms of reference, the Panel profile,
identification of a potential Panel Chair and Panel Members, and approved the same with
consent from the Centre. The single, three-week phase of the review was managed by ILRI. The
Centre Board and management received the review report and prepared a response, which TAC
discussed in conjunction with the report. This review nodel is afirst of its kind in the CGIAR
and was used for the purpose of providing lessons on alternative mechanisms for quality
assurance. The Committee acknowledges the cooperation of ILRI’s Board and Management, as
well as the collaborating institutiors, in sharing the report and the process with the Committee.
TAC believes that the review constitutes an independent evaluation of the programme, offers the
following commentary and proposes that the report be discussed during the Annual General
Meeting 2001 of the CGIAR.

Comments

The Committee found the report to be adequate in as far as it addressed the terms of
reference in an analytical and constructive way. The report is lucid and highlights the key
milestones since the programme became operational in 1997. TAC sees the review of this
programme as contributing vauable lessons alongside the other Systemwide programmes
aready evaluated.

TAC commends the panel for systematically covering the terms of reference. However,
there were two aspects which the Committee felt the Pandl could have treated in more depth:

i. The achievement of coherence in all areas of livestock research was one of the original
objectives of the programme. TAC would have liked to know the Panel’s views on the
coherence of livestock-related research across the System in those activities of common
interest to a number of participating ingtitutions, partners, other stakeholders and actors
in the global research and policy arena and thereby increasing the potential for impact of
the CGIAR.

ii. Appropriate balance among regions was not comprehensively covered. This would have

been especially useful as the System increasingly takes a regiona approach to priority
Setting.
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The Panel highlights the need for strong leadership of SLP by ILRI as well as having the
Livestock Programme Group (LPG) empowered to make decisions for quick feedback and
scientific backstopping. TAC supports this observation and further notes that SLP should be
pro-active in seeking new partnerships beyond the CGIAR Centres in order to harness the
science it needs from Advanced Research Institutes globally. Such collaboration can stimulate
the exchange of knowledge of livestock feed-related research in the private sector and of natural
resources management research, both of which abound in developed countries.

The review emphasised the need for peer review starting from identification of projects to
the outputs of the projects. TAC strongly supports this recommendation, as review processes are
critical for ensuring high quality of research. A strong review system can correct inappropriate
overlaps between Centre core programmes and the SLP; provide a systematic evaluation of
proposals, and ensure the requisite balance between strategic and applied programmes.

It is commendable that the establishment of SLP has created an enabling environment for
crop and livestock Centres to work together. Since one of the goals of the programme was to
broaden the base of institutional participation with NARS and other research and development
actors more effectively to achieve common objectives, TAC urges SLP to continue reassessing
its research agenda to include topics which can reach beyond the Centres, driven by
opportunities to add value.

When the SLP began, a competitive grant programme was instituted which was well
received by the Centres. Unfortunately, due to the lack of designated funds for the programme,
the competitive grant aspect had to be abandoned. TAC should review this and use it as a
learning opportunity when the future Science Council looks at competitive grants in the context
of Challenge Programmes.

The Panel made a strong recommendation for continuation of the Systemwide
programme. TAC aso supports this view because two-thirds of the world’'s rural poor keep
livestock, and rely mainly on mixed crop—livestock production systems,

The small non-ruminants have not been discussed in the review report and (beyond one
aspect of an IFPRI-managed project) are not yet covered by the SLP. TAC encourages SLP to
identify research opportunities for this category of livestock within the context of CGIAR goals,
since the majority of the poor people, particularly in Asia, keep small nonruminants as an
important component of their livelihood strategies.

It would have been helpful to TAC if the Panel had commented on how the Systemwide
livestock research agenda is placed in relation to the new Vision and Strategy approved by the
System with primary focus on poverty reduction.

Futureof SLP

The SLP was conceived before ILCA and ILRAD merged to form ILRI. The objectives
of the SLP were to integrate livestock related activities across the System in the areas of feed,
livestock policy and NRM. While fully supporting the need for a Systemwide programme, also
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taking into consideration the financial support of the programme since its inception and
possibilities in the future, TAC proposes to take a further look at the Systemwide programme so
that it revolves around a poverty focus and be people-centred, as envisaged by the Vision and
Strategy endorsed by the Group.

TAC endorses the Panel recommendation of the future need for a Systemwide
progranme. However, TAC aso believes that the current designation as “Systemwide
Livestock Programme” is too broad and leads to some confusion amongst the donors over ILRI’s
role as the globa livestock Centre and its role as the Convening Centre for the Systemwide
Programme on Livestock. The latter bridges the gap between the CGIAR Centres, nonCGIAR
ingtitutions in the South and North and brings complementarity on mutually defined objectives.

The review recommends an optimal funding base in the order of magnitude of US$4-5
million per year catering for built-in management structures and an enhanced strategic research
programme. TAC concurs with this proposal to not only strengthen the existing project portfolio
but also enhance the same in relation to the new Poverty Focused Vision and Strategy of the
CGIAR. In the event such funds are not forthcoming, TAC would then endorse the alternative
scenario proposed by the Panel which entails a minimum of US$2.0 million annual contribution
as alow cost solution to continue with the current programme.



ILRI and Partners Response
First Centreand TAC Commissioned
External Review of the Systemwide Livestock Programme

ILRI and Partner Centres wish to express much appreciation to the Review Panel for their
constructive analysis and positive report on the Systemwide Livestock Programme (SLP). We
find the recommendations most helpful and offer only few comments:

Panel'srecommendation

ILRI needs to continue to exert its role as strong convener of the SLP, by providing
scientific leadership and overall coordination, carefully balanced with ample
consultation with the other Centers. Scientific leadership is particularly important to
strengthen and maintain the credibility of the Program and to assure quality outputs;

Management’ s response
Agreed:

ILRI plansto continue playing the role of the strong convenor which was ascribed
initsfirst strategic plan. Asone objective of the SLP isto build synergiesand lever
resour ces for livestock related research among the Plant oriented centers (and their
partners) who did not ordinarily undertake such research, the strong convenor role
seems appropriate. However, continuing efforts will be made to manage the SLP
processes and activitiesin such a manner as to promote even stronger ownership of
the programme by all partners.

Panel's recommendation

The Board of Trustees of ILRI and its Program Committee need to provide active
oversight of the S_P, and make sure that the somewhat subjective line that separates
ILRI’s own global agenda and that of the SLP remains distinctive

Management’ s response

Agreed:

While providing oversight to the SLP, ILRI’s Board sought to empower the LPG as
an important mechanism for promoting Programme coherence, cohesion and

transparency. The Panels recommendations concerning strengthening the LPG,
particularly its composition and its processes, ar e welcomed.



Panel's recommendation

The governance mechanism should be strengthened and consolidated, via
strengthening the LPG and its processes, with better continuity in membership and
expanded review mechanisms.

Continuity in membership is essential to further reduce the currently acceptable
transaction costs, and to allow for more frequent and expedient electronic
communication. Smilarly, members of the LPG should be adequately empowered to
assure rapid implementation of the Group’s decisions and effective monitoring.

Management's response
Agreed:

The LPG plays pivotal roles of providing Programme coherence, cohesion and
transparency, as well as developing effective and efficient operating processes. The
Panel’s analysis concerning conditions for effective membership provide good
guidance and will be pursued. Partners will seek to respond to these
recommendations concerning the LPG and will seek to appoint members at the
highest organization level that the SLP Programme portfolio can justify.

Panel's recommendation
Project assessment should be subjected to independent peer review.

Projects selected for funding will not only have to be approved on the basis of
scientific excellence, but also need to provide the “ added value” expected from a
Systemwide program while excluding those that clearly belong within the mandate of
individual Centers. In this respect, it is expected that the members of the LPG will
consult with their respective Directors of Research to assure that the proper sorting
of projects is made. This is particularly important in the case of the ILRI's
representative, who has to ensure in consultation with the ILRI DDG-P that the SLP
projects do not substitute (or even appear to substitute) for ILRI’s core program.

Value added by SLP-sponsored projects should be explicitly documented in the
project publications and in SLP reports.

Management’ s response
Agreed:
The Panel comments on the inadequacy of the current system for reviewing projects

for SLP support, a matter which the LPG has discussed on several occasions,
including at its most recent meeting (January 2001). The current system evolved as
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one which attempted to balance the need for external scientific project review with
the cost (financial, response time etc.) of doing so. The LPG has attempted over
time to pay particular attention to minimizing over all transaction costs of the SLP.
However, we agree with the Panel’s recommendations concerning building
additional rigour into the project review process through obtaining external inputs.
The mechanisms recommended by the Pand will be pursued. Efforts will also be
made to strengthen efforts to document the value added by each SLP
activity/project at design, evaluation and publication phases.

Panel's recommendation

The lead Center, as well as the other Centers, need to provide timely scientific
backstopping to activities carried out by the respective consortia and assortment of
national institutions. It is therefore important for members of the LPG to interact with
their respective Directors of Research, and that the S_.P Coordinator succinctly
inform Centers Directors of Research of issues pertaining to strategic research that
need their attention.

Participating IARCs have to ensure that feedback from field and on-farm
experimentation is rapidly internalized and that it generates the required follow-up in
terms of strategic research carried out by themselves and by NARIs. The mechanism
suggested (above) should satisfy this requirement.

Management’s response
Agreed:

We agree that SLP supported activities/projects are implemented with inherent
requirementsfor scientific backstopping from Lead Centres. In order to strengthen
this aspect of project implementation, both the LPG and the Coordinating Unit of
the SLP will institute formal mechanism to ensure requisite backstopping. These
organs of the SLP will also seek to promote rapid feedback and internalization of
research results.

Panel's recommendation

As further progressis made in developing the portfolio of research projects, the LPG,
in consultation with the relevant Directors of Research, will have to make sure that
an appropriate dialogue amongst SLP projects, and between S_P projects and
Ecoregional Programs takes place to maximize the effectiveness of the resources
allocated to these activities.
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M anagement's response
Agreed:

We believe that the operationalization of the SLP as a Virtual Network (vNetwork)
will greatly aid the process of building synergies among partners and promoting
horizontal transfer, and crossfertilization.

Panel'srecommendation

In order to avoid a loss of the investments made to date, and to meet the expectations
created by the development of a rich and promising portfolio of projects, as well as
the development of exciting new ones, adequate funds (which the Panel feels could

usefully be at $3-4 million a year) should be provided to the SLP.

M anagement's response
Agreed:

We appreciate the Panel’s endor sement of the SLP and strong recommendation for
continuing substantial funding in future. We believe that there have been
significant returns to previous investments, however, we concur that full values will
not be achieved from these investments unless the supported resear ch continues.
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THE SYSTEMWIDE LIVESTOCK PROGRAMME
CENTER-and TAC-COMMISSIONED EXTERNAL REVIEW

(afirst CATCER)
[19 June 2001]

Outline

The Terms of Reference given to the Panel concerned issues relating to Programme Objectives,
Programme Performance, and Programme Activities constituting Tiers 1, 2 and 3, respectively.
The Panel’s Report is similarly organized as follows:

SLP Program Objectives (Tier 1)
1. The original concept and relevance of SLP's objectives, priorities and strategies to the goals
of the evolving CGIAR

SL P Program Performance (Tier 2)
2. The effectiveness of ILRI’s convening role
3. The effectiveness and efficiency of the SLP with respect to the original objectives
4. The effectiveness and efficiency of the SLP with respect to implementation
4.1 Achieving coherence in livestock-related research across the CGIAR System and
other stakeholders including NARSs
4.2 Adding value to the System's on-going research, to the benefit of knowledge
relevant to the livestock sector
5. The effectivenessof SLP's governance, decision-making, organization, accountability,
resource mobilization and allocation, and mode of operation.
5.1 Governance
5.2 Decision making and organization
5.3 Resource mobilization

(o2}

. SLP Program Activities (Tier 3)
6.1 The portfolio and its performance
6.2 Program activities

7. TheSLP in the Future (Tier 1revisited)
7.1 The need for and continuing relevance of the SLP
7.2 On balance among regions
7.3 On core versus SLP balance
7.4 On organization of SLP
7.5 Recommendations on future objectives

8. Summary of Recommendationsand Overview
Appendices
1. The Terms of Reference

2. The Review Pand
3. The Review Program
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Historical Perspectiveson ILRI and SLP: A Note from the ILRI DG
Summary of a Survey of SLP Stakeholders
Commentaries on Specific SLP Projects
6.1 Improving crop-livestock systems in the dry savannas of West Africa
6.2 SLP projectsin LAC, with particular emphasis on Central America
6.3 Utilization of forage legume diversity for dairy production and natural resource
management in East and Central African highlands
6.4 South and West Asia and North Africa
SLP Procedures
SLP Publications



Summary

The Systemwide Livestock Programme (SLP) was conceived at a time of change and
crisis in the CGIAR. Perhaps similar times are ahead? Nevertheless, it seems a good time to
review this important Systemwide Program (SP). This Panel is delighted to have had the
opportunity to do so, and is highly appreciative of the many scientists and managers who gave
their time so generoudly to assist the Panel in its efforts to distil useful lessons from the
experience.

Perhaps the most critical question posed to the Review is about the “ SLP process’, rather
than specifically about the research itself. Are the processes and their transaction costs producing
results that would not be realized as well as if the SLP did not exist? Surely a difficult
counterfactual question but one in which the donor community should be interested in as it
approaches a new era of Challenge Programs (CPs). The answer in the case of the SLP is
necessarily highly judgmental as the full costs are tricky to measure, and the benefits impossible
to assess well at this still early juncture. The Panel feels, however, that, overall, the benefits will
be commensurate with, and will probably well exceed the costs. The situation varies greatly by
project supported. Some are excellent examples of the inter-center collaboration envisaged at the
outset. A few could be handled as efficiently within a Center's own portfolio of research.

ILRI itself also believes the SLP has promoted more effective collaboration among ILRI
and the plant Centers and IFPRI, because other Centers mostly had not previousy given
sufficient attention to livestock in their research agenda. In this sense, the SLP has been effective
in starting to deliver on TAC's origina recommendation. However, recognizing the shift from
unrestricted to project-restricted funding, an issue ILRI (and others) must confront is whether the
SLP remains the most effective means for promoting important feeds and livestock-related NRM
and policy research in the future. Given the dynamics of System change presently under way, it
is difficult to predict which directions investing stakeholders will be inclined to take. The Panel
hopes that efficient and effective SPs will continue to receive strong support but there is the risk
that new CPs may sgqueeze them further.

Have SLP grants had a positive impact on catalyzing productive research on feeds and
NRM and relevant policy work? The Panel believes so and, although not easy to assess, probably
of the order of adoubling of resources has been leveraged. The most measurable results from the
catalytic grants provided by SLP are the widespread trials and related farmer uptake of better
performing fodder species not hitherto widely used by many farmers. But these are yet early days
for research and devel opment activities supported only in recent years.

Improved attention of plant Centers and nationa partners to livestock in agricultural
research is surely areality, although not al this can be directly attributed to SLP per se, given the
pre-SLP collaboration between ILRI and other Centres, especialy IITA. Moreover, partly
through the work of ILRI and other CGIAR Centers, there is a growing realization of the
increasing importance of livestock in both earnings of the poor, and in the diets of all, especially
as incomes increase.



It is too soon to expect too many tangible products, but surprisingly rapid progress has
been made in the joint work with CIAT, ICRISAT, ICARDA, IITA and ICRAF. In only two
cases (I1I'TA and ICRISAT) was there strong prior linkage upon which to build, but the new work
supported by SLP has surely boosted progress. Were SLP not to continue, doubtless some of this
progress would continue, as the results have been so encouraging to all concerned, especially
among the diverse national research and development workers involved in the projects.
Individual Centers would thus wish to continue to address livestock feed and livestock-NRM-
related work for the worthy intrinsic importance, but all say they will be greatly helped to do so
under an arrangement such as a refurbished and well resourced SLP.

The strictures of past SLP funding have demonstrated that modestly sized grants can be
remarkably effective, if strongly supported by other resources. This is especialy the case for
cash-strapped cooperating NARSs, which usually have reasonable human resources to contribute
to collaborative efforts but rely almost totally on external project resources to achieve significant
field and farm-based work programs. For the future, what is the minimum effective amount of
SLP grants to ensure productive collaboration? ILRI and others are proposing some $2 to 4m a
year for a future SLP effort, and this seems to be of a realistic size to justify the facilitating
overheads and yet b make a rea difference in programmatic achievement. If the approximate
double leveraging is sustained, this would correspond to an increase over the originaly
conceived $4m imagined for the initial program.

Do the transaction costs of the SLP bring additional benefits or should each individual
project involving ILRI, other Centers and partners seek individual funding without the overheads
of the SLP (Coordinator, LPG meetings etc.)? The LPG is the steering body of the SLP and is
constituted by a representative of each of the 10 collaborating Centers. Transaction costs of any
activity become an issue when the benefits are not commensurate with the costs. The benefit of
an SLP-guided inter-center collaborative effort is that it brings together a critical mass of
expertise required to address the complex issues surrounding feed and crop- livestock-related
NRM. Under the SLP umbrella, trans-disciplinary teams are put together to work on well
circumscribed problems using mutualy agreed-upon approaches or developing essential new
tools and methods. The perception that this is not a one-Center (ILRI) driven and dominated
agenda is extremely important for group coherence, performance and commitment. The
alternative of ad-hoc bilateral arrangements between ILRI ard one Center or the other would be
less efficient, and the transaction cost of seeking special funding as well as of dealing effectively
with coordination would likely then become an even bigger issue in such circumstances.

