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Executive Summary

Training activities in ACIAR are integral to attainment of institutional objectives and have contributed significantly to the impact and sustainability of ACIAR’s programs. The Review takes this success as its context to focus on areas which can be improved to further enhance current outputs and position ACIAR for future approaches.

Within ACIAR, training has included project training embedded in project designs and managed by Project Leaders. This has been complemented, in an institutional sense, by a Fellowship program and general short courses of benefit to more than one ACIAR research program. The separation of training types is reflected in management arrangements which have developed around the origins of the types of training. For example, the Fellowship program traces its origin to a joint program under AIDAB’s scholarship program. Similarly Master Classes, whether they cross programs or not, are managed in the corporate area because they arose from a special arrangement with the Crawford Fund for International Agricultural Research.

The Review defines ACIAR’s training as award (Fellowships in Australia, home country or a third country) and non-award (Project training, Master Classes, and Cross-program training). It suggests that such definitions will facilitate ACIAR’s management of training and liaison with other agencies.

Conclusions and recommendations of the Review are based on; interviews with staff of ACIAR, AusAID, the Crawford Fund and the Overseas Service Bureau, interim findings of the overarching and concurrent ACIAR Review, and surveys of Fellows, their university supervisors, and their home country superior officers. Analysis of findings from these sources allowed presentation of results related to policy and planning on the one hand, and management and administration on the other.

There is a need for a clear policy on training and a draft statement proposed for Board consideration after Training Committee deliberations is presented. The Training Committee would supersede the current Fellowship and Training Advisory Committee with revised Terms of Reference which aim to increase the roles and responsibilities of Research Programs Managers and coordination monitoring and reporting of training.

The relevance and balance of training in the overall ACIAR program was seen to be appropriate and a modest increase in training investment is recommended. The relationship with AusAID requires management given diverging objectives and other areas of congruence. Special cases such as China, Thailand and Malaysia, Pacific Islands, and research capacity development, require decision making according to ACIAR policies. Wider consideration of alternative Fellowship training modes allows reinstatement of countries excluded from the program through flexible management by Research Program Managers. However, the Review does not consider ACIAR to be adequately resourced nor mandated to include stand alone institutional development activities.

Improved identification of Fellows with ACIAR and enhanced contact with Fellows are possible as a result of ACIAR’s small and potentially personal service. Similarly, administrative efficiencies and improved management of universities can further strengthen the already well-respected program.

Eleven Recommendations are made:

1.
ACIAR should develop and promulgate clear policies guiding the development of its training activities. The strategies and guidelines should provide flexibility where special needs are encountered.

2.
ACIAR’s non-award training should be based on identified needs and should be provided through mechanisms that meet those needs through outcome-focused training activities. ACIAR may require professional advice on how to design some of its training activities.

3.
Resources allocated to training should be increased marginally with the balance between various modes of training determined by RPMs on a country and program basis. To assist introduction of such future flexibility, it is recommended that the Training Committee encourage an average of seven Fellowships per year over the next three years and thereafter set no guideline on numbers.

4.
ACIAR’s working relationship with AusAID should be strengthened through appointment of an AusAID senior representative to the Training Committee to enhance ACIAR knowledge of AusAID’s policy direction and management systems with respect to postgraduate scholarships, and to monitor levels of contractual service, and areas of mutual investment interest;

5.
ACIAR should widen Fellowship modes where appropriate to include in-country and third country institutions which can be well supervised by RPMs. Fellowships should include well-structured sandwich programs which allow Fellows to conduct research in their country and would not encourage emigration. Support for Australian postgraduates should be limited to minor complementary funding in conjunction with existing funded university schemes.

6.
ACIAR should monitor and report on all training on a readily understood basis through a Training Committee with new Terms of Reference and membership.

7.
Research Program Managers should ensure that Fellows receive quality service and identify with and have a working knowledge of ACIAR by regular contact through an annual meeting of Fellows and regular monitoring of university services. Selected AusAID scholars should be invited to one such ACIAR meeting. A network ACIAR alumni service should be developed.

8.
Research Program Managers should propose Fellowship applicants on the basis of consistency with medium and long term program objectives and linkages to future projects, and should facilitate timely entry to study through management of placement and release processes.

9.
Returning Fellows and selected AusAID scholars should be skilled in accessing research funds and be supported by ACIAR for up to two years provided an Australian collaborator and other sustainable research funds are accessed. ACIAR should extend this recommendation to appropriate returning AusAID scholars.

10.
With regard to non-award training RPMs should report on project-based training expenditures and accept responsibility for management of this training in terms of meeting project and program objectives and accountability requirements; recommendations of the Crawford Fund Master Classes Review should be implemented and reported on as part of  ACIAR’s regular training program; and a regular program of cross-program training should be funded to support both projects and broader institutional development.

11.
ACIAR should quickly develop a capacity to collect and analyse data on its training program including on measures of effectiveness in order to ensure its accountability for the recommended 15% of its expenditure devoted to training.

1.
Introduction

1.1
Legislative Role

The training activities of ACIAR were acknowledged specifically in the 1998 amendment to the Australian Centre for International Agricultural Research Act 1982. This resulted from the review of the Australian Centre for International Agricultural Research conducted by the Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade on behalf of the Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia in 1992. The review noted the second reading speeches of the Minister for Foreign Affairs which referred to the deliberate omission of a training function from ACIAR at the time of its formation because the then Australian Development Assistance Bureau managed such a formal academic training function for developing country scientists. However, it was also noted that training as an integral element of an ACIAR research program could include an individual scientist participating in training where this did not involve formal degree-related training. 

