Annex 10

Survey of IPGRI’s stakeholders in the Americas

1. Introduction

The objective of this survey was to gather the opinions of IPGRI stakeholders on the Institute’s performance in the Americas from 1999-2004. The survey was designed as a critical input to the Center-Commissioned External Review (CCER) of IPGRI in the Americas, to take place in September 2004. In particular, an assessment of IPGRI’s performance by its stakeholders was sought in the following areas:

· the type of interaction with stakeholders, and their usage of IPGRI deliverables;

· the relevance of IPGRI to the PGR networks it convenes in the Americas;

· the relevance of IPGRI’s research to the regional PGR agenda; 

· IPGRI’s work on documentation of plant genetic resources and dissemination of information; and

· IPGRI’s contribution to training and for greater public awareness of PGR.

Professionals and organizations in the region with a stake in plant genetic resources from conservation to use were understood as stakeholders. They include, among others, national programme staff, partners in the networks, genebank staff, plant breeders, NGOs, university professors, policy makers and government representatives, as well as other professionals from regional and international organizations. The final list aimed for a good spread of stakeholders from different countries and disciplinary areas. In summary, the survey was administered to a wide audience to which IPGRI targets its products and deliverables.

A web-based questionnaire was developed and translated into English and Spanish. It comprised a total of 39 questions, all of which but two were multiple-choice. Questions 13 and 19 allowed open-ended responses. Questions were divided into the following seven thematic groups: respondent profiles, PGR networks, research, documentation of PGR, dissemination of information and public awareness, training, overall rating of IPGRI performance.
The questionnaire was sent to 744 stakeholders who were specifically invited to participate in the survey, and a period of two weeks was granted to complete it. Response data were gathered and merged automatically by “Survey Monkey”, a private survey management company. IPGRI staff in the Americas developed search reports on the merged data and wrote up the results.

2. Results

2.1 Profiles of the stakeholders

Of the 744 stakeholders invited to participate, 324 successfully responded for a response rate of 44%. As shown in Table 1, the response rate to individual questions was consistently high (75-100%), except for a few questions that were either open-ended (Q13, Q39), or referred to the outcome of IPGRI training (Q36, Q37) in which only a sub-set of the stakeholders had participated, or had other (non-apparent) reasons for low response rates (Q28, Q31).

Stakeholders from South America, Central America and the Caribbean (including Mexico) and the United States and Canada accounted for 64%, 21% and 15% of the total respondents, respectively. Universities, genebanks and national research institutions made up 69% of all respondents, leaving comparatively small numbers of respondents in the categories NGOs (7%), private companies and individuals (5%), governmental bodies unrelated to research or genebanks (3%) and others (16%). The latter category included CGIAR centers and other international organizations, donors, breeders, consultants, as well as retired professionals.

	Table 1  Questions posed in IPGRI’s stakeholders survey in the Americas questionnaire

and percentage of stakeholders responding (324 returned questionnaires)

(open-ended questions are set in italics)

	Question number
	Description
	% that responded

	Q1
	Please indicate the country where you live
	100%

	Q2
	Please indicate the organization for which you currently work
	100%

	Q3
	Please indicate how relevant plant genetic resources are for your work
	100%

	Q4
	Please indicate how often you have had contact with IPGRI during the past five years
	100%

	Q5
	Describe the type of contact you have had with IPGRI over the past five years by checking one or more boxes
	100%

	Q6
	In which of the following networks are you or your organization involved?
	85%

	Q7
	Please indicate your role in that network
	68%

	Q8
	How do you appreciate the role of networks in plant genetic resources as support for collaborative efforts between different institutions?
	87%

	Q9
	How do you evaluate the benefit your institution has derived from being a member of a plant genetic resources network?
	73%

	Q10
	How do you think the plant genetic resources networks should improve to be more effective?
	80%

	Q11
	How would you assess the role IPGRI is playing in these networks?
	84%

	Q12
	From which of the following IPGRI research areas have you benefited, both through the use of publications or tools or through direct involvement in research projects (you can choose more than one per line)
	77%

	Q13
	Are there any other research fields that you consider IPGRI should get involved in?
	22%

	Q14
	How often do you use tools or publications developed by IPGRI (or in collaboration with IPGRI) in your research activities?
	81%

	Q15
	How would you rate the IPGRI tools and publications you have used?
	81%

	Q16
	What do you think should be the role of IPGRI in your plant genetic resources research activities? You can choose more than one
	80%