A summary of the Recommendations of this Panel, which include the desirability of
having an exit strategy, is set out in bullet form in section 8 of this Report, and so for brevity is
not repeated here. ILRI as the convening Center put much effort into operationalizing the SLP
and has learned a lot about how to make such SPs work. In essence, the SLP has resulted in
much expanded inter-center cooperation, it has the potential to multiply several fold the
likelihood of impact on smallholder crop-livestock systems, with its attendant impact on poverty
and human wellbeing, and has provided important feedback to Centers on the multidimensional
nature of many of their products and outputs. Building on these lessons, the Panel is convinced
that SLP isindeed worth the effort of al involved, and that an even better job can be done in the



future, providing, of course, that investors really get behind the worthy thrust that it represents
and support a program of sufficient size and substance to justify the coordination costs.

1. SLPProgram Objectives(Tier 1)

The original concept and relevance of S_P's objectives, priorities and strategies to the
goals of the evolving CGIAR.

The Concept: In 1994 TAC recommended that a number of CGIAR Centers convene
Ecoregional programs to focus principally on natural resource management research. Eight
Ecoregional Programs (EPs)/Initiatives were undertaken. TAC also recommended that a number
of Centers convene Systemwide programs to focus on specific commodities and/or subject
matter areas. TAC recommerded that Ecoregiona and Systemwide programs be strongly
interactive. TAC's recommendations concerning objectives and funding of the Systemwide
Livestock Programme (SLP) were as follows, and built on earlier analysis of a Working Group
on Lillestock research and the many considerations involved in the creation of the new entity
ILRI:

Objectives. “Build and strengthen linkages with plant-oriented centers so as to develop
integrated and coherent strategic and applied research, and researchrelated programs on feed
development, Natural Resource Management (NRM) and associated policies.”

“Lever CGIAR resources invested in center programmes, Ecoregiona Initiatives and other
Systemwide Programmes in order to most effectively address development-oriented livestock
research.”

Funding: “TAC reaffirms that in due course and starting in 1996 up to US$4 million can be
assigned to the Systemwide initiative on livestock.”

Six Systemwide programs (SPs) were undertaken. The SLP was potentially the largest of
these and differed from the others in some essential aspects. The most important was, whereas
the other SPs were intended to link and strengthen existing Center programs, livestock research
was not part of the research agenda of most of the Centers expected to participate in the SLP.

The SLP, and indeed al the SPs and EPs were launched at a time which coincided with a
period of enormous funding shocks and considerable changes in the internal and external
environments in which Centers operated. Notwithstanding these shocks and changes, ILRI, the
convenor, and its partners persevered with the development of the SLP.

Panel Comment: The relevance and performance of EPs are the subject of a separate TAC
review,? and this review is focused on just one SP. The Panel is strongly of the view that SPs

! For afuller account of the history, see the SLP document “ Chronology of Its Development” and Appendix 4 of this
report. A useful discussion that places SLP into the recent CGIAR wider context isto be found in Priorities and
Strategies for Resource Allocation during 1998-2000, TAC Secretariat, Rome, June 2000, Chapter 7.

2 Review of Systemwide Programs with an Ecoregional Approach, TAC Secretariat, Rome, June, 2000.



congtituted an excellent initiative for the CGIAR System, especialy if it was indeed to be a
functioning research system rather than a set of highly independent agricultural research centers.
Given the prior relative inattention to livestock issues by those Centers focused on crop
improvement, the concept of SLP was particularly relevant. The first objective is aso judged to
be highly relevant to implementing such System research on livestock issues. The second
objective is probably just as relevant, although it does have the somewhat vague concept of
“leverage” as a central element, taken up below.

The Panel returns to these issues as they pertain to future SLP program objectives in
section 7 of thisreport.

SLP Program Performance (Tier 2)

2. The Effectiveness of ILRI's Convening Role

The initial implementation of the SLP was marred by unfulfilled expectations of adequate
funding, which reflected negatively on the SLP itself and on the role of ILRI as the convening
Center. These constraints were further compounded by having initially followed a competitive
grants approach that implied considerable costs in externa peer reviews of the portfolio of
projects, and competition between Centers. Eventually these difficulties were overcome, but left
behind a costly legacy in misunderstandings and the transaction costs incurred.

The appointment of a full-time SLP Coordinator coincided with the streamlining of the
SLP objectives and, with the new funding that at last became available, the program was
effectively launched with the first set of projects in 1998. At that stage, and subsequently,
projects were not subjected to independent external review, but were circulated among
participants in the Livestock Program Group (LPG) to assess relevance in terms of objectives
and adequacy in methodology. (Appendix 7 contains materials recently used in project scrutiny.)
The effectiveness of this review process has been variable, with some of the approved projects
satisfying the required standards of scientific integrity, whereas others would have benefited
from a more in-depth analysis. This may well reflect the composition and expertise of the LPG.

For the above reasons, it is recommended that a more exhaustive review of submissions
be made in the future. To avoid unnecessarily high costs, the following aternative is suggested:

Proposals should be circulated to the DDG for Research (or equivaent, such as the
Director of Research) of two of those participating Centers not involved in the particular
project under consideration, selected on the basis of the subject matter, who would then
regquest the opinion of at least one relevant scientist in the respective Centers. The process
would be complemented by an external reviewer, nominated by the LPG.



This would cut the transaction costs and would bring in the desired external input for
helping to assure science quality. In revisiting its arrangements, the SLP may wish to consider
other variants of this approach to quality assurance.

Despite the limitations referred to above, the first three years of SLP have been effective
in accomplishing the objective of inter-center cooperation with respect to feed and fodder
evaluation and the role of ruminant livestock in crop- livestock systems, and have identified also
the need and opportunity for closer cooperation with other systemwide programs created in the
interregnum, such as the Nutrient and Water Management Program and the Global Mountain
Program. Although there is evidence of increasing involvement of various Centers, as well as
increasing commitment by them to inter-center cooperation, the leadership of the SLP needs to
continue making a significant effort in building bridges and involving Centers to the extent that
funding permits. Documentation of the value added by SLP to existing, individual Center-led
activities should facilitate further progress along this line.

The management structure of SLP implemented since 1998 has incurred modest and
acceptable transaction costs, which would be further reduced if Centers provide the required
continuity in LPG membership as suggested below, and if the virtual network under devel opment
in the respective SLP project is effectively utilized by partners in the SLP. This should lead to a
containment of the number of LPG meetings to no more than one per year, and perhaps fewer.
Communications among members of the LPG at other times would be by electronic means,
including teleconferencing if resources permit, and taking advantage of the vNetwork, once it is
operational. Resources thus released could be used to implement and finance project reviews as
suggested above.

Two other factors on the benefit side place the issue of transaction costs in a proper
perspective. First, although somewhat difficult to quantify, the SLP did “lever” some financial
resources, as discussed in section 3.2. Second, it is difficult to put a value on the benefits of the
strong linkages created and strengthened by the SLP amongst IARCs and between IARCs and
NARIs. It is precisely some of the latter national institutes, which have benefited considerably
from the associations, that constitute the strongest advocates of the program.

Last but certainly not least, the Panel wishes to comment on the current Coordinator’s
role and performance. He has done a remarkable job in energizing the SLP. His considerable
networking skills have served the SLP well indeed. The Panel's recommendations for governance
changes in no way reflect on his performance. Indeed, a future SLP and LPG will need to be
serviced by a Coordinator with similar skills and experience as those applied in the recent years
of operation.

3. The Effectiveness and Efficiency of the SLP with Respect to the Original Objectives

3.1 The Effectiveness and Efficiency of the SLP with Respect to the Original Objective
of “Build and strengthen linkages with plant-oriented centers so as to develop integrated
and coherent strategic and applied research, and resear ch-related programmes’



Assessment criteria. The following three criteria were used to evaluate effectiveness.
Efficiency is here taken to relate more to quality or how well the job was done, and accordingly
is treated under program activities (Tier 3) with regards to the quality of projects and related
activities.

() Number of collaborative projects to date According to the SLP biennial reports, the
program has supported, since 1997 when the first three research grants were awarded, a total of
18 projects that involved 8 plant-oriented CGIAR Centers, as well as a diverse set of other
partners including Ecoregiona initiatives, other systemwide programs, advanced research
ingtitutions and national research systemsin SSA, SEA, SA, CAS-WANA and LAC. Each of the
CGIAR Centers involved served as the kad ingtitution for at least one project activity. Such a
large number of projects, forged with limited funding and within a short period and that brought
together 10 of the CGIAR Centers as well as several nonCGIAR centers to collaborate with
ILRI in different consortia on common problems, indicates significant evolution of productive
linkages within the CGIAR System.

(i) Evidence of increased awareness and commitment to tackling livestock feed,
NRM- and policy-related issues in other Centers. A mere listing of inter-center collaborative
projects while indicative, could not, however, serve as the sole indicator of effective inter-center
linkages. Creating and/or raising awareness of livestock feed- NRM- and policy-related issues
within participating partner Centers would serve admirably as a second-level indicator of
effective and strong linkages with plant-oriented Centers. Inter-center linkages and collaboration
predate the SLP of course, particularly among plant-oriented Centers, which share common goals
and use similar approaches to tackle comparable issues, even though applied to different
commodities. The task of the SLP which was to create and enhance an awareness of topical and
urgent livestock-related issues within Centers ordinarily more concerned with improving
cropping systems, was certainly a difficult one. The Panel concludes that the SLP has succeeded
in raising and strengthening awareness within partner Centers, and thus increasing their
commitment to address livestock feed quantity and quality issues, and the related NRM and
policy issues in the various agro-ecosystems within their mandate regions. This isillustrated here
by three examples.

IFPRI as the lead ingtitution and in collaboration with ILRI and national institutions in
Bangladesh, Kenya and the Philippines is currently carrying out an SLP-funded project on
“Interaction of policy and scale factors affecting smallholder livestock production in developing
countries’. This project is building on the path-breaking work jointly produced by IFPRI, FAO
and ILRI, and published by IFPRI in 1999 under the title Livestock to 2020: The Next Food
Revolution. The project highlights the need to address a number of policy-related issues
surrounding livestock feed, and is apparently contributing to efforts to bring livestock policy
research more clearly into view at IFPRI.

Another SLP-funded project on the improvement of crop-livestock systems in the dry
savanna of West Africa, is contributing towards efforts to build on the long- term research
activities carried out at 1ITA and ICRISAT, and which have resulted in the production of
improved grain and dual purpose varieties of cowpea and sorghum, respectively. Under the



leadership of 1ITA, and with part of the funds from SLP, a consortium of international centers
(ICRISAT, ILRI and IFDC), national research systems from Nigeria, Niger and Mali, and an
advanced research institution (CORD), is evaluating crop-livestock production systems based on
improved sorghum, improved dua-purpose cowpea and an innovative cropping geometry
designed to produce sufficient grains for human consumption as well as fodder for livestock
feeding. Nutrient flows aong the soil-crop-livestock continuum are monitored in order to
evaluate system sustainability from a soil-productivity perspective. This research and production
strategy, which highlights the role of livestock in a crop-livestock system, has been included in
the current II TA Medium Term Plan (MTP) and, of course, that of ILRI.

A final pertinent example of how SLP activities have raised the profile of livestock feed-
related issues within a plant-based Center is well illustrated by the ongoing SLP funded project
on the utilization of forage legume diversity for dairy production and natura resource
management in East and Central African Highlands. This ICRAF-led project with strong
participation from ILRI and the Kenya Agricultural Research Institute (KARI), capitalizes on the
excellent work done by ICRAF on browse, athough with a strong agroforestry slant. The project
has injected a strong livestock feeding component into this work, and the encouraging results
obtained to date in terms of adoption and utilization of Calliandra as livestock (dairy goats and
cattle) feed have led to the development by the ICRAF-led group of a second-phase proposa
with strong livestock components.

(i) Evidence of a promotion of strong inter-personal relationship among participating
scientists SLP has strengthened inter-center collaboration and interaction where it counts
most—at the persona level among participating scientists—by paying sufficient attention to
group meetings where appropriate methods are worked out. Such interactions alow trans-
disciplinary teams to work together comfortably, and thereby strengthen interpersonal
relationship, an essential ingredient for collaborative efforts. Some of the researchers the Panel
interacted with, found this approach most beneficial, and noted that it prepared them for the
difficult task of working harmoniously within a large inter-disciplinary group.

In other words, the value added of SLP isthat it sharpened and focused new and existing
inter-center collaboration around livestock feed-related and NRM issues that fit within the
existing farming systems in specific target areas. It is safe to conclude that, without this SLP-
supported input, some inter-center collaboration would still take place, but perhaps at a slower
pace, and in a less focused fashion on related livestock feed and NRM issues, and thus, with the
much-sought-for impact so much farther away.

3.2 “Lever CGIAR resources invested in Center programmes, Ecoregional initiatives
and other Systemwide programmes in order to most effectively address development-
oriented livestock research.”

An attempt has been made to estimate the “leveraging” effect by asking each project
leader to estimate the expenditures by other IARCs and other partners on each of the SLP
projects. The “Other to SLP resource ratio” varies considerably across those eight projects for
which this could be done, from 0.7 to 3.4, and averages about 1.8, so say 2, to avoid pretentious
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precision. In short, an approximate doubling of research resources committed to livestock-related
work has been achieved through the SLP.

The leveraging idea, however, is not a very clear one, as there may be a “robbing Peter to
pay Paul” element at work, an aspect even more difficult to attempt to quantify. Accordingly,
these data must be taken with a large grain of sat. The Panel is not too impressed with the idea
of SLP leveraging ILRI core resources (see the final paragraph of Appendix 4), and notes that
this comes with the additional “cost” of some other Centers complaining that ILRI should not be
seen to be using SLP resources to fund what is perceived to be its own core program.

Notwithstanding the above, the initia endowment of two million dollars to the SLP had a
large and multiplicative effect in terms of creating a number of inter-center projects and
developing effective synergies, as can be inferred from the current portfolio of projects and the
assessments of a sample of them included herein and in Appendix 6. Furthermore, it is posited
that the intangible benefits, in terms of increasing cooperation and communication among
Centers, and between Centers and NARIs have been as large, if not larger than the above effects.

4. The Effectiveness and Efficiency of the SL P with Respect to Implementation

4.1. Achieving coherence in livestock-related research across the CGIAR System and
other stakeholders, including NARSs

Coherence is in the eye of the beholder, and some of those participants and observers
consulted by the Panel were rather critical of this aspect of the program to date. This theme is
taken up in section 6.1 in the context of the current portfolio of projects.

4.2 Adding value to the System’s on-going research, to the benefit of
knowledge relevant to the livestock sector

On-going research conducted by the SLP will likely expand the knowledge base regarding
smallholder crop-livestock systems since many of the projects are involved in validating relevant
technological and policy interventions. At the present stage of evolution of the SLP, a number of
possible outcomes that would not have been otherwise realized are apparent.

The SLP portfolio of projectsisin the process of helping to define and refine the contribution
of cereal and legume grain residues, fodder trees and shrubs, and forage to farming systemsin a
wide range of environmental and socioeconomic conditions. In the more advanced cases, (e.g.,
ICRAF-, CIAT-, ICARDA- and I TA-led projects) there is incipient adoption and considerable
farmer interest. In some of these cases, the on-going projects have increased farmers awareness
of the need and possibility of expanding the range of feed components, and are generating new
demands for improved and more diversified germplasm components. The Centers can thus
receive significant feedback from onfarm-based SLP projects regarding the profile of some of
their products and by-products, as seen by farmers interested in their use for fodder and for soil
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enhancement, but this process has still to be internalized by some Centers. It is also apparent that
the range of adaptation of some of these components is being better defined, particularly in terms
of suitability for existing and evolving smallholder crop-livestock systems, whereas in other
cases the on-going research is raising new issues that will require fine tuning by the respective
Centers. Specific examples are cited in Apperdix 6.

On-going bioeconomic analyses and modelling of crop-livestock systems will undoubtedly
contribute to identifying new issues and suggesting new hypotheses, but it is still too early to
judge the extent to which this possibility will be realized. There is aso a significant, but yet to be
realized, opportunity to assess livestock-fodder-environment interactions and tradeoffs. Some of
the ongoing work will document particular aspects (e.g., ICRAF's, CIAT'S) of these
environmental impacts, but a more integrated approach will be required in the future. There is,
therefore, a real opportunity for the involvement of the Soil, Water and Nutrient Management
Program (SWNMP) of the CGIAR, in strategic research relevant to crop-livestock systems
across a variety of ecosystems and socioeconomic circumstances. Active interaction between the
SLP and SWNMP has already started with a new DFID-funded project in East Africa dealing
with these subjects.

SLP projects with alarge component of seed-based technologies may increase linkages of
the small farming sector with private industry, since there is evidence that they generate a
significant informal (farmer-to-farmer) and formal (incipient seed- industry) trade of seeds. These
activities may in turn have a modest multiplicative effect in terms of employment and
development opportunities. Thereis limited and undocumented evidence that these processes are
taking place in at least some of the regions (e.g., ICRAF- and CIAT-led projects). Similarly,
where (cattle or goat) milk is an important output of the crop-livestock systems, smal
househol d- based enterprises may evolve to produce cheese and other value-added products (e.g.,
in Costa Rica).

The efforts of some of the SLP projects in the area of modelling should lead to
systematizing and making widely available knowledge that would otherwise remain confined to
particular sites and ecosystems. In turn, modelling can now rely on awider database, particularly
if the vNetwork and vLab projects are successfully implemented and continued. Similarly, the
existence of the SLP should lead to sharing of research methods and techniques, a process that
would probably occur anyway but at a slower pace.