In order to undertake its major functions, ACIAR entered into the AIDAB/ACIAR Associated Fellowship Scheme in 1986 to allow developing country scientists engaged in ACIAR supported research projects to undertake higher degree studies in Australia. The scheme which was fully funded by AIDAB, was complemented by training through the non-Government Organisation, the Crawford Fund for International Agricultural Research in 1989. The ACIAR Review Committee supported the revision of ACIAR’s mandate to include training activities directly related to ACIAR projects in their Recommendation 17 with a consequent transfer of the funds previously administered by AIDAB in relation to the AIDAB/ACIAR Associated Fellowship Scheme. Consequently the revision to the Act on 1 January 1998 notes as Function 5.(1) (d) of the Centre being ..... to establish and fund training schemes related to its research programs (Act Amendment, 1998). From the implementation of the changes in the Act, formal training was named the John Allwright Fellowship Scheme in commemoration of the late John Allwright, a past member of the ACIAR Board of Management and President of the National Farmers’ Federation. 

1.2
History of the Training Program

ACIAR’s mandate is to support collaborative research in agriculture-related science between Australia and developing country institutions, to solve agricultural problems and through the partnership mode, to raise the ability of developing country scientists to conduct their own research. Enhancement of research capacity in developing countries, particularly through training, is integral to ACIAR’s operations. All research projects include training activities.

Early in its existence ACIAR decided that some formal training would be desirable in addition to informal hands-on research experience. The 1986 agreement with AIDAB led to eight scholarships for postgraduate training (PhD, Masters or Diploma levels) being made available each year. An ACIAR panel selected the awardees and notified AIDAB which then undertook all the tasks associated with awarding and administering fellowships. To avoid duplication of AIDAB’s own training program, it was agreed that only scientists working within ACIAR projects could be nominated for awards.

In subsequent years the annual number of new fellowships grew from 8 to 10 or 11. AIDAB subsequently revised arrangements to allocate an amount of money (about A$1 million per year) rather than a specific number of awards, thereby allowing ACIAR to fund in a manner suited to its program. At the same time, ACIAR assumed responsibility for allocating the awards, with AIDAB administering the students once they had taken up the awards.

The current (1998) arrangement between ACIAR and AusAID is one of ACIAR contracting AusAID to perform student administration functions. As this arrangement has evolved from earlier bureaucratic relationships, the terms of the contract are understood if not specified.

As part of its training program expansion, ACIAR has also been increasing the amount and scope of general short-course training in addition to the project specific short courses incorporated into research projects. From ACIAR’s early days, individual programs have supported small, one-off training exercises related to program objectives - for example, a scientist coming to Australia for four to six months training in diagnostic and other laboratory techniques, or a short course for a number of scientists on analytical methods related to soil nutrients. Programs continue to provide project-specific training and a corporate committee  also runs more generic training, such as, report writing and presentation of scientific results. Some of this training now operates in conjunction with the Crawford Fund for International Agricultural Research, notably the expanding series of Master classes.

1.3
Defining ACIAR’s Training Activities

Many resources are allocated to formal training through the ACIAR Fellowship and Training Advisory Committee. In-project training and training managed by the Crawford Fund, reportedly bring training investment to some 10-12 per cent (c. $2 million annually) of ACIAR’s budget.

The training activities in ACIAR have to-date been grouped as; John Allwright Fellowships (postgraduate scholarships), Crawford Fund Master classes, General Short Courses (strategic and non-strategic), and Project Training. This Review’s ToRs cover the first three forms of training although the Team expanded its investigations further. As a consequence a reclassification of ACIAR training is suggested in this document (refer to Section 5.1), viz:

· Award training

· Non-award training


-
Project Training


-
Crawford Master Classes


-
Cross-program training.

1.3.1
Award Training
Fellowships:   Within the approximately ten postgraduate fellowships awarded each year, preference is given to young tenured scientists who have not had an opportunity to study abroad and who are directly involved in a current ACIAR project. At present the Fellowship and Training Advisory Committee has a policy that no project will receive more than one fellowship and that a balance across ACIAR programs and partner countries should be maintained. Attempts to maintain a gender balance have been impressive considering the difficulties in finding eligible female candidates.

Students must have approval from their home government and be accepted by an Australian university before a formal offer is made. Students may only study for an Australian University award, although considerable research activity for the award may be conducted in the home country. In one case, a student has studied by distance education. No opportunity has been taken of university twinning or strategic scholarship arrangements. 

ACIAR has recently decided to exclude students from Thailand, Malaysia and the People’s Republic of China. The first two countries were said to have ‘graduated’ from developing country status. Chinese students are said to have demonstrated a high non-return rate thereby diminishing benefits to their home institutions.

In some countries, notably Vietnam, Indonesia and Lao-PDR, students’ English skills require development before they can take up a fellowship. It has been ACIAR’s policy to assist these students in their own countries to reach the IELTS or equivalent requirements before coming to Australia. ACIAR’s current policy limits candidates from Pacific Island nations to Masters and Diploma level training only. In no other case does ACIAR pre-determine the acceptable entry requirements between levels of formal training. The award conditions for John Allwright (ACIAR) Fellowship holders are the same as those for AusAID scholars. 

ACIAR recognises that while the research undertaken by a fellow can contribute to the overall objectives of a program, the effect to a specific project of removing a scientist for a prolonged period needs be acknowledged in project designs.

1.3.2
Non-Award Training

Project Training:
Project applications developed in conjunction with collaborating scientists and ACIAR include training specific to the project objectives in such forms as short courses, workshops and visits to collaborating research facilities.
Crawford Fund Master Classes:   Master classes are defined as training activities concerned with major new developments in a science or related disciplines such as biotechnology, intellectual property, breeding techniques, and research management. They aim to educate mid-career, high achieving scientists or decision makers in agriculture about the major features of such new developments. Master classes take the form of intensive courses of three weeks duration where laboratory work is involved and shorter periods of one to two weeks in other cases. The longer period required for laboratory classes is seen as important in reviving scientific enthusiasm among senior scientists or decision makers who have not recently worked in such environments. They aim to increase the efficiency of research and/or technology transfer affecting agriculture and developing countries. Resource personnel utilised for Master classes are experts in various aspects of new technological developments. Networks of the participants and the Resource Personnel are fostered through follow-up electronic communications. Examples of Master classes planned by the Crawford Fund are presented in Annex 6.