	Q17
	How important is documentation in your plant genetic resources work?
	80%

	Q18
	How would you rate the contribution of the IPGRI Americas Office in increasing awareness and understanding of documentation issues?
	80%

	Q19
	How would you rate IPGRI’s contribution in providing advice, technical information and training to genebanks and institutions concerned with plant genetic resources conservation?
	80%

	Q20
	Do you have access to (or the opportunity to read) IPGRI publications or information products (including through the web)?
	78%

	Q21
	If yes, please complete the following table rating the usefulness of the technical publications read
	72%

	Q22
	How do you use IPGRI publications?
	74%

	Q23
	Please indicate the language(s) in which you can read and understand without limitations. Check any that apply.
	79%


	Q24
	When you need information on plant genetic resources, what are your preferred sources of information?
	79%

	Q25
	Please check which option best describes access to the Internet in your organization. Choose one
	79%

	Q26
	How often do you use the web to look for information on plant genetic resources?
	79%

	Q27
	Have you downloaded IPGRI publications from the web?
	78%

	Q28
	If yes, how would you rate the level of difficulty you experience downloading IPGRI publications from the web?
	49%

	Q29
	How would you rate IPGRI’s contribution to increasing the availability of information on plant genetic resources in the Americas?
	78%

	Q30
	Have you ever accessed the IPGRI Americas information resources on line (library catalogue, American fruits database, bibliographies)?
	77%

	Q31
	If yes, please rate how useful you find that information
	37%

	Q32
	How have you or your organization benefited from the information you have received from IPGRI?
	78%

	Q33
	How would you rate IPGRI’s contribution to increasing awareness and understanding of plant genetic resources in your country?
	78%

	Q34
	IPGRI public awareness products are intended to raise awareness among our audiences of IPGRI activities as well as of issues of interest to the plant genetic resources community. Please rate how the information products in the table have contributed to meeting those goals
	75%

	Q35
	Have you attended any training courses in the past five years that were organized or sponsored by IPGRI?
	61%

	Q36
	How would you rate the quality of the training received?
	20%

	Q37
	How have you used or applied the training received?
	19%

	Q38
	How would you rate the contribution of the IPGRI Americas Office in the following areas
	59%

	Q39
	Please use the space below to make any other comments or suggestions about IPGRI’s work in the Americas
	27%


Nearly all respondents rated PGR as important or very important to their work and indicated entertaining regular interaction with IPGRI (at least once a year; see Table 2).
	Table 2   Percentage responses indicating frequency of contact with IPGRI

 during the past five years (Question 3)

	Frequency of contact 
	%

	Once a year
	29

	Twice a year
	19

	Three or more times a year
	38

	Never contacted during the past five years
	14


Well over half of the respondents receive IPGRI technical publications and/or the Americas newsletter and about a third had participated in IPGRI training events. About 60% of respondents indicated using the IPGRI web page to look for information on PGR or to download publications. Other forms of contact of stakeholders with IPGRI and their frequency are given in Table 3.

	Table 3   Percentage responses indicating the nature of contact with IPGRI (Question 5)

	Type of contact of stakeholder with IPGRI
	%

	Receiving IPGRI's Newsletter for the Americas
	23

	Participation in a collaborative research project with IPGRI
	10

	Collaborative funding proposal development
	46

	Receiving technical publications from IPGRI
	43

	IPGRI training courses
	15

	Workshop or conference organized by IPGRI
	20

	IPGRI providing funding support to stakeholder’s work
	12

	Visit of IPGRI staff members to stakeholder’s country
	28

	Visiting IPGRI’s web site for information
	59

	Participation in an IPGRI-supported network 
	12

	Other reasons
	22


2.2 Relevance of networks and IPGRI’s role in them 
Although only one third of stakeholders indicated active participation of their organization (Question 6) in one of the five regional PGR networks (REDARFIT, TROPIGEN, REMERFI, CAPGERNET, REGENSUR), 80% thought these networks provided critical support to collaborative efforts between different institutions. Equally emphatic were respondents in appraising IPGRI’s role in the networks as either very important (56%) or important (14%). However, when asked to rate network benefits accruing to country institutions, respondents appeared to be less certain. Forty four percent of respondents were not sure such benefits existed. An almost equal proportion (44%) was positive about benefits, but only 12% thought these were substantial. Stakeholders gave highest priority to collaborative project/proposal development and enhanced fundraising efforts (57%, rows 2-4 in Table 4) as the most urgent activities to enhance network functioning. About a third of respondents highlighted the need for increased institutional commitment and, notably, more financial and logistic country support to achieve network sustainability (rows 5 and 6 in Table 4).
	Table 4   Percentage responses identifying action required 

to improve network functioning (Question 10)

	Type of action required
	%

	Increase focus on the development of collaborative projects (proposals, concept notes)
	39

	Get more resources from external sources (donors) 
	12

	Get more financial and logistic support from the institutions involved
	6

	Increase participation and commitment of member institutions
	22

	Achieve self-sustainability by getting financial and logistic support from member countries
	8

	Get more resources from supporting institutions (IICA, CATIE, CARDI, IPGRI)
	6

	Other (please specify)
	7


2.3 IPGRI research domain and outputs

The survey revealed universal endorsement of IPGRI publications irrespective of the ten subject matters submitted for consideration. Typically, around 90% of respondents considered IPGRI publications in various disciplines as beneficial (for details see Table 5), as useful (44%) or highly useful (53%) (Question 15). Sixty eight percent of respondents indicated using IPGRI publications frequently in the context of research. Overall approval of IPGRI tools was much less pronounced with only about 20% of respondents (average of 10 thematic areas) attributing benefits to the use of tools developed through IPGRI (Table 5). English-speaking respondents, of which three quarters are based in the US and Canada (detailed data not shown), were also not very supportive of IPGRI tools in most research areas, notable exceptions being ex situ conservation (tools appreciated by 35% of respondents), genetic diversity and GIS (26%) and germplasm documentation (21%). Perhaps the questionnaire was somewhat ambiguous as to what tools actually mean and may have confused respondents. It might also hold true that tools have not been as proactively distributed as is the case with publications, indicating scope for improvement.

As expected, only a minor proportion of stakeholders, ranging from seven to 28%, has directly been involved in IPGRI-led research projects. 
	Table 5   Percentage responses identifying IPGRI research areas perceived

as benefiting stakeholders through the use of publications, tools or

through direct involvement in research projects (Question 12)

	IPGRI research areas


	Publications (%)
	Tools

(%)
	Research

(%)

	Ex situ conservation
	92
	25
	22

	In situ conservation
	87
	20
	20

	Neglected and underutilized crops
	81
	14
	25

	Forest genetic resources
	89
	11
	20

	Molecular genetics
	80
	23
	15

	Genetic diversity (including monitoring through GIS)
	73
	35
	28

	Germplasm documentation
	88
	26
	17

	Germplasm utilization
	80
	17
	17

	Legal and policy aspects
	93
	8
	7

	Socio-cultural and economic aspects
	88
	14
	21


The open-ended question 13 asked about other research fields that stakeholders thought IPGRI should get involved in. Several respondents emphasized traditional research areas of IPGRI (ex situ and in situ conservation, use of PGR for plant breeding, etc.) indicating the need for continued IPGRI engagement and consolidation at the core of the Institute’s current mandate. Others, however, mentioned medicinal and aromatic species, forestry systems and biotechnology as meriting more research attention. Improved PGR use strategies, in particular bio-commerce, rural processing, market linkages of small farmers and the exploration of functional nutrients in exotic germplasm were also frequently mentioned. 

2.4 IPGRI documentation, dissemination of information and public awareness

Respondents overwhelmingly attached importance to PGR documentation in their work (92% rating it as critically or moderately important) and acknowledged as positive (49%) or very positive (38%) the contribution of the Americas Office to enhanced awareness and understanding of PGR documentation issues. When asked to assess IPGRI performance more specifically in terms of its support to genebanks and PGR workers, respondents gave almost equally high approvals for advisory (66%) and information support (81%) as well as training (67%).

Nearly all stakeholders confirmed having access to IPGRI publications (including web-based documents) and rated all publication types submitted by the questionnaire as useful or very useful (Table 6). 

	Table 6   Percentage responses rating the usefulness of IPGRI publications

	IPGRI publication type


	Very useful

(%)
	Useful

(%)
	Not useful

(%)
	Unaware of this publication type (%)

	PGR Newsletter
	35
	51
	0
	14

	Technical bulletins
	46
	44
	1
	9

	Descriptor lists
	55
	25
	3
	17

	Training materials
	34
	33
	4
	30

	Meeting reports
	15
	46
	7
	32

	Conference proceedings
	25
	45
	3
	28


IPGRI publications were considered by most respondents as a preferred source of information on PGR, only second in importance to science journals. According to respondents, IPGRI publications were used primarily for research (33%), study (32%) and to improve the understanding of key PGR issues (13%). Less frequent purposes included training (5%) and proposal preparation (6%). Interestingly, a large majority of respondents choosing the Spanish language version of the questionnaire (80%) indicated to be able to understand without limitation publications in English. By contrast, a minority of English language respondents (31%) indicated proficiency in Spanish. Only minor proportions of both groups read without difficulty Portuguese and French.

Responses to questions regarding access to web-based IPGRI publications most likely reflect Internet connectivity, but were not dramatically different between Spanish and English language respondents (the latter mostly from the United States and Canada). A vast majority of users have daily access to the Internet via personal computers, and two thirds have downloaded IPGRI documents, but complaints about the slowness of downloads were slightly increased with Spanish language respondents.

While stakeholders amply acknowledged the overall positive role of IPGRI in raising awareness of PGR issues through its publications and information dissemination service (questions 32, 33, 34), a closer look at specific responses reveals pointers for potential improvement. For example, respondents rated IPGRI’s impact on PGR awareness of the general public and farmers to be limited as compared with impact on donors’ and scientists’ awareness (Table 7). It is also a matter of concern that most respondents seem to be unaware of online information resources of the IPGRI Americas web page, such as the library catalogue (74%), the New World Fruits 

	Table 7   Percentage responses rating IPGRI’s contribution to increasing

awareness of PGR in the respondents’ countries (question 33)

	Public awareness

target groups
	Very positive


	Positive


	Very limited


	Unable to rate



	Scientists
	37
	48
	4
	10

	Policy makers
	11
	28
	30
	31

	Donors
	12
	26
	20
	43

	General public
	6
	19
	37
	37

	Farmers
	7
	14
	42
	37

	School children
	14
	33
	22
	31

	Teachers
	19
	38
	16
	27


Database (74%) and bibliographies (62%). Unawareness of these products is significantly more pronounced amongst English language readers. Thus, all but one of these 62 respondents had never used the Fruits Database and only 13% and 16% the library catalogue and bibliographies, respectively.

Table 8 illustrates the level of appreciation IPGRI public awareness products enjoy amongst stakeholders. Appreciation here appears to be somewhat restrained, with about half the respondents rating these products as “somewhat” contributing to public awareness. Moreover, the fact that up to one third of respondents were unaware of each particular product indicates that their promotion should be improved.

	Table 8   Percentage responses rating the contribution of IPGRI products

to public awareness in the respondents’ countries

	
	Highly contributed

(%)
	Somewhat contributed

(%)
	Not contributed

(%)
	Unable to rate

(%)

	Newsletter for the Americas
	21
	56
	4
	20

	IPGRI Annual Report
	17
	51
	7
	24

	Regional Report of IPGRI in the Americas
	12
	49
	6
	33

	Geneflow
	22
	44
	4
	30

	Fact sheets
	11
	46
	8
	35

	Web pages
	36
	46
	3
	15


2.5 Training

Approximately one fourth of the Spanish language respondents have participated in IPGRI training courses during the past five years and with no exception qualified these as good (34%) or excellent (66%). Consistent with this appreciation, respondents indicated multiple applications for the knowledge gained. These were, in decreasing order of importance, research projects (56%), as a basis for providing training to others (35%), resolving or improving technical issues (31%), improving management and coordination (29%).

3. Conclusion

Overall, as evidenced by the survey, IPGRI stakeholders in the Americas have a very positive image of the IPGRI and its Americas Group in general and of the areas in which the Institute has focused its work in the Americas. Work on networks has increased international collaboration and improved the capacity of national institutions to respond to new opportunities for research projects. Countries have also increased their capacity to work in multinational and multidisciplinary teams. Compared to five years ago, the number of national PGR programmes with participation of multiple stakeholders has increased.

IPGRI has also had an impact on the research and training being conducted by countries, particularly through its scientific publications and training events. It has also made countries become aware and support new areas of research such as PGR use strategies, molecular genetics and work with local communities. Support to genebanks on documentation has notably raised the profile of this activity in the region and improved the capacity of genebanks to conserve their PGR.

Public awareness efforts have increased understanding of the PGR in its various aspects and among a variety of groups. Training has enhanced the qualifications of PGR professionals and its multiplier effect, through the PGR courses given by partner universities, is gradually increasing the PGR work force.
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