The gradua involvement of national universities in some of the projects, as well as
universities from the North and their respective interactions, should have a significant
multiplicative effect over the medium term.

Last, the focus of the SLP on feed resources, some of which are relevant to several
countries within an ecoregion, should lead to increased horizontal cooperation among NARIS,
especially when language and cultural barriers are minimized. Examples of this situation can be
found in the LAC and African projects, anong others.

In summary, there is preliminary evidence that SLP projects are producing outputs that
increase the knowledge base relative to smallholder crop-livestock systems, and that would
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otherwise be coming at a dower rate. This includes not only knowledge relative to the niche for
the different products of the plant-oriented Centers, but also their interactions with other
biophysical and economic components of systems as well as some of their environmental
impacts. Impacts on labor, poverty and other socioeconomic parameters till await additional
documentation and analysis, but the SLP would need to continue for several more years until
more definitive data on these issues can be generated.

5. The Effectiveness of SLP's Governance, Decison Making, Organization,
Accountability, Resour ce M obilization and Allocation, and M ode of Operation

51 Governance

The CGIAR System has long prided itself on the strength of its governance, particularly
with each individual Board being accountable for each Center and its programs. The Boards
themselves are the subject of regular review through the periodic EPMRYERS, and in this way
there is overall accountability to the Consultative Group itself and its centra instruments of
control, such as TAC. The creation of SPs, with work programs extending across two a more
Centers, thus posed something of a new challenge in governance, and it is fair to observe that
there was not universal agreement on how the issue would be handled across the SPs.

The most recent EPMR of ILRI offered a natural opportunity to address governance
issues, but it (p. 78) “was not asked to review the SLP but to comment on ILRI's involvement
and functions in the program.” The EPMR Panel was clearly not too happy (p. 79) with the
approach taken by ILRI to its convening role, to some ILRI “core” research elementsin SLP, and
to reporting arrangements, athough both TAC and the Center took issue with some of these
views, both expressing contentment with the reporting mechanisms (e.g., p. Xxiv).

In the current ILRI MTP there is fine-tuning of some of these matters. SLP is presented
as ILRI Project 8, and thus implicitly as just another ILRI project. There are, of course, clear
statements that SLP is primarily an inter-center collaboration program. The reporting process
takes place at various levels: overall comment in the ILRI Annual Report; detailed reporting in
the SLP Biennia Reports; and technical publications, informal reports and dissemination
documents are produced by the respective lead Centers and national partner agencies. This Panel
is content with these pragmatic reporting arrangements.

It is also content with the overall responsibility for the SLP resting with the ILRI Board,
the Board of the convening Center, on behalf of the CGIAR System. The other Centers involved
are also gererally content with this arrangement. Part of their agreement with the scheme relates
to their equal representation on the Livestock Programme Group (LPG), convened by ILRI, with
representatives assigned by the respective cooperating Centers.

The Pandl considered several aternative models for administration of a program such as
the SLP, as indeed did the ILRI Implementing Advisory Group and the ILRI Management team
and Board in the mid-1990s. The contemporary good practice used by advanced research
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consortia such as NIH, for instance, is to have a Scientific Committee (of leading specialists in
the subject matter) in charge of both the peer review process as well as the alocation
mechanism. The members of such a committee are authorities in the respective fields of science
and not usualy directly connected with the management of the scientific enterprise at hand.
Were SLP to be a much larger program of work, such as something more than, say, $5m a year,
such a mechanism would be the way to go. But in the present resource-constrained environment,
such is ssmply not possible, and cannot be considered as a feasible option at this time.

A parsimonious and more suitable set of processes is suggested in section 2. The LPG
plays severa rolesin the administration of the SLP, and it is about some of these that the Panel is
less than happy. Membership of LPG has varied across Centers in terms of continuity of service,
and level of seniority of Center staff, so generalization is difficult. This topic is taken p in the
following sub-section.

5.2  Decision Making and Organization

Priority setting for the SLP can be considered at various levels. At the highest level, the
restriction and focus of the scope of work to be supported (livestock feeding, livestock-related
NRM and policy work) was set by TAC, under advice from the several committees on livestock
research that had been convened in the early 1990s. Some contemporary observers see the scope
as excessively restricted (especialy if it as interpreted by some as ruminant feeding only), yet
others see it as insufficiently focused, and would, for instance, prefer the SLP to be addressing
only ruminant feeds and forages. The Panel itself is comfortable with the present scope.

The decision making procedures of SLP have varied greatly over its life. Originally, the
plan was to run it as a competitive grants program (CGP), wherein Centers would make
(presumably mostly joint) proposals, and these would be scrutinized, assessed, prioritized, and
then selected projects funded. Asis set out in Appendix 4, such a scheme had to be abandoned in
the light of the insufficiency of funds to sustain such a process, and the Panel agrees that that was
unavoidable. It is a pity that only partial use could subsequently be made of the peer reviewing of
the early proposals undertaken in the 1995 efforts. Even more a pity that there was so much
disillusionment with the SLP among early applicants because of the long-delayed
operationalization after their considerable earlier efforts expended on preparing applications.

What emerged in place of the CGP, once some funding became available, was a set of
pragmatic procedures that have set the present portfolio. By agreement of the LPG, Centre
partners could submit project proposals at any time of the year. However, these were mostly
received just before LPG meetings. Once received, the SLP Coordinator sent the respective
projects for review against set criteria (Appendix 7) by LPG members. Sponsoring members
were not asked to review proposals submitted by their own Centre. Reviewing LPG members
could recommend: approval, revision or disapproval. Based on syntheses of responses from
reviewers, the SLP Coordinator made proposals for funding at succeeding LPG meetings when
decisions were taken on the basis of consensus or, as necessary, by voting. At its meeting of
January 2001, the LPG agreed to refinements to the SLP concept note format (Appendix 7) and
to twice-ayear (March and October) calls for proposals. Attempts have been and are made to



14

achieve regiona balance, programmatic diversity, a mix of temporal scales of product delivery,
and so on. Is this process good enough? The Panel does not think so, and has the following
suggestions for strengthening it.

There is an absence now of independent peer review, which flies in the face of good
contemporary practice in leading research systems around the world. The process amounts to the
applicants deciding on their own ultimate allocations among the SLP program. The Panel
understands that procedures are adopted to minimize the potential self-serving nature of the
process, but there is no escaping that it is a flawed system of decision making.

Accordingly, the Panel recommends first that, if SLP is sustained, new procedures be
invoked (outlined in section 2), which feature minimally the engagement of external peer
reviewers, who make careful assessments, possibly in a blind process. These assessments can
then be considered by the LPG, according to the stated criteria. Much if not most of this work
can be done electronically.

Second, the Panel recommends that membership in the LPG should minimally satisfy
four conditions:

continuity. LPG members representing the participating Centers should not be rotated
between meetings, to assure the required ingtitutional memory, ability to follow up on
decisions made in earlier sessions, and commitment to the program;

decision-making power: members of the LPG should have a substantial and consistent
degree of authority, or be empowered by their respective Centers to that effect, such that
agreements reached in LPG meetings are effectively implemented by the Centers;

accountability: by the same token, members of the LPG should be held accountable to the
Group and to their respective Centers;

level of authority: if the SLP continues into the future, it is possible that the level of
funding will vary over time. Under these circumstances, membership in the LPG should
be as consistent as possible with the level of funding envisaged for the Program. If
funding of the SLP were to increase substantially (e.g., > $4m), it would be highly
desirable that the LPG be substituted by a Steering Committee composed of the Centers
Directors of Research. Even in the absence of substantial resources, it can be argued that
if Centers seriously support systemwide programs, the active participation of Directors of
Research would convincingly convey their commitment. An added, intangible, advantage
would be derived from bringing together senior management to discuss highly focused
systemwide research issues. The Panel in taking the position it has is, needless to say,
highly conscious of the need to avoid excessive over-loading of the Directors of Research
with new responsibilities for modest resource bundles, especially at a time when they are
facing further over-work in coming to grips with CPs and the like.

Third, the Panel recommends that the LPG uses the results of the peer-reviewed
assessments, conducted along such lines as indicated above, as one of the criteria in alocating
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funding to new projects. The other criteria for allocation should be based on the extent to which
new projects satisfy the stated objectives of the SLP, are congruent with the rest of the SLP
research portfolio, and add value to inter-center research and cooperation.

53 Resour ce M obilization

The issue of “leveraging” resources is discussed in section 3.2 of this Report. The Panel
is of the view that the key aspect of resource mobilization is the need to bring new resources
from within and beyond the System, rather that focus on re-channeling existing Center resources.
It is anticipated by the Panel that the SLP will primarily get its funding by means of directed
resources from the current investing members of the CGIAR but there may be yet unexploited
sources presently outside of the System.
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6. SLP Program Activities (Tier 3)

6.1 The Portfolio and its Perfor mance

The focus of the terms of reference with regards to program activities under Tier 3, is a
review of the quantity and quality of the outputs of SLP activities, as well as the processes in
place for monitoring such outputs, and recommendations on how to improve potential impact.
The Panel will first briefly comment on the appropriateness of those activities and the overall
coherence of the program, issues raised elsewhere in the terms of reference, before tackling those
related to outputs and outcomes (impact). Appropriateness in this context is defined as how well
each of the activities fits within the program focus, and addresses its objectives.

The Panel was requested (Appendix 1) to assess the effectiveness and efficiency of the
SLP in achieving coherence in livestock-related research across the CGIAR. In the original
recommendation of TAC concerning the objectives and funding of the SLP, the stated objective
of the SLP was to build and strengthen linkages with plant-oriented centers, so as to develop
integrated and coherent strategic and applied research and researchrelated programmes on feed
development, natural resources management and associated policies. In other words, the focus
was on livestock feed-related research, and not broader livestock-related research, as suggested
in the terms of reference. The Panel's assessment will therefore be restricted to the original focus
on livestock feed-related research, which is understood to be the intention in the terms of
reference, because the mandate of SLP does not cover all livestock-related research such as listed
in the ILRI MTP, which would include: livestock hedlth, livestock genetics and genomics,
livestock policy analysis, strengthening partnerships for livestock research as well as interactions
between people, livestock and the environment.

An analysis of the SLP research portfolio (Table 1 that follows), showed that 6 of the 18
(33%) of the supported activities were strategic, while the remaining 12 (67%) were largely of an
applied nature. The Pand finds this distribution quite acceptable. In terms of coherence and
focus, most of the applied projects, 11 out of 12, dealt with livestock feed-related issues,
investigating the utilization of browse (3), pastures (3) or crop by-products (5). The only project
the Panel thought was out of place was the project on research and development of smallholder
livestock production in Central Asia and the Caucasus. This latter as presented to the Panel is a
diagnostic foray into Central Asia to identify research and developmental problems for which
research funds could be subsequently solicited from donors. This activity might better have been
funded from ILRI’ s core funds rather than by SLP. With regards to strategic research activities, 3
out of the 6 projects (SLP as a virtua network, development and use of molecular genetic
markers for enhancing the feed value of crop residues, and I nteraction of Policy and scale factors
affecting smallholder livestock production in developing countries are clearly within the mandate
and focus of SLP.

The Panel thus concluded that most of the SLP-funded projects passed the smple test of
fit, in terms of addressing the program objective. Moreover, the Panel finds the focus of research
activities suggested by TAC, i.e, livestock feed, NRM and related policy issues appropriate and
that SLP projects stayed within those parameters. Finaly, the above aralysis suggests that SLP,
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to a large extent, effectively achieved the objective of developing an integrated and coherent
applied research effort on livestock feed-related issues, but that it could use a finer
discriminatory mechanism to select appropriate strategic research activities.
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Table 1. SLP Projects. Strategic vs Applied

PROJECT TYPE
Strategic  Applied
Utilization of forage biodiversity for dairy production v
and natural resource management in African highlands
Improving legume-based feeding for smallholder dual v
purpose cattle production in tropical Latin America and
the Caribbean
Production and utilization of multi-purpose shrubsin v
West Africa/lCentral Asia-North Africa and the Sahel
Improving crop-livestock systems in the dry savannas of v
West Africa
Development and use of molecular genetic markers for v
enhancing feed value of crop residues
The maize crop as food, feed and fertilizer in intensifying v
crop-livestock systems in Eastern and Southern Africa
A set of ex-ante impact assessments of research on crop v
residues in mixed farming systems
Improving productivity in mixed crop-livestock farming v
systemsin South Asia
Enhancing livestock productivity while protecting v
mountain ecosystems
Interaction of Policy and scale factors affecting v
smallholder livestock production in developing countries
Research and development of smallholder livestock v
production in Central Asia
Human population growth and poverty mapping: v
implications for natural resource management
Therole of Agro-forestry and livestock strategiesin v
building assets and improving livelihoods
Participatory development of legume-based technologies v
for intensifying livestock systemsin Latin America
Wheat and weeds, food and feed in the highlands and v
mountains of sub-Saharan Africaand |Latin America and
the Caribbean
Food/feed systems and improved livelihoods of the poor v
in rainfed lowland and upland areas of Southeast Asia
The SLP as avirtual network (vNetwork) and virtual v
|aboratories (vLabs)
Transregiona analysis of crop-livestock systems v
TOTAL and (% OF TOTAL) 6(33%) 12(67%)

Note: Some of the “applied” projects do have some sub-components that are of a strategic nature.
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The quantity and quality of outputs The SLP as implemented is a relatively recent
program. Its very first beneficiaries (3) received research grants in 1997-98. More grants were
disbursed subsequently, but most were clustered around 1999-2000. Even so, the program has
produced a number of outputs, which for purposes of analysis, are classified here as
tangible/quantitative or intangible/qualitative.

Tangible/quantitative outputs A list of publications (Appendix 8) was prepared by the
SLP coordinating unit, with input from the respective project leaders. A limited number of this
latter category of outputs have been published in refereed journals, but most were reports and
publications in conferences and workshop proceedings. A number of articles are in press, and no
doubt many more articles will be published in refereed journals as the program matures. The SLP
is currently developing an interactive database—the virtual SLP, which will link the
geographicaly dispersed SLP research teams to one another and to larger science groups for
information exchange and sharing. This promises to be an important SLP output. A number of
SLP projects have produced such tangible outputs as GIS maps. An example is the GIS maps
produced by the ICRAF/ ILRI MOSD® GIS group showing recommendation domains for two
fodder species, Calliandra calothyrsus and Desmodium intortum. The ICRAF-led group that
provided the data indicated that these maps could be useful in guiding dissemination efforts.

I ntangible/qualitative outputs. SLP activities have resulted in a number of qualitative
benefits such as: the partnerships established among the various project teams; processes worked
out by the teams for moving collaborative efforts along; and benefits reported by farmers as they
adopt interim results while continuing to work with the research teams, to fine-tune technologies
and approaches being tested. As time goes on and the activities mature, some of these intangibles
should be appropriately documented for sharing with others.

Methodologies, technological innovations. The Panel is not aware of confirmed
methodological or technological innovations, but believes that a number of the SLP-facilitated
activities show promise of developing, or at least fine-tuning techniques and approaches sooner
or later. Potential candidates are the projects on marker-assisted selection of feed quality traits of
cowpea and millet residues. Such markers will then be used in crop breeding programs to
improve residue quality. Cowpea and millet will be used as models, where the sequences and
probes could also be used by other centers for improvement of other legumes such as groundnut
and lentil, and cereals such as sorghum and maize. Traditional breeding and selection approaches
are also being used to select cultivars of important food/feed crops with superior feed quality
traits from among existing germplasm pools held at partner Centers and NARISs.

Monitoring and enhancing quality of output. The Panel is not aware of any specific
mechanism put in place for monitoring and enhancing the quality of outputs of the various
activities. It is clear, however, that the quality of outputs would depend importantly on the
quality of inputs. The enhanced peer review mechanism suggested by the Panel may therefore
contribute to enhancing the output quality. A peer review of fina reports may aso contribute in
some way and this should be done through publications in peer-reviewed journals. It is aso
suggested that, at the project level, a systematic feedback of interim results to target

3 MOSD - Market Oriented Smallholder Dairy project



20

beneficiaries, particularly for applied research activities, may contribute significantly to output
quality if output quality is viewed in terms of usefulness to, and potential impact on,
beneficiaries.

Recommendations on ways in which impact may be augmented. A number of things
have been and can be done to promote and increase the impact of research activities and results.

(a) Efforts should be made to understand the factors that affect the uptake and utilization
of research results, in order to use them to pave the way for adoption ard utilization. A number
of SLP projects focused on ex-ante assessments are already moving along these lines. Another
example from the portfolio of SLP projects adopting this strategy is the ICRAF-led project on
the utilization of forage “biodiversity” for dairy production. This project was designed to
stimulate the adoption of the developed technologies beyond project sites Following the
reported successful rate of adoption (briefly observed in the field by the Panel), the team has
decided to identify and evaluate factors responsible for such rapid adoption, in order to use them
to promote increased adoption and impact of these and other technologies.

(b) Communication tools that are appropriate for targeted communities should be
identified and used to disseminate results in order to promote uptake and hence impact on the
beneficiaries. This strategy has been adopted by the SLP project on improving dual-purpose
cattle production in tropical Latin America led by CIAT. In this instance, the team produced an
11-minute video to present the experiences of a farmer who adopted Cratylia and Arachis-based
technologies, and who by so doing doubled family income. A judicious distribution and
utilization of this communication tool within and beyond the farmer’'s environment may
stimulate adoption and enhance impact on new farmers. A variant of this approach is to use and
encourage farmer-to-farmer visits to spread the word.

(c) To the extent possible, bottlenecks to the adoption of technologies should be tackled
to increase impact. The SLP project in West Africa is in the process of using this approach to
tackle the issue of access to fertilizer, since the basic assumption is that a minimum set of inputs
is essential for the technology being developed to have an impact. Fertilizer application is one of
the inputs identified and utilized, and the team is working on innovative ways to alleviate this
bottleneck and enhance the impact of a promising technology.

(d) In addition to the above-listed set of technology-based efforts, the vNetwork under
development, together with ILRI’s own projects aimed at developing new web- and CD-based
training materials, should have a large multiplicative effect over the medium term as these
materials reach the intended university and professional circles.

These recommendations are, of course, not new ideas, and the Panel has striven to

illustrate them with o going examples within the SLP portfolio of projects, to make the point,
and encourage the teams to continue experimenting with these ideas and to develop new ones.

6.2  Program Activities
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As indicated above, program activities (projects, workshops and training ) were reviewed
on the basis of the following criteria: appropriateness, approach (holistic, participatory, multi-
locational), partnerships and training activities, communication and information sharing, as well
as outputs and outcomes.

Appropriateness has to do with how well each of the activities fits within, or addresses
program focus and objectives. The SLP focus and ultimate objective is to develop appropriate
research and related activities on livestock feed development and utilization, on natural resource
management and on a supportive policy environment. Asindicated above, a critical review of the
portfolio of projects receiving catalytic funding from SLP showed that not all of the projects
passed this ssimple test of fit. Two clear examples of such projects are: human population growth
and poverty mapping with implications for natural resource management led by ILRI, and
research and development of smallholder livestock production in Central Asia coordinated by
ICARDA. The magjority of the projects thus appeared quite appropriate, and a review in some
detail of afew of such projects is presented in Appendix 6, using some of the criteria described
above. This Report does not attempt a description of the SLP portfolio that is in any way
balanced or comprehensive, and for such details, readers are referred to the SLP Biennia
Reports.

7. TheSLP Program inthe Future (Tier 1 Revisited)

7.1  TheNeed for and Continuing Relevance of the SLP

This assessment is broken into its two component parts, the need for the SLP on the one
hand, and its continuing relevance on the other hand. Is there a need for the SLP? This question
is best tackled by first answering another question - is there a need for systemwide programs.
Some eight years ago, TAC provided some answer to that question by recognizing that the
System needed to deal with a number of issues that transcended the individual interests and
mandate of commodity-oriented Centers. These issues required different strengths, expertise and
comparative advantages that needed to be pooled together through appropriate collaborative
mechanisms. The systemwide programs resporded to such needs for inter-center collaboration
and the sharing of expertise, knowledge and information. The need remains strong, if not even
stronger today, given the paradigm shift towards an integrated systems approach that responds
more effectively to the needs of target beneficiaries, who for the most part are not specialized
producers. By the same token, a systemwide livestock program that, guided by its objective,
focuses on the crop-livestock interface with particular emphasis on livestock feed and related
resource management and policy issues, appears necessary and justified, more so that a number
of livestock-related issues have been, and continue to be of concern and relevance to the
mandates of plant-oriented Centers.

These Centers have, after several years of research, realized some modest increases in the
production and productivity of mandate commodities such as cerea and legume grains. More
often than not, these increases in grain yields are accompanied by increases in by-products such
as fodder, haulms and stovers, particularly when research responded to the request of farmers for
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dual-purpose varieties of such crops. Productive uses of such by-products that do not
compromise the environment needed to be developed, hence the growing interest in recycling
through livestock with the added value of producing manure that could be used to improve the
soil. The SLP provided a forma multi-center collaborative mechanism that responded to this
need. This mechanism alowed for a medium-term strategic approach to a common objective,
rather than what would most likely have been less effective, ad hoc, bilateral collaborations
between ILRI and the other Centers.

Is this need for this Systemwide Livestock Programme, recognized and responded to
nearly a decade ago, of relevance today, and in the near future? Evidence exists from various
sources, and recently from Delgado et al. (1999), that demand for meat and milk will continue to
increase over the near future in developing countries, stemming from iising incomes and a
rapidly increasing population growth, and fueled by a rapid rate of urbanization. The hope and
expectations are that the resource-poor rural dwellers will benefit from this expected rise in
demand for livestock products particularly meat and milk, since two-thirds of the rural poor
apparently keep livestock, and rely mainly on mixed crop-livestock production systems that,
according to CAST (1999),°> provide over 50% of globa meat and over 90% of milk,
respectively.

These systems, which are currently the most common form of production systems in
developing countries, will continue to be predominant for the foreseeable future, because of
increasing population growth and the accompanying reduction in land availability. Previous
analyses have shown that the provision of adequate quantity and quality of feed year-round is a
major system chalenge, particularly for the small-scale and resource-poor producers, thus
offering opportunities for research and development interventions to focus on dleviating such
constraints. In other words, research and related activities on livestock feed development and
utilization, and accompanying resource management issues, particularly within the mixed crop-
livestock systems are of great relevance and importance, and will continue to be so for a long
time. This underpins the goals of the SLP, which therefore remains relevant.

7.2  On Balance among the Developing Regions

The SLP has supported activities in a wide cross-section of the developing world where
livestock are important. This reflects the geographic dispersion of collaborating Center
programs, as well as conscious policy in SLP project selection. Planned work supported but not
yet funded will help to complete the geographic balancing in progress. The Panel has no
criticism of the regiona “balance” so far achieved, although it does wonder about the relevance
of this aspect as a criterion of SLP performance. The Panel considers other criteria such as
quality of science and the strategic nature of projects to be rather more important.

7.3 On Core versus SL P balance

“ Delgado C.L. et al. (1999). “ The coming livestock revolution”. Choices 4™ Quarter 1999, 40-44.
® CAST (Council for Agricultural Science and Technology) (1999). Animal Agriculture and Global Food Supply.
Task Force Report No. 135, CAST, Ames lowa.
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SLP has made a valuable, and widely appreciated, contribution towards the integration of
relevant IARC research activities. Plant-oriented Centers have contributed variable amounts of
core resources via senior and junior staff, lab and field facilities, and others. To that extent, they
have also contributed to the development of a wider implementation of ILRI’s global agenda.
Similarly, SLP hasincreased ILRI’ s institutional presence outside Africa, while at the same time
has increased the awareness in some plant-oriented Centers, which are receiving valuable
feedback regarding the multipurpose nature of their products (cultivars and improved
germplasm) as perceived by smallholder farmers in crop-livestock systems.

As such crop-livestock systems intensify, and feed constraints become even more
binding, markets for crop residues develop. Thus inter-center investments in research on feed
quality improvement directly adds to the value of some mandate crops of plant-oriented Centers.

In the above context, and considering the incipient on-farm impact of some of the SLP-
led projects, the involved Centers should carefully consider modest increases in the core
resources allocated to this systemwide program and its activities, since it is clear that
multiplicative effects can be effectively derived from multi-center cooperation. This is also
applicableto ILRI, considering that some of its core programs, such as the “Livestock Feeds and
Nutrition Project”, “People, Livestock and the Environment Project”, “Systems Anaysis and
Impact Project”, and the “Livestock Policy Analysis Project” can derive tangible and intangible
benefits from inter-center cooperation. Similarly, SLP projects would benefit from a larger
involvement of ILRI’s core projects in strategic research to support and backstop the design,
analysis and interpretation of field and on-farm research at the various sites.

7.4  On organization of SLP

SLP was created following the initial TAC recommendation that ILRI should assume a
“strong convenor” role. TAC did not further define the strong convenor concept but it can be
inferred that it implied considerable scientific leadership, in addition to coordination of overal
activities. The need for a carefully balanced approach between scientific leadership and
coordination is still valid and necessary, even after the initial phase of implementation of an SP
such as SLP, given that it aims to link Centers synergistically, and that severa of the Centers
have no tradition or mandate in livestock-related international research but can benefit from it.

7.5  Recommendations on future objectives

As is clear from the preceding few paragraphs, the first genera objective is fine and is
still valid, and in the opinion of the Panel need not be changed. The second general objective
concerning “leverage”, however, needs to be modified, perhaps aong the following lines.
“Catalyze the utilization of resources invested in Center programs, Ecoregional initiatives and
other Systemwide Programs, and lever additional resources in order to most effectively address
development-oriented livestock research”. This will reflect the way the SLP mobilizes existing
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System and Centre resources, and encourages the sourcing of new and additional financia
resources from outside the System.

8 Summary Recommendations and Overview

After a fase start, the SLP was effectively implemented, with reduced financial
expectations, over the period 1997-98, and the first set of projects got underway in the latter
year. The financia circumstances, the fact that SLP was expected to bring on board many
Centers with little or no previous experience in livestock-related research, and that in addition
had to cooperate amongst themselves in developing a common agenda, explain the “birth pains’
of this trend-setting CGIAR program.

As can be inferred from the previous parts of this Review, the SLP has met with
considerable success on several fronts. The mgority of the CGIAR Centers are presently
involved to a larger or lesser degree in a fairly comprehensive portfolio of projects. The SLP
initially explored various approaches towards governance and settled into a workable mode that
is generally agreed upon by most participants. It has also been successful in launching a credible
set of projects, and in attracting a modest level of additional financial support.

Having said that, it is aso clear to the present Review that some changes are now
required to fully achieve the objectives of the program, and to make sure that the projects it
finances and promotes have the required scientific quality. Briefly, the Panel's recommendations
and suggestions are:

ILRI needs to continue to exert its role as strong convenor of the SLP, by poviding
scientific leadership and overall coordination, carefully balanced with ample consultation
with the other Centers. Scientific leadership is particularly important to strengthen and
maintain the credibility of the Program and to assure quality outputs;

The Board of Trustees of ILRI and its Program Committee need to provide active
oversight of the SLP, and make sure that the somewhat subjective line that separates
ILRI’s own global agenda and that of the SLP remains distinctive;

The governance mechanism should be strengthened and consolidated, via strengthening
the LPG and its processes, with better continuity in membership and expanded review
mechanisms, as set out in section 5.2;

Continuity in membership is essential to further reduce the currently acceptable
transaction costs, and to alow for more frequent and expedient electronic
communication. Similarly, members of the LPG should be adequately empowered to
assure rapid implementation of the Group’s decisions and effective monitoring;

Project assessment should be subjected to independent peer review, as suggested in
section 2;
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Projects selected for funding will not only have to be approved on the basis of scientific
excellence, but also need to provide the “added value” expected from a systemwide
program while excluding those that clearly belong within the mandates of individual
Centers. In this respect, it is expected that the members of the LPG will consult with their
respective Directors of Research to assure that the proper sorting of projects is made.
This is particularly important in the case of the ILRI’s representative, who has to ensure
in consultation with the ILRI DDG-P that the SLP projects do not substitute (or even
appear to substitute) for ILRI’s core program;

Vaue added by SLP-sponsored projects should be explicitly documented in the project
publications and in SLP reports,

The lead Center, as well as the other Centers, need to provide timely scientific
backstopping to activities carried out by the respective consortia and assortment of
nationa institutions (section 5). It is therefore important for members of the LPG to
interact with their respective Directors of Research, and that the SLP Coordinator
succinctly informs Centers Directors of Research of issues pertaining to strategic
research that need their attention;

Participating |ARCs have to ensure that feedback from field and on-farm experimentation
is rapidly internalized and that it generates the required follow-up in terms of strategic
research carried out by themselves and by collaborating NARIs. The mechanism
suggested in the previous recommendation should satisfy this requirement;

As further progress is made in developing the portfolio of research projects, the LPG, in
consultation with the relevant Directors of Research, will have to make sure that an
appropriate dialogue amongst SLP projects, and between SLP projects and Ecoregional
Programs takes place to maximize the effectiveness of the resources allocated to these
activities,

In order to avoid a loss of the investments made to date, and to meet the expectations
created by the development of a rich and promising portfolio of projects, as well as the
development of exciting new ones, adequate funds (which the Panel feels could usefully
be at $3-4 million a year) should be provided to the SLP. Lest this be seen as an open
ended commitment, the continuing relevance of such a continued program should be
reviewed after, say, afurther five years of operation.

The above list represents an incremental set of recommendations derived from experience
accumulated during the past three and one-half years of what has largely been a new thrust for
the CGIAR System, and which had limited previous experience in working as a unified and
coherent whole, and even less systemwide trajectory in the field of livestock-related research.
The Panel thus expects that the lessons derived from this program will have positive
repercussions across an increasing spectrum of CGIAR-sponsored multi-Center research
activities.
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APPENDIX 1- THE TERMS OF REFERENCE
Structureof Review

The review be undertaken in three tiers dealing with program objectives, program performance
and program activities,

Tier 1: Programme Objectives: Review at thislevel will consider the original concept and
objectives promulgated by TAC in relation to the evolving CGIAR. Consultation with
previous and current members of TAC, Centre Directors and with other appropriate
CGIAR members (Donors) will be necessary.

Tier 2: Programme Performance: Review at this level will consider ILRI’srole as the con
venor, governance and efforts to operationalise the SLP. Consultation will include
ILRI's, partner Centers management and with the Livestock Programme Group.

Tier 3: Programme Activities: Review at this level will consider performance at the activity
level in relation to program goals and could require visits to selected projects.

Programme Objectives (Tier 1)

1. Assessthe original concept and relevance of SLP's objectives, priorities and strategies to
the goals of the evolving CGIAR.

2. Assess the need and continuing relevance of the SLP and make recommendations on
future objectives, the appropriate balance among regions (SSA, CAS-WANA, LAC and
Asia), its organization and particularly, its funding.

Programme Performance (Tier 2)

3. Evauate the effectiveness of ILRI's convening role, including the relation between the
SLP and ILRI's own research agenda taking account of the changed funding expectations,
the synergies generated, and the transaction costs incurred.

Assess the effectiveness and efficiency of the SLP with respect to the original objectives:

“Build and strengthen linkages with plant-oriented centers so as to develop
integrated and coherent strategic and applied research, and research-related
programmes’

“Lever CGIAR resources invested in center programmes, Ecoregional initiatives
and other Systemwide programmes in order to most effectively address
development oriented livestock research.” and

mechanisms used to set priorities referred to above

achieving coherence in livestock related research across the CGIAR System and
other stakeholdersincluding NARS
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adding value to the System's ongoing research, to the benefit of knowledge
relevant to the livestock sector.

4. Assess effectiveness of SLP's governance, decision making, organization, accountability,
resource mobilization and alocation, and mode of operation, including identification of
constraints in implementing the program and lessons learnt. Comment on the strengths
and weaknesses and make recommendations for improvements in these aspects.

Programme Activities (Tier 3)

5. Evaluate the quantity and quality of outputs from SLP activities including projects and
their actual or potential impact:

Publications

Methodologies, technological innovations

Achievements and actual/potential impact to-date

Processes in place for monitoring/enhancing quality of outputs/impact.
Make recommendations on ways in which impact may be augmented.
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APPENDIX 2 - THE PANEL

Jock R. Anderson (Chair) was raised on a crop-livestock farm in Queensland, studied
agricultural science at the University of Queensland and later economics at the University of
New England, Armidale, where he stayed on as a staff member (as Professor of Agricultural
Economics) until 1989, with teaching responsibilities in applied economics, including risk
analysis. He joined the World Bank in what is now the Rural Development Department, where
after focusing on agricultural research policy and operations evaluation, he now serves as
Adviser for policy and strategy. He is a Fellow of the Australian Institute of Agricultura
Science, of the American Agricultural Economics Association and the Academy of the Socia
Sciences in Australia. He has been engaged n diverse review activities in the CGIAR System
over the past 20 years, including directing the mid-80s Impact Study of the System.

Olanrewaju Babatunde Smith was trained as both a Veterinarian (DVM., Diploma in
Parasitology-University of Liege, and Prince Leopold Ingtitute of Tropical Medicine, both in
Belgium ) and as an animal scientist (MSc and PhD in Animal and Poultry Nutrition - University
of Guelph, Canada). Worked in Nigeria until 1989, first as a researcher at the Nationa
Veterinary Research Irstitute with a focus on vaccine development, and then as a faculty
member at the Obafemi Awolowo University (OAU) where he obtained the chair of Animal
Production and Headlth, following 11 years of teaching, research and veterinary practice
responsibilities. His research focus was on the expansion of feed resources for livestock, and the
development of health care systems for small ruminant producers in Africa. In 1989, he joined
the International Development Research Centre (IDRC) where he worked in various research
programmes, including Animal Production Systems, Community Management of Fragile
Ecosystems, Desertification and Land Regeneration, and Sustainable Production and Policy
Systems, and rose to the rank of Regional Representative of IDRC for the West and Central
Africa, based in Senegal. He is currently based at the IDRC headquarters in Ottawa, working in
urban agriculture and land and water management and utilization in stressed ecosystems research
programmes. He is also currently serving as Chair of the Committee on Science and Technology,
of the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification.

Raul R. Vera, Uruguay, resident in Chile. B.S. in Agricultural Science, University of Uruguay;
M.S. Animal Science, University of California, Davis, PhD. Nutrition, with minors in
Physiologica Chemistry and Biomathematics, University of California, Davis; sabbatical |eave
in Systems Group, Reading University. Worked as research assistant in Uruguay; associate
professor of Grassland Science (undergraduate course), and later Anima Nutrition, in
Universidad Nacional del Sur, Bahia Blanca, Argentina; associate professor of Ruminant
Nutrition (two postgraduate courses) at Federal Universities of Lavras (UFL), and of Minas
Gerais (UFMG), Brazil. Worked briefly for FAO, at EMBRAPA’s Dairy National Research
Center, Juiz de Fora, Minas Gerais, Brazil. Spent 16 years at CIAT, initially as senior scientist,
livestock production systems, Tropical Pastures Program and later as leader of that Program;
later appointed leader of the Tropical Lowlands Program, and also a one-year spell as acting
DDG for Research in Natura Resources Management. Currently part-time researcher in the
Animal Science Department of the Catholic University, Santiago, Chile; partner of AGROSIS
Ltd., a recently created software development firm; and occasional agricultural consultant. Main
areas of professional interest include the analysis and simulation of livestock production systems
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and ther interactions with natura resources, ruminant feeding strategies, development of
decision support systems, and more recently, distance education in animal sciences.
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APPENDIX 3-ITINERARY OF VISITS
@ 24/25 April  Panel Briefed on the SLP at World Bank/CGIAR Secretariat

(b) Dr JOCK ANDERSON:
FAO
CGIAR TAC Secretariat
ICRISAT
ICARDA

Program for the visit of Dr. J. R. Anderson, SLP External Panel Review Member and
Chair, to ICRISAT and ICARDA.

Monday 30 April MEETINGS AT ICRISAT

William D. Dar, DG

J. Lenne, DDG

P. Parthasarathy Rao and M. Blummel (Crop- livestock systemsin South Asia)
V. Mahaakshmi (SLP virtual network)

Suresh Pandey and Bandhopadhyay (Crop health and quality of residues)
J.H. Crouch (Acting PD

C.T. Hash (Molecular genetic markers for enhancing feed value)

Belum Subba Reddy (Dual- purpose sorghum)

P. Pathak (NRMP, Crop-livestock integration)

M. Blummel (ILRI — SAP).

01 May HYDERABAD to DAMASCUS to ALEPPO
02 - 03 May MEETINGS AT ICARDA

Wednesday, May 02
13:00-18:00 Field trip to Khanasser Valley and Aleppo steppe Drs. A.
Bruggeman, M. Boung mate, F. Ghassali, N. Batikha, and A. Termanini.
Introduction to ICARDA integrated Research at Khanasser Valley
Impact of Barley-shrubs inter-cropping in the farmer’s fields
Visit to Odami Reserve Nursery, Steppe Department rained out, so instead visited government
factory making pitting machines for reseeding degraded rangeland with native shrubs

Thursday, May 03, 2001:

Visit to the Range Nursery at ICARDA: Dr. M. Boungimate, Mr. A. Khatib
Discussion on SLP Caucasus: Dr. M. Boungmate

Discussion with Management

Discussion and Visit to the Livestock Unit: Dr. L. Iniguez

05 - 06 May FIELD VISITS
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Friday, May 04, 2001.

Damascus to Paris to Casablanca

Aridoculture Center, Settat: Presentation of the research program on shrubs and visit of
experiments Dr. A. Chriyaa, Dr. El Gharous, Dr. Mazhar, Dr Arifi, Dr. EI Mzouri, Dr. El Aich
To Park Hotdl in Settat. Working dinner with the agro-economists:

Moussaoui, Bendaoud, Serghini, Boughlala

Saturday, May 05, 2001.
Field visits to Doukkala, Rhamna, Dahra, Sidi Boumehdi, Dr. A. Chriyaa

Working dinner with Mr. Hassani: Director of Agricultural Department of Settat Province;
MM: Sabri & Daq from forest service; Mr. Hammoudi: Head of Range improvement service at
the Regional Department of Agriculture of Eastern Provinces, Mr. Labied: President of Pastoral
Cooperatives Union of Tendrara; Mr. Maataoui Mostapha: Farmer and President of Sidi
Boumehdi Rural Commune, (SBRC); Mr. Mario Melanesi: Head of CEFA (ltalian NGO) at
SBRC.

May 6- 7, 2001
Travel from Casablancato Frankfurt to Amsterdam to Nairobi

(© Programme for the visits of Dr. Raul Verato CIAT (Cali & Costa Rica) and to CIP

(Lima)
30 April CIAT - CALI
Joachim Voss Director General
Aart van Schoonhover DDG-Research-Genetic Resources
Carlos Lascano Leader, Tropical Forages Project
Federico Holmann Tropileche Consortium/SLP project
Jacqueline A. Ashby DDG-Research NRM
01-03 May CIAT - COSTA RICA
May 01, pm

Meeting with part of Tropileche team: Carlos Hidalgo (Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock,
MAG, Research Department); Carlos Jimenez and Luis Pineda (University of Costa Rica); Pedro
Argel (CIAT) and F. Holmann

May 02
Field Visit, accompanied by F. Holmann, P. Argel, C. Hidalgo, and Jonathan Wadsworth (DFID,
Costa Rica office)

Visit to Escuela Centroamericana de Ganaderia, ECAG
Frank Romero, Director

Cratylia fodder bank

Grazing experiment

Germplasm collection
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Visit to MAG Regional Extension Office, at Esparza
Jose L. Araya, regiona head

Visit to Joel Matamoros dairy farm
Cratyliasilage

Cratylia fodder bank

Leucaena fodder bank

L eucaena/Brachiaria pasture
Grass/legume pasture

Vigit to Toflo Lopez farm

Cratylia fodder bank

Improved pastures

Multipurpose trees evaluation

04 May CIP-LIMA

Hubert Zandstra Director Generd

Wanda Collins DDG-Research

Hugo Li Pun DDG-

SLP Team presentations:

Roberto Quiroz CIP's Project 8A “ Integrated NRM in Mountain Agroeco-

systems”

Carlos Leon Velarde SLP project “Enhancing crop-livestock productivity while
protecting Andean ecosystems”

Raul Cafias (BTA S.A,, Chile) - vLabs

Abel Rojas Ph.D. candidate, U. of Copenhagen — Milk production systems in
the Bolivian Highlands

Erick Murillo Methane emissions by cattle

Qiumei Ji Y ak-based production systems

Cesar |barra Applications of artificial intelligence to livestock research

S. Garciaand J. Guerrero M.S. candidates, demonstration of virtual worlds

(other members of team present: W. Pradel, P. Obastinga, C. Romero, M. Cruz, C. Barrera)
General discussion with team

Hugo Li Pun wrap up session

06 - 07 May LIMA NAIROBI

(d) Programme of visitsof Dr. Ola Smithto IITA & ICRISAT (West Africa)

26- 27 April WASHINGTON DC LAGOS

Saturday 28 April Lagosto Ibadan
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Sunday 29 April Ibadan to Kano (I TA/ICRISAT)

Visit to on-farm feeding trials at Bichi
P.Hiernaux, A.Dan Gomma, S.Tarawali

Monday 30 April
0800hrs Depart Prince Hotel for I TA Station

Presentations at || TA Station

Presentations including:
Overview of cowpea research at I TA Kano (BB Singh)
Cowpea physiology research (T. Matsui)
Striga research (A. Emechebe)
Crop-livestock sytems research overview (S. Tarawali)
Progressin Nigeria (S. Tarawali)
On station livestock feeding (A. Musa)
Crop-livestock research in Niger (P. Hiernaux)
Tour of IITA Kano Station
Visits to Minjibir research farm Dry season cowpea
Wrap up discussions

Tuesday 1 May Kanoto IITA Ibadan
courtesy call on B. Booth

Wednesday 2 May
courtesy call, L. Brader
Meeting with SLP crop-livestock scientists, ILRI Conference Room

Presentations including:

- Brief overview (S. Tarawali)
Research in Mali (S. Tarawali, B. Shaprio)
Economic studies (V. Manyong)
Impact studies (N. de Haan)
Data analyses and archiving (S. Nokoe)
General discussion
ICRISAT and SLP (B. Shapiro)
I[ITA and SLP (D. Keatinge)
ILRI (West Africa) and SLP (T. Williams)

(Also present at this meeting: T. Williams, J. Niezen, A. Larbi, BB Singh)

Meeting with SLP cowpea genomics team, ILRI Conference room, S. Tarawali,

C. Fatokun and J. Machuka



Thursday 3 May
Meet T. Williams and B. Shapiro

Friday 4 May
O. Smith meets with B. Shapiro and D. Keatinge

06 May LAGOS NAIROBI
(e) 07 —-12 May PANEL IN NAIROBI (J. ANDERSON, R. VERA, O. SMITH)

MEETINGS AT ILRI/ICRAF & FIELD VISISTS

08 May

The changing CGIAR & the SLP H. Fitzhugh
Ex-ante Impact studies P. Thornton
Poverty mapping: Implications for NRM P. Thornton
Maize as food, feed, fertilizer P. Thornton
Improving feed value of crop residues S. Fernandez
A framework for a global fodder initiative S. Fernandez
09 May

Trans-regional analysis of C-L systems S. Stad

SLP as avNetwork M. Smalley

General discussions on presentations/SLP etc

Meeting with ICRAF Management at ICRAF H.Q.
Project Presentation (ICRAF Led Project)

10 May Field Visit to Embu
14 May Panel Travelsto ILRI-Addis
14 - 15 May SLP Secretariat: Drafting Report

15 May Presentation of preliminary draft report
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APPENDIX 4 - HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVESON ILRI AND SLP:

A Notefrom thelLRI DG

DGOLY/MEMO/373
MEMORANDUM
Date: 10" May 2001
To: Jock Anderson, Ola Smith, Raul Vera
From: Hank Fitzhugh
Subject: Relationships among crop-livestock research, ILRI Core Program and SLP

| have reflected on recent discussions and believe there is some confusion about the priorities
given to crop-livestock research by ILRI vis a vis the Systemwide Livestock Programme and
ILRI’s core research in nutrition, feed production and utilization, forage genetic resources,
rumen ecology, and the livestock related integrated natural resource management. This confusion
arises from the partial confounding of principal factors at the time ILRI began operations in
January, 1995.

These key factors were:

General agreement by stakeholders that significant synergies would be captured by well-
organized inter-center initiatives. Emphasis should be given to integrated natura resource
management research, requiring closer collaboration with national partners because of regional,
even local character. TAC responded with the recommendation to establish Systemwide and
ecoregional programmes.

Strong and generaly held view by stakeholders of need for closer integration between crop and
livestock research in the CGIAR. This view was articulated by TAC with recommendation that
the new institute give emphasis to collaboration with the crop centers.

Anticipating the establishment of ILRI, TAC assumed combining the TAC recommended share
of funding for ILCA (approximately US$ 20 million) and for ILRAD (approximately US$ 12
million) in the 1994-98 medium term priorities and strategies. Of this, TAC recommended that
USS$ 4 million of combined share promote inter-center collaboration on crop-livestock systems
research, with attention to establishing inter-center collaborative research outside Africa.

Competitive grants. Among stakeholders in the CGIAR, there was growing interest in exploring
the mechanism of competitive grants to encourage innovation, inter center collaboration, and
improve cost-effectiveness. ILRI’s Board Chairman, Neville Clarke had established a successful
competitive grants program within the USDA. With the expectation that US$ 4 million funding
would be earmarked for the Systemwide livestock program, ILRI decided to use the competitive
grants mechanism to encourage the crop centers to join in collaborative research and to provide
significant matching resources. We anticipated the SLP grants would leverage significantly
greater resources from ILRI, from other centers, and from their national partners.

It isimportant that the panel comment separately on these different factors, recognising that they
are confounded, but still require separate attention. There is danger of throwing the baby out with
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the bathwater. What are your separate views on the Systemwide mechanism to promote inter-
center synergies?

A few comments on these key elements.

Globalizing livestock research in the CGIAR with emphasis on collabor ative research with
the crop centers. Starting in 1994, even before ILRI officially began operations, we began
discussions with scientists and managers from centers in Asia and Latin America. ILCA aready
had significant collaboration with [ITA and ICRISAT in West Africa and to alesser degree with
ICRAF in East Africa. Inter-center collaboration concentrated on livestock-related elements of
the crop and natural resource management research priorities in the other centers. For example,
there was particular interest in crop resdues, multipurpose food-feed crops and cropping
systems, nutrient cycling, and forage genetic resources. These priorities for crop-livestock
collaborative research consistently came out in the series of globa and regional (south east Asia,
south Asia, WANA, and LAC) consultations completed in 1995). At the same time, we were
developing organization and the SLP in consultation with the same centers both in and outside
sub-Saharan Africa. The development of ILRI's collaborative research with crop centers,
including placing ILRI scientists in other centers, was separate but linked with the development
of the competitive grant program for the SLP. We anticipated crop centers could provide
stronger leadership to consortia bidding for competitive grants with support from the ILRI
scientist based in the centers. CIAT and ICARDA aready had some livestock scientist staff

capacity.

As the modalities for the SLP competitive grant scheme developed, ILRI decided that we would
not compete as a lead center, but that we would work with and through crop centers especially
those convening ecoregional initiatives. As it happens, the best proposals for the competitive
grants — as determined by the external review panel - were from CIAT, ICRAF and ICARDA, al
of which having had a significant scientific livestock contribution in their concept notes and
proposals. In addition, these three winning proposals all built upon significant ongoing research
activities by the lead center and national partners. A criterion for choosing the winning proposals
was the extent to which the SLP leveraged significant matching resources from centers and their
national partners.

The SLP and the competitive grant mechanism It was an ILRI Board decision, not a
recommendation from TAC, to establish the competitive grant mechanism. Severa on the ILRI
Board, especidly the chair, Neville Clarke had successful experience with competitive grant
progranmes. They knew that a necessary condition was consistent and adequate funding to
ensure pledges of competitive grants.

In 1995, ILRI was reassured that the TAC recommended US$ 4 million would be forthcoming,
a least for several years. But then the CGIAR faced a financial crisis in 1996 when donors
reduced contributions. The mode was changed for World Bank funding; i.e., donor of last resort
to fill gaps in funding recommended by TAC. The timing could not have been worse.
Reassurances on the US$ 4 million would be forthcoming were predicated on the World Bank
filling the gap, at least for 1996. The necessary condition on which the competitive grant
mechanism had been established was not met.
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In 1997, realizing that the competitive grant approach was not feasible, the LPG and ILRI Board
agreed to change the process by which SLP grants would be awarded.

The “competitive grant mechanism” is history. The panel might comment about necessary
conditions for success in a competitive grant program; however, the greater need is for the panel
to review and comment on the LPG-determined grant awarding mechanism now in place. Is it
appropriate and should it continue if funding remains uncertain?

Earmarking. Some donors earmark funds channeled through the SLP to certain types of research
and/or to specific project activities and partners. Such earmarking essentially takes decisions out
of the LPG about which projects deserve funding and the LPG responsibility for monitoring
performance because generally earmarked funds often require their own donor-led performance
evaluation.

Lessons learned. Experience with the SLP has yielded useful lessons for governance,
management, co-ordination and implementation of inter-center activities. These lessons can be
useful for other inter-center activities, including the GCPs.

The other major Systemwide program, SGRP, differs from the SLP. There was aready a well-
established network of scientists and centers working on plant genetic resources and genebanks.
SGRP used this network as a base with the governance/management/co-ordination evolving from
how these functions were handled by the network. In contrast, the SLP started from scratch.

The ILRI Board during 1994-96 debated the pros and cons of different governance structures. It
was clear that there had to be a lega entity with fiducia responsibility for the funding provided
to the SLP. The ILRI Board was the only established legal entity available and, therefore, had to
take full legal and fiscal responsibility. This was why the Board took the minuted decision in
1995 that ILRI reserves were not to cover a shortfall in funding for the competitive grants. Either
the donors or the World Bank last resort funding provided the US$ 4 million for competitive
grants, or the competitive grants could not be awarded. This decision by the ILRI Board was
communicated to all centers before any decisions were made on competitive grants.

This Board decision was only on competitive grants. The ILRI Board agreed ILRI core resources
and reserves would fully support ILRI’s contribution to inter-center collaborative projects on
feeds, nutrition, and natural resource management.

ILRI’s scientific and support staff and operational funding to feeds nutrition, natural resource
management research have steadily grown since 1995, including joint appointments with CIP,
CIAT, IITA and full-time scientists posted a IRRI, ICRISAT Patancheru, ICRISAT Sahelian
center, and IITA. ILRI has at least twenty full-time scientist-equivalents (including the half-time
appointments) contributing to feeds, nutrition and natural resource management research. In
addition, but not included in the 20, are agricultural economists contributing to benefit/cost
analysis and policy research on feeds, nutrition, and natural resource management research; nor
does it include the regiona network co-ordinators and other scientists contributing on a part-time
basis to these research activities.
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ILRI’s priority research — aways with partners — on feeds, nutrition, NRM (including relevant
Systems Analysis and Policy research) is described in Chapter 3 of Strategy to 2010 and in the
logframes in the MTP (2001-3) and MTP (2002-4).

ILRI scientists partially supported by SLP grants are working in Asia, Latin America, WANA
and sub-Saharan Africa. The SLP grants provide less than about 10% of the financial support to
these scientists and their research. Therefore, ILRI “core resources’ are leveraged by the SLP
grant more than ten to one. The SLP grants also leverage significant matching contributions from
other centers, but probably not at the level of that provided by ILRI from core resources.

c.c. Jmmy Smith, Salvador Fernandez, ILRI Directors
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APPENDIX 5- SUMMARY OF A SURVEY OF SLP STAKEHOLDERS

A survey of donors, collaborating Centers, Nationa partners, and others concerned with CGIAR
governance, such as TAC members was conducted by e-mail in the final weeks of April 2001.
The response rate from donors and the "others' category was too low to report results from, so
below is a summary of the larger number of responses in the second and third categories.
Commentary offered by some respondents has been used in the main body of the Report.

IARCs
The following generalizations can be made from the replies received from 8 Center partners:

There is a need to increase the sense of ownership among several of the Centers
Crop-oriented Centers have clearly gained a better understanding of how crops and
livestock interact

The SLP Coordinator needs to take on an advocacy role and "market" the program to
donors and other stakeholders

Program activities/outputs need to increase the focus on the livestock-poverty linkages
There is a specific need for closer ILRI-CIMMYT interactions, especialy in Ethiopia

NARIs

From the numerous written comments made by NARIs, the following general themes can be
identified:

SLP has brought active ILRI collaboration to two-thirds of the respondents
One-half of those NARIs that had prior collaborative activities with ILRI, fedl that SLPis
amore effective means of collaboration than past mechanisms
NARIs clam that they have strengthened in various ways.
o By introducing the FS approach and systems analysis
o By introducing specific technologies
o0 By sharing/introducing new methods
0 Expanded sharing of information
Nevertheless, most NARIs would welcome:

0 Closer and more frequent interaction with IARC scientists linked to SLP
0 Moretraining

Panel Comment: The Panel had mixed feelings about the value of such an email survey of
stakeholders but thought the costs sufficiently low to warrant the effort. In retrospect, since much
of the same information came out of the Panel’s direct contact with Center staff and NARI
collaborators, it seems not to have been a particularly worthwhile experimental review
procedure.
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APPENDIX 6 - COMMENTARIES ON SPECIFIC SLP PROJECTS

The Panel had opportunity to visit several but not all projects, and certainly not all sites
of project activity. After convening in Washington, DC, al members were able to visit IFPRI
HQ, and the Chair was able to meet the IFPRI DG. Then the members went their separate ways
described in Appendix 3, until they reconvened in Nairobi when they were able to jointly visit
both ILRI and ICRAF, as well as field sites in Kenya. They completed the report writing in
Ethiopia at the SLP HQ. The time was short, and the opportunity to write in detail on the
individual projects was limited, and not particularly requested, given the clear impossibility of
seeing al sites. Accordingly, this appendix is limited in scope, mixed in style, and diverse in
detail, but is offered for the good of the cause, for some specific albeit selective Panel opinion on
aspects of the SLP portfolio, and partly by way of providing some partial feedback to the many
project staff who so generously shared their time to explain their programs.

1 I mproving crop-livestock systemsin the dry savannas of West Africa

This is an IITA led multi-institutional project that involves two other CGIAR Centers
(ICRISAT and ILRI), with active participation of nationa institutions from Nigeria, Niger and
Mali, the International Fertilizer Development Center (IFDC) and the Centre for Overseas
Research and Development (CORD). It capitalizes admirably on previous work done at 11 TA and
ICRISAT on breeding and production of sorghum, millet and cowpea by bringing in a strong
livestock feeding component. The ultimate objective of the project is to develop a livestock
feeding system built around residues of major crops grown in the different sub-ecosystems of the
savannas. In the dry savanna, where millet is the magjor cereal produced, the feeding system &
built around a millet-cowpea production system, while in the wetter savanna, it is built around
the predominant sorghum-cowpea cropping system. In al cases, the maintenance and
improvement of soil fertility appears to be a mgor concern that was addressed. The project
adopts the philosophy that a minimum set of input in terms of fertilizer application and grain
legume pest control is necessary, for a sustainable and profitable production system, and
therefore addresses some policy issues around access to fertilizer, which may prove to be bottle
necks. In other words, this set of projects addressing feed quality and quantity soil fertility
management and some relevant policy issues appear appropriate as defined above.

Approach. The project is multi-locational, spanning two agro-ecosystems (dry and moist
savanna) in three countries. On farm trials are on-going in several farms in two villages in
Northern Nigeria; in three villages in Niger, and 3 villages in Mali, hence providing an
opportunity to make a number of domain recommendations. The project is presented as being
participatory in approach, and appears so from observations made on project sites, and
interactions with farmers. The underlying or driving force of these set of activities appears to be
the concept of ‘best bet package’, which as presented by the researchers suggested that the main
consideration in determining the package was the maximum number of manageable variables or
treatments in an on farm setting, but which in practice, as observed during field visits combines
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some elements of farmers choice and decision making as dictated by prevailing socio-economic
considerations and environmental conditions.

The project adopts a holistic approach comprising a technology development component,
socio-economic analyses with some policy implications, and an impact assessment exercise with
a strong potential feedback impact on the technology being developed. The basic technology
being developed is built around inter-cropping improved varieties of sorghum, and improved
dual purpose cowpess in a spatial arrangement of 2 rows of sorghum to 4 rows of cowpea (an
optimum crop geometry worked out in previous studies). Minimal input in the form of fertilizer
to sorghum and pesticide treatment of cowpea is applied. This standard treatment is contrasted to
local farmer practice using local varieties of the crops, with some other forms of combination in
between these two treatments involving the use of local varieties with no inputs.

This agronomic component is complemented with on farm livestock feeding exercises in
which harvested cowpea haulms and sorghum straws are fed to sheep or goats, in a ratio
determined by the amounts available to the farmer rather than the classical approach of aiming
for a particular minimum level of protein in the diet. The latter approach usualy requires a
supplementation with protein sources (groundnut cake etc), that more often than not the farmer
could not afford, and hence would not adopt This was an innovative approach. Some other
striking features of the on-farm feeding experimentation are that farmers: could supplement their
animals with any other feed resource they had, on condition that this was recorded, and sampled
for analyses; could leave suckling lambs with the dams under experimentation, and could use
goats or sheep as available. While this approach puts the farmer in the driver's seat it could also
cause great analytical and interpretational nightmares. The researchers are aware of this and
apparently have powerful analytical tools that could sort out various potentially confounding
factors which would appear to be an uphill task. More pragmatically, they have set up a parallel
better controlled on station feeding trials so that some of the intractable on-farm related factors
could be accounted for.

Recently, at the beginning of the second year of the project, another technology
component was grafted on the project, taking advantage of recent advances in genomics
research. Encouraged by the fact that a 1% improvement in the digestibility of a crop residue
could result in significant milk and meat outputs, the researchers plan to use these newer tools to
speed up efforts to improve residue quality, by identifying materials with good residue quality.
These technology development activities are complemented by economic evaluation of the
system, nutrient flow studies to tackle the NRM component, and a nascent impact assessment
study designed to ascertain whether, and to what extent farmers would gamble on the best bet
package, document and quantify the benefits farmers derive from it, and facilitate faster adoption
by providing some feedback that would drive the unpacking and packing of the package for
optimum benefits.

Partnerships and capacity building activities. The project appears to have been built on a
solid partnership that involves several ingtitutions, each bringing some expertise and comparative
advantage to the group. IITA, the lead institution provided expertise in the areas of plant
breeding, socio-economics and natural resource management, while ICRISAT has comparative
advantage in the areas of crop improvement, cropping systems, farmer participatory research and
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modeling. The participating national ingtitutions while contributing to both agronomic and
feeding trias, facilitated contact with and collaboration with farmers. The main contributions
from the IFDC, were in the area of integrated nutrient management as well as related fertilizer
input and access issues. CORD provided expertise in socio-economic studies, and resource
management at the community level. Finaly, ILRI provided leadership in all aspects related to
livestock feed development and utilization including livestock mediated nutrient cycling.

Outputs. It is rather too early to build a story around outputs, as the project isjust starting
to implement the second year program of work. Nevertheless, participating farmers appear ready
and willing to continue trying out and evaluating the packages, because they see some promise -
they have harvested more grains and residues, their animals appear to have benefited from
consuming the crop residues. Preliminary data suggest interesting rates of return and benefit-cost
ratios, and there is a promise of the development of new tools and methods in the area of
monitoring and impact assessment. These notwithstanding, some more time would be required to
fully evaluate the package(s) on the basis of tangible and quantifiable outputs. On the whole, this
project iswell on its way to being a good quaity exercise.

2 SLP projectsin LAC, with particular emphasis on Central America

SL P supports three projects in LAC: (1) Improving legume-based feeding for smallholder
dual-purpose cattle production in tropical LAC; (2) Enhancing livestock productivity while
protecting mountain ecosystems, and (3) SLP as a virtual network (vNetwork) and virtua
laboratory (vLabs). These projects were implemented in 1998, 2000 and 2001, respectively, and
the analysis that follows emphasizes activities carried out by the first and oldest of these projects
in Costa Rica, but aso includes brief comments on the second project.

Farmers and scientists involved in the SLP project in Costa Rica agree in their
appreciation of project management, performance and outputs. These views are shared by the
Panel.

The project has successfully tested and integrated a reasonably wide portfolio of
germplasm and germplasm management alternatives in smallholder dairy systems. Furthermore,
farmers proactively contributed ideas regarding the role of the above components and
implemented them in their production systems.

Examples of the germplasm work include: newly bred grasses such as B. brizantha cv.
Toledo recently released in Central America and Mexico, as well as other selected materials such
as B. brizantha cv. La Libertad and cv. Marandl and newly released herbaceous legumes such as
A. pintoi cv. Porvenir, selected in field testing in Costa Rica, S. guianensis cv. Pucallpa in Pert
and C. macrocarpum, useful in a variety of environments. Also, a new shrub legume, Cratylia
argentea, will soon be released in Costa Rica as cv. Veraniega, as a direct consequence of on
farm testing by the SLP.

Examples of management practices include: Conservation of Cratylia argentea as silage,
in mixtures with elephant grass and sugarcane, a practice first developed and tested by two
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farmers later further refined by scientists of Costa Rica National University and the Escuela
Centroamericana de Ganaderia, ECAG, in formal experiments.

Farmers chose to ensile the legume in two different ways:

in relatively small above-ground superficial silos, covered with plastic sheets: the
material was chopped in small stationary choppers commonly used to chop elephant
grass and sugarcane in cut-and-carry systems, and mixed by hand with the respective
grasses,

in small recycled plastic bags, containing probably 10-15 kg each and pressed by
hand following chopping as above.

It is clear from the field vidits, and further confirmed by farmers reports that these cut-
and-carry and conservation techniques have significantly decreased costs of production during
the dry season (>4 months) by eliminating in some cases and reducing in others, the need for
purchased concentrates. These improvements still have to be formally incorporated in ex post
analyses, but are widely recognized by farmers. It is interesting to note, as an aside, that at least
one of the dairy cooperatives does not support the use of Cratylia because it is seen as competing
directly with the concentrates thet they prepare and sell to their associates. The chore of cutting,
carrying and chopping Cratylia is not considered as an additional burden by farmers, since it is
already widely practiced with sugarcane and elephant grass. It should be noted that in Central
American countries other than Costa Rica, these practices would use labor with little or no
opportunity costs (e.g., Nicaragua has up to 60% rura unemployment). Also according to
farmers, some of these new materials have allowed the continued production of milk throughout
the dry season, even with positive effects on calf weight gains. These trends are adequately
documented by onfarm monitoring, and further supported by controlled on-station experiments
a ECAG. At least one farmer interviewed claimed that cows thus supplemented re-conceived
earlier with the possibly undesirable effect of a narrower concentration of calvings, to the
eventual detriment of a more uniform production of milk year-round.

Positive effects in stabilizing and increasing a deady stream of cash income are aso
mentioned by farmers and are confirmed by bioeconomic analyses carried out by the project staff
in at least one of the farms visited, the combination of improved quantity and quality of cut-and-
carry forages, improved gasses and grass-legume mixtures, and silage alowed the removal of
some very steep paddocks from the grazing rotation, The area thus freed was reforested to form a
“wildlife corridor”, that also preserves a natural water source. According to the farmer, there has
been a rapid return of wildlife to the reforested area but this effect remains undocumented by the
project. Interestingly, the release of part of the farm for purposes other than cattle raising
coincides with bioeconomic modelling work conducted at CIAT. Similarly, at least one farmer
indicated that water runoff has visibly decreased under the new forages (both herbaceous and
shrubs). This is supported by the visible accumulation of a large amount of litter on the soil
surface of paddocks located on very steep slopes, but this effect and other environmental impacts
of the new feeding strategies need to be adequately documented.
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Another dimension that surfaced during visits to farms in Costa Rica is that the current
taxes on milk imports (“aranceles’) are due to come down rapidly (Costa Rica is due to reduce
them to 10% by 2005). Smallholders, cooperatives and processing plants are keenly aware of the
need to reduce feeding costs by, among other things, reducing the purchase of concentrates, but
a the same time there is a deeply felt need that the country needs to maintain the “green”
reputation that it currently enjoys. In that context, the SLP and Tropileche appear to be making a
significant contribution.

Scientists involved in both projects expressed a number of additional comments
regarding the implementation of the SLP and its consequences. Management and scientists of
both IARCs, and staff of NARIs in Costa Rica complained about the false start of the SLP and
the unfulfilled expectation that financial resources would be available in significant quantities at
the start of the project. This eventually led to the withdrawal of the officia representative of the
National University of Costa Rica, later substituted with the voluntary, unofficial, ingress of
another university professor. Other than that, scientists are very positive regarding the approach
and subsequent management of the SLP: CIAT s and CIP's Management agree that coordination
has been good during the past four years, and alocation of monies has generaly been fair.

They also coincided in strongly supporting inter-center cooperation, and consider that
SLP sets a good example for systemwide programs. It is also obvious that both IARCs have
internalized the approach and are committed to support it. CIP's commitment is particularly
noticeable via the alocation of considerable resources (not only for senior staff, but aso for
support staff and numerous grants and scholarships for students involved in various parts of the
respective projects). Both ingtitutes are satisfied with the current functioning of the LPG but
referred to the earlier stages, in which projects were submitted to external reviews, as overly
expensive.

With regards to the contribution of both IARCs, at least two key generalizations can be
made:

1. Both IARCs have “capitalized” (in the words of CIP's management and scientists)
on previous, long-term research investments. A varied (and variable between Centers)
portfolio of technologies and components is coming into fruition under the umbrella of
the SLP, with a larger and more incisive farming systems perspective, and demand-
driven approach than in the past.

2. Integration of previous efforts and activities differ among both Centers: in CIAT's
case it very clearly focuses on integration of forage germplasm, forage management,
various on-station and onfarm methodologies, and ex-ante bioeconomic evaluations,
with a modest component of NRM (in the case of Costa Rica, mostly contributed by the
NARI). On the other hand, CIP's approach appears to be more holistic, possibly
because the SLP activities are very closely integrated with the respective ecoregional
program.

The above observation is possibly a valid reflection of the nature of the involvement of
the respective Centersin the livestock sector, with CIAT having had a long-term commitment to
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forage germplasm improvement, and CIP having a relatively more recent interest in the analysis
of farming systems in which roots and tubers, and livestock intermingle.

CIAT s Management insisted on the need for Tropileche and the SLP to more closely
interact with other systemwide programs, and specifically the Soil, Water and Nutrient
Management Program. On the other hand, and in fairness to Tropileche, the documentation of
the activities carried out to document production-environment tradeoffs and interactions is only
now beginning to surface after three years of on-farm activities. Nevertheless, there is a rea
opportunity for close cooperation between these two systemwide programs.

A successful inter-center program depends very much on the expertise and component
technologies developed by the respective centers. In this context, the continuing development of
forage components for feed resources, other than new Brachiaria accessions and hybrids
originating from CIAT, has decreased during the past few years, judging from the amount of
germplasm materia currently available in Costa Rica. Given the long genesis required for the
development of new perennia forage alternatives, this is a matter of concern should the SLP, or
a similar global program, not extend into the future since a broader range of aternatives is still
demanded by the farmers visited in Costa Rica. On the other hand, CIAT is now promoting in
Centra America the evaluation of core collections of cowpeas from IITA as green manures and
of sorghum and pearl millet lines developed by ICRISAT for acids soils as feed resources for
dry-season feeding.

It can be inferred from field and office visits that ILRI till has limited visibility in LAC
and thus is bound to receive equaly limited credit. Nevertheless, when the issue was discussed
with NARI representatives in Costa Rica, they expressed their concern in regards to the relative
benefits derived from financing expensive IARC scientists vis-a-vis the use of those funds by
NARIs for purely operational purposes. Thus, any changes envisaged in the current situation
should pay careful attention to the opportunity costs of placing additional international scientists
vis-avis the availability of trained scientistsin NARISs.

CIP's Management strongly believes that the SLP has made important tangible and
intangible contributions, and in particular, that it has increased awareness of the importance of
livestock within extant farming systems. CONDESAN is CIP's implementation of its
ecoregional program. In that context, it is obvious from the above discussion that integration
with a systemwide program such as the SLP is working well. CIAT’'s ecoregiona program is
implemented through a variety of bodies and projects, but Tropileche can validly be identified as
one of them.

With regards to transaction costs, neither IARC seems concerned and there is agreement
that, although initially they may seem somewhat high, they were essential to build both
institutional and personal bridges. In this context, there is little doubt that interpersonal linkages
are the foundation of good cooperation and the argument has been put forward that, since
institutions are made by people, it should not be surprising that interpersona connections are
essential to good inter-institutional cooperation.
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Lastly, there appears to be rea grounds for closer cooperation between the CIP-led
CONDESAN and CIATs activities in medium-altitude areas, such as those in which Tropileche
is active in Central America. In some regions within LAC, the high Andes and the medium-
atitude hillsides form a continuum, such that it makes sense to develop scenarios and examine
tradeoffs among the interactions of both ecosystems.

IARC-NARI partnerships. Given brief vigits it is difficult to judge in-depth how well
these work on a daily basis, but in neither case does there appear to be a need for concern.

The Pandl reviewer met in the office and in the field with a variety of NARI membersin
Codta Rica, and it is clear that the Tropileche consortium is working well. The alocation of
responsibilities and resources has been worked out and there exists consensus regarding the role
of each institution. Integration among them appears to be excellent.

In the case of CONDESAN, it can be inferred that integration and division of labor has
also been worked out satisfactorily, at least judging from the amount and diversity of institutions
involved in the consortium and their commitment. CIP provides significant support via ample
office space, well equipped and up-to-date computing equipment, and senior staff involvement
and support. The presence of numerous postgraduate students carrying out their thesis work is
noticeable and must surely contribute to the development of goodwill by their respective
institutions and the generation of quality research outputs.

In both cases there is concern about the continuity of the efforts undertaken under the
umbrella of the SLP if new funds are not forthcoming. This concern was very forcefully and
insistently expressed by various representatives of the Costa Rica NARI who rightfully consider
that they need three additional years of on-farm work to quantify impact and to achieve a
significant degree of adoption. They aso rightfully clam that the onfarm experience
accumulated thus far is relevant to the rest of the Pacific coast of Central America (extending
north of Costa Rica to Nicaragua, Honduras, El Salvador and into parts of southern Mexico). In
the view of the Panel this offers a good opportunity for horizontal cooperation across the region,
which would be an added positive output of SLP.

The CONDESAN consortium is accumulating a significant amount of expertise in
bioeconomic modelling and in the development of alternative scenarios. Thisis afelt need by the
NARI in Costa Rica, and there seems to exist considerable room for expanded cooperation
between both consortia and the respective IARCs. In these activities there is an opportunity for a
wider involvement of ILRI and IFPRI, in the areas of policy research and modelling.

Vaue added by SLP can be summarized in tabular form as follows.

Consortium Added value
* Regiona analysis

CONDESAN * Modelling, incorporating and systematizing existing
knowledge

CIP' secoregional | * Shared knowledge and methods
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Consortium Added value

Program * Analysis of livestock roles in the high Andes ecosystem,
across countries

* Increased cooperation between NARIs: building bridges and
goodwill

* Livestock-agriculture-environment tradeoffs and interactions
* Service function to SLP viavLabs

* Increased inter-institutional and inter-country cooperation

Consortium Added value

* Extrapolation of forage germplasm ranges of adaptation and
TROPILECHE utilization for selected sp.

* Contribution to regiona analysis of forage- and pasture-based
Oneof CIAT's smallholder dairy systems

Regional * Generalization of methods to compare feeding strategiesin
consortia smallholder dairy systems
* Increased cooperation between NARIsinvolved in dairy
systems R& D

* Increased linkages. dairy systems-seed sector-agribusiness
* Interactions and tradeoffs between environment and grazed
systems

* Opportunity for horizontal cooperation across much of the
subhumid Pacific coast of Central America

3. Utilization of forage legume diversity for dairy production and natural resource
management in East and Central African highlands

ICRAF-KARI-ILRI: A very significant part of the onfarm work is conducted by the
national institute, KARI, which has alocated considerable human resources to the project.
Furthermore, they appear knowledgeable and committed, and maintain good working relations
with alarge number of smallholders.

Also, integration between ICRAF and KARI appears to work well, and the division of
responsibilities and labor has been worked out well.

The onfarm activities contemplated in the project, which involve the introduction of
multipurpose shrubs and trees, are long term in nature. KARI's staff is therefore anxious to
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secure funds that will allow these activities to document appropriately the impact of the
interventions that have been experimented with in the program.

It is clear that the onfarm work is beginning to raise a number of issues that require
further controlled, on-station experimentation. An example of this type of issue is the possibility
that supplementation with some of the introduced shrubs may have negative consequences on the
reproductive performance of ruminant livestock. It is uncertain that KARI has access to the
required facilities and laboratory expertise. In this case, ILRI’s Livestock Feeds and Nuitrition
Project should be in a position to backstop the above activities with strategic research and/or
links to appropriate advanced institutions. Furthermore, it would be advisable that ILRI staff is
involved in the identification of testable hypotheses and proper design for ontstation controlled
experiments.

Although not explored in depth, both ICRAF and ILRI should examine how best to
assure that environmental impacts of the technologies under test are adequately documented.

4. South and West Asia and North Africa

The SLP work in this broad region covers diverse activities, from frontier molecular
biology in Patancheru, to on-farm in-village demonstration plots of unconventional fodder
species in Syria, Morocco and elsewhere in North Africa. This diverse work is exciting in several
respects, not least for the apparent opportunity for helping to lift many poor people out of
poverty. The White Revolution may be happening in India and elsewhere, but in the dry areas it
will be an income-differential increaser unless the productivity of the drier areas can be lifted to
boost the livestock earnings possibilities of the remote rural poor.

The work at ICRISAT HQ, and its links to several national programs, are surely going to
be of great value in the South Asia region, with its growing emphasis on livestock products as
incomes slowly rise, especialy in the more margina areas missed by the Green Revolution, and
as the importance of animal products in human diets becomes better appreciated. Under the
population pressures and their inevitable effects on land-use intensity, the problems of getting
sufficient feed and forage to ruminants and other animas on which so many depend are
increasingly recognized at al levels, including by scientists working on dual-purpose crops, such
as al the mgjor cereals, and especially the cereals of greatest significance in drier areas, such as
millets and sorghum. The work at ICRISAT supported by SLP and related programs has deep
roots in collaborative work with ILRI. It involves both conventional breeding, as well as modern
molecular approaches that will assist ard speed such work. Thus the gains through development
of cultivars with both higher and less risky grain yields as well as better forage characteristics of
stover and plucked leaves should be relatively early, compared with typical crop-improvement
progranms. ICRISAT has packaged several of its related thrusts into an imaginative and well
supported program of “From Food to Feed and Fodder”, which should prove to be one of high
impact in the short run.

At ICARDA and its national partners, several approaches are being pursued that should
bring benefit to diverse parts of this large mandate area. Some of this work has important
ecological dimensions, such as fostering better land cover in the degraded steppe areas of Syria
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and other parts of West Asia, and of drier areas to the north and west of the Sahara. There are
elements of research and development in the pursuit of more easily established and robust
browse species, such as Atriplex, both in the steppe proper, as well as an inter-crop with the
traditional barley crops. One of ICARDA'’s key study areas, the Khanasser Valley Integrated
Research Site, is also one of strong poverty-reduction as well as environmental focus. Elsewhere
in the harsher environment of the dry areas of Morocco and Tunisia, other species such as
Opuntia are showing promise, both as fodder sources, and robust vegetation that can reduce soil
erosion and environmental degradation. Low-cost technologies for establishing range species are
being developed and tested in collaboration with development projects. ICARDA and the Badia
Project in Syria (a development project funded by IFAD) are jointly sponsoring local
manufacture of a new version of an Australian pitting machine adapted to Syrian soil and
species. In al such areas, there will never be a Green Revolution of the conventiona type, but
the near-deserts will look greener with the new vegetation and be more stable, and incomes will
rise because livestock are better fed and more productive than will otherwise be the case without
SLP and its national counterpart operations.

Although the Panel field visits were confined to South and West Asia, it can be noted that
ICARDA and ILRI are preparing to work with NARSs from Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Georgia
to support efforts to restore adequate feed production in the Caucasian countries. The transition
to less-centralized economies has had a dramatic impact on the livestock sector of the Caucasian
countries. Lack of feedstuffs to meet the nutritional demands of livestock is now one of the
major problems. There has also been a serious decline and intermingling of breeds as most of
breeding schemes and programs were dismantled. Thus research on feed resources and breed
characterization has important implications in the revitalization of the livestock sector and
guiding policy formulations. Detailed surveys and documentation of feeding practices at the farm
level are to be undertaken in each country, with different production scenarios ranging from
individuals to farm associations, and from subsistence to commercial levels of operation. Also
important are the efforts being made to document the various commodity-oriented feed
technologies and their applicability in the changing production circumstances. An effort aiming
at improving the understanding o regional ruminant animal genetic resources has also been
launched. As noted in section 6.2 of the main report, just where one draws the line between the
ILRI core business, the role of ICARDA as aregional convenor, and the synergistic role of SLP
is a metter of nontrivial judgment that the Panel was not convinced had been adequately
addressed.
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APPENDIX 7 (A) - CONCEPT NOTE

Resear ch Proposal for SLP Funding

PROJECT TITLE:

LEAD CENTER(S):

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATORSAND CONTACT DETAILS:
COLLABORATORSAND CONTACT DETAILS:
TOTAL COST OF PROJECT:

START DATE AND DURATION OF PROJECT:

DATE OF SUBMISSION OF CONCEPT NOTE:
LOCATIONS OF PROJECT:

BACKGROUND (Max.300 words)

PROJECT PURPOSE: (Max. 200 words)

a) State project purpose simply and directly

b) State why the SLP is the appropriate funding mechanism

c) State what inter-center synergies are expected from SLP participation in the project

WILL THE PROJECT CONTRIBUTE TO CGIAR GOALSIN:

a) Germplasm enhancement Yes/No
b) Natura resources management Yes/No
c) Policy andysis Yes/No
d) NARS institutional development Yes/No

OUTPUTS (Max. 300 words)

DEFINE CONTRIBUTION OF OUTPUTS TO: (Max. 200 Words)
a) Poverty aleviation

b) Food security

¢) Environmental protection or enhancement

RESEARCH ACTIVITIESIN RELATION TO OUTPUTS (Max. 300 words)

IMPACT AND BENEFICIARIES: (Max. 150 words)

a) State, preferably in quantified terms, what development impact might be achieved in the
short or medium term and who are the beneficiaries.

b) State, what indicators will be used to demonstrate impact
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c) State, what activities will be undertaken during the project’s life to prove impact either ex-
ante or ex-post.

DISSEMINATION AND UPTAKE PATHWAYS: (Max. 150 words)

a) Indicate what channels will be employed to technology uptake

b) Indicate what methods will be used to upscale the findings

c) Suggest what might be the dimensions of the eventual recommendation domain

RISKS AND ASSUMPTIONS ASSOCIATED WITH OUTPUT ACHIEVEMENT (Max.
200 words):

FINANCIAL SUMMARY:

P ease breakdown costs by:

a) SLP fundingrequests,

b) Organisationa contributions (in kind or in cash)

c) Allied specia project funding contributions and

d) d) CGIAR financial years into the following cost line items:-

Employment
Capital equipment
Consumables
Travel

Training
Dissemination
Overheads

OUTLINE THE SPECIFIC CAPABILITIES OF THE CONSORTIA AND KEY STAFF
TO ACHIEVE THE PROJECT PURPOSE AND PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE IN
PROJECT MANAGEMENT (Max.300 words)

References
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APPENDIX 7 (B) - PROJECT ASSESSMENT SHEET

SYSTEMWIDE LIVESTOCK PROGRAMME

PROJECT TITLE:

SUBMITTED BY:

CRITERION

SCORE

COMMENTS

1. Scientific Quality
Definition of problem
Appropriate methods

Feasibility of research

2. Conformity with priorities
CGIAR
- SLP

3. Reevance
Importance (Sci. & Econ.)

Extension of recomm.
Domain

4. Potential for impact
Ecoregional
- Transregional

5. Budget
- Appropriate to task
Matching funds

6. Partnerships
CGIAR
Consortia

7. Financing Strategy
Donor identified

APPROVED

REVISIONS
NECESSARY

DISAPPROVED
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NOTES ON PROJECT ASSESSMENT SHEET

1.

Score 1-5

1 = Unsatisfactory
25 = Adequate

5 = Excellent

A score of less than 2.5 for any category will indicate that a revision of that aspect of the
Concept Note/Project is required.

Only one score for each of the 7 criterion is required. The sub-heads are intended as
indicators of aspects which should be considered when considering the score to be
awarded for the respective criteria.

For simplicity the assessment sheet assumes equal weight among criteria (1-7). Since
there is no attempt to rank proposals, this assumption is not punitive.

APPROVED REVISIONS DISAPPROVED

NECESSARY

Approval - means no revisions are required;

Revision Necessary - means thet the sections of the Concept Note/Project relation to a
criterion receiving a score less than 2.5 should be revised; and

Disapproval - means that the Concept Note/Project should not be pursued.

Comments should be included to give clear indications of what is good or bad and if bad,
what specifically may be done about the related sections of the Concept Note/Proposal to
improve it.

Summary scores will be compiled by the Coordination Unit for each Concept
Note/Project and by Criterion and reviewer after al reviewers have responded. Names of
reviewers will be omitted.



APPENDIX 8 - SLP PUBLICATIONS

PARTIAL LIST OF PUBLICATIONS

A.

PROGRAMME PUBLICATIONS

CGIAR Systemwide livestock Programme: Biennial Report 1997-98. ILRI, Nairobi,
Kenya.

CGIAR Systemwide Livestock Programme: Biennial Report 1999-2000, ILRI,
Nairobi, Kenya.

Contribution of livestock to mountain development: Research and development
issues, 2000. Editors: P.M. Tulachan, M.A. Mohamed Saleem, Fulani Maki-
Hokkonen and Tej Partap.

Global agenda for livestock research: Proceeding of consultations 1995, Nairobi,
Kenya (Consultations undertaken to prioritise ILRI & SLP research agendas).

Global agenda for livestock research: Proceeding of consultation for the South Asia
Region, 1995, Patancheru, India (Consultation undertaken to prioritize ILRI &
SLP research agendas).

Globa agenda for livestock research: Proceeding of the consultation for the South
East Asia Region, 1995, Los Barios, Philippines (Consultation undertaken to
prioritize ILRI & SLP research agendas).

Global agenda for livestock research: Proceeding of a conference on development of
livestock research priorities in Asia, 1997, Hanoi, Vietnam (Consultations on
ILRI & SLP research agendas).

Global agenda for livestock research: Proceedings of a consultation on setting
livestock research priorities in West Asia and North Africa (WANA) Region,
1997, Aleppo, Syria (Consultation on ILRI and SLP research priorities).

Latin America and Caribbean: Livestock research priorities, summary report, 1995,
San Jose, Costa Rica (Consultations on ILRI and SLP research agenda).

Programme plan and funding request for the Systemwide Livestock Programme: Feed
resources production and utilization, 1995, ILRI, Nairobi, Kenya.

Programme Plan: Systemwide Livestock Programme: Feed resources, Natural
resource management and related policies: 1999, ILRI, Nairobi, Kenya.
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PROJECT PUBLICATIONS

A SET OF EX-ANTE IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF RESEARCH ON CROP
RESIDUESIN MIXED FARMING SYSTEMS

In progress

P. Kristjanson, P. Thornton, S. Tarawali, A. Okike. Genetically improving grain and
fodder yields of cowpeas. measuring the potential impact of the research. For
ILRI Impact Assessment Series.

P. Kristjanson, I. Okike, S. Tarawali, B.B. Singh. Adoption and impact of improved
dual-purpose cowpea on food, feed and livelihoods in the West African dry
savannah zone. For Agricultural Economics.

Completed

Krisjanson, P., Okike, I., Tarawdli, S., Kruska, R., Manyong, V., Singh, B.B. 2001.
Evauating adoption of new crop-livestock soil management technologies using
georeferenced village-level data: The case of cowpea in the dry savannas of West
Africa. In: Barrett, C.B., Place, F.M., Aboud, A.A. (eds) Natural Resources
Management in African Agriculture: Understanding and Improving Current
Practices CAB Internationa (in press).

Kristjanson, P., Place, F., Franzel, S, Thornton, P.K. 2001. Assessing Research Impact
on Poverty: The Importance of Farmers Perspectives. Agricultural Systems (in
press).

Notes on the "Workshop on crop-livestock model integration”, Nairobi, 17-19 May
2000. Published at http://www.icasanet.org/conferences/cl_model.html

PRESENTATIONS AT WORKSHOPS

Kristjanson, P., Place, F., Franzel, S., Thornton, P.K. Assessing Research Impact on
Poverty: Starting With Farmers. Paper presented at the International Workshop
on Assessing Impact of Agricultural Research on Poverty Alleviation, San Jose,
CostaRica, 14-16 September 2000.

Okike, I., Krigtjanson, P., Tarawali, S., Singh, B.B., Kruska, R., and V.M. Manyong.
An evaluation of potential adoption and diffusion of improved cowpea in the dry
savannas of Nigeria: a combination of participatory and structured approaches.
Paper presented at the World Cowpea Research Conference 11, [ITA, Ibadan,
Nigeria, September 2000.

Okike 1., P. Kristjanson, S. Tarawali, B.B. Singh, R. Kruska and V. M. Manyong.
2000. An evaluation of potential adoption and diffusion of improved cowpea in
the dry savannas of Nigeria: a combination of participatory and structured
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approaches. Paper presented at the World Cowpea Research Conference 111, held
at the International Institute of Tropical Agriculture (IITA), Ibadan, Nigeria, 4-7
September, 2000.

Thornton, P.K., Kristjanson, P. Impact Assessment at ILRI: What focus?
Presentation to the Impact Assessment and Evaluation Group (IAEG) of the
CGIAR, FAO, Rome, 3-5 May 2000.

THE MAIZE CROP AS FOOD, FEED AND FERTILIZER IN INTENSIFYING
CROP-LIVESTOCK SYSTEMSIN EASTERN AND SOUTHERN AFRICA

In progress

Herrero M, Rutherford A S, Kruska R L, Thornton P K and Waddington S R (2001).
The maize crop as food, fodder and fertilizer in intensifying crop-livestock
systems in East and Southern Africa: an ex ante impact assessment of technology
interventions to improve smallholder welfare. International Livestock Research
Institute Impact Assessment Series No. 8. ILRI, Addis Ababa and Nairobi,
Kenya. In process.

Thornton P K and Herrero M (2001). Design and implementation of a framework for
crop-livestock smulation modelling. Agricultural Systems(in process).

Completed

Sustainable livelihoods study in Kianjuki and Kithimu Communities, Embu District.
Report by Rural Focus Ltd and Naredo Consultants, Nanyuki, to the ILRI SLP
project, October 2000. 89 pp.

Thornton P K and Herrero M (2001). Integrated crop-livestock simulation models for
scenario analysis and impact assessment. Agricultural Systems (in press).

IMPROVING LEGUMEBASED FEEDIN FOR SMALLHOLDER DUAL-
PURPOSE CATTLE PRODUCTION IN TROPICAL LATIN AMERICA &
CARIBBEAN - TROPILECHE

JOURNAL PAPERS

Argel, P. J. and Lascano, C.E. 1998. Cratylia argentea (Desvaux) O. Kuntze: Una
nueva leguminosa arbustiva para suelos acidos en zonas subhiimedas tropicales.
Pasturas Tropicales 20(1): 37-42.

Duarte, O., J. Pulido, J. Silva, and F. Holmann. 1999. Analysis of the current
situation and technological alternatives for agricultural production systems in the
Cesar's Valey of Colombia. Revista Corpoica (in press).
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Hess H. D., H. Florez, C.E. Lascano, L.A. Baguero, A. Becerra and Ramos J. 1999.
Fuentes de variacién en composicion de la leche y niveles de urea en sangre y
leche de vacas en sistemas doble propdsito en el trépico bgjo de Colombia.
Pastura Tropicales 21(1): 33-42

Holmann, F. 1999. Ex-ante evaluation of forage technologies in Peru, Costa Rica,
and Nicaragua. Journal of Livestock Research for Rural Development Vol. 11,
Number 3.

Holmann, F., D. Peck, and C. Lascano. 2000. The economic damage of Spittlebug
on pastures in Colombia: A first approximation of the impact on livestock

productivity in Brachiaria decumbens. Journal of Economic Entomology
(submitted).

Holmann, F. 2000. Analysis of the milk market from small rura artisan cheese
factories in livestock watersheds in Honduras and Nicaragua. Journal of Livestock
Research for Rural Development (submitted).

Holmann, F. 2000. Potentia benefits of new forage germplasm in dua purpose
farms in the dry tropics of Costa Rica, Honduras and Nicaragua. Journal of
Livestock Research for Rural Development (submitted).

Ibrahim, M.A., F. Holmann, M. Hernandez, and A. Camero. 2000. Contribution of
Erythrina protein banks and rejected bananas for improving cattle production in
the humid tropics. Agroforestry Systems 49:245.

Pezo, D. A., F. Holmann, and J. Arze. 1999. Bioeconomic evaluation of a dairy
production system based on intensive use of fertilized grass in the humid tropics
of CostaRica. Revista Agronomia Costarricense 23(1): 97-1009.

Rivas, L. and F. Holmann. 2000. Early adoption of Arachis pintoi in the humid
tropics. The case of dua-purpose systems in Cagueta, Colombia. Journal of
Livestock Research for Rural Development Vol. 12 (3) 2000.

WORKSHOP AND CONFERENCE PAPERS

Argel, P. J. 1996. Contribucion de las leguminosas forrajeras a la produccion animal
en sistemas semi-intensivos de pastoreo. En: Memorias Taller: Pastoreo Intensivo
en Zonas Tropicades. Una dternativa rentable. FIRA (Banco de México).
Veracruz, México, Noviembre 7-9, 1966. 20 pp.

Argel, P.J. and G. Pérez. 1998. Adaptation of new species of Leucaena in Costa
Rica, Central America- Preliminary results. In: Shelton, H. M., Gutteridge, R. C.,
Mullen, B. F. and Bray, R. A. (eds). Leucaena-Adaptation, Quality and Farming
Systems ACIAR Proceedings No. 86, Canberra, Australia. p. 146-149.
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Argel, PJ., C.E. Lascano, and L. Ramirez. 1998. Leucaena in Latin American
Farming Systems. Challenges for Development. In: Shelton, H. M., Gutteridge,
R. C., Mullen, B. F. and Bray, R. A. (eds). Leucaena-Adaptation, Quality and
Farming Systems ACIAR Proceedings No. 86, Canberra, Australia. p. 319-323.

Argel, P.J. 1999. Tecnologias Forrajeras para € Desarrollo de una Ganaderia més
Productiva en e Tropico bajo de Centroamérica. Contribucion del CIAT. In:
Pomareda, C. (ed). Intensificacion de la Ganaderia en Centroamérica: Beneficios
Econdmicos y Ambientales (Memorias). FAO/CATIE.

Argel, P. J.; Lobo di Palma, M.; Romero, F.; Gonzalez, J.; Lascano, C. E.; Kerridge,
P. C. and Holmann, F. 1999. Silage of Cratylia argentea as a dry season feeding
alternative in Costa Rica. FAO Electronic Conference on Tropical Silage 1999. 5
p.

Estrada, R.D., R. Posada, and F. Holmann. 2000. Agricultural private funding: The
Colombian experience. Presented at the Mini-Symposium on Agricultural
Research Financing. XXIV Conference of the International Association of
Agricultural Economists. August 13-18, 2000. Berlin, Germany.

Holmann, F. 1998. Sudy of options for the development and intensification of milk
production in tropical Latin America. Workshop “Development of Dairy
Production in Tropical America’ , November 18-21, 1998. Maracay, Venezuela.

Holmann, F. 1998. Advancesin the activities of the Tropileche Consortium. Escuela
Centroamericana de Ganaderia (ECAG). Atenas, Costa Rica. February 22-27;
1998.

Holmann, F., C. Lascano, and A. Ramirez. 1999. Progress Report of the Tropileche
Consortium. Workshop Proceedings. Moyobamba, Pertl. June 28-30, 1999.

Holmann, F. 2000. The use of simulation models as a tool for decision making in the
promotion of new forage alternatives. The case of Costa Rica and Peru.
Presented at the XVI Meeting of the Latin American Association of Animal
Production (ALPA), March 28-31, 2000. Montevideo, Uruguay.

Lascano C.E. Ruiz G.A. Velasquez J. and Rozo J. 1997. Validation of Arachis pintoi
as a forage legume in commercial dual-purpose cattle farms in forest margins of
Colombia. In: XVIII Int. Grassl. Cong. June 819, Winnipeg, Manitoba and
Saskatoon, Saskatchewan, Canada. Session 24, 31-32.

Lascano, C.E., W. Stur and P. Horne. 1998. Small farm production systems for
ruminant animals in tropical regions. In: Proceedings of the 8" World Conference
on Animal Production. Symposium Series 1, Seoul, Korea, p. 377-391.
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Lascano, C.E. 2000. Estudio de Caso: Proyecto Piloto de introduccién de Arachis
pintoi en fincas de ganado doble propdsito en margenes de bosque. In: Tgos,
Rony et a (eds). VI Seminario Mango y utilizacion de pastos y forrgjes en
sistemas de produccion animal. U. Naciona Experimenta de los Llanos
Occidentales Ezequiel Zamora, UNELLEZ, Barinas, p. 81-101.

Peters, M., P. Horne, A. Schmidt, F. Holmann, P. Kerridge, S.A. Tarawali, R.
Schultze-Kraft, C.E. Lascano, P. Argel, W. Stir, S. Fujisaka, K. Miller-Samann,
and C. Wortmann. 1999. The role of forages in poverty alleviation and natural
resource management in tropical production systems Presented at the Poverty
Workshop, September 10-14, 1999. San José, Costa Rica.

White, D., F. Holmann, S. Fujisaka, K. Reategui, and Carlos Lascano. 1999. Will
intensifying pasture management in Latin America protect forests — or is it the
other way around?. Presented at the international workshop on technologies that
intensify agricultural production and deforestation. March 11-13, 1999. CATIE,
Turrialba, Costa Rica.

INVITED BOOK CHAPTERS

Argd, P. J. 1999. Forage peanut: A multipurpose legume for the agricultural
sector of Costa Rica. Montecillos (CostaRica). Year XV, No. 102, p.12-13.

Holmann, F. and C. Lascano. 1998. A new strategy to improve dual purpose
livestock production systems in the tropics. The Tropileche Consortium. In:
Improving the dual purpose livestock systems G. Gonzalez Stagnaro, N. Madrid-
Bury, and E. Soto Belloso, (eds). Maracaibo, Venezuela.

Holmann, F. 1998. Economic evaluation of dairy production systems in the tropics.
In: L. Vaccaro and A. Perez, eds. The development of dairy production in
tropical Latin America. Archives of the Latin American Association of Animal
Production (ALPA) (6)1 Supl. 1:19-31 (1998).

Lascano, C., G. Ruiz, J. Velasguez, J. Rozo, and M. Jervis. 1999.
Developing improved pastures systems for forest margins. In: Fujisaka Sam with
collaboration of Jones, Annie (eds.). Systems and Farmer Participatory
Research. CIAT publication No. 311, p. 50-60.

White, D., F. Holmann, S. Fujisaka, K. Reategui, and C. Lascano. 2000. Will
intensifying pasture management in Latin America protect forests — or is it the
other way around?. In A. Angelsen and D. Kaimowitz ( eds). Agricultural
Technologies and Tropical Deforestation. CAB International. Wallingford, UK.

TECHNICAL BULLETINS
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Argd, P. J. and C. M. Villareal. 1998. Nuevo Mani Forrajero perenne (Arachis
pintoi Krapovickas Gregory) cultivar Porvenir (CIAT 18744): Leguminosa
herbacea para la alimentacion animal, el mejoramiento y conservacion del suelo
y el embellecimiento del paisaje Boletin Técnico. Ministerio de Agricultura 'y
Ganaderia (MAG) de CostaRica, y CIAT, Colombia. 32p.

Argel, P.J., J. Gonzalez, ad M. Lobo. 2000. Cratylia argentea: A shrub legume for
tropical livestock. Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock, Costa Rica.

Argel, PJ, J. Gonzalez, and M. Lobo. 2000. Brachiaria brizantha CIAT 26110:
Cultivar Toledo. Ministry of Agriculture ard Livestock, Costa Rica.

ARTICLESIN POPULAR MAGAZINES

Holmann, F. and C. Lascano. 1998. The utility of livestock production
systems based on improved forages. Revista Pecuaria de Nicaragua 2(20) 17.

Holmann, F. and C. Lascano. 1998. Optimization of forage production.
Revista Pecuaria de Nicaragua 2(18) 22.

POSTERS

Argdl, PJ., M. Lobo, J. Gonzalez, F. Romero, F. Holmann, C.E. Lascano, and
P.C.Kerridge. The leguminous shrub, Cratylia argentea: A dry season feeding
alternative for the humid tropics. Presented at the workshop “ Working with
farmers. The key to adoption of forage-based technologies’, October 12-15,
Philipines.

VIDEO

The farm of Antonio Lopez (12 minutes). CIAT and MAG, Costa Rica.
August 1999.

IMPROVING CROP-LIVESTOCK SYSTEMS IN THE DRY SAVANNAS OF
WEST AFRICA

Bationo, A., Ntare, B.R., Tarawali, SAA. and Tabo, R. 2000. Sail fertility
management and cowpea production in the semi-arid tropics of West Africa
Paper for the World Cowpea Research Conference Il held a 1ITA, Ibadan,
Nigeria, 4-7 September 2000. Presented in 2000 - currently under review prior to
publication of proceedings.

Bationo, A., Yamoah, C., Marchal, D., Koaa, S. and Shapiro, B. 2000. Removal of
barriers to the adoption of soil fertility restoration technologies through the
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introduction of the warrantage credit facility in the Sudano-Sahelian zone of West
Africa. A. Bationo to provide details.

Tarawali, SA., Larbi, A. Fernandez Rivera, S. and Bationo, A. 2000. The role of
livestock in the maintenance and improvement of soil fertility. Paper for the
special symposium on Sustaining Soil Fertility in West Africa, organized by I TA
in collaboration with the International Agronomy Division (A6) of the American
Society of Agronomy (ASA) held at the ASA's annual meeting in Minneapolis,
USA, 5-9 November 2000.

Tarawali, SA., Singh, B.B., Gupta, S.C., Tabo, R., Harris, F., Nokoe, S., Fernandez
Rivera, S., Bationo, A., Manyong, V.M., Makinde, K. and Odion, E.C. 2000.
Cowpea as a key factor for a new approach to integrated crop-livestock systems
research in the dry savannas of West Africa. Paper for the World Cowpea
Research Conference 11l held at IITA, Ibadan, Nigeria, 4-7 September 2000.
Presented in 2000 - currently under review prior to publication of proceedings.

Tarawali, SA., Smith, JW., Hiernaux, P., Singh, B.B., Gupta, S.C., Tabo, R., Harris,
F., Nokoe, S., FernandezRivera, S., and Bationo, A. 2000. Integrated natural
resource management - putting livestock in the picture. Paper presented at the
Integrated Natural Resource Management meeting to be held in Penang,
Malaysia, 20-25th August, 2000, BUT WILL NOT BE published in Journal of
Conservation Ecology (note that this was however used as a case study example
in the INRM booklet/briefing produced after the workshop).

Tarawadli, G., Douthwaite, B., de Haan, N.C. and Tarawali, S. A. 2000. The role of
the farmer as a co-developer and adopter of green manure cover crops for
sustainable agricultural production in West and Central Africa. Paper for a
Workshop on Understanding Adoption Processes of Natural Resource
Management Practices for Sustainable Agricultural Production in SSA. ICRAF,
Nairobi, July 36, 2000. Presented in 2000 - currently under review prior to
publication of proceedings.

PRODUCTION AND UTILIZATION OF MULTIPLE-PURPOSE SHRUBS IN
WEST/CENTRAL ASIA —NORTH AFRICA AND THE SAHEL

Ben Salem H., Nefzaoui A., Ben Salem L. 2000. Nitrogen supplementation
improves the nutritive value of Opuntia ficus indica f. inermis-based dets and
sheep growth. Book of Abstracts of the IV!" International Congress on Cactus
Pear and Cochineal, October 22-28, 2000, Hammamet (Tunisia), p. 71.

Ben Salem H., Nefzaoui A., Ben Salem L. 2000. Opuntia ficusindica f. inermis and
Atriplex nummularia L.: two complementary fodder shrubs for sheep and goats.
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Book of Abstracts of the IV" International Congress on Cactus Pear and
Cochineal, October 22-28, 2000, Hammamet (Tunisia), p. 83.

Ben Salem H., Nefzaoui A., Ben Sdlem L. 2000. Sheep growth and nutritive value
of Acacia cyanophylla Lindl. foliage-based diets supplemented with Opuntia
ficus-indica var. inermisor barley grain with or without Atriplex nummularia L.
Animal Feed Science and Technology (submitted).

Ben Salem H., Nefzaoui A., Ben Salem L. 2000. Supplementing range goats in
central Tunisia with feed blocks or a mixture of Opuntia ficus-indica f. inermis
and Atriplex nummularia L. Effects on behavioral activities and growth.
Proceedings of the VII'"" International Conference on Goats, May 15-18, 2001,
Tours (France), 988-989.

Ben Sadem H., Nefzaoui A., Ben Salem L. 2001. Supplementing spineless cactus
(Opuntia ficus-indica var. inermis) based diets with ureatreated straw or
oldman saltbush (Atriplex nummularia L.). Effects on intake, digestion and
sheep growth. Journal of Agricultural Science (Cambridge) (Submitted).

Boulanouar, B., A. Chriyaa and A. Boutouba. 2000. Moroccan Experience with

Fodder Shrub Research and Development. Pages 134-152 In: Gintzburger G.,
M. Boungimate and A. Nefzaoui 2000 (eds.). Fodder Shrub Development in

Arid and Semi-arid Zones, Vol 1. ICARDA, Aleppo, Syria.

Gintzburger G., M. Boungmate and A. Nefzaoui 2000 (eds). Fodder Shrub
Development in Arid and Semi-arid Zones, Vol 1. ICARDA, Aleppo, Syria

Gintzburger G., M. Boungmate and A. Nefzaoui 2000 (eds). Fodder Shrub
Development in Arid and Semi-arid Zones, Vol 2. ICARDA, Aleppo, Syria.

Gintzburger G., M. Boungmate and F. Ghassali. 2000. Syriac Fodder Shrubs in the
Steppe Production Systems. Pages 1-9 in “Production and Utilization of Multi-
purpose Fodder Shrubs and Trees in West Asia, North Africa and the Sahel”.
ICARDA, Aleppo, Syria; ILRI, Nairobi, Kenya.
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OTHER OUTPUTS
Impact at farm level

The project helped 150 farmer groups, with a total of 2,600 households, to establish 250
Calliandra calothyrsus nurseries. It is estimated that over 3000 other farmers have planted
fodder materia through assistance of SLP groups and extension collaborators.  In the short
rains 1999, farmers transplanted about 400 seedlings each, of which only about 240 survived,
due to the poor rainfall. Economic benefits per year beginning in 2001 from these plantings
are projected to be USD 62.4 per household or a total of USD 162,240 per year. The net
present value of this stream of benefits, which beginsin year 2 and is discounted at 10% over
a 15 year period, is $1,196,000.

In 1999, the project started disseminating another fodder tree species, mulberry (Morus alba)
and desmodium intortum.

Twenty five extension staff and 450 farmers were involved in self sponsored exchange tours.

GIS maps were produced by the ILRI MOSD GIS group (T de Wolff et al.) showing
recommendation domains for two fodder species, Calliandra calothyrsus and Desmodium
intortum. The maps incorporated both biophysical and socioeconomic data and are useful in
guiding dissemination efforts as well as assessing the potential impact of wide-scale adoption.
Copies are available on request and were reproduced in the SLP Biennia report for 1999-2000.