Cross-program Training:   Training such as research management, scientific writing and grantmanship skills which are of benefit to a range of projects across the current 11 ACIAR research programs are designed, supervised and in some cases implemented by ACIAR. The process is managed by the Fellowship and Training Advisory Committee (FTAC). Examples of courses proposed are included as Annex 4.

Management and Administration:   ACIAR coordinates non-project training activities through the FTAC, the Terms of Reference for which are presented in Annex 7. The functions of the Committee are oriented to monitoring, advice and the presentation of recommendations to the Director of ACIAR. It is responsible for the organisation’s training strategy, discussing research related training modes and collecting statistics for the fellowship and training budget estimates. The Committee is comprised of a Chair, four members and a secretary who is also responsible for administration of the program.

2.
Methodology of Review

2.1
Approach

Training is an integral responsibility of ACIAR, especially since 1998. The decision by ACIAR to review its training activities is appropriate and timely considering the legislative requirement to engage in training and the changes that have occurred in its management and that of the AusAID scholarship program from which a large part of ACIAR’s training activities emanated.

The Review was limited to training activities managed by the Fellowship and Training Advisory Committee. In undertaking its investigations, the Review Team found that the overall training activities of ACIAR are better conceived as one group of activities. Accordingly, the Review Team took the approach of embracing all training activities in its recommendations.

The Review aimed to advise ACIAR on issues related to management and administration within the policy framework established by the ACIAR Board and Policy Advisory Council. So far as possible from available information, the Review also aimed to comment on effectiveness of training, its future role in the ACIAR program, and means of improving training implementation. The detailed Terms of Reference of the Review are presented in Annex 1.

2.2
Methodology

A three person external Review Team was brought together by ACIAR. The Team Leader was a person with an agricultural background and international and university experience. Team members were; a person with a multi-disciplinary background with a focus in natural resource science, and a researcher from a Thai university with experience in ACIAR projects. The Team was supported by the Program Officer responsible for training administration and the Chair of the Fellowship and Training Advisory Committee (FTAC). Details of the membership of the Team and ACIAR supporting personnel are presented in Annex 2.

Training is difficult to evaluate, especially when different delivery modes, global sites and management systems are represented, and its context within an organisation is just one of a suite of activities. For this reason, the methodology included the parallel approaches of:

· interviews with ACIAR staff

· provision of the opportunity for staff to write submissions

· interviews with collaborators (AusAID, Crawford Fund)

· working with the Fellowship and Training Advisory Committee

· surveys of (a) past and current Fellows (b) university supervisors of past and current Fellows, (c) home-country superior officers of past and current Fellows, and (d) Australian Deans and Heads of Agriculture and Natural Resources.

Interviews were conducted on an unstructured basis with the Review Team using prepared check lists to ensure key areas were covered. A joint meeting with the FTAC was based around a brainstorming SWOT analysis as a means of broadening the issues base for Review Team consideration.

Surveys were designed around issues elicited from the FTAC with inputs from the Review Team and the FTAC. A total of 243 questionnaires were despatched by ACIAR to addresses on the data base during May 1998 with a two month response period. Follow-up to encourage responses was conducted via Research Program Managers and Country Managers. Information from all sources was collated and examined by the Review Team during the week of 30 August to 3 September 1998. Survey instruments are presented in Annex 5.

3.
Overview of Results

3.1
Staff Perspectives and SWOT Analysis

Staff were well informed, enthusiastic and professional in their approaches to training. Views were consistent with respect to the importance of training, their confusion over aspects of decision making and evaluation of training, and the need to consolidate its management. A range of specific issues were enumerated by the FTAC to which other ACIAR staff added further issues. The Review Team formed the view that many issues were in fact soluble through clarification of the objective of training supported by ACIAR and consequently grouped issues accordingly into those related to policy and planning (refer to Section 4) and management and administration (refer to Section 5). The various specific issues and suggested new initiatives are considered in the following sections. 

The Review Team also participated in a SWOT analysis of the ACIAR Training Program. The main issues brought out in the analysis are listed in the Box below.

	Strengths

Fellowships:

Training backed by a high profile program


A representative committee is coordinating training across programs


Good corporate support for training


Good links to programs and projects


Research topics are highly relevant and of high priority


Sustainability of programs and their impact is assured


Training modes can be very flexible

Students:

Selection process assures good students


Supervision is of high quality


Pastoral care is of a high order


Success rate is good

Non-award training:

Good spillover benefits


Non-award training is needs-focused


Institutional support is high within ACIAR


The analysis illustrated considerable common ground in staff views of the ACIAR training program. Overall views were positive and, in particular, the important strengths of the ACIAR program were identified to be its small size which allowed for: 

· fine-tuning of training to meet identified needs

· close supervision and monitoring of trainees. 

These strengths signal significant differences between the ACIAR program and AusAID’s training program.

Weakness were more grouped around problems of coordination and implementation while the discussion of opportunities revealed many useful suggestions about how the training program could be improved qualitatively as well as better managed. There is a degree of conflict in perceptions because views varied between members of staff with some seeing a strength in something perceived as a weakness by others.

The Review Team has made every effort to develop identified strengths and counter generally perceived weaknesses in its recommendations.

3.2 AusAID Perspective

AusAID manages Fellows on behalf of ACIAR after ACIAR has conducted their selection and placement. This is convenient and has largely served the purposes of ACIAR when the two programs shared many objectives.

AusAID now contracts universities to provide both academic and welfare services to students, and reporting and introductory problem identification services to AusAID. This shift in procedure reflects a policy to create a purchaser and provider relationship between AusAID and universities and to use the contractual base to enhance quality of both administrative and academic service. A consequence of the shift in the AusAID scholarship program is reduced direct contact between AusAID and students.

Monitoring of student performance and budget is conducted primarily through Progress Reports about students to the Post. Reports focus on whether students are likely to complete their programs within the scholarship period. If this is considered likely, AusAID require no other information. In cases of concern, a recommended strategy to rectify the problem is requested and a solution negotiated with the university. AusAID monitor the scholarship on a combined basis, largely within the 38 university contracts.

The postgraduate scholarship activities of AusAID have recently been reviewed although the report is currently embargoed. It is likely that future policy will support the current direction of the management systems of scholarships being based on administrative efficiency. Scholarships would cease to be a specific program, but rather a means of achieving specific country program objectives which could extend to include third country training. ACIAR may well consider AusAID management for such services as it expands flexibility of its own Fellowship program. Continuation of the current policy trend may one day lead to the calling for tenders to provide academic and associated welfare services.

It is estimated that annual AusAID expenditure on scholarships supporting agriculture and related training totals some $15 million which caters for roughly 200 students at any one time. These students are not directly accessible by ACIAR according to privacy legislation but could conceivable receive correspondence from ACIAR via AusAID. 

Financial and other management reporting is provided by AusAID’s Student Information Management System (SIMS) which is designed to meet AusAID’s requirements and cannot produce individual student financial information for ACIAR, or indeed some internal AusAID clients.

A current review of agricultural and rural development with AusAID has noted the benefits of closer linkages between research outputs of ACIAR projects and AusAID development projects, of combined projects in agricultural research to stimulate capability enhancements in special cases and of improved information flow about AusAID postgraduate scholars between AusAID and ACIAR.

The divergence of institutional objectives between the two organisations with respect to student contact highlights a need for enhanced commitment by ACIAR to retain its advantage in dealing with small numbers of Fellows of building personal relationships consistent with the partnership ethic of the organisation. While AusAID provides a service of value, this should be used while monitoring changes in AusAID policy and procedures, and building on AusAID’s own investment in scholars in agricultural fields. Specific recommendations concerning AusAID follow under the discussion of Issues.

3.3
Survey Results

The survey of Fellows achieved a 23% response rate which compare with 14% for university supervisor and 10% for home country supervisor officers. The low rates of response may be due to the spread of years covered, irrelevancy in cases such as Fellows not yet having returned, and inadequacies in the ACIAR data base.

The survey of Fellows indicated a high level of satisfaction (80%) and perceived quality (69%) of the learning experience. Coursework featured in 43% of cases and where undertaken, the majority (80%) were involved in six or less courses. Fellows overwhelmingly (88%) considered there were adequate funds for the degree research and only 15% considered the Fellowship application process to be slow; with a similar percentage (15%) considering their living allowance to be insufficient. Most (62%) indicated little difficulty with English language. For returned Fellows, 63% indicated access to research funds and 55% recorded face to face follow up by ACIAR and university supervisors, and 69% and 93% recorded electronic or other follow up by ACIAR and university staff respectively. While 98% indicated the degree was relevant and comprehensive, 54% preferred a partially coursework degree and 48% preferred a sandwich program with research conducted in their home country. Overall, the present balance between Fellowships and short courses was considered appropriate. Points emphasised in other comments focussed on follow-up funding and contact, home country research, and confusion over thesis submission costs if not completed within the award period.

For the survey of university supervisors, current responding Fellows were engaged predominantly (80%) in PhD programs, with about 60% not taking any coursework. Most (65%) regarded Fellows’ performance high compared to other overseas students and most (60%) were considered to have had minimal English language difficulty. In 82% of cases, research funding was considered sufficient for the degree and about half favoured some research being conducted in the Fellow’s home country. For Fellows who had returned home, most (80%) university supervisors claimed to have followed up and 90% of Fellows were said to have reintegrated well on return. Some 75% of supervisors felt the balance between Fellowships and short courses was appropriate.

With respect to responses from home institutions, all institutions answering the questionnaire were satisfied with the research training that their staff undertook in Australia. The majority of institutions (86%) had a good impression of the skills which their staff obtained in Australia and 73% felt that their staff had attended the most appropriate Australian University. The majority (91%) of home institutions indicated that announcements about the scholarship and acceptance information reached them within a realistic time frame. The majority of returning staff (78%) had access to research funds for follow-on research; among these 61% obtained funds from their governments, 17% from international fund sources, and 22% from both sources. In two cases, local funds did not provide sufficient fund money and 22% did not have access to any research funds. Most (86%) home institution respondents felt that their staff should undertake a degree that was partially course work and partially research. A high proportion of respondents (61%) would have preferred their staff to prepare and write-up abroad with research conducted in their home country. Half of the respondents agreed with the balance of training as it is currently but there was a tendency to support more short course training. Other respondents indicated the benefits of ACIAR funded network development based on return Fellows and of research degree topics being more relevant to home country program.

Respondent numbers to the electronic survey of Deans of Agriculture and Natural Resources were low and few had direct experience with the Fellowship Scheme. The overall view from the limited sample suggested that research funds for the project of the candidate were adequate through the associated ACIAR grant and that links with Fellows upon their return home were being established. One respondent commented that an AusAID awardee who had unsuccessfully applied for an ACIAR fellowship conducted research activities both in Australia and in the home country in a flexible arrangement to the benefit of all parties. It was suggested that the Fellowship Scheme could be improved by making more fellowships available and increasing the number of eligible countries. 

4.
Policy and Planning Issues

4.1
Policy Framework

ACIAR was established to “assist and encourage Australia’s agricultural scientists to use their skills for the benefit of developing countries” and the Mission described in the ACIAR Corporate Plan is “to reduce poverty, improve food security and promote sustainable natural resource management through international agricultural research partnerships for the benefit of developing countries and Australia”. Through its Act, ACIAR is firmly focused in research activity. In 1998 the ACIAR act was amended to allow ACIAR to “establish and fund training schemes related to its research programs.” These sources constitute ACIAR’s policy foundations.

The Review Team was impressed by the individual dedication shown to maximising benefits notwithstanding a variety of views among ACIAR staff about how the training program should link to research projects and programs. The staff could be further supported by guidance on how ACIAR’s basic policies should be translated to assist and guide the development of training programs. While the FTAC’s Terms of Reference include, “prepare and maintain a training strategy for ACIAR”, its activities have been essentially administrative. Diverse opinions existed among the staff, particularly RPMs, about the priority to be given to training activities, and the timing conflicts between projects and Fellow training.

The absence of clear policies may be attributed to the gradual evolution and incremental growth of the training program rather than as a criticism of ACIAR staff. The absence of a clear policy base has made it difficult for the FTAC to know how to develop the training program. 

As a consequence, the Review Team felt there was a need for ACIAR to develop clearer policies and guidelines for its training activities and that this framework needed to be translated into a planning framework clearly linked to the program priorities developed for the research programs. These policies should reflect:

· ACIAR’s basic research mandate and the purpose of training in that framework

· A requirement that the outcomes of all training clearly support research programs

· The need for training to clearly reflect research program and country priorities

· A simplified and agreed training terminology

· Where necessary the need for RPMs to manage and coordinate all training associated with their program

· A clear role and Terms of Reference for the Training Committee.

All staff would need to familiarise themselves with the policy and planning framework. A basis for further development of a policy for submission to the Board is presented in the following Box.

Refer to Recommendation 1.

	Towards a Training Policy for ACIAR

ACIAR’s legislative mandate is to develop research partnerships to encourage and support mutually beneficial research between Australian and developing country institutions. In order to support this mandate, ACIAR has been empowered to undertake relevant training to support individuals working in ACIAR-supported research programs, and the institutions with which ACIAR wishes to work. ACIAR supported training must focus on ACIAR’s programs and projects and, in some cases, these may be assisted by support to the parent institution itself. ACIAR’s training programs will be closely linked to its research programs.

ACIAR’s programs reflect priority sectors and countries determined by policies approved by the ACIAR Board. Any training programs developed by ACIAR must complement that framework of priorities. ACIAR training will be one of the following types:


Award Training

· Postgraduate Fellowships in Australia

· Postgraduate Fellowships in-country

· Postgraduate Fellowships in a third country


Non-award Training

· Project related training

· Master Classes

· Cross program training

Training management lies with the Research Program Managers, except for the cross-program training which will be managed through a Training Committee. The Training Committee will have clear Terms of Reference. The Training Committee will be responsible for making final selections for Fellowship awards. The Training Committee will: 

· plan and monitor the forward program of cross-program training

· be responsible for monitoring quality control across all training programs

· collect and monitor data on all ACIAR training activities, and

· report regularly to the Director.

Research Program Managers are responsible for managing and reporting on all training activity undertaken by ACIAR project staff within their programs, and for coordinating and short-listing fellowship nominees nominated by their project leaders.

ACIAR training will be reviewed periodically by the Economic Evaluation Unit and the Training Committee will require staff whenever necessary to collect and provide information on training effectiveness.

Data on training will be collected annually by the Training Committee, or more frequently if necessary, for collation and inclusion in ACIAR reports. Data will be provided on:

· types of training provided, 

· numbers attending training courses, 

· the effectiveness of training, and 

· the expenditures allocated to training activities across all programs.




4.2
Goals and Objectives

While ACIAR has articulated its own corporate goals in its Corporate Plan, goals and objectives are not clearly stated for the Training Program. 

This is a less significant issue for the Fellowship award program as it tends to stand alone. However, the Review Team did note that there was sometimes a less than optimum linkage between the awardee’s research program and the sponsoring program or project in ACIAR. Fellowship candidates are proposed by ACIAR project leaders occasionally without the knowledge of RPMs. The Review Team discovered in discussions with RPMs that Fellowship selections may not always be integrated with Research Programs or Projects. Links between Programs, Projects and Fellowships need clarification.

The successful non-award training activities have evolved without Training Needs Analyses followed by a determination of training objectives. Courses may miss the opportunity to widen impact where they are concerned in isolation from objective assessment. The relatively low emphasis given to training in ACIAR project application guidelines does little to assist an assessable and goal oriented approach to training. Nevertheless project training does sit under clearly identified project goals and objectives which are fully integrated into ACIAR’s planning strategy. The Review Team felt there would be benefit in ACIAR staff being introduced to these procedures. In due course ACIAR may need to be more accountable for its training activities and accountability would be enhanced by more formal training development procedures linked to some analysis of training effectiveness.

Refer to Recommendation 2.

4.3
Relevance of ACIAR’s Training Programs

On the issue as to whether ACIAR’s training is relevant to its mandate, to projects, to programs and to building capacity in partner developing countries, the Review Team commend the ways in which some RPMs linked training activity to ACIAR’s program strategies.  

Some concerns were raised about whether Fellows could or should be integrated with the Projects and Programs from which they originated. The Review Team recognises that this is frequently determined by the University which hosts the Fellow. The Review Team noted the possibility that closer relationships between the Fellow, the host University and the RPM may help to integrate Fellowship training more effectively with ACIAR programs. Questionnaire responses indicated that the majority of respondents were satisfied with the perceived relevance of the training received through the Fellowship program.

Other non-award training seemed clearly relevant to ACIAR’s mandate although in some cases the links are through very specialised aspects. While staff were concerned that ACIAR training should be relevant, the Review Team found such concerns largely unjustified. On the whole it is clear that the training programs do play a useful role and are relevant, and with good judgement on the part of the Training Committee and the RPMs there is no reason to suppose this will change. The flexibility afforded by a small institution with a professional management team provides a strong mechanism for effective decision making for such non-award training.

4.4
 Balance within the ACIAR Training Program

The balance between the research and training components of ACIAR’s overall program, as well as the appropriate balance between different forms of training was of concern to some staff. The Review Team felt that no hard and fast rule could be provided. However, it is appropriate to make some general comment in order to allow staff a greater degree of confidence in the present situation.

With little policy guidance on how large the training program should be, the Review Team questioned whether the current balance of 10-12% of budget going to training was about right. Questionnaire responses indicated general support for the current balance between Fellowships and non-award training, with some support for a modest expansion of the training budget. The Review Team supports such a rise, to about 15% of budget provided such a shift can be accommodated within the ACIAR program. The number of Fellowships granted each year is determined pragmatically in accordance with general financial limitations and while some fellowships relate closely to research projects, others do not. In these circumstances it would be inadvisable to recommend a fixed ratio between the overall program and the fellowship program in perpetuity. ACIAR should be permitted to set its own program priorities according to needs. However, as the management role of RPMs is still in the process of being consolidated, the Review Team recommends an interim guideline, as expanded in Section 5.3.7.

Regarding the question of balance between different kinds of training, the Review Team noted some divergent views among the staff. No general conclusions were drawn other than that the present balance seems about right. Some University support for an increase in the Fellowship program was noted, while some staff seem more interested in developing the non-award program. 

The Review Team emphasises the opportunity and benefits in maintaining flexibility. The balance between different modes of training delivery should be allowed to vary from country to country and project to project, while managed by the RPM who should determine the most effective way to deliver training in each case. Ensuring the effectiveness of training would always be more important than rigidly applying rules about the balance of training types.

The Review Team felt it important that ACIAR not consider itself a training institution. ACIAR’s view of training must be as a support to its research programs. Some RPMs may see training as an end in itself, focusing more on ACIAR’s obvious developmental objectives. The Review Team would caution against a general adoption of this approach.

Refer to Recommendation 3.

4.5 ACIAR’s training relationship with AusAID

The Fellowship program was passed to ACIAR from AusAID’s scholarship program. AusAID’s rules flowed with the scholarships and ACIAR staff have implemented those rules as best they can interpret them. The flow of administrative information is less than optimal and could be improved. Discussions with AusAID indicated that ACIAR can have greater autonomy and authority on matters of student supervision and monitoring as well as in designing alternative forms of award training if it wishes to exercise those options.

It is clear that a closer relationship between AusAID and ACIAR would be beneficial. Although the ACIAR Fellowship program is very small by AusAID standards, it has an unusual capacity to be highly effective because of the possibility of very close collaboration between the Fellows, the Universities and the RPMs. The Review Team felt strongly that these advantages should be exploited.

Refer to Recommendation 4.

4.6 Special Cases

Various members of staff raised issues concerning special circumstances in some countries. The issues can be separated into four categories.

China:  The apparently high proportion of non-returning students in the case of China has led to the suspension of the China Fellowship program. The Review Team felt this response to be appropriate but urges ACIAR to look at alternative mechanisms for Fellowships which would allow the program to restart. Clearly the essential element would be a Fellowship structure which would discourage migration after qualifications have been received. Appropriate modes could include sandwich arrangements, in-country awards, and perhaps third country awards. These approaches would require discussion with Chinese authorities and AusAID.

Graduating Countries:  Thailand and Malaysia have been dropped from the Fellowship program because they were perceived to have graduated from the class of “developing countries.” In the light of the recent economic downturn in SE Asia, the question arises as to whether this is the appropriate action. In any case, the Review Team felt it unnecessary for ACIAR to follow AusAID guidelines in all cases, particularly if important linkages are required to be maintained in these countries. Both Thailand and Malaysia have strong research infrastructures and may provide regional hubs for third country training. ACIAR should work to maintain its links through collaborative partnerships. Furthermore, with the recent economic downturn, both countries may require research and economic support to enable them to regain recent losses. 

Pacific Islands:  The Island countries have been limited to Diploma and Masters programs at the request of Island Governments who fear that more highly qualified postgraduates may emigrate on return. The Review Team is uneasy with a policy which discriminates against the possibility of Pacific Islanders gaining higher degrees and urges ACIAR to open a dialogue with Pacific Island Country Governments with a view to obtaining approval to the granting of alternative modes of training delivery in these cases. These alternatives might include sandwich courses, in-country or third country scholarships, all of which would be designed to minimise the likelihood of migration following the award of the higher degree. 

Research Capacity:  ACIAR is concerned that in some countries it will not be possible to develop research projects unless preliminary work is undertaken to strengthen institutional research capacity in target institutions. This problem is common in Pacific Island countries, in PNG, Lao-PDR and Cambodia. The Review Team recognises the seriousness of this issue and its importance in allowing ACIAR to develop programs in such countries. The review urges two strategies. The first is to encourage the development of collaborative relationships with third countries which might provide a base for in-country support of research. This would be a particularly useful approach where the facilities in a neighbouring country could be used, as in the case of Lao-PDR and Thailand. Another approach might be to grant in-country fellowships, and well-structured sandwich degrees so that the minimal capacity in the country concerned would not be further weakened by removing perhaps the only capable researcher from the country for up to three years. 

Australian Postgraduates:  The partnership mode of activity of ACIAR requires a continuing supply of qualified Australians who have an ethos of working in such a mode in developing countries. However, the Review Team believes that as benefits accrue to universities, individuals and ACIAR’s targeted beneficiaries, that ACIAR’s contribution should be contingent of university/student funding and not exceed $5,000 per year for up to fifteen persons in any one year.

Refer to Recommendations 4 and 5.

ACIAR cannot afford to see itself in the field of institutional development, its focus is on individual researchers and their projects. The wider issue of institutional support is important and falls within AusAID’s mandate. ACIAR should open a dialogue with AusAID in order to determine how mutually supportive programs could be developed in some of the key countries with limited institutional capacity. Discussions with AusAID indicated they would welcome such approaches. Refer to Recommendation 4.

On these special issues the Review Team felt it important that ACIAR remain flexible and able to adapt its policies and practices to the particular circumstances of individual countries. This would ensure the best possible outcomes for the research programs. The Review felt that ACIAR should always be mindful of its research mandate and should be very cautious of seeing itself as an agency with a mandate to develop research infrastructure. Where institutional development is important, a joint approach with AusAID would be more fruitful than compromising ACIAR’s mandate.

	Recommendations

1. ACIAR should develop and promulgate clear policies guiding the development of its training activities. The strategies and guidelines should provide flexibility where special needs are encountered.

2. ACIAR’s non-award training should be based on identified needs and should be provided through mechanisms that meets those needs through outcome-focused training activities. ACIAR may require professional advice on how to design some of its training activities.

3. Resources allocated to training should be increased marginally with the balance between various modes of training determined by RPMs on a country and program basis. To assist introduction of such future flexibility, it is recommended that the Training Committee encourage an average of seven Fellowships per year over the next three years and thereafter set no guideline on numbers.

4. ACIAR’s working relationship with AusAID should be strengthened through appointment of an AusAID senior representative to the Training Committee to enhance ACIAR knowledge of AusAID’s policy direction and management systems with respect to postgraduate scholarships, and to monitor levels of contractual service, and areas of mutual investment interest.

5. ACIAR should widen Fellowship modes where appropriate to include in-country and third country institutions which can be well supervised by RPMs. Fellowships should include well-structured sandwich programs which allow Fellows to conduct research in their country and would not encourage emigration. Support for Australian postgraduates should be limited to minor complementary funding in conjunction with existing funded university schemes.




5.
Management and Administration Issues

5.1
Structure of the Training Program

Training within ACIAR is currently separated in management and administrative terms between project training, and training involving the Fellowship and Training Advisory Committee (FTAC). This can create an internal lack of awareness of, and in some cases responsibility for, aspects of training. It also makes reporting on overall training activities complex and costly. A more unified approach to management and reporting is required.

Terminology employed within ACIAR for training derives from this separation and is accordingly confusing and different from that employed in neighbouring institutions. Fellowships are understood as award based research training at universities. However, short courses conducted outside projects are referred to as informal, strategic or non-strategic activities which may or may not benefit most ACIAR research programs.

A clearer means of classifying ACIAR’s training activities is:

1.
Award Courses


1.1
In Australia


1.2
In home-country


1.3
In third country

2.
Non-award Courses


2.1
Project Training


2.2
Master Classes


2.3
Cross-Program Training

All types of training, including alternative modes such as in-Australia, in-country or third-country Award courses, should be accessible and known to RPMs within the agreed objectives of a program, and be reported on a consolidated basis through the Training Committee.

Refer to Recommendation 6.

5.2
Role of the Training Committee
FTAC has performed a valuable function although a number of its Terms of Reference (TOR) may be difficult to fulfil for two reasons.

1)
The TOR allocate responsibilities without the necessary authority or resources. For example, the requirement to generate training statistics from within projects/programs is constrained by the need to review individual project progress and financial reports because training is not reported on a consolidated basis within programs. Likewise, the requirement to monitor expenditure is complicated by inadequate reporting from AusAID as financial managers on behalf of ACIAR Fellows.

2)
The absence of a training policy derived from reference to training in the ACIAR Act has effectively precluded the meeting of the requirement of preparation and maintenance of a training strategy.

The Review Team felt that this probably reflects an inadequacy in the current TOR for the institutional environment of ACIAR.

The FTAC’s primary function, which reflects its origins in supporting the AIDAB/ACIAR Associated Fellowship Scheme in the past, is the screening and selection of Fellows. It has performed this task very well, as indicated from the overall success of the Fellowship Scheme. It has similarly performed well, in the absence of a specific policy and strategy, in the selection and administration of short courses which served several programs.

The Review Team considers that the expectations of the FTAC’s TORs that the FTAC prepare a training strategy, provide training statistics, monitor Fellowship expenditure, and advise the Director on all training matters, have been and are unrealistic. Accordingly, revised TORs are proposed which reflect the functions of a committee styled as Training Committee, which would have a different membership reflecting its functions, and be chaired by the Director or nominee. The Secretary supporting the committee and conducting corporate training administration on its behalf should be a dedicated position although the task may be less than full-time.

The proposed TORs for the Training Committee are presented in the following Box.

	Proposed Terms of Reference  :  Training Committee

Purpose

To select Fellows, allocate cross-program short course training, maintain familiarity with AusAID scholarship management, develop strategy implementation policy and monitor training and advise the Policy Advisory Council of any policy initiatives.

Responsibilities

A.
Selection of Fellows

Screen nominations from RPMs and allocate Fellowships for Australian, in-country and third country postgraduate degrees.

B.
Allocate Cross-program Short Course Training

Appraise proposals for training including cross-program, Master Classes, and allocate budgets and monitor performance via completion reports.

C.
AusAID Familiarity

Remain informed of AusAID’s scholarship program ensure responsive service in accordance with ACIAR’s requirements and monitor potential fields of joint investment.

D.
Advice, Strategy and Monitoring

Develop and maintain a training strategy to amplify the Board policy on training, monitor progress, outcomes and finances of all training through reports from RPMs, and ensure that any policy implications with respect to training are communicated to the Board and the Policy Advisory Council. 

Membership and Meetings
The Committee will be chaired by the Director and also comprise one RPM, one ACIAR staff member from the Communications Unit, a member of the Corporate Services, and an appropriate senior AusAID nominee. The Committee will meet three times per year or as required. Minutes of the meeting are filed in the public access directory.




Refer to Recommendation 6.

The indicative responsibilities for training activities within ACIAR as proposed are presented in the following Box

	Proposed Training Activity Responsibilities within ACIAR








Responsibility
1.
Policy
Approved Framework



ACIAR Board

Monitor Relevance of Policy


ACIAR Board

2.
Planning/Strategy
Strategic Planning



Training Committee

Maintain Strategic Plan


Training Committee

3.
Implementation
Program long term training


Research Program Manager

Project training




Research Program Manager

Fellow selection



Training Committee

Cross-program training


Training Committee

Master-Classes




Training Committee

4.
Evaluation
Effectiveness




Economic Evaluation Unit

Quality





Training Committee

Outcomes  (Project and Fellow Training)
Research Program Manager

5.
Reporting


	
	Type
	From
	To
	

	
	Annual Report

Training Statistics

Project Training

Fellowships

Cross-Program

Master Classes 
	Director

Project Leaders, RPMs Committees

RPMs

RPMs

Training Committee

Training Committee
	Parliament

Director

Training Committee

Training Committee

Director

Director
	

	
	
	
	
	


5.3
Award Training: Implementation Issues

5.3.1
Identification with ACIAR

Responses of Fellows in surveys, interviews with AusAID and interviews conducted by the concurrent ACIAR Review Team suggest that the level of identification of Fellows with ACIAR could be improved.  This appears to arise from:

· the name of the Fellowship scheme not highlighting ACIAR

· the administration of some services by AusAID

· minimal contact with ACIAR staff during the term of Fellowship

· separation of Fellowship from program budgets.

The Review Team recognises the need for separate financial management of Fellowships while noting that such training must be conceived as supporting the concerned program’s goals. In that context, notional inclusion of Fellowships in the budgets managed by RPMs could improve integration with programs and contact between ACIAR and Fellows. Improved contact would in turn improve identification of Fellows with ACIAR.

The small size of the Fellowship program and ACIAR’s partnership model of operation provide an opportunity and a reason to manage Fellows in a more personal manner than is common in other schemes. It does not seem appropriate that Fellows can view themselves as the same as AusAID scholarship holders when the ACIAR funds are linked to an ongoing program objective. ACIAR would do well to ensure contact between ACIAR or its representatives for all Fellows, and that all Fellows return home with knowledge of ACIAR’s overall objectives, means of applying ACIAR and other research funds, and appropriate Australian research partners. Fellowship applications and awards should highlight ACIAR’s name.

Returned Fellows should be networked together and with ACIAR RPMs and Australian international agricultural researchers through an ACIAR alumni network and regular communications such as electronic and paper newsletters, research topics and meetings.

Refer to Recommendation 7.

5.3.2
Nominations and Selections

The Review Team agrees that nominees for Fellowships should be limited to persons associated with projects provided there is flexibility in defining ‘associations’ and that a demonstrable link to medium and long term program objectives can be shown. The nomination and selection process of Fellows begins with individual aspirants and Project Leaders. This can potentially by-pass RPMs who are a critical information resource for selection information, and who have responsibility to achieve program goals. involvement of RPMs is a critical link to effective program management. 

The Review Team views Fellowships training as supporting program objectives in potentially generating future projects. It is therefore appropriate that nomination be endorsed by a RPM before consideration by the Training Committee.

Refer to Recommendation 8.

5.3.3
Timeliness
The application process may take up to two years between initial application and taking up an award in Australia. In view of the small pool from which the numbers of Fellows are selected, the Review Team believes that this period can be shortened with benefit to the overall program and Fellows. Survey respondents’ replies on this matter suggest general satisfaction with the period taken for the process; this is considered to reflect a limitation of the sample accessed by the survey.

Universities and indeed likely academic supervisors are known to staff in or associated with ACIAR, thereby suggesting that the time taken for university acceptance of an application could be shortened substantially. The need for close contact with universities is also noted in other sections of this report.

Assuming that most universities in Australia will allow a Fellow to begin studies in a research degree at any time of the year, ACIAR’s consideration of applications could be increased from once to twice or three times per year.

Refer to Recommendation 8.  

5.3.4
Supervision
Supervision of Fellows by ACIAR has been variable. Some RPMs encourage regular email reports from current Fellows while others appear to assume that the Australian Project Leader of the project from which the Fellow originated is maintaining contact. The evolution of the Fellowship program from the AIDAB scholarship program may have created a legacy of assumptions about supervision of Fellows which are no longer valid. AusAID manages its own scholars via bulk university contracts which require individual Progress Reports on any reasons that a candidate may not complete within an award period. As these reports are sent to AusAID Posts for follow up, ACIAR should request that it be designated as a ‘Post’ to receive reports on Fellows. However, these reports alone while useful, are insufficient for ACIAR’s wider purposes. RPMs or their delegates, need to maintain contact with Fellows to monitor their progress and welfare while building an ongoing image of ACIAR in Fellows.

The Review Team supports the suggestion that Fellows be invited to ACIAR or an agreed site once each year to learn of ACIAR’s programs, means of accessing research funds to complement future proposal to ACIAR, and to discuss their own research.

Supervision of universities by ACIAR is not apparent as a current function. Nevertheless, insofar as universities ‘contract’ to provide a service, ACIAR would be justified in ensuring an agreed level of service. University staff changes can disrupt academic supervision, academic supervisors can vary in diligence, and relationships between academic supervisors and Fellows can be problematic. Where such matters lead to a Fellow not completing within the awarded period, it is not appropriate for ACIAR to passively accept the extra costs involved. A condition of placement could be half yearly supervisor reports to the Training Committee, which confirm the satisfactory progress of the Fellow or advise remedial actions being taken. The Training Committee would inform RPMs of the need for their delegates to follow up where necessary.

Closer management of university services should reduce criticisms noted in the surveys of the lack of relevance of some Fellow’s research topics and inadequate access to research operating funds from the ACIAR project or other sources. The Fellowship experience can potentially be enhanced by such greater contact between ACIAR and universities. Refer to Box.

Refer to Recommendation 7.

	Enhancing the Fellowship Experience

ACIAR Fellows placed in Australian universities can benefit from the personal interest that is the hallmark of ACIAR. They should also benefit from the services of universities which are not uniformly accessed by international students. Such services include ‘Academic Activity Grants’ or the equivalent which fund post graduate candidates for activities such as; conference attendance and seminars. While competitive in many cases, this is part of the Australian postgraduate experience which can enhance the impact of an ACIAR Fellowship. Short courses in IT, communication skills, research skills, and leadership are likewise available to postgraduates for a nominal fee and should be accessed by Fellows. Such courses are additional to the routine introductory courses for international students. While not offered on the same basis or depth by all universities, RPMