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Summary of Proceedings and Decisions
CGIAR Chairman V. Rajagopalan inaugurated International Centers Week 1993
(ICW92) on Monday, October 25 at the IMF Auditorium, Washington, D.C.

CHAIRMAN’S

STATEMENT

Noting that International Centers Week 1993 (ICW93) was
the last formal meeting of the CGIAR over which he would
preside, CGIAR Chairman V. Rajagopalan (who retires from
the World Bank and ends his chairmanship on December 31,
1993) presented the Group with an agenda for the future.
Mr. Rajagopalan defined the agenda in terms of the
following challenges:
l

l

Governance - ensuring that effective action is taken
without damaging the collegial informality and the nonpolitical character of the Group’s deliberations;
Renewal - maintaining a continuity of scientific
excellence; re-evaluating programs and processes;and
sustaining confidence among donors, at the centers, and
among partners of the centers, that the right things will
be done, and that anything which seems wrong will be
corrected because strong instruments of accountability
exist.

CHAIRMANSHIP

The nomination of Mr. Ismail Serageldin by World Bank
President Lewis T. Preston as the next Chairman of the CGIAR
was accepted by acclamation. This was preceded by consultation at all levels of the CGIAR, initiated by Mr. Rajagopalan at
Mr. Preston’s request. Mr. Serageldin is the Bank’s Vice
President for Environmentally Sustainable Development. He
assumesduties as CGIAR Chairman on January 1,1994.

TAC CHAIRMANSHIP
The Group adopted a proposal from the CGIAR Secretariat
for the process of recruiting a new TAC chairman and decided
that the search process should be launched without delay. The
current chairman ends his term on December 3 1,1994 and is
not available for reappointment. CGIAR cosponsors will serve
as the search and selection committee, assisted by the CGIAR
Secretariat.

ADOPTION
l

l

l

Partnerships - adjusting relations with national
agricultural research systems in terms of strategy, mutual
understanding, and mutual respect.
New Frontiers - strengthening natural resource
management; developing CGIAR policies on intellectual
property rights, breeders’rights, farmers’ rights, and
biotechnology; and expanding linkages with counties of
the former Soviet Union and of Eastern Europe.
Mobilizing Financial Resources - consistently maintaining an adequate level of funding; exploring opportunities for creating new mechanisms for financial
stability, such as a trust fund.

He urged the Group to remember at all times that the fate of
the world’s poor and the negative influence of mass poverty on
international stability would be affected by how the CGIAR
responsesto these challenges.
Note. For the full text of the Chairman’s Opening State-

ment, see Annex 2.

OF THE CGIAR

OF THE AGENDA

The draft agenda (see Annex I) previously distributed to
members was adopted with the addition of a discussion about
the possibility of CGIAR centers expanding their activities to
include the former Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, to be
taken up under Other Business.

OPENING DAY
The opening day’s agenda included a number of items not
directly connected to the rest of the week’s formal agenda
which helped to place the work of the CGIAR in the broader
context in which international agricultural research takes place,
and thereby set the scene for discussions during the next four
days.
WorM Food Trends
Mr. Per Pin&up-Andersen, director general of IFPRI,
analyzing world food trends, summarized food consumption
and production trends, and went into some of the major issues
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and the major action points that have to be dealt with, as the
CGIAR enhances positive trends and modifies negative
developments in the future.
Arguing a strong case for agricultural research, he said that
accelerated investment in agricultural research and technological improvements is not only necessary and urgent, it is the
only viable option to assure sufficient food to meet future
needs and demands at reasonable prices without irreversible
degradation of our natural resources. He pointed out, too, that
the recent development of biotechnological methods is likely to
accelerate the research process, i.e. reduce the time needed
between initiation of research and expected impact, and greatly
enhance the opportunities for improved and higher-yielding
plants and animals.
He said that the recent surge in public and private concerns
about negative environmental effects of economic growth and
development may, if sustained, have important implications for
agricultural development and future food production and
consumption. Of particular concern will be the need to avoid
degradation of natural resources such as land and water, as well
as deforestation, and health risks associated with the use of
chemicals.
In developing countries, poverty, rapid population growth,
low agricultural productivity, and poorly defined ownership
and user rights to resources are the major risk factors associated with the degradation of natural resources. Attempts to
survive or to meet basic needs in the short run take priority
over longer-term sustainability.
Note. The full text of Mr. Pin&up-Andersen’s text, “World
Food Trends and How They May be Modified,” has been
widely distributed. More copies are available from the Documents and Information Service, CGIAR Secretariat.
Panel Discussions on Zntellectaal Property Issues and
Plant Genetic Resources

Intellectual property issues and plant genetic resources were
the focus of two panel discussions in which acknowledged
experts exchanged views on topics, programs, and trends
directly relevant to the CGIAR. The panelists were:
Intellectual Property Issues - John Barton (Stanford),
Simon Best (Zeneca A.V.P. Seed Company), David Cooper
(NGO representative), Norah Olembo (Kenya), and Lukas
Brader (IITA)
Plant Genetic Resources - Geoffrey Hawtin (IBPGR), Pat
Mooney (RAPT), Norah Olembo (Kenya), R. S. Rana (India),
and Henry Shands (USDA)
The panel discussions took place against the background of
the current debate on these issues within the international
development community. Many commentators view the
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problems as a “North/South” issue - with the rich industrial
or developed countries of the north cashing in on genetic
material originally found in the developing countries of the
south. Others see the trends surrounding this debate as inevitable: a situation that countries must acknowledge and join in,
or be left behind. The CGIAR took the opportunity to hear a
range of views on these subjects.
The first panel on intellectual property rights, presented a
wide range of information and viewpoints that led to an equally
diverse and interesting discussion. Issues included what the”era
of patents” might mean for the CGIAR, how developing
country governments are responding to the changes of doing
business with private industry and the appropriate role for the
CGIAR. The NGO presentation urged that CGIAR centers
should serve as advocates against the patenting of genetic
resources. This would further champion the well being of the
small scale farmer. Private industry countered with examples
of different partner collaborations between developed and
developing countries, which serve to the advantage of both.
The presentations from the panel members on plant genetic
resources covered the global role of the CGIAR in preserving
the genetic material held in centers genebanks. This material
has been freely accessible to all, over the last 20 years. It
represents years of collaborative collecting by the centers and
the national programs. The dynamics of this relationship were
discussed in light of the changes taking place in several
international bodies such as FAO and of the recently ratified
Convention on Biodiversity. What is the role for the CGIAR,
given these and future changes? What can the centers do to
ensure the safety and free access of the genetic material in the
future? How will the CGIAR take on added responsibilities
within the international community, given the decreasing
funding available for international agricultural research?
The viewpoints expressed will be taken into account at
discussions within the CGIAR as it develops its policies in
both areas.
Note. See Annex III for a report on both panel discussions.

Sir John Crawford Memorial Lecture
Delivering the ninth Sir John Crawford Memorial Lecture,
UNDP Administrator James Gustave Speth said that the right
to food must be recognized as an universal human right if the
goal of global human security is to be achieved.
Mr. Speth said global food security was fundamental to
global human security and sustainable development. It is also
“one of the greatest challenges humanity has ever faced,” he
warned. And to achieve it requires that “the right to food be
recognized both in concept and practice as a universal human
right.” Calling on the CGIAR to adopt “sustainable food
security” as its “over-arching mission,” Mr. Speth said the goal
will require a “true global compact” between North and South
and the help of international agencies, such as UNDP. “We

plan to make helping the developing countries we serve obtain
food security one of our primary objectives,” he added.
Mr. Speth noted that CGIAR’s scientific work has been
critical in feeding growing populations, but that it now faces
more difficult challenges than ever before. While a continued
growth rate in agricultural output of about 2 percent per year
would be enough to meet the caloric needs of the estimated
global population by the middle of the next century, environmental problems will make this a much more difficult task.
Moderate to extreme soil deterioration over the last 50 years
has occurred in 1.2 billion hectares of prime farmland - an
area as large as India and China combined, according to Mr.
Speth. Three-quarters of the affected land is found in developing countries. In addition, local and global climate change may
make agricultural production more difficult in key farming
areas. Yet, to feed the estimated 15 billion people expected to
share the earth will require that all the world’s current farm
land be as productive as the corn-growing U.S. state of Iowa.
He noted that to meet such a challenge, CGIAR must intensify
its scientific work. It must also ensure that its work “puts the
poor first,” as the chief beneficiaries of the green revolution
have not always been the poorest farmers in developing
countries, he said.
CGIAR must also seek greater participation in its work by
the farmers themselves. “Top-down development is out,” he
emphasized. “Farmers must become co-owners of the research.” Mr. Speth called on CGIAR centers to work to build
local and national research capacities. “The long-term goal of
development agencies, including UNDP, is to work our way
out of a job.”
Mr. Speth urged the CGIAR to call for the establishment of
a global trust fund that would ensure the preservation of the
genetic diversity of crops. The key to global sustainable
development is the elimination of poverty and food insecurity,
the regeneration of the resource base, and the building of
capacity in developing nations, he said. “Proclaim this goal as
your own.”

PRIORITIES
PLANS

AND STRATEGIES/MEDIUM

TERM

Background
Discussion of the revised Chapter 13r of TAC’s review of
CGIAR Priorities and Strategies and the centers’medium-term
plans (MTPs) ranged over three days and several hours, in
open session and at donor meetings. Debate centered on TAC’s
approach to research priorities and the validity of MTPs,
because of the prospect that funding would be significantly
’“Implications of TAC’s Recommendationson Priorities for Future
CGIAR Strategiesand Structure,”AGRITAC:IAR/93/18 -Part II,
Rev. 1, TAC Secretariat,September1993,Rome.

below the level required to implement the plans; and the
Group’s strategy for coping with a major budget deficit for the
system in the future.
Programs of work and budget proposed by centers for 1994
through 1998 are based on priorities, strategies, and resource
allocations approved by the Consultative Group at its 1992
meeting in Istanbul, and are derived from the twin objectives of
natural resources management and germplasm enhancement
and breeding. One of the strategies proposed by TAC for
tackling natural resources management is ecoregional research
- research conducted in an agroecological zone spanning
several countries.
While enthusiastic about the concept in theory, members of
the Group requested TAC to transform the concept into
operational guidelines for centers, national agricultural
research systems in developing countries (NARS) and donors.
Consequently, a joint TAG/center directors working group met
in Davis, California, and a discussion document was prepared.
The document was widely distributed both within the system
and externally. A special workshop was held in conjunction
with the Group’s May meeting in San Juan; after the document
had been considered by NARS directors in sub-Saharan Africa
at a meeting in April. Conclusions and ideas drawn from these
meetings were incorporated into a revised Chapter 13 of
TAC’s paper on CGIAR Priorities and Strategies. Because the
new information on an ecoregional approach in the CGIAR
influences how centers carry out their medium-term plans, the
agenda items were considered concurrently.
Medium-Tern: Planning Process
Introducing the combined topic, TAC chair Alex McCalla
paid special tribute to TAC members, international centers, and
the TAC and CGIAR secretariats for their support and
cooperation in the medium-term planning process. This is the
second medium-term planning exercise centers have undergone, he pointed out, with the differences this time being that
donors wanted a more transparent link between the system’s
agreed priorities and centers’work programs; as well as greater
consideration for the supply side of funding in order to achieve
a better match between approved programs and funds available
to conduct those programs.
At MTM92, the Group endorsed the systemwide priorities
recommended by TAC, (See CGlAR Mid-term Meeting 1992,
Summary of Proceedings and Decisions, CGIAR Secretariat,
May 1992) and approved a global working figure of $270
million (in 1992 dollars) for 1998, which TAC translated into
tentative amounts for each center to reflect the new priorities.
This global figure was based on no real growth in core
resources from the 1992 estimated level of $255 million,
except for an additional $15 million for forestry and fisheries.
The consultative process in arriving at the centers’mediumterm plans was a long one, Mr. McCalla pointed out, noting in
particular the usefulness of assigning a TAC liaison scientist
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and Secretariat staff to work with centers in the initial stages to
ensure that there was full understanding of the guidelines and
process. During ICW92 and MTM93, centers presented their
plans to the Group. TAC took note of members’ responses.
Subsequently, at their last meeting, TAC members reassessed
the MTPs in the light of points made by the Group, additional
material provided by centers, and relevant information
generated by external program reviews, the joint TAC-center
directors working group on ecoregionality, issues related to
Agenda 21, and sector reviews of rice, livestock, and bananas
and plantains.

NGOs, and farmers’ associations to address the challenge of
developing sustainable production systems.
Under ecoregional programs, TAC further identified eight
specific projects for the following ecoregions:
l

l

TAC Recommendations
Mr. McCalla outlined and emphasized the value of the very
intensive deliberations TAC underwent at TAC61 (Colombo)
to relate each center’s plan to the system’s new set of priorities.
As a result of its deliberations, TAC was recommending
increases over the minimum planning figure to the mediumterm budgets of CIMMYT, IBPGR, IFPRI, IITA, and IRRI,
and decreasesto the budgets of ICRAF, ILCA, and INIBAP.
Recommended resource allocations for the remaining 10
centers involved no change from the planning figure, bringing
the collective budget to $257 (in 1992 dollars) by 1998. In
addition to modest reserves for external program reviews and
fisheries, TAC designated $10 million by 1998 for new
initiatives of systemwide importance. These include
ecoregional programs - $4 million; inter-center genetic
resources program - $1 million; water management program $1 million; livestock program - $4 million.
Elaborating on how ecoregional research would be carried
out by centers, Mr. McCalla referred to TAC’s revision of
Chapter 13. The mechanism preferred by centers is the
consortium, he explained, which is a partnership of diverse
institutions that jointly plan and conduct an integrated research
program. However, TAC recognized the need for a catalyst and
developed the concept of a “convening” center to take the
initiative in starting a program. A convening center would be
expected to channel seed money to stimulate planning activities and would provide financial accountability to the donors. It
need not necessarily provide research leadership. TAC further
envisaged that within each consortium, a steering committee
would be established to set priorities, raise additional funds,
and allocate research tasks based on the comparative strengths
of each partner in the consortium.
The goal of ecoregional research will be to investigate and
promote sustainable production systems in a given ecoregion
through both strategic and applied research. This will require
analyses of the physical and biological processescritical to
sustainability in the area, as well as of the social and policy
decisions that influence the management of these processes.
Research will require close collaboration among CGIAR
centers, national research systems, national policy agencies,
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l

l

l

l

l

l

Warm humid and subhumid tropics of sub-Saharan
Africa, including the inland valleys of West Africa.
Convening center - IITA.
Semi-arid tropics in sub-Saharan Africa. Convening
center - ICRISAT.
East and Central African highlands. Convening center ICRAF.
Subtropics of West Asia and North Africa with winter
rainfall. Convening center - ICARDA.
Warm arid and semi-arid tropics and subtropics of Asia.
Convening center - ICRISAT.
Warm sub-humid and humid tropics and subtropics of
Asia. Convening center -1RRI.
Sub-humid and humid tropic and subtropics of Latin
America and the Caribbean. Convening center - CIAT.
A project on Alternatives to Slash-and-Bum, which is
relevant to similar ecoregions on several continents.
Convening center - ICRAF.

New Systemwide Initiatives
Mr. McCalla noted that a study of genetic resources work in
the CGIAR was underway. This would help accelerate TAC’s
development of a systemwide strategy for plant genetic
resources. To support activities arising from the strategy, TAC
proposed that $1 million be allocated to IBPGR as the convening center.
To facilitate the start-up of new livestock research programs
of both a global and ecoregional nature, TAC reserved $4
million for the new global livestock entity once it is established. This is in addition to core funding proposed for ILCA
and ILRAD. Appropriate programs from both centers will be
integrated into the new livestock research entity being planned.
The start-up funds are intended to build and strengthen links
with plant-oriented centers to develop integrated programs on
feed and production systems.
Another high priority issue of systemwide magnitude is
water management research. Therefore, TAC recommended an
allocation of $1 million for IIMI as the convening center to
initiate programs with centers in Asia, West Asia and North
Africa (WANA), and sub-Saharan Africa.

Funding Constraints
4. Roots and Tubers: 1995
Turning to the realities of the resources needed to finance
the centers’MTPs, Mr. McCalla pointed out that the Official
Development Assistance (ODA) environment had worsened
significantly since the Group endorsed its projection of $270
million (in 1992 dollars) for 1998. Based on expected 1993
funding, 15 percent real growth in core funding would be
necessary to achieve the 1998 levels reflected in the MTPs, in
addition to the $15 million for forestry and fisheries. Rather
than delay the entire process by going back to the drawing
board, and because it is unclear whether present low levels of
core funding will persist until 1998, TAC decided to proceed at
the level of $270 million, with necessary adjustments to be
made from that basic figure.
As suggested by donors at MTM93, TAC members
considered how they would allocate resources to centers if
there was a $30 million shortfall in financing by 1998. They
decided that a budgetary solution was not appropriate or
productive in the long run and that radical structural changes
would be necessary.
Although donors gave TAC the license to consider structural adjustments to the CGIAR through reorganization, and
streamlining or phasing out of entire programs, Mr. McCalla
said he did not think at that point that it was TAC’s mandate to
tell the Consultative Group how to restructure the CGIAR.
“We were also cognizant of the fact that we had given you lists
of options for restructuring twice before in Chapter 11 of the
expansion paper and Chapter 13 of the fist draft of the
priorities paper, and not much time was spent talking about
these options,” he reminded the Group.
However, in May 1993, the CGIAR did make significant
decisions to restructure two components of the system livestock and banana and plantain. In each case, the decision
was preceded by a comprehensive analysis of priorities and
strategies by TAC and an analysis of institutional options by a
donor working group. Mr. McCalla noted, too, that the
medium-term proposals of ICRAF and CIFOR contain
potential for overlap, and therefore if funding levels continue to
stagnate or decline, TAC was suggesting that a re-examination
of the two-center approach might be appropriate.
To help the Group decide how to contract its programs in
the face of continued underfunding over the short and medium
term, TAC proposed a series of stripe reviews. Over the long
term, the Group would need to reach decisions on the evolution
of the system. The proposed stripe reviews are the following:
1. Genetic Resources: 1993- 1994
2. Public Policy and Public Management Research: 1994
3. Efficiency of CGIAR Delivery Mechanisms (organization of centers’physical presence) in West Africa: 1994
1995

5. Cereals: 1996
6. Review of priorities and strategies: 1997
Mr. McCalla said that he would welcome comment on the
proposed reviews and their timing.
Discussion
On behalf of all CGIAR members, Mr. Rajagopalan
thanked TAC for a superb job. He expressed the hope that
discussion of TAC’s proposals by the Group would lead to
confirmation that the ecoregional concept is clear and understandable; endorsement of the priority ecoregions and programs and of the respective convening centers; and endorsement of TAC’s recommendations on programs and MTPs as
the basis for system and center planning for the next five years.
TAC’s proposed approach to and funding for ecoregional
research led to a spirited discussion. Most speakers agreed on
the approach, although views differed as to the “modalities” for
achieving the desired objectives. Several speakers expressed
satisfaction that TAC’s approach to ecoregional research called
for greater cooperation with national research institutions, and
suggested that the convening center did not necessarily have to
be an international center. Some donors argued that TAC was
not investing enough in ecoregional research, and thought this
would lead to difficulties in leveraging additional funds from
bilateral sources.
A regional representative commented on the importance of
a project in the WANA region to address the critical use of
water resources, drawing on both Israeli and Palestinian
institutions. Another expressed concern over reductions in
funding to sub-Saharan Africa. Several speakers said that they
did not want to see ecoregional research dominate the system’s
agenda at the expense of important upstream strategic activities. In particular, the system should carefully consider the
future role of commodity research. This would probably
continue to be the chief source of impact, since natural
resources research is longer term and costly. IRRI’s organization of programs combining both strategic commodity research
and ecoregional activities was considered a good model for all
centers.
In the discussion of MTPs and future funding, most donors
agreed that TAC’s plan offered a vision or framework for the
system, but were doubtful that the resources needed to carry
out the plans would be forthcoming. Funding has been
declining for the past three years, and this trend was likely to
continue. To some members, mechanistic reduction models
seemed more efficient and less painful than reopening the
medium-term planning process. Others argued against this,
noting that centers had responded quite differently to budget

cuts. Some had radically restructured activities and cut deeply
into programs, while others had responded by drawing on
reserves and postponing appointments. Thus, an across-theboard cut would lead to serious inequities.
Most donors felt that structural adjustments were imperative
to maintain operational capacity and strength in those programs
warranting highest priority. “Our concern is for a smooth and
consolidated evolution of the system based on concerted
action, rather than steps taken by individual actors in the
system,” one donor said.
Another suggestion for reducing budgets was to identify
activities that centers could turn over to national research
programs and universities in developing and developed
countries. Several speakers felt that a precondition for such a
process of devolution would be accurate assessmentsof the
strengths and weaknessesof NAILS.
Concern was raised that new initiatives would be penalized
if the system had to contract. Several speakers requested more
information from TAC about how centers had been coping
with funding shortfalls. TAC’s decision to increase resources
for the centers focussing on cereals was questioned.
Finance Committee chairman Michel Petit, acknowledged
the Group’s dilemma in seeking to approve a medium-term
plan for which the financial resources might not be forthcoming. He recommended, however, that the Group adopt the plan
in an indicative sense,as providing objectives and strategies for
reaching those goals. Since, he submitted, members did not
have enough information to deal decisively with the implications of future funding shortfalls, TAC should be requested to
develop further options for the Group to consider. He endorsed
the stripe reviews in concept but doubted that they could be
completed quickly enough to influence the Group’s decisions.
Strong support was expressed for the stripe reviews,
although many members doubted whether stripe reviews were
the best tool for facilitating timely decisions by the Consultative Group on strategic changes to the system. It was hoped,
however, that the reviews would eliminate any potential
overlap in the centers’work on natural resources. Several
donors urged the Group to make sure that the stripe reviews
adopted a truly broad perspective, reflecting not only activities
within the CGIAR but outside the system as well, so that the
CGIAR’s appropriate role in the global context could be
verified. A speaker questioned TAC’s decision to focus on
commodities rather than themes in the stripe reviews, noting
the CGIAR’s new preference for looking at research tasks in a
more integrated manner.
Responding to the many points raised, Mr. McCalla
recognized the range of views expressed. He said that the
situation faced by the CGIAR required a careful and deliberate
choice from among various options for adjusting to lower
funding levels. He agreed that arresting all new research that
has not been started was not the solution to a short-run budget
problem. “We must be prepared,” he said, “to undertake those
new initiatives which are of high priority.”
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Addressing concerns that the proposed sequenceof stripe
reviews was not fast enough to address the issue of a shortterm budgetary shortfall, Mr. McCalla said that the reviews had
multiple purposes, and were not intended to look exclusively at
how the CGIAR should adjust resources. For example, the
development of a coherent and explicit policy on plant genetic
resources was needed regardless of funding levels.
In response to several requests for information about how
centers were coping with current funding restraints, he said that
centers had cut about 110 senior scientist (about10 percent) and
2000 host country positions, and reduced training by 45
percent. There have been drastic reductions in research
programs, he went on, citing the virtual disappearance of the
mangrove program at WARDA, and substantial contractions in
the irrigated rice program in the Sahel, productions systems
work at CIMMYT, virology work at CIP, trypanosomiasis
research at II&AD, and all rice ecosystems at IRRI. “If any of
us are entertaining the notion that this is 25 percent fat and it is
business as usual; it is not. I think we should be very up front
and say that very forcefully,” he stressed.
Mr. McCalla reassured those donors who were concerned
that the CGIAR was not putting enough stress on
ecoregionality and natural resource management. It is inappropriate to suggest that the only thing in the MTP document that
deals with ecoregionality and natural resource management is
the $4 million in the new initiatives, he maintained, pointing
out that 23 percent of total resources are allocated to management and conservation of natural resources, including
germplasm preservation, compared to 11 percent prior to the
MTP exercise.
Dealing with comments on the proposed increase for the
centers working on cereals, Mr. McCalla underscored what
IFPRI director general Per Pins&up-Andersen pointed out in
his presentation on food security. Of the 8 billion people who
will inhabit the earth in 2025, about half will live in cities in
developing countries and eat principally cereals. “This means
doubling and even tripling the productivity of these major
commodities. We ignore that at our peril,” he warned.
Conclusions
Outlining the consensus that emerged from the discussion,
Mr. Rajagopalan announced that the Group:
l

l

l

Endorsed the principles underlying the revised Chapter
13 of TAC’s Priorities and Strategies paper and encouraged the implementation of the ecoregional approach as
clearly laid out by TAC;
Approved in principle the proposed program funding
approach which requires partnership among centers,
NARS and NGOs to undertake high priority initiatives;
Approved as medium-term directions, TAC’s 19941998
program and financial recommendations which will be

implemented at the levels proposed by TAC when funds
are available;

CGIAR CENTERS
ICARDA - External Review

l

l

Agreed with TAC’s proposals for a set of stripe reviews
and that the CGIAR Secretariat should seek funding
from members for these activities;
Requested TAC to initiate a critical examination of the
present coverage of activities, programs and regions
because the current funding levels in the medium term
will require a repositioning of programs and institutions;
and to present MTM94 with options for restructuring.

1994 PROGRAM

APPROVAL

AND PLEDGING

The Group approved 1994 programs that would require
funding of $229 million. The Chairman reminded the Group
that this program was being approved with a clear understanding that, when all pledges are in, aggregate contributions might
possibly be less than the amount approved.
If this were the case, he said, the World Bank’s contribution
would be used, according to the formula proposed by the
Finance Committee and approved by donors, as follows: 50
percent up front, distributed among all centers to finance
approved priority programs; and 50 percent subsequently, as a
balancing amount, to fill funding gaps in approved center
programs. The balancing formula would be worked out in
consultation with the Finance Committee, and distribution of
this tranche of World Bank funding could be completed
following MTM94.
Mr. Rajagopalan urged donors to inform centers of their
center-by-center allocations as soon as possible. This would
reduce the uncertainties that lead to a breakdown of morale at
the centers. He requested, too, that the Finance Committee
should provide centers with adequate guidance on how to
manage eventual funding gaps.
Executive Secretary Alexander von der Osten announced
the following donor contributions for 1994:
Corefinding - a range of $220 to $225 million, less than
1993 funding ($234 million) by 4 to 6 percent in nominal terms
and by 9 to 10 percent in real terms; and
Complementary&nding - $75 million, slightly higher than
the 1993 figure of $71 million.
Total contributions in 1994 would be in the range of $295 to
$300 million, down from $305 million in 1993. The reason for
a range being announced, rather than a specific figure, was that
all donors could not specify their exact levels of support,
although all were fully supportive of center programs. Indications are, Mr. von der Osten said, that some 50 percent of core
donors will decrease their support in 1994,17 percent will
increase, and around 33 percent will remain unchanged
from1993. Factors influencing this situation include ODA
fluctuations and the impact of unfavorable exchange rates.

Mr. Jock Anderson, chairman of the external review panel,
presented the third external review of ICARDA. ICARDA’s
board chair Enrico Porceddu and director general Nasrat Fadda
responded.
The report was positive, overall. It judges the center’s
mandate, goals and mission to be relevant; the center’s
strategic plan appropriate to the region; its research programs
of high quality; and its management systems effective.
In addition to dealing with positive aspects of the center and
outlining areas where improvements might be made, the report
also raised the following systemwide issues:
l

l

l

l

the role of the CGIAR in Eastern Europe and Central
Asia,
the role of the CGIAR in nationally important but
neglected areas of research,
the evolving relationship among centers with overlapping mandates,
the appropriate model for an international center as an
ecoregional entity, and the development by centers of
strategies to meet declining budgets.

There was widespread appreciation of the panel’s thorough
and thought provoking report. Discussion covered a number of
areas including ICARDA’s ecoregional role; irrigation/water
resources management research, and livestock research.
ICARDA was encouraged to develop a comprehensive strategy
for livestock research as part of the global CGIAR effort in this
domain.
The Group commended ICARDA for its achievements
since the last external review, and for the important role it has
assumed in the WANA region. The main thrust of the suggestions and recommendations of the review report were endorsed.
The Chairman expressed his regret that while center
responses to the review had been lengthy, several crucial issues
taken up by the review were not addressed during the discussion. He suggested that the process for considering reviews at
meetings of the Group should be examined by the Oversight
Committee. The Group agreed.
ICLARM - Status Report
Mr. John Dillon, recently appointed to chair ICLARM’s
board of trustees, described what was being done to resolve
ICLARM’s management problems, advance its research
program, and bring it into conformity with CGIAR policies. He
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commended Mr. Larry Stifel, the interim director general for
an outstanding job and noted the important contribution of Mr.
Basilio Rodriguez, who has served for some time as officer-incharge. Mr. Stifel was fully empowered to manage the center’s
day-to-day operations.
Board improvements, said Mr. Dillon, revolved around the
development of a Board Mission Statement and Board Action
Plan. The Mission Statement incorporates general principles
and values important for a CGIAR center, and the Action Plan
identifies issues that need to be examined. These include
creating a code of conduct for the board, improving internal
and external relations, improving board operations, improving
the board’s oversight function, establishing the center’s
international status, and appointing a new director general.
The board’s nominating committee, continued Mr. Dillon,
was directed to ensure a proper balance and rotation in terms of
geographic distribution and professional qualifications of
members. It had noted the Oversight Committee’s comments
regarding CGIAR-nominated members on the board and the
problem of dealing with the fact that some board members are
associated with donor agencies. The board would, in all
likelihood, be reduced from 16 to 12 members and meet twice
a year rather than once.
On the matter of internal and external relations, improving
communications and the flow of information among board
members and between board and center staff were a high
priority, Mr. Dillon said. Every effort is being made to rebuild
confidence among board, staff, donors, and NARS. Management has designed an internal program review process that will
begin in April 1994, with the participation of all international
scientists at the center, external evaluators selected by the
director and members of the board’s program committee. The
center’s international status will be reviewed to ensure that it is
compatible with that of other CGIAR centers.
Ninety applications were received for the position of
director general. A selection will be made by early December.
Linkages with IRRI were being improved. Since Mr.
Stifel’s arrival in July, the management of the two centers had
consulted on a wide range of collaborative ventures, including
common procurement and management procedures, shared use
of facilities, and the possibility of ICLARM’s location on IRRI
campus. To increase communication between the two centers,
the April board meetings of both institutes were scheduled to
coincide. ICLARM’s board was grateful to IRRI board chair
Wally Falcon and director general Klaus Lampe for their clear
interest in helping ICLARM and in developing collaborative
mechanisms between the two centers.
Promising program developments included an international
NGO network on genetics in aquaculture established with
UNDP support, and a research breakthrough in breeding strains
of Nile Tilapia that outperform local strains in the Philippines
by about 60 percent.
As a result of the many reforms introduced, donors had
ended a temporary freeze on funding.
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Oversight Committee chairman Paul Egger and many other
donors commended the board for acting swiftly to stabilize the
situation at ICLARM. Consultations with IRRI on programmatic and institutional collaboration were widely welcomed.
One donor asked whether there wasn’t a flaw in the external
review process that had deemed ICLARM ready for integration
into the system. TAC chair Alex McCalla doubted that it was
the process itself that was to blame but rather the Group for
choosing not to read between the lines of the external review
and see the realities. The representative of the Philippines
congratulated ICLARM’s management and staff, reaffirming
his government’s full support in the process of negotiating a
host country agreement with ICLARM.
On the basis of Mr. Dillon’s report, ICLARM was encouraged to continue its internal reforms while at the same time
expanding its collaborative arrangements with IRRI.
Center Presentations
A brief audiovisual presentation highlighting the work of a
center was presented by the center director concerned during
ICW93 daily, Monday through Friday. The aim of these
presentations was to share information with donors on the
substance and impact of CGIAR-funded research. They were
introduced as an innovation to compensate for the fact that no
formal center presentations were on the agenda.
The week’s presentations were as follows:
Monday -

“Alternative to Slash and Bum Agriculture,”
Pedro Sanchez (ICRAF).

Tuesday -

“New Developments in International Wheat
Breeding,” Don Winkelmann (CIMMYT).

Wednesday

“Harnessing Modem Technologies and
African Genetic Resources to Control
Animal Disease,” Ross Gray (ILRAD).

Thursday -

“Development and Release of the Super
Tilapia Fish,” Larry Stifel (ICLARM).

Friday -

“World Potato Supplies Threatened by
Blight,” Hubert Zandstra (CIP).

ACTION

PROGRAMS

UNCED Follow-up -Agenda

21

A Task Force established at MTM93 to sharpen the CGIAR
response to Agenda 21 proposed four areas of emphasis:
l

l

Marginal Soils
Genetic Resources

l

l

Human Resources
Agro-Ecological Database/Geographical Information
Systems (GIS)

Proposals from the Task Force were presented by its
chairman, M r. Stein Bie (Norway). Other members were
Messrs. Iain MacGillivray (Canada), Carlos Zulberti (UNEP),
Pedro Sanchez (ICRAF) and Hubert Zandstra (CIP). M r. Bie’s
presentation was in the context of an analysis by the Task
Force which concluded that the most effective entry points into
the Agenda 21 process for the CGIAR would be poverty
alleviation, increased agricultural production, and environmental protection.
The Task Force was well aware, M r. Bie acknowledged,
that most, if not all, CGIAR activities could be classified as
addressing one or more of the 40 chapters of Agenda 21.
Nonetheless, the CGIAR was perceived largely as focusing on
productivity. Centers needed to portray their activities within
the framework of Agenda 21, the Rio Declaration, and the
conventions on climate change, biodiversity, and desertification arising from UNCED. Centers conducting programs with
little reference to Agenda 21 risked losing donor support.
Turning to the specifics of the Task Force proposals, M r.
Bie pointed out that soils play a central role in global environmental sustainability, and that the CGIAR system has already
made important contributions to understanding and managing
soils in marginal lands. Soil management issues figure
prominently in six chapters of Agenda 21. The objectives are
three major land management strategies: to attain sustainable
management of marginal lands subject to deforestation, erosion
on steep slopes, and desertification; to reclaim degraded lands
resulting from those processes; and to maintain the productivity of intensive systems while minimizing environmental
contamination. The Task Force recommended priority work by
CGIAR centers to meet these goals.
To advance the objectives of the UNCED Convention on
Biodiversity, the Task Force proposed that the CGIAR should
help to identify methods of in situ germplasm management for
the conservation of wild and domesticated species of local
plants, trees, fish, and livestock, in close collaboration with
FAO and NARS.
To nurture human resources development, which recognizes
the central role of people in promoting sustainable agriculture,
the Task Force proposed that CGIAR centers should participate
in developing curricula and teaching materials for universities
in developing countries within the fields of natural resources
and sustainable agriculture.
M r. Bie pointed out that the centers and other partners have
a growing need for data relating to the physical, biological, and
social environments of their research domains. Initiatives in
this area would therefore involve the construction and maintenance of high-quality environmental databases,coupled to the
use of computer-based geographical information systems (GIS)

already successfully used by some centers.
The Task Force recommended that projects in the four
Agenda 21 areas should be consolidated for financing under
the umbrella of a single UNEP Trust Fund, through which
donors could contribute funds to the CGIAR centers and other
partners. M r. Bie reported that UNEP presently handles a
portfolio of environmental projects worth US$350 million.
Speakers congratulated the Task Force on its report and
agreed without dissent that the CGIAR must deliver a swift and
positive response to the recommendations of Agenda 21.
Concerning the initiative on marginal soils, there was a general
feeling that an emphasis on soils alone was too restrictive. The
concept should be broadened to encompass marginal lands that
were formerly fertile but now degraded due to excessive
fertilizer or pesticide use, waterlogging and salt buildup, and
upland forest and high mountain marginal lands. A clearer link
between marginal lands and marginalized populations was also
sought. It was generally appreciated that most CGIAR centers
already had considerable capability for tackling marginal laud
research, and could rapidly intensify such efforts with incremental funding. The Task Force was alerted to an IBSRAM
study on soil, water, and nutrient research needs as an important resource document.
Broad agreement emerged on the proposal for improved
scientific approaches and standardized methodologies for in
situ conservation of crops, livestock, fish, and forest genetic
resources. The proposed initiative in human resources was not
similarly supported, mainly because of constrained budgets.
While the necessity of assembling better environmental data
of both a biological and socioeconomic nature was clearly
recognized, the Group suggested that the Task Force should
take a more careful look at various GIS in use before adopting
any particular model.
A strong plea was also made to add a project on integrated
pest management, building on the experiences and expertise of
IITA, IRRI, and other centers, into the Group’s response to
Agenda 2 1.
Concerning institutional arrangements, it was agreed that
there was an urgent need to fiid effective ways for the CGIAR
to mobilize incremental funding for Agenda 21.
Based on the discussion at ICW93, the Group decided as
follows:
. The Task Force with additional assistance from other
center nominees, from the CGIAR Secretariat and with
outside specialized expertise if needed, should interact
with center directors to develop preliminary concept
proposals for Agenda 21 projects relating to: marginal
lands, integrated pest management, and in situ conservation of crop, livestock, fish and forest genetic resources.
These proposals should build on work already underway
or planned at the centers. In developing marginal land
proposals special account will be taken of the emerging

results of an IBSRAM study which should be available
in early 94.The proposals will be reviewed at MTM94.
l

l

l

The Task Force will prepare a rapid overview of the
various GIS in use or planned and make further recommendations for future GIS work.
The Task Force report will review alternative funding
mechanisms for raising incremental resources for these
projects including as one option the proposed UNEP
Trust Fund.
The CGIAR should maintain close liaison with the UN
Commission on Sustainable Development on this
initiative as well as on other aspects of the CGIAR’s
work that are relevant to the agenda of the Commission.

Banana and Plantain Research
Rob Bertram (USAID), chair of the INIBAP donor support
group (DSG), initiating the discussion on Banana and Plantain
research, reported that the DSG endorsed decisions taken in
Puerto Rico to merge INIBAP and IBPGR programs for
banana and plantain and to establish a research consortium for
disease-related germplasm improvement. To avoid interruption
of INIBAP’s work, the DSG recommended that the merger be
in place by MTM94. The DSG will prepare an outline for the
merger, with assistancefrom the World Bank’s Legal Department and will report on progress in May.
Mr. Koen Ter Kuile, chairman of the INIBAP board of
trustees said that INIBAP is in agreement with the integration
of programs and is currently working on transferring governance to IBPGR. He asked that the boards and management of
INIBAP and IBPGR be permitted to work together on this
merger without unnecessary outside involvement.
IBPGR board chairman Lauritz Holm-Nielsen, supported
INIBAP’s statement, adding that it was his desire that the Mum
program remain strong and that INIBAP keep its headquarters
in Montpelier, France. From the program perspective, IBPGR
will remain flexible and anticipates a smooth and timely
transition, an integration resulting in one institution with a
single coherent program within the time frame requested by the
donor support group.
Mme. Chedville-Murray (France) said her country looked
for an open transition, and thanked the World Bank’s Legal
Department for its support. She hoped the headquarters
agreement for INIBAP will soon be finalized. She said that the
French authorities are willing to work with IBPGR and think
the two institutions will be able to come together effectively.
She suggested that funding for banana/plantain research should
be raised from the anticipated $1.8 million to $2.1 million.
Several other donors supported the request for an increase.
They proposed, too, that the cost of merging INIBAP with
IBPGR should be reported to the Group, for future reference.
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Oversight Committee chairman Paul Egger welcomed the
transfer of INIBAP to IBPGR. He complimented the key actors
in this process and looked for the completion of the process by
MTM94. He saw this transition as an opportunity to demonstrate flexibility, consultation, consensus building and decision
making.
Donor response to these comments was to reconfirm
support for the merger of the two institutions and to urge that
momentum should be maintained. Hopes were expressed that
certain characteristics of INIBAP, such as its regional representation and effective networking with NARS, should not be lost
in the transition. A few donors mentioned their concern
regarding the disruption of INIBAP’s program, and urged that
continuity in the research program should not be further
disturbed. By merging the two institutions, they said, the model
of an independent network which was to be looked upon as an
experiment has been compromised. This model still needs to be
tested. Several donors agreed that the critical judgement of
successor failure is in the impact for smallholders of banana,
and that they were happy to see IBPGR has a broad view for
implementation and that IITA will also play a part in the
process. UNDP, a major donor of the germplasm testing
program, reported that the “bottom up” approach to testing in
the banana and plantain program is well in place.
Summing up the discussion, the Chairman said that the
Group endorsed the views of the donor support group and
noted with pleasure the cooperative spirit in which progress
was made towards implementing decisions taken by the
CGIAR at San Juan. The Group encouraged INIBAP and
IBPGR to achieve full integration of INIBAP’s bananai
plantain program into IBPGR by MTM94.
Livestock Research
Professor Lucia de Vaccaro, chairperson of a Steering
Committee set up at MTM93 to develop a unified strategy and
program for livestock research for the CGIAR, including a
single institutional entity for strategic research, reported the
following highlights of the committee’s report:
l

l

The new entity should view animals as a component of
an integrated production system, ruminants should be
given priority in mixed production systems because of
their importance as primary products, in soil recuperation, and in other aspects important to both the cropping
system and the household;
Diversity of livestock production systems should be
reflected by the new entity’s participation in the
ecoregional initiatives of the CGIAR, and by its agenda
for strategic research in terms of the problems identified
at ecoregional sites. Priorities across regions would be
set by their relative importance from a global perspective; and

l

The name chosen for the new single entity is the Centre
for International Research on Livestock (CIRL).

Prof. de Vaccaro noted that the report recommended the use
of an Implementing Group for strategic planning, for identifying a director general for the new center and for renegotiating
host country agreements. The Implementing Group should be
made up of designated CIRL Board members who are not
current II&AD and ILCA board members. The Implementing
Group could later be expanded by members from the boards of
both existing centers.
A strategic planning process with a Task Force supervised
by the Implementing Group was proposed, to take a fresh look
at new and existing research themes from a global viewpoint
and through a consultative process. This Strategic Planning
Task Force would be supplemented by an ILRADKLCA Task
Force which would re-examine the current MTPs of both
centers and recommend to the Implementing Group which
elements should be incorporated into the CIRL program.
ILCA’s acting board chairman Neville Clark, responded
with hopes for further clarification on the new management of
the center and for guidance from the TAC and CGIAR
Secretariat as to mechanisms needed for evaluating plans and
overseeing system-wide programs. He noted ILCA was
somewhat concerned about the time frame for the development
of the strategic plan, hoping that it would not deter donor
interest in current and continuing programs.
ILRAD board chairman Dr. Ole Nielsen offered support for
the unified strategy and for a new, single entity. The ILRAD
board would accept dissolution of their center when the
program priorities and strategic principles for the future are
clearly in place. ILRAD supports the new strategy and would
like to see some of the funds invested in ecoregional livestock
research allocated on a competitive basis to ensure high quality
and a focus on priorities. ILRAD favored an Implementing
Agency, rather than an Implementing Group for the next phase
of work. He said that the ILRAD board is committed to science
and believes the CGIAR system needs to strengthen the quality
of its science and ensure that science quality is a guiding
criteria for the new single entity.
TAC chairman Alex McCalla said that the committee was
impressed with the progress made and pleased with the
constructive interaction on the part of the centers. He cautioned
against a repetition of the strategy-making process, as livestock
has already received significant attention by TAC. He recognized that the strategy would not be merely the sum of a
merger between ILCA and ILRAD. What is needed is institutional memory in this process, as well as a constructive and real
collaboration of CGIAR entities and dialogue with those
outside the system.
The Group’s discussion signified overall satisfaction with
progress made by the Steering Committee and a desire to see
the momentum continue. Several members discussed the
degree to which a new strategy is needed, because TAC had

already given this issue a great deal of attention during its
priorities and strategies exercise. Comments expressed
included a desire to see the new center incorporate a strong
environmental outlook. Research on crop residues and their
role in livestock management was emphasized as especially
relevant to Asia. The proposed focus on ruminants was
endorsed. The cooperation extended by ILCA and ILRAD to
the Steering Committee was acknowledged with appreciation.
The work of Prof. de Vaccaro and M r. Taff Davies (UK) as
members of the Steering Committee was particularly commended.
Based on the Group’s consensus, the Chairman announced
the following decisions:
1. The Rockefeller Foundation has accepted an invitation to
serve as the implementing agency for CIRL. The costs of
implementation will he shared within the Group.
2. A group of individual specialists will be convened by the
CGIAR Secretariat to assist the implementing agency to
move forward with its work.

DONOR STANDING COMMITTEES
Finance Committee
The composition of the Finance Committee follows the
recommendation of the task force (chaired by M r. Robert
Herdt) on decision making processes in the CGIAR: two
developing country donors and seven donors who in the
previous year contributed the equivalent of US$l .O million or
more of core resources to CGIAR centers.
The committee has suggested that membership should be
rotated within each category of donors, but that the World
Bank should be a permanent member. Members are appointed
in their institutional capacity, not as individuals.
The committee’s proposed terms of reference are:
1. To provide advice and recommendations for the efficient
management of the Group’s finances.
2. To consider medium-term and annual programs of work
and budget requests of the centers and TAC’s recommendations thereon and make recommendations on the
budget allocation for the implementation of these
programs.
3. To recommend appropriate multi-year adjustments to the
approved budgets of each Center based on annual
estimates of income.
4. To develop criteria for the allocation of the World
Bank’s contribution to the CGIAR.
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5. To consider and make recommendations on CGIAR
financial policies and procedures, including such issues
as: core versus complementary activities and restricted
versus unrestricted funding; standard practices regarding
cost structures, overheads, and types of funding; center
financial management and control; procedures governing
the management of financial flows through the CGIAR
Secretariat to centers; and financial aspects of External
Program and Management Reviews.
6. To identify, review and recommend options for mobilizing new sources of funding for the centers, in full
consultation with other initiatives in the system.
Finance Committee chairman Michel Petit informed the
Group of the committee’s activities to date and set out a future
program of work within its terms of reference. The committee,
he said, would continue to consult widely across the system
before formulating recommendations for submission to the
Group.
Balancing Donor: The committee exhaustively examined
the current role of the World Bank as “balancing donor” and
examined options for modifying and strengthening the way in
which this role is played. The committee’s consideration of this
issue was based on a paper from the CGIAR Secretariat
entitled “Resource Allocation in the CGIAR - Does the
Balancing Donor Concept Need Adjusting?” (September 21,
1993).
Mr. Petit reminded the Group that the World Bank currently
contributes 15 percent of the total core budget for CGIAR
centers, acting as a “donor of last resort.” The allocation of the
Bank’s funds to support the core programs of CGIAR centers
provides the financial mechanism to support a “system” rather
than a collection of centers. Among the advantages of the
balancing mechanism as currently implemented is that it
provides funding for long-term strategic research in terms of
priorities recommended by TAC and approved by the Group.
Thus, the current arrangement gives the CGIAR system
coherence and stability.
There are drawbacks as well, however, Mr. Petit noted. The
current formula serves as a disincentive for centers to seek
additional resources when their budgets are not fully funded,
because they rely on the World Bank’s contribution to cover
the shortfall, in accordance with priorities approved by the
CGIAR. The existing arrangement encourages centers to
maximize their complementary funding and minimize their
core funding. Another concern is that the availability of “last
resort” funding from the Bank allows the CGIAR to defer hard
decisions on whether to discontinue programs that are denied
support by other donors.
In assessingnew approaches to allocating the World Bank’s
contribution, the committee considered a number of criteria
that would have to be satisfied by a new formula. A paramount
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consideration is that the Bank’s contribution should continue to
serve as a balancing facility, thus ensuring the CGIAR’s ability
to implement systemwide policies and priorities. The formula
must be transparent and simple to apply. Any change should be
introduced with minimum disruption to the centers’research
programs and encourage long-term financial planning.
Against this background, the committee recommended that
the Bank contribution should be used as follows for 1994: 50
percent up front, proportionately allocated among all centers to
finance approved priority programs; and 50 percent subsequently, as a balancing amount, to fill funding gaps in approved center programs.
Medium-Term Plans: The committee acknowledged the
dilemma that the Group faced in seeking to adopt mediumterm plans for which funds might not be available. The
committee’s approach was that the plans should be adopted on
an indicative basis that would be implemented when sufficient
funds are available. (See Mr. Petit’s comments during the
discussion of Medium-Term Plans, page 6)
Efficiency Review: The committee had decided to commission a system-wide review to identify ways in which centers
might achieve additional savings in their cost of doing business. This would involve an examination of financial practices
in the CGIAR and prospects for achieving cost efficiencies.
Resource Mobilization: Taking into account existing
Official Development Assistance (ODA) trends and their
impact on CGIAR centers, the committee felt that a
systemwide resource mobilization strategy was urgently
required. The committee has an important role to play in
developing such a strategy, Mr. Petit pointed out, but the effort
must involve the entire CGIAR. Resource mobilization could
include - in addition to enhanced contributions from bilateral
and multilateral donors - the private sector in donor countries,
and developing countries that had benefitted significantly from
CGIAR-funded activities. The committee suggested that the
Group should consider the merits of forming a panel of highprofile individuals to advocate support for CGIAR initiatives.
Work Program: Highlights of the committee’s work
program in 1993-94 include the development of a systemwide
resource mobilization strategy, resource allocation mechanisms, and proposals for enhancing rates of return on investment in agricultural research. The committee would continue
to keep under review the formulation of specific criteria for
allocating the World Bank’s contribution in the future.
Discussion: In the discussion that followed, the FAO
cosponsor voiced concern about the implications for the
CGIAR’s flexibility and continuity of research if the World
Bank adopted a new formula for allocating its contribution.
Some other donors voiced the same concern. In general,
however, most members responded positively to the changes
proposed, commending the committee for having tackled such
a complex problem so lucidly.
A number of donors requested clarification from the
Finance Committee on how the system should handle distinc-

tions in the future between core and complementary projects
and their funding. Several interventions drew attention to the
potential of overlapping responsibilities among the Oversight
and Finance Committees, the Public Awareness Association,
the director generals’Committee on Public Awareness and
Resources (PARC), and TAC, and the need for well-defined
terms of reference and good communication between and
among the groups.
Support was expressed for the formulation of a CGIAR
financial strategy. Several donors urged the Finance Committee to look into the extent to which centers which had cut
budgets were hanging on to programs that no longer consisted
of a critical mass of scientists and thus lacked operational
capacity. Two representatives from developing countries
acknowledged their indebtedness to the CGIAR and the
fairness of looking for increased burden sharing on the part of
developing countries while, however, highlighting their own
budgetary difficulties.
CDC chairman Nasrat Fadda said that because the new
formula for allocating World Bank funds affected centers
differently, it was difficult to form a consensus among center
directors. Nonetheless, center directors in principle favored the
option of up-front distribution and gap-filling as described by
Mr. Petit. Mr. Fadda reported that center directors stressedthe
importance of the Bank’s balancing role and speculated
whether this function could be enhanced by enlarging the fund
through more contributions from other donors.
TAC chairman Alex McCalla cautioned the Group that they
should tamper with the World Bank’s allocation only with the
utmost care. He said that it would be impossible to operate a
long-term research organization on the basis of pure market
forces as advanced by some donors. Concerning the potentially
overlapping and conflicting roles of TAC and the Finance
Committee, Mr. McCalla acknowledged the need for adequate
interaction.
Mr. Petit, responding to some of the comments made,
stressed that the committee’s proposal concerning changes to
the World Bank’s allocation was not motivated by the Bank’s
desire for reform. The World Bank wants a proposal from the
Group, he explained, so that it can allocate its resource with
maximum effect. Moreover, he reassured members that the
committee was making a recommendation for 1994 only, and
merely providing an indication of the direction it was taking,
subject, of course, to feedback from the Group. Regarding the
committee’s terms of reference and role vis a vis TAC, Mr.
Petit said he felt comfortable with the division of labor. The
Finance Committee had no intention of second guessing TAC,
and was there to facilitate more substantive analysis of
financial issues confronting Group members.
Conclusions: The Chairman noted that the Group commended the committee for what it had done so far and appreciated the opportunity to hear from it periodically. The committee was encouraged to continue the systemwide process of
consultation it had already launched. The committee’s proposed work program was approved.

Oversight Committee
Oversight Committee chairman Paul Egger presenting his
first report to the Group said that in identifying and pursuing a
work program, the committee had taken a pragmatic approach,
and had avoided any possibility of forming an additional layer
of bureaucracy. The committee was alive to the fact that its
responsibility was not to take decisions on behalf of the Group
but to facilitate decisions.
Against that background, Mr. Egger said, the committee had
worked out the following terms of reference: ascertaining that
the system has appropriate policies and instruments in place;
maintaining a watching brief to ensure that these policies are
implemented and work well. These terms of reference had
been circulated among members of the Group and adopted.
In operational terms, the committee had organized its work
in three areas: Vision and Strategy, Central Structure of the
CGIAR, and Relations with developing countries.
Vision and Strategy. The system had made great efforts
towards developing a “vision” and TAC had prepared a
comprehensive document on priorities and strategy. The
available documents are very useful to the system. Nevertheless, the committee felt that these did not provide an easily
understood vision of the Group for ministers, policy makers,
and heads of development agencies.
The committee therefore proposed to appoint a small group
of non-CGIAR panelists to draft a vision statement. Similar, a
panel of “insiders” would be asked to elaborate a brief strategy
statement that would show what adjustments have been made
by the Group, what programmatic options it has, and what
could be achieved with different resource envelopes.
These options should be presented to ministers and heads of
agencies at a consultation that could be organized by the
system’s cosponsors led by Bank President Lewis Preston. The
proposed activity, Mr Egger explained, would need to be very
closely linked with IFPRI’s work on Vision 2020 and other
public awareness efforts of center directors and the system.
Central Structure. The committee had asked itself whether
the system had instruments in place that were capable of
managing rapid change and managing current business; and
whether these instruments are cost-effective. TAC as a major
CGIAR institution merits special consideration. The committee
analyzed the following four options for TAC - the status quo
or “no change option; a radically smaller TAC; a Policy
Advisory Council in place of TAC; and a strong Secretariat
augmented by ad hoc external panels as necessary. A connected issue, Mr. Egger said, was whether the CGIAR should
in the future have one or two secretariats. The committee
invited comment from members on this point.
Turning to the chairmanship of the CGIAR, he reported that
the Oversight Committee had informed Mr. Preston of the
great contribution Mr. Rajagopalan had made to the CGIAR
and had urged that the Bank should continue to provide the
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CGIAR with leadership of similar stature drawn from the ranks
of the Bank’s managing directors or vice presidents. The
committee had, in this connection, reiterated the need for
continuity in the chairmanship. Mr. Egger felt that the Group
should express its appreciation to the management of the Bank
for the consultations organized prior to the nomination of Mr.
Rajagopalan’s successor.
Relations with developing countries. The committee
defined two aspects of this relationship that needed to be
addressed.First, the representation of national programs at the
system level. Second, collaboration and complementarity at the
center level. The committee dealt with the former and planned
to move to the latter aspect later.
Pointing out that the role of developing country representation at the system level had been questioned, the committee felt
that FAO should be invited to review and adjust the process
through which regional representatives are elected to serve as
CGIAR members for fixed terms. The adjustments hoped for
should be of such a nature that national agricultural research
systems (NARS) are truly represented at the CGIAR table by
fixed term representatives.
The committee proposed, as well, that during the Mid-Term
Meeting in Delhi, a workshop should be held at which NARS
leaders and CGIAR representatives could examine the
programmatic requirements and details of specific topics that
are of particular relevance to future research. The committee
felt that first priority should be given to rainfed agriculture and
related matters.
Reporting on other activities undertaken by the committee,
Mr. Egger said that as requested by the Group the committee
had followed developments that would lead to the integration
of INIBAP with IPBGR; and to the efforts being made to deal
with problems at ICLARM. In both areas, progress was noted.
Finally, the committee had set itself a work program for
1994 covering the issues already summarized, as well as
relations among different instruments within the system, and
the impact of systemwide structural adjustment on the capacity
of the centers to implement effective programs.
FAO representative Mohamed Zehni reminded the Group
that the CGIAR and FAO had earlier agreed on the procedure
for selecting regional representatives. If it now appeared that
some changes were required, FAO was willing to enter into
consultations with the CGIAR in a constructive spirit. Accordingly, he would invite the Oversight Committee to hold its next
meeting in Rome where there would be opportunities for direct
contact with the appropriate persons at FAO.
Mr. M&alla, dealing with questions relating to TAC, said
that from the beginning there had been three orbits of independence in the system - donors, centers, and independent
technical advice. He felt that the independent character of
TAC’s technical advice was not fully reflected in the Oversight
Committee’s documents. He also cautioned against duplication
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of effort and suggested that the different instrument in the
system should work at developing constructive relations
among themselves.
The Group as a whole commended the Oversight Committee for the enthusiasm with which it had set about its tasks, and
for the sensitivity it had showed in responding to the various
cautions expressed when the committee was being established.
The committee had taken on a heavy work load and had
produced a preliminary report that mapped out some important
new directions. While appreciating the fact that much of what
had been said by the committee was at this point tentative,
members of the Group encouraged the committee to continue
along the path they had set themselves.
In doing so, the committee was urged to take into account
the comments expressed at ICW93. These included suggestions that the committee should consolidate its existing work
before moving into new areas, and that it should take into
account work already done or in progress by other elements of
the system. Considerable interest was shown, too, in the issue
of developing country representation at the CGIAR. Several
speakers felt that future consideration of this issue should be
aware of the complexities involved. The Group felt, too, that
every effort should be made to strengthen components of the
system that were already working well.
Summarizing the Group’s consensus, the Chairman
announced that the Group:
appreciates the work done by the Oversight Committee
to date;
encourages the committee to consult with the CGIAR
community to ascertain their views on the range of issues
identified for further consideration;
requests the committee to proceed with the high priority
tasks it has proposed, taking into account the members’
views expressed at ICW93. These tasks include,
preparing a vision and strategy statement for the CGIAR;
preparing proposals for increasing the effectiveness of
the CGIAR’s central structure;
generating ideas for improving the CGIAR’s relationships with NARS;
exploring options for improving the representation of
developing countries in the CGIAR forum;
exploring the policy aspects of possible CGIAR activities in the former Soviet Union and Eastern Europe (see
Other Business below).

PERIODIC

REPORTS

TAC Chairman’s Report
Reporting on TAC’s activities since May, TAC chairman
Alex McCalla noted that most of the subjects on TAC’s work
plan were also on the agenda for Centers Week.
The major focus of TAC’s June meeting in Sri Lanka
(TAC61) was medium-term resource allocation and implications for TAC’s recommendation on priorities and strategies in
the CGIAR. This was currently being discussed by the Group.
TAC also considered ICARDA’s external program and
management review, which was also on the Group’s agenda.
At both TAC61 and TAC62 (Washington, D.C.), members
addressed the need for a strategy on plant genetic resources. A
systemwide review would soon be launched to cover this area.
The review panel, to be chaired by Mr. Henry Shands, would
consist of five members, and would include TAC member Sir
Ralph Riley, as well as representatives from developing
countries and an NGO. The purpose of the review would be to
analyze how the CGIAR discharges its responsibilities for
genetic resources, with particular emphasis on plant genetic
resources, and to recommend by MTM94, options for a
CGIAR strategy that validates the CGIAR’s major global role
in protecting biodiversity. Donors, centers, FAO, UNEP,
regional organizations, NARS, and NGOs would be consulted.
Mr. McCalla urged the Group not to act passively in the
international debate on genetic resources and diversity.
Three other topics that had been addressed by TAC were
livestock research, the impact of budgetary shortfalls on
centers, and follow up to UNCED, which were also on the
Group’s current agenda. In addition, TAC established an intersecretariat working group to improve the external program and
management review process. Mr. McCalla stressedthe critical
importance of reviews to verify the relevance and effectiveness
of the centers, but he admitted that the reviews were time
consuming and expensive. Part of the problem, he said, “is that
we want to have smaller panels, shorter time frame, and
cheaper reviews, but we want to continue to address all the
same issues that we have always addressed,plus more.” One
possibility would be to strengthen the internal review process
in centers, which would then be a subject for consideration by
the external review panel. Another option would be to focus on
one set of important issues at a time. TAC would report on
these questions at MTM94.
In concluding, Mr. McCalla said that a number of center
reviews were in the pipeline. IIMI is scheduled for 1994.
Reviews of CIP, CIAT, and IITA will occur in 1995 in
conjunction with a stripe review of roots and tubers.
Chairman Paul Egger acknowledged TAC’s tremendous
work load and its strong contribution to the Group’s deliberations. He particularly welcomed the establishment of the intersecretariat working group on external reviews and indicated
that the Oversight Committee looked forward to interacting

closely with TAC on the subject. Similarly, he applauded
TAC’s progress in initiating the stripe review on plant genetic
resources, and endorsed TAC’s efforts to represent different
political and strategic perspectives on the panel and in the
terms of reference.
Report of the Committee of Board Chairpersons (CBC)
CBC chairman John Dillon, prefaced his report with a brief
overview of board performance. In general, he said, board
performance has improved substantially over the last decade.
The importance of competence, appropriate balance, and
rotation is recognized, as is the need to bring in “new blood’ in
addition to CGIAR experience. All boards, said Mr. Dillon, are
now better able to resist untoward pressure for new appointees
from either donors or directors.
Evaluation by the board of its own performance, as well as
that of both the chairperson and director general has become
standard practice, Mr. Dillon assured the Group. No longer is it
normal practice, for example, for a member to miss meetings
and stay on the board. Nonetheless, too many boards had at
least one or two members who could be classified as nonperformers. This was one weakness boards were still trying to
resolve.
Through the efforts of the CGIAR Secretariat and CBC,
board members are better educated to their responsibility of
formulating policy and monitoring its implementation. He
expressed his thanks to Frona Hall and Selcuk Ozgediz of the
CGIAR Secretariat for their support.
Board performance, Mr. Dillon summed up, is a task
requiring continuous effort and vigilance. The CBC therefore
welcomed the oversight provided by the Oversight Committee,
and would itself continue to strive to improve board performance.
Turning to the business of CBC during the past year, Mr.
Dillon noted that the committee met twice during 1993, once in
Puerto Rico in connection with MTM93 and again the week
before ICW93 when they met jointly with the Committee of
Center Directors (CDC). Meetings involved information
exchange and housekeeping matters as well as discussion of
issues of systemwide importance.
The focus of CBC’s Puerto Rico meeting was a one-day
workshop on spouse employment policy, presented and funded
by the CGIAR gender program. The workshop has led to better
understanding of this problem at the board level. At CBC22,
which just took place in Washington, board chairpersons
endorsed continuing moves to better align the CGIAR with
Agenda 2 1, and urged that the CGIAR should seek an official
seat at the Convention on Biodiversity. They also agreed that
restructuring of the system should proceed rapidly and not be a
long drawn-out affair. Mr. Dillon reiterated their interest in
contributing to a restructuring strategy. In connection with both
Agenda 21 and restructuring of the system, consideration
should be given to the possibility of additional co-sponsors.
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Finally, CBC fully supports a more energetic and professional,
albeit more resource-demanding, approach to resource
mobilization.
Mr. Dillon informed the Group that he had been reelected
for another year. Vice Chair Just Faaland was chairmandesignate for 1994-l 996.
Report of the Committee of Center Directors (CDC)
CDC chairman Nasrat Fadda reported that the main
concerns of the CDC and its subcommittees during 1993
paralleled those of the Consultative Group as a whole. Besides
their two annual meetings, center directors recently held a
special meeting to discuss particularly urgent issues. In
addition, directors met regularly in connection with one or
more of their 10 standing committees and joint meetings with
other committees and task forces set up by the CGIAR.
In 1993, a TACiCBCiCDC Committee on priorities and
strategies was constituted. This committee, Mr. Fadda an
nounced, produced two basic documents: One, “Food and
Resources for the Future,” targeted at high-level
decisionmakers; and, “An Experiment in Research,”which
gives a more detailed description of the rationale for the
CGIAR system in relation to food production, malnutrition,
poverty, population growth, and natural resource conservation
and management, and is intended for a more informed,
technical audience. Both documents were circulated for
comment, and will be published by the CGIAR Secretariat
after review by the Public Awareness Association.
Work on genetic resources featured strongly in the work of
the CDC, operating primarily through the Inter-Center
Working Group on Plant Genetic Resources. An account of the
working group was given by IBPGR Director General
Geoffrey Hawtin during the panel discussion of plant genetic
resources on the opening day of ICW93. The working group
proposed, and CDC endorsed, widening their mandate to
include livestock and fish.
The CDC committee on intellectual property rights prepared
an overview on action taken in this area, which was also
presented to the Group on the opening day by the committee
chairman Lukas Brader. Most centers have now adopted
specific policies on intellectual property rights. However, a
careful watch needs to be kept on new developments.
Center directors welcomed the report of the Task Force on
Agenda 21 issues. They endorsed the innovative concept of a
UNEP trust fund to help mobilize new resources. CDC further
agreed to assign individual centers leadership for dealing with
new initiatives specific to Agenda 21. These include:
biodiversity conservation (IBPGR); desertification (ICRISAT);
deforestation (ICRAF and CIFOR); sustainable mountain
development (CIP); fresh water resources (IIMI); and fisheries
(ICLARM). IBPGR represents the centers at the Biodiversity
Convention and ICRISAT plays a similar role at the Desertification Convention.
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Centers have also started to monitor each others’ diverse
approaches to and experiences in ecoregional research. The
CDC committee for sustainability and environment intends to
organize a workshop on the topic if donor funding is confirmed. This committee is also developing a proposal with the
CGIAR Secretariat to establish an inter-center electronic
conferencing capability for global and ecoregional initiatives.
In the area of information and documentation, CDC decided to
follow up the CGIAR CD-ROM project to disseminate centers’
key publications on compact disk.
Training activities had suffered disproportionately from
budget cuts, Mr. Fadda acknowledged. Directors were seeking
ways to minimize the effects. The temrs of reference of CDC’s
committee on documentation and information was expanded to
include training issues. ISNAR was preparing a paper on the
devolution of training to NARS, which would be ready for the
Group’s consideration at its next meeting. IRRI will compile
an inter-center catalogue of training courses to facilitate further
cooperation.
CDC continued to strengthen its relationship with NARS
leaders in Africa through annual meetings. Directors particularly appreciated donor support for a separate meeting of
NARS leaders from sub-Saharan Africa to prepare for their
second meeting with centers in 1994.
To provide centers with consolidated services in payroll,
insurance, and investment of retirement funds, the Association
of International Agricultural Research Centers was formed and
began operating in 1993. Substantial savings were already
achieved. Other benefits were increased efficiency of these
services and more effective control. A similar effort to enhance
cooperation in the area of outreach, where two or more centers
shared offices, staff, and facilities, was underway.
The centers had worked hard to maintain economies
including staff reductions of up to 35 percent. The CDC public
awareness and resource mobilization (PARC) committee was
working closely with the CGIAR Secretariat to design a
systemwide public awareness strategy.
In closing, Mr. Fadda expressed the gratitude of the CDC to
Mr. Rajagopalan for his effectiveness in guiding the system
during his two-year tenure as CGIAR Chairman, and for his
efforts to rally support for the centers.
The next CDC chairman will Mr. Gustav0 Nores (CIAT).

FUTURE MEETINGS
The following schedule of future meetings was confirmed.
1994 -

MTM, New Delhi; May 23-27;
ICW, Washington, DC. October 2428.

1995 -

MTM, May 22-26;
ICW, Washington, DC. October 30 - November 3.
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MTM, May 27-31;
ICW, Washington, D.C. October 28 - November 1.

OTHER BUSINESS
TAC Certijcates
The CGIAR Chairman presented certificates of appreciation
to Kamla Chowdhry, Gerard0 Budowski and Raoul Dudal who
will leave the Technical Advisory Committee on the completion of their terms. Mr. Rajagopalan commended them for their
dedication and expertise which were invaluable to the CGIAR
as it confronted a number of critical research issues.
Proposed Extension of Programs
The Group discussed the possibility of CGIAR centers
extending their programs into the former Soviet Union, and
into East Europe. Some centers had initiated collaborative
arrangements with research institutions in those areas quite
some time ago. There was general agreement within the Group
that it would be appropriate for such partnerships to be
strengthened and expanded. Several issues needed to be
resolved before that was done. These include funding as well
as the possibility that such moves could be interpreted as a
departure from the founding objectives of the CGIAR.
The Group decided, accordingly, that all aspects of the issue
should be discussed at MTM94. As preparation for the
discussion, TAC will prepare a draft mandate for CGIAR
programs, the Oversight Committee will review policy issues
and the Finance Committee will assessfunding requirements.

CLOSING EVENTS
Glowing tribute was paid to Mr. Rajagopalan by representatives of the various segments of the CGIAR system, for his
leadership, vision, and total commitment to the cause of
development.
Oversight Committee chairman Paul Egger said that the
Consultative Group would miss Mr. Rajagopalan’s wise and
caring leadership, his insight, and his ability to achieve results
without imposing his will on others. Mr. Egger added that the
CGIAR experienced a number of “firsts” under Mr.
Rajagopalan’s leadership. These included the development of a
closer link than ever before between the CGIAR and the
president of the World Bank; the construction of another strong
link with a cosponsor, UNDP, whose Administrator Gus Speth
was persuaded to deliver the Crawford Memorial Lecture; the
strengthening of morale at CGIAR centers all of which were
visited by the Chairman; and unprecedented contact and
dialogue with donors.

Under Mr. Rajagopalan’s guidance, Mr. Egger continued,
changes in governance were made for the first time by the
Group in an effort to improve its decision making processes
and consensus was reached on institutional changes within the
system.
In recognition of Mr. Rajagopalan’s contribution to the
CGIAR, Mr. Egger proposed that the Consultative Group
should accept the following resolution:
“Members of the CGIAR extend their felicitations
to the Group’s sixth Chairman V. Rajagopalan as
he completes a career of public service dedicated
to the cause of development, ends his leadership of
the Group, and prepares for retirement. They
hereby place on record their appreciation of his
wise and dedicated leadership at a critical period in
the history of the CGIAR. They are particularly
grateful to him for encouraging the CGIAR system
to move in new directions, undertake innovations,
and face squarely the problems it confronts, while
at all times remaining faithful to the Group’s
original goal of improving the lives of the world’s
poor. His contribution to the CGIAR system will
be remembered with respect and affection.”
The resolution was accepted by acclamation and Mr. Egger
presented the Chairman with a scroll on which the text of the
resolution was printed.
On behalf of cosponsors, Mr. Philippe Mahler (FAO) said
that circumstances cast on Mr. Rajagopalan the task of leading
the CGIAR at a time when innovations and new priorities were
affected by funding constraints. He commended Mr.
Rajagopalan for the manner in which he enabled the Group to
confront these challenges.
He said: “Your chairmanship of the Group will be remembered as one where the Group strengthened its decision-making
mechanism, while at the same time preserving its work by
consensus.”Cosponsors were impressed by the care that the
Chairman took to ensure that each issue was fully debated, that
discussion led to concrete decisions, and that the decisions
were implemented. They appreciated, as well, his commitment
to consultation with cosponsors.
Mr. Mahler thanked the Bank for consistently providing the
CGIAR with leaders of distinction. In this context, cosponsors
welcomed the Bank’s decision to nominate Mr. Serageldin as
the next Chairman.
On behalf of the centers, CDC chairman Nasrat Fadda
presented Mr. Rajagopalan with a plaque with the following
text:
“The international agricultural research centers
associated with the Consultative Group on
Agricultural Research present this commemorative
plaque to Mr. V. Rajagopalan, CGIAR Chairman
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199 1- 1993, who was the first Chairman to visit
every center of the Group, in appreciation of his
valuable advocacy of the cause of international
agricultural research.”
Mr. Rajagopalan had set a high standard that would be
difficult to match but the CDC was confident that his successor
would serve with the same degree of commitment.
The Chairman thanked the speakers for their “kind words.”
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He appreciated their positive response to what he had tried to
do as their Chairman. His efforts were based on a very simple
premise, that “the CGIAR is good value for the international
community.”
Note. The full text of Mr. Rajagopalan’s remarks is at

Annex 4.
Mr. Rajagopalangavelled the meeting to a close at 12.30 p.m.

Annex 1
Agenda
Agenda Number’

Item

1

Opening Events

2

Adoption of the Agenda

3

World Food Trends -

4

Finance Committee Report

5

Oversight Committee Report

6

TAC Chairman’s Report

7

Report of the Committee of Board Chairs

8

Report of the Committee of Center Directors

9

Report of the Public Awareness Association

10

Livestock Research in the CGIAR
- Report of the Steering Committee

11

Banana and Plantain Research in the CGIAR - Progress Report

12

Action Plan to follow up on UNCED Report from CGIAR Task Force

13

Intellectual Property Issues and Implications for IARCs

14

Plant Genetic Resources -

15

CGIAR Priorities and Strategies; TAC revision to Chapter 13

16

Review and Approval of Center Medium-Term Plans 1994-l 998

17

ICLARM Progress Report

18

ICARDA External Program and Management Review

19

1994 Program Approval

20

Pledging Session

21

Future CGIAR Meetings

22

Other Business

23

Closing of the Meeting

Report by the Director General, IFPRI

New Challenges

’Not necessarily in order of discussion.
19

Annex 2
Age&for

the Future
Opening Statement by CGIAR Chairman V. Rajagopaln
October 25.1993

Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. Welcome to Intemational Centers Week 1993 (ICW93). As this is the last time
that I will open a formal meeting of the CGIAR, I intend to
break with the established tradition of commenting on the ICW
agenda. I will, instead, share with you my thoughts on an
agenda for the future.
I. THE SPIRIT OF SAN JUAN
Five months ago, we left the Mid-Term Meeting (MTM93)
held at San Juan, Puerto Rico with a real senseof accomplishment. You responded decisively and with clarity to a number
of challenges confronting the CGIAR.
There has been follow up action in the areas of decision
making, programs, and sustainability. Some of these matters
will come up before you this week. The centers, meanwhile,
have continued to streamline their activities in the face of
difficulties and uncertainties. That senseof activism must
endure if the CGIAR is to retain its vitality over the long term.
If the spirit of San Juan is diminished or destroyed, the CGIAR
will be unable to realize its full potential as an effective force
on the front lines of the fight against poverty. So, as the
CGIAR approachesthe responsibilities of the future, we have
to remember that tomorrow’s challenges cannot always be
overcome by yesterday’s approaches.
II. THE ROLE OF AGRICULTURE
Looked at from today’s perspective, the 1970s (when the
CGIAR was set up) were relatively simple times when
widespread famine was expected to cause devastation in Asia.
A group of visionaries was convinced that science and
technology, and not food aid, could produce the proper
correctives to food scarcity. Therefore, some of the best
scientific skill in the world was assigned the task of solving
that specific problem. Support from donors and from scientists
as well as policy makers in developing countries was strong.
The results of their combined efforts is well known.
And yet 1.2 billion people now live in absolute poverty.
The number is expected to increase to 1.5 billion by the year
2025. Their major problem is not that of inadequate food
supplies. Their problem is that they are poor. Some 90 percent
of world hunger is caused by poverty. The problems of
poverty are compounded by many causesincluding population
growth and the depletion of natural resources. An area similar
to the size of China and India - about 1.2 billion hectares -
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is said to suffer from soil degradation. Almost 75 percent of
this is in developing countries. Meanwhile, the annual rate of
tropical deforestation in the period 198 l-1 990 was 16.9 million
hectares, an increase of over 50 percent from the rate in the
1970s. Gus Speth, whom you will hear later today, says that
“an area of tropical forests about the size of the state of
Washington is now lost every year.” With deforestation, the
world loses both economic resources and biodiversity.
We need vigorous actions to cope with these trends. The
numbers alone - people to be fed, commodities to be developed - are greater than before. Growing populations continue
to press heavily on natural resources that are critical to
producing enough food but are now showing increased
fragility. The major share of food production has to come from
increased productivity created by new research-basedtechnology. Research is the means by which the world’s knowledge
base of agriculture is systematically replenished and strength
ened. Research at the CGIAR centers moves that knowledge
across national boundaries, and provides economies of scale.
III. FACING THE FUTURE - KEY CHALLENGES
During the past two years, I have visited all CGIAR centers
so as to learn more about their strengths and problems at first
hand. I have also visited a number of donor agencies and met
in Washington with heads of donor agencies and other
representatives of donor countries. At these consultations,
donors expressed their confidence in the CGIAR and emphasized the importance of its programs. Nevertheless, as you
know, over the past three years donor support for the CGIAR
as expressed in dollars and cents has declined. CGIAR centers
have tightened their belts as a result, curtailing programs and
reducing staff strength. A recent review indicates an overall
reduction of at least 110 international scientists and some 2000
host country employees, as well as a drop of about 45 per cent
in training activities. This paradox of support in principle
accompanied by a drop in financial commitment has to be
understood in a broader, international context.
At the recent annual meeting of the Bank and the Fund,
World Bank President Lewis T. Preston said: “In the postCold War era, external assistanceis being more closely
scrutinized than ever before. Recipient countries must
demonstrate the capacity to use aid effectively - through good
policy and good governance - or, frankly, they risk losing it.”
This assessment,or something very close to it, applies to
organizations such as the CGIAR as well.

Assistance for development-related activity -whether
development per se, technical assistance,or research - is
today a more highly competitive field than it ever was.
Resources have to be earned, on the basis of continued
performance and relevance. Stating the case for continued
financial support also requires special skills in communication.
We do not need flamboyant public relations exercises. But we
should know what to say, how to say it, when to say it, and to
whom it should be said.
What the CGIAR and its friends say to appropriate audiences depends not only on the demonstrable achievements of
the past but on its capacity to be effective in shaping and
implementing an agenda for the future. For just as I encountered confidence in the CGIAR among donors and at the
centers, I also noted areas about which questions linger. We
need to be aware of these, and to confront them head on, in the
spirit of San Juan. Let me, therefore, pose them as challenges
to be overcome.
First, governance. The CGIAR model has achieved such a
strong reputation that it is often considered for replication in
other sectors such as health and the environment. The reputation is well deserved, and a cause for justifiable pride. Some
aspects of governance should remain untouched. This includes
decision by consensus, which enables all members of the
Group to help in constructing building blocks of mutual
understanding and agreement. The CGIAR gave the world the
lead in adopting the principle of consensus, and not majority
vote, for decision making. Another feature that deserves
protection is the autonomy of CGIAR centers. They have been
able to function as “centers of excellence” and to grapple with
transnational scientific issues because they are not hampered
by non-scientific considerations.
Having said that, however, I should also say that the
decision making apparatus of the Group needs to be candidly
reappraised and further strengthened. At San Juan, we took the
first steps towards improved governance by establishing an
Oversight Committee and Finance Committee. The authority
and the functions of these committees will need to be periodically reviewed. So should the purpose and scope of plenary
sessions. The central issue is sustainable action. How best can
effective action be taken without damaging the collegial
informality and the non-political character of the Group’s
deliberations? I hope that the Group will never be asked to
serve as a rubber stamp for the decisions of standing committees. There is too much collective wisdom and goodwill in this
Group for such a development. But the transfer of nuts-andbolts agenda items to standing committees should provide for
quicker decisions and free the Group to deal more comprehensively and in depth with matters of policy.
A new delineation of roles and responsibilities, as part of
changes in governance, will inevitably raise questions about
the tasks of existing components such as cosponsors, regional
representatives, the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), the
TAC Secretariat. and the CGIAR Secretariat. Their contribu-

tion to the work of the CGIAR is a matter of public record.
Even the most effective instruments, however, can benefit from
periodic reexamination. If circumstances, including the
development of new mechanisms, point to the need for change
in the future role and programs of components of the CGIAR, I
have no doubt that we can make the necessary adjustments.
Center programs should be reviewed as well. In this
process, too, the first steps were taken at San Juan. As the
process is continued, center programs should be in harmony
with the dynamic changes taking place in the world as well as
with the realities of resource constraints. Slimming is generally healthy. Programs that have run their course could be
phased out. Compatible and complementary programs now
spread over several centers should be reviewed and duplication
of effort and competition among centers should be eliminated.
I propose that a range of practical options be examined, and the
best of them chosen.
The second challenge is that of renewal. The “old boy
syndrome” is something of a cliche in CGIAR circles. The
work of our pioneers has been recognized within the CGIAR
and outside. They have been recipients of international honors
and national commendations. Indeed, it is because the “old
boys” of the system have been towering examples of excellence that the centers have to be continuously renewed so that
levels of achievement will always be high.
At the management level, the boards of trustees should
always be characterized by competence, innovation, and
integrity. Competence takes many forms. A soil scientist
represents one form of competence; a chartered accountant,
another. Farmers bring very special competence with them. A
record of innovation outside the CGIAR is likely to ensure that
the same innovative sense will be brought to bear on our needs,
whatever the discipline might be. Integrity refers to many
aspects of center management including a genuine balance
between and among the various strands - such as gender
equity, developing country representation, independence from
external influence - that come together on a board. To say
that the CGIAR has a large list of names of potential candidates for appointment only begs the question. Renewal
requires that appointments actually represent the strands I have
mentioned, and others which will strike you or will strike those
who continuously watch the working of the CGIAR.
Renewal is critical as well for ensuring the highest possible
quality of science and thereby, the quality of research output.
The original international centers established by the Foundations were intended to be centers of excellence in which worldclass scientists were given financial support and the freedom to
carry out research, free from bureaucracy and political bias.
These scientists, young and not-so-young, were outstanding
and most had a clear sense of mission.
The first TAC added the concept of gap-filling to the center
of excellence model, to ensure that problems needing solution
for tropical agriculture in particular, including problems of the
so-called “orphan crops” would be handled. The centers were
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also seen as playing a bridging role between developing
countries and researchers in developed countries.
Some center scientists fear today that the quality of science
is threatened and could be eroded by several factors uncertainty over funding, concerns that the CGIAR might
become increasingly bureaucratic or that it is not as interested
in scientific solutions but may become more involved directly
in technical assistanceor development per se. Scientists are
also concerned about their own career development.
There must be confidence among donors, at the centers, and
among partners of the centers, that the right things are being
done, that relevant research is being carried out in the best
manner possible, and that if things seem wrong, they will be
corrected because strong instruments of accountability exist.
Such instruments of accountability would also benefit from
constant re-evaluation.
Third, the CGIAR faces the challenge of adjusting its
relations with national agricultural
in developing countries.

research systems (NARS)

When the CGIAR-NARS relationship was debated at a
previous meeting of the Group, there was general consensus
that the CGIAR-NARS relationship cannot be definitively
established. That was a “cop out.” If the NARS and the
international centers are both to be participants in a global
agricultural research system, their relationship needs to be
clearly defined in terms of strategy and mutual understanding.
NARS differ from each other in many ways including
scientific competence, critical mass of human resources, and
even governmental support in their own countries. It is this
situation which induced the first TAC to bring in the idea of
“gap filling” into the CGIAR. Much has happened since then.
Many countries - for example, Brazil, China and India have developed strong national capacities. Others are doing so.
The NARS cannot be seen for all time as capable only of
carrying out adaptive research, functioning at the end of the
technology production line. That would be to treat them
merely as sources of labor, not as sources of knowledge. And
in the natural resource management area, particularly the
development of ecoregional and site specific research, there are
tasks that the NARS will be best able to fulfil.
The CGIAR-NARS relationship can be adjusted in many
ways: stronger NARS participation in all of the Group’s
activities; coherent, bottom-up consultation with NARS in the
program planning process at CGIAR centers; devolution of
some center programs to strong NARS; truly collaborative
programs between centers and NARS; and increased sharing of
regional training responsibilities with some funding from
within the regions.
These measures should help to allay the fears of NARS
scientists that they will forever be restricted to a lower status
within the global agricultural research system. And, they
certainly will be welcomed by donors who have said at
meetings of the Group that their funding will dry up unless
they are persuaded that the NARS are unequivocal supporters
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of international agricultural research.
I realize that there are many difficulties inherent in taking
some of the measures I have suggested. But the existence of
difficulties does not justify inaction. The CGIAR has already
moved in the direction of forging a stronger relationship with
NARS. The establishment of ISNAR was one such action.
More recently, center directors have set up a series of programmatic consultations with NARS leaders in Africa. What I am
suggesting is that the pace of these activities should be
quickened.
Fourth, is the challenge of New Frontiers. The CGIAR has
already sharpened its focus on environmental issues and is
creating new knowledge in this area. The dimensions of the
ecoregional approach are a vital vision for the future of the
CGIAR. Understanding people, their perspective on the future,
and how this interacts with physical and biological processesof
the resource base, is a solid foundation for research, the
development of sustainable technologies, and their adoption by
farmers.
The CGIAR also needs to develop its own policies with
respect to intellectual property rights, breeders’rights, farmers’
rights, etc. Another area of new opportunity is that of biotechnology. This is a powerful, new instrument whose exploitation
in a balanced manner can supplement established approaches
to the generation of new agricultural technology.
The countries of the former Soviet Union and of Eastern
Europe also present new challenges to agricultural research.
Actions taken so far by the CGIAR and the Bank to protect the
germplasm collection in Russia’s Vavilov Institute are but a
small beginning. Much more needs to be done to rebuild
research capacity. Some CGIAR centers had earlier formed
research partnerships with scientists in those countries. Are
donors willing to allocate resources for CGIAR centers to
resume and expand these linkages?
This brings me to the fifth challenge: mobilizingfinancial
resources. What is an adequate level of funding for the
CGIAR? Can that level be consistently maintained? And if
adequate funds are not forthcoming, what should be our
strategy?
Last May, the forecast of the CGIAR Secretariat was that
donor contributions to support core programs in 1993 would be
$232 million. In nominal terms, that was $15 million below
the 1992 level of $247 million and some $22 to $32 million
less than the range of $254 to $264 million projected at
ICW92. The projections for 1994 will be announced on
Friday. Should the downward trend continue, that would pose
a major challenge to the effective functioning of the CGIAR.
Research is a long-term process. Without a continuity of
adequate financial resources, the centers cannot plan and
conduct research. Neither will they be able to retain or attract
the best scientists. Faced with this dilemma, if there is no
turnaround, how will the CGIAR adjust?
In recent months, many efforts have been made to hold, if
not increase, funding for CGIAR research. Mr. Preston has

fully supported these efforts. Some donor representatives have
arranged resource mobilization programs. I have been
involved in some of them. In my efforts, I have been fully
supported by center directors, the CGIAR Executive Secretary,
and the CGIAR Secretariat. We all know that circumstances
have placed an undue burden on center directors, compelling
them to be so engaged in resource mobilization efforts including the travel required - that their quality time for
research management is reduced. They should not have to
carry this extra burden.
Funding constraints will probably continue for at least some
years to come. We need to reconcile that situation with the fact
that research needs continuity in financing. While some
immediate measures could be taken, a long term strategy by
which the CGIAR can deal with this issue should be developed. Any recommendations that come out of the Oversight
Committee or the Finance Committee should be quickly acted
upon. A fundamental fact, however, is that the CGIAR relies
on annually pledged funds to do a job that requires long term
effort. Donors have the flexibility to change contributions
annually but the centers cannot adjust their research programs
or their plans that quickly. I suggest, therefore, that donors

should be persuaded to make multi-year commitments. I also
propose that the establishment of a “trust fund” as a stabilization mechanism be explored. I have made this suggestion to
some donors and it has been generally well received. I urge
you to work on this concept and craft a viable proposal.
Finally, ladies and gentlemen, let us remember that in the
challenges before us what is at stake is not the freedom of
scientists or the reputation of donors but the fate of the world’s
poor, and the negative influence of mass poverty on intemational stability.
I can, therefore, think of no better parting words of advice to
the CGIAR than those uttered by Mahatma Gandhi over 70
years ago:
“Recall the face of the poorest and the weakest
person whom you may have seen, and ask
yourself if the step you contemplate is going to
be of any use to him. Will it restore him a
control over his own life and destiny?”
Thank you.
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Annex 3
Report on Panel Discusssions
Intellectual Property Issues and Implications for
International Agricultural Research Centers
Panel members:

John Barton, Stanford Law School; Norah Olembo, Ministry of Science and Technology, Kenya; David Cooper,
NC0 representative; and Simon Best, Chief Executive Ofleer, Zeneca A.V.P. Seed Company

Opening the discussion, Mr. Barton said that whether one
likes it or not, the era of patents has come. Important materials
are being patented and it will be necessaryto ensure that the
centers have accessto them. The issue is not whether one
argues for or against patents, but rather how to operate
effectively in this new era to ensure that developing nations
benefit from the most useful technologies.
In general, the centers do not need to worry about infringement. Patents apply only within the country in which they are
issued, and some of the centers operate within nations in which
genes cannot be patented or in which, because of the relatively
small commercial market, patents will rarely be sought.
In the long term, the centers will have to recognize the fact
that a number of developing nations - Mexico, for example are moving towards the adoption of plant variety protection.
As a result, national agricultural research systems (NARS) in
developing countries will be obtaining intellectual property
protection for their varieties to provide exclusive use for the
private sector. Further, he cautioned, the centers may have to
provide materials to the NARS on terms that permit appropriate protection. This could require the centers to patent
materials or obtain plant variety protection and then license the
materials to the NARS.
In the immediate future, Mr. Barton said, the most important intellectual property issues for the centers arise from the
need to enter into cooperation agreements allowing accessto
genes or other protected materials held by the private sector or
universities in industrialized countries. These arrangements are
crucial for the transfer of technologies to developing nations.
They will involve material transfer agreements as well as
intellectual property protection. And they will involve
questions of whether or not to accept restrictions on the
distribution of research materials, on royalties, and on possible
division of distribution rights between the developed and
developing nations.
Mr. Barton noted that in its 1992 Istanbul statement, the
CGIAR decided against the possibility of patenting for profit,
which would be minimal in his opinion. If it is desired to keep
material in the public domain, publication can resolve the
issue, although it does not protect against the patenting of
improvements. Under some circumstances he mentioned, a
center may wish to seek a patent as a bargaining chip, for
example to ensure a technology remains in the public domain.
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And in some cases,the products of research cooperation will
be patented to protect the interests of the developed-nation
partner in the developed-world market, while leaving developing nations free accessto the improved product.
In closing he recommended that each center should have a
staff member who can negotiate patents and research cooperation agreements as well as flag potential controversial issues,
thus avoiding legal problems and costs.
Ms. Olembo highlighted some fears among developing
countries about their genetic resources, and the current thinking
on intellectual property issues in many developing countries.
The concept of free accessto genetic materials is noble, she
said, and in the past has assisted developing countries to
acquire materials from CGIAR centers for their food programs.
But what, she asked, would happen if plant material is obtained
by a developed country company from the CGIAR centers, is
genetically improved, and then protected through patents?
This protected, modified form of plant material would then be
accessible to the original country at a cost. So what went out
free, would return with a price tag. This is going to be the crux
of the matter, she said, and should be critically investigated.
Other fears stem from recent developments in intellectual
property protection regarding the ownership of and accessto
genetic resources. That is the revision of the UPOV (Intemational Union for the Protection of New Varieties of Plants)
Convention and the TRIPS (Trade-Related Intellectual
Property Rights) negotiations in the Uruguay Round of the
GATT discussions. Both instruments strengthen the rights of
breeders and inventors of improved varieties, but give little
attention to the rights of farmers who preserved the material or
the genebanks in the developing countries. The question is:
how are developing countries going to fare in regard to the
genetic resources they hold?
She asked how these instruments would affect free accessto
resources held in trust by centers vis a vis potential commercial
breeders and inventors? Acknowledging that developing
countries needed to keep in step with changing times, she
pointed out the need to develop mechanisms not only for
improving genetic resources, but also for protecting them. The
12-nation African Regional Industrial Property Organization
(ARIPO) is one such mechanism. A similar group exists in
Francophone countries. Kenya’s Industrial Property Act,
enacted in 1990, allows granting of patents, registration of

industrial designs, and utility models. Under this law, modified
organisms are patentable, as are engineered genetic materials.
But original whole plants and animals are not patentable. The
law is, however, still silent on transgenic plants and animals.
Developing countries are becoming aware of the usefulness
of intellectual property protection, she said, particularly to
stimulate industrial activity through the promotion of innovation, acquisition of useful information through industrial
property offices, and the commercialization of intellectual
property rights.
Mr. Cooper, said that there is no single NGO view, but
rather a range of views on the topic of intellectual property
rights as they affect plant genetic resources. Some NGOs
maintain that patents on life are inherently bad or unethical and
that they represent values which are foreign to cultures which
have a tradition of common property. At the other end of the
spectrum, some NGOs as well as some academics argue that
intellectual property rights in of one form or another should be
used by governments or farmers in the South to protect what
they see as their property, both for reasons of equity and to
provide incentives for in situ conservation. All, however,
worry about the dangers of exclusivity.
He listed two examples of patents recently granted in the
US involving cotton. The fit gives the company exclusive
control over all future genetic manipulation in cotton. The
second concerns colored cotton, which the patent holder
acknowledges was supplied by farmers in Peru and Bolivia.
But profits from its sale do not benefit the originating farmers.
He argued that intellectual property rights are not natural
rights but given rights and should be used to promote the
interests of society or of the international community. Any
system involving the exchange of plant genetic material should
therefore promote accessto genetic resources as well as related
technologies and promote the equitable sharing of benefits.
He welcomed the consultative process which the centers
have undertaken to hear from many different opinions on the
question of intellectual property rights. He was critical,
however, of the idea that the CGIAR makes a distinction
between plant genetic resources and research products in terms
of potential patenting. He said further clarification is needed
on whether or not finished varieties would be classified as
research products. There are a number of reasons why it is not
acceptable to allow patents on research products while
maintaining free accessto raw plant material. This, he argued,
seemed inconsistent with the concept of trusteeship.
The question as to why naturally occurring genes and
farmers’ varieties should not be patented, but products derived
from them could, must be addressed. From an NGO perspective, there is still no convincing argument why the centers
should opt for intellectual property rights arrangements. To
avoid patenting by others, the CGIAR should use publishing
rather than pre-emptive patenting. Regarding bargaining for
technologies, it is not clear that this holds a research focus for

small scale farmers. He recommended that CGIAR play a role
of advocacy on behalf of its clients.
Mr. Simon Best focussed on three main points:
.

Why appropriate intellectual property protection is an
essential pre-condition for industrial collaborations with
the public sector and technology transfer to the developing world.
He used three examples with clear benefits for the
developing world - an existing USAID project to
develop insect-resistant corns for Indonesia using both
tmnsgenic and non-transgenic approaches; a longstanding exploration with CIMMYT/CIAT/IITA
of
possible collaborations on stress-tolerance; and the
provisions of the recently announced collaboration with
the University of Leuven for “free” transfer of technology into subsistence Musa spp. such as plantain and
bluggoe.

.

The benefits of adopting intellectual property protection
should be measured against total societal welfare
generated - not against partial and meaningless measures
such as increases in the price of seed without taking
account of the full set of associatedbenefits.
The introduction of Maize hybrids into Thailand, he said,
provided an indicative “case-history” stressing the
importance of the competition encouraged by that
country’s government to offset the risks of exploitative
monopoly pricing.

.

Why taking a stand against “patenting natural genes”
would make the adoption of any intellectual property
policy meaningless and valueless and would substantially delay technology transfer and postpone welfare
gains.
He argued that if FAO supports this policy WHO would
have to stop its substantial portfolio of collaborations
with the private sector to develop key technologies such
as malaria-vaccines which rely extensively on patented
“natural-genes.”

Mr. Best said that there are many “natural genes” with
potential value that cannot be recognized - let alone used
beneficially - without the benefit of leading edge biotechnology. This work will be expensive, and will be carried out in
large part by the private sector. The investments are enormous
and will need to be rewarded via adequate intellectual property
protecting. He said there is no reason these techniques will not
be transferred to the developing world. But it will be a much
more difficult task if slowed down through ineffective challenges to the patenting of natural genes.
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Mr. Lukas Brader ended the session with a short overview
of the report entitled “Intellectual Property Issues and Implications for the International Agricultural Research Centers.”
(This was distributed as document ICW/93/15). He said that
center directors were continuing to examine the many complex
issues involved, in consultation with NARS and NGOs. Center
directors had adopted a set of principles which affirm that the
centers are holding plant genetic material in trust for the world
community, that the centers adhere to the principle of unrestricted availability; and that the centers will not seek protection for naturally occurring genes. The centers have been
discussing for some time the possibility of bringing their
collections within the FAO framework of ex situ base collections. This would confirm that the collections are part of the
worldwide efforts to conserve plant genetic resources and
would provide additional security for their safety. It is
anticipated that this process will be completed in the course of
1994.
Mr. Brader noted that the process of coming to grips with
the various aspects of intellectual property protection within
the CGIAR has been rather lengthy. This has, however,
proved useful by allowing a wider dialogue and investigation
into the different aspects of these issues.
The discussion among the CGIAR members which followed was lively and as broad in scope as the panelists
presentations. Statements were made by regional representatives confirming the dilemma that developing countries

confront when negotiating licensing rights from companies
holding specific patents. In many cases this is difficult, as
shown by the recent patents on cotton. One member asked the
CGIAR to make available guidelines for countries that have
not yet developed their own policies.
Several speakers said that they oppose the patenting of food
crops, and would like to see the CGIAR support this position.
Further discussion was given to gene patenting. As one
member put it, “Genes can be discovered, and discovered
genes can be combined, but genes cannot be invented, and if
they cannot be invented, then a very basic condition for
patenting is just not there.” Mr. Barton countered this
argument by citing the example of a firm that identifies a
particular gene in some background, sequencesit and claims
that gene. If you look at those patents, he said, what is actually
claimed, the actual monopoly, is the gene sequence. These
patents do not effect the gene in its natural background. There
is nothing that keeps breeders from using it, as use in this form
is not considered “novel.” The use of material transfer
agreements was suggested listed as an effective means for the
CGIAR to engage in research with both developed and
developing counny partners. The point was made, too, that the
patenting system as it stands today is too new and “unstable.”
Therefore, the CGIAR should proceed with caution and enter
into the larger debates within the TRIPS agreement and GAIT
negotiations to press for policies that protect the rights of small
scale farmers.

Plant Genetic Resources: New Challenges
Panel Members:

Henry Sham&, Assistant Deputy Administrator for Genetic Resources, USDA; R.S. Rana, Director of the
National Center for Plant Genetic Resources, ICAR, India; Pat Mooney, Rural Advancement Foundation
International; Norah Olembo, Ministry of Science and Technology, Kenya; and Geofffey Hawtin, Director
General IBPGR

Introductory speaker Henry Shands pointed out that
although crop development and the conservation of biological
diversity for food and agriculture are global imperatives, agrobiodiversity received little attention during the negotiation of
the Convention on Biological Diversity, which goes into affect
on December 29,1993.
Risk opportunities in crop development are changing. The
information base is growing rapidly and genome research
applications in the future will make breeding more cost
effective. These will help make substantial future gains needed
to correct the yield plateaus we are seeing in some crops.
Intellectual property rights cloud the future exchanges of
essential genetic resources.
The role of CGIAR centers in crop development is proven
and essential but, he warned, it is vulnerable. The centers
continue to serve as a bridge for North-South issues such as the
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ownership of genetic resources, and training in modem
biotechnology and conventional plant breeding. There is a
leadership role to be played by the centers in the conservation
of genetic material. He said the CGIAR is uniquely positioned
with its experienced Genetic Resources Units and scientists
covering all major regional and subregional crops. He
emphasized the need for a credible organization to take a
global leadership role, one that fully involves developing
countries and NARS in what he referred to as a consortium
model in the area of conservation. He asked the CGIAR
donors if they were prepared to support the CGIAR in this role.
And if not, do they realize there may be consequences for not
doing so? Within a scenario of limited funds priorities need to
be clearly stated. Some of these priorities include the establishment of regional long-term genebanks for efficient and rapid
access; appropriate regional in situ programs for agro-

biodiversity and farmer varieties; increased conservation on the
IARCs mandated crops and their wild relatives.
In summary, he reiterated there is an urgent, important and
appropriate role for the CGIAR in conserving the planet’s
agro-biodiversity. He recognized that TAC has already
accepted the role in relation to mandated crops and many
centers have extended this to the ecosystem in their ecoregional
approach to conservation. New funds must be made available
to support new initiatives in regional and subregional conservation plans.
Mr. Rana said that countries such as India in the last two
and a half decades have changed from grain importing to grain
exporting countries, largely in part to the free supply of genetic
resources made available by the CGIAR centers. He reviewed
the work of the centers in helping countries whose collections
were destroyed, e.g. Somalia, and replaced from the seed held
in storage by the centers. India received copies of material it
donated when its accessionswere lost. He pointed out the
movement to bring the center collections under the network of
FAO is one which demonstrates that these collections are not
exclusively owned but rather held in trust.
To the degree the centers consider the national programs
their partners, he felt they must also compliment each other and
be of comparable strength This is an area needing more
attention - increasing the capability of the national systems to
take full advantage of such partnerships. He emphasized there
is danger in single collections, and said the work of several
Centers to duplicate their collections is wise. These duplicated
collections should be preferably located in the centers of
diversity, because of the ecology involved.
Recently in India, in collaboration with IBPGR, a workshop
was held which invited participants from 12 countries, and
asked them to send 30 of their genetic materials in advance to
be planted ahead of time. When the participants arrived, they
were able to view their material as well as 5,000 accessions
from India and evaluate these together. This type of workshop,
he said, is an important step for joint evaluations and collection.
Mr. Mooney pointed out that despite all the work that went
into UNCED, the world’s population at large still does not
realize how important plant genetic resources are within the
context of biological diversity. Although the Convention on
Biodiversity will soon go into effect, the Convention falls short
in that it guarantees the protection of things we do not know to
exist and do not know to have value, but ensures that those
things which we do know to exist and do know to have value
are most likely to be commercialized in the next half century because they fall outside of the Convention as exigent collections.
He said the importance of farmers’ rights and the role of
community innovation also need to be more fully addressed.
Somehow, he said, the world community ended up with a
Convention which encourages bilateralism, encourages the
bartering of biological diversity and the beggaring of most

developing countries as they face off against an international
company or group of companies - in order to try to get some
advantage for the biological diversity they think might have
some value.
Ideas mat have come about since UNCED are varied in
their possible effectiveness. The idea of a venture capital fund
for biodiversity has been discussed recently, which he said is
dubious and warned against subsidizing private enterprise to
allow them to profit from biological diversity. On the other
hand, the document put forward by a panel within the CGIAR
on future activities for Agenda 21 he said is a very useful
proposal, and one that should be looked at carefully. He is not,
however, in favor of the CGIAR developing a special fund for
the administration of its projects, under the direction of UNEP
which is considered a technical rather than operational agency.
He reflected back to 30 years ago when the first World
Food Congress was held in Washington. The keynote speaker
said that we had the means and the capacity to wipe hunger and
poverty from the face of the earth in our lifetime. Well, he
said, everybody here tried their best, but it hasn’t been done.
The problem has been in part how we define the word “we;”
who is “we” in the business, who is around the table to do this
kind of work, how do we find some ways to make that a bigger
group. “We” for all of us NGOs and centers together has not
meant farmers as much as it should have been. “We” has not
meant the NARS as strongly as they should be. “We” has not
meant the universities, and we has not really meant the private
sector. He urged that we look for new ways of working
together. NGOs have a role to play and he urged CGIAR
centers and NGOs to workout more effectively modes of
cooperation. He urged, too, that the CGIAR should come
together as a system in a more transparent way, and should
take its place at tables with FAO and other intergovernmental
bodies in a way that lets us solve the problems of misunderstanding on plant genetic resources - and get the job done that
we failed to do at UNCED.
Ms. Olembo highlighted some of the issues which may arise
from the Convention - in regards to developing country
experiences. One item she said was very spectacular the
recognition of national sovereignty over biological or natural
resources. This is an important step for developing countries.
Another aspect is the acknowledgement that the conservation
of resources is a common concern of all humanity. Consequently, and that every party to the convention has an obligation to safeguard resources.
Other aspects of the Convention which require further study
are the provision to regulate access to biological resources.
This will be difficult to implement - if it requires the need to
prove biological material upon which intellectual property
rights are being sought was acquired legally. The other area is
accessto and transfer of technology. She anticipates problems
in this area, especially when assessingthe value of specific
genetic resources. Developing countries will be particularly
careful that they are not taken for a ride when negotiating with
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companies who may know the value of what their resources
better than the country. This brings up equitable sharing of
benefits. How will this be carried out? Possibly through
partnerships, but these can be tenuous. Developing countries
will need mechanisms in place to play a larger role in the
control of their genetic resources. Genetic resources need to be
thought of not only in terms of conservation, but also in terms
of communities and indigenous peoples.
Training and infrastructure, including policies need to be
strengthened. Training and capacity building can be strengthened with help from the IARCs. She said the CGIAR centers
are helping in this area, but there is more to be done. Countries
need assistance with documentation of biological resources and
in their collection. Help is needed in stronger networking,
which is a role in which the CG centers are well placed to
ensure. Policies on biosafety and risk assessmentmust also be
drawn up, and she would like the Centers to assist.
The last panel member was Geoff Hawtin who provided a
summary of recent events within the CGIAR system on this
issue. He agreed the CGIAR has a way to go as a system, and
appreciated Mr. Mooney’s thoughts on this regard. He
reported that a meeting of the intercenter working group on
genetic resources took place in Addis Ababa earlier this year.
The group looked at its own mandate and came to the conclusion that it should look beyond plant genetic resources to
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include biodiversity issues of livestock and fish as well as
plants, including forestry. In the future this working group will
address all issues related to genetic resources.
He reported that two CGIAR brochures on plant genetic
resources have been prepared. In addition, the CGIAR plans to
participate in the FAO Conference on Plant Genetic Resources
due to be held in either 1995 or 1996. Two key documents will
be tabled at that meeting entitled “The State of the World on
Plant Genetic Resources” and “The Global Action Plan on
Plant Genetic Resources.” Six centers participated in the
Intergovernmental Committee on the Convention of Biological
Diversity, held in Geneva in September.
During the ensuing discussion, speakers said they were
pleased that important issues were being discussed in a panel
format. Others were glad to hear that the work of the system
will be enlarged to include a focus on the genetic resources of
fish and animals. This is how farmers see their system, one
participant commented. One member hoped to see a coordinated effort by the system on three levels: first, a system-wide
policy on plant genetic resources and intellectual property
rights that goes beyond the broad guidelines; second, a
coherent implementation of such a policy; and last, a strong
presence by the CGIAR as an apolitical institution in intemational negotiations.

Annex 4
Chairman’s Closing Remarks
Internationul CentersWeek
October 29,1993
Introduction
Thank you, friends, for the kind words. I appreciate your
positive response to what I have tried to do as your chairman.
My efforts were based on a simple premise: The CGIAR is
good value for the international community. If there was no
CGIAR around, we would be trying to create something like it,
and taking great credit for our innovative capacity.
The CGIAR must be supported and protected because it
produces knowledge whose application helps the world’s
disadvantaged. There is no worthier purpose. Your area of
competence is high quality science but the end product of the
programs you support is human development. I hope you will
never lose sight of either.
When I end my chairmanship later this year, the gavel will
be taken over by Bank colleague Ismail Serageldin. The
CGIAR will be well served by his acumen and dynamism. I
know that you, in turn, will give him the same degree of
support and cooperation from which I benefitted.
Personally, I have enjoyed both the intellectual stimulus and
the practical challenges of CGIAR chairmanship. I enjoyed
my time with all of you. I hope that all components of the
CGIAR will maintain their vigor and confidence down the
years. I will return to this point later in my remarks but, first,
let me take a brief retrospective look at ICW93.
Retrospective - IC W93
Opening Day. At several earlier discussions about how
meetings of the Group should be organized, a clear consensus
emerged that the opening day of Centers Week should be
externally oriented. You wanted an agenda that would help
you to place activities of the CGIAR within the broader context
in which international agricultural research takes place.
In response to your views, the Opening Day events of
ICW93 included a report on world food trends by Per PinstmpAndersen, director general of IFPRI; panel discussions on
intellectual property rights and plant genetic resources; the
CGIAR response to Agenda 21; and the Crawford Lecture
delivered by Gus Speth, the new Administrator of UNDP.
Per Pins&-up-Andersen’s report was thoughtful, analytical
and timely. The Group needs to decide whether similar
presentations should be made routinely or whether they should
be arranged when circumstances warrant. There was general
appreciation of the caliber of the specialists who participated in
the panel discussions. Their credentials are well established
and their assessmentswere received with respect. The CGIAR
response to Agenda 21, which was crafted in final form later

in the week, was important per se. Additionally, it helped the
CGIAR to assure the international community that the
Group’s commitment to natural resource management is a
matter of substance, not of rhetoric. And the last item of
Opening Day, Mr. Speth’s lecture, was well received and the
UNDP should provide us with the text for publication as soon
as possible.
Together, the presentations on Monday formed a perfect
backdrop for the discussions that followed during the rest of
the week. Clearly, the effort that went into organizing those
events was worthwhile and appreciated.
Maintaining Momentum. Also on Opening Day, I urged
that the Group should sustain the Spirit of San Juan. I am
pleased to note that you have done so. You faced a heavy
agenda. Some agenda items dealt with institutional changes
which are rarely easy. The complexities you dealt with were
aggravated by funding constraints. But you were not deterred
from acting resolutely. Discussions at ICW93 were wellinformed and, often, intense. Those discussions led to a
number of decisions that will carry forward the momentum
created at San Juan. I am confident, therefore, that you will not
shrink from future changes required by external circumstances.
I am optimistic, too, that whatever adjustments you make will
not be at the expense of the defining characteristics of the
CGIAR.
Looking Ahead
Looking to the future, let me leave you with some parting
messages.
To Our Partner-Beneficiaries. Many of them are not
represented here, but I would like this message conveyed to
individuals and institutions in developing countries: The
CGIAR exists for you. If its work no longer contributes to
fulfilling your needs it will lose the right to exist. Collaborate
with the CGIAR. Even more, exert maximum pressure on it to
be relevant and productive. But do so in a spirit of goodwill
and of mutual commitment to the cause of human progress.
To Cosponsors. You played a special role in establishing
this Group. Twenty two years ago you took over the mantle of
the Foundations, providing the newly-established Group with
leadership and influencing its development. You have a
responsibility - to yourselves, to the Group, and to its partners
-to ensure that the CGIAR continues to serve effectively in
the global fight against poverty.
To CGIAR Members. This organization is your creation.
So you have a parental obligation to nurture its
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development.Today’s CGIAR is not quite the CGIAR of the
1970s. Now, as then, however, it is a donor-driven undertaking. You have established direct relationships with the centers.
Your nationals serve in every segment of the CGIAR. Your
influence and judgement are felt at all levels of activity. Broad
and sweeping trends within the CGIAR- such as the twinning
of productivity concerns with natural resource management were inspired by you. You have sustained the CGIAR with
funds and made it possible for some of the world’s best
scientists to work in the interests of the world’s poor. You
must continue to ensure its health and growth.
To the Centers. Don’t lose your nerve. These are difficult
times. Difficult times are challenging times and scientists
surely thrive on challenge. Face up to the challenge of change
and, yes, to the challenges of financial difficulties. Don’t ever
lower your scientific standards. Focus your research on the
issues that matter and persuade your non-technical colleagues
to tell the story of your efforts where it counts. If you work at
really earning donor support, you will get it.
To Central Support Services. These provide the muscle of
the CGIAR. Without the support of those who provide these
services, the CGIAR will be flabby and weak. To all of them,
my message is: Keep the faith. Your work is appreciated and
invaluable.
Conclusion

Let me now say a few personal words.
I have for many years been impressed by and interested in
the CGIAR as an instrument of development. In South Asia
particularly, but in other parts of the world as well, your
programs have made the difference between hunger and
sustenance. I salute your endeavors and those of your predecessors.
My regard for all of you has increased during my time as
CGIAR Chairman. I have enjoyed my interaction with you at
Centers Week and at other meetings, both formal and informal.
I especially appreciate the hospitality extended to me by donors
and centers during my visits.
A donor representative and a center director who are present
at this meeting will be leaving us shortly. They are Taff
Davies of the UK and Ross Gray of ILRAD. By an interesting
coincidence, both have been involved in our recent exploration
of livestock issues. Their contributions to the CGIAR have
been outstanding. I wish them well on your behalf, and I ask
you to express your appreciation with a round of applause.
There are several people I should thank for enabling our
meeting to go smoothly. I thank all of you, members of the
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Group. Without your wholehearted cooperation and participation, ICW would be a non-starter. I thank the Fund for making
their facilities available to us, the Bank-Fund conference staff
for the arrangements they made, and the interpreters for
helping us to understand each other. I thank the CGIAR
Secretariat for all their assistanceduring my chairmanship and
especially for their work in connection with this meeting. Most
of you know the senior staff of the Secretariat. But few you of
you know the support staff who work behind the scenes for
weeks before and after our meetings. I want to record my
personal appreciation of their efforts.
There are three people I would like to thank by name. First,
TAC chairman Alexander McCalla, whose independent
technical advice has been indispensable. Even if we disagreed,
and we sometimes did, I respected his analytical approach to
issues, his wide breadth of knowledge, and his role as the
guardian of scientific principle within the CGIAR. He is, I
should say, an institution. When the time comes for the
CGIAR to say farewell to you next year, Alex, it will lose a
formidable asset and a “class act” and if I may add, a booming
voice!
Next, I want to thank our Executive Secretary, Alexander
von der Osten. There is an old saying that if you want to get to
know someone really well you should travel with him.
Alexander and I have been travelling companions over many
thousands of air miles. He was with me whenever I visited a
center or a donor. During those travels, I got to know him
personally, in addition to knowing him well as a competent
CGIAR official. Alexander’s devotion to the CGIAR is total.
He understands the research-development linkage in a way that
few others do. He knows the donor community intimately.
Personally, he is energetic, well informed, a great conversationalist, and a pleasant companion. But, most of all, he is a
truly caring human being. Thank you, Alexander.
Finally, I want to thank Ernest Corea. His loyalty to the
CGIAR and his institutional memory are invaluable assetsto
all of us. I have drawn on these as well as on his wisdom in
discharging my responsibilities as Chairman. His advice,
always given with tact and diplomacy, has been invaluable to
me. Here is true friend of CGIAR. I wish him well. I will
miss working with him.
Ladies and gentlemen, I will be ending my chairmanship of
the CGIAR on December 3 1. If there is anything you would
like me to do, officially or personally, between now and then,
please remember that my door is always open to you.
Good wishes and good luck to all of you.
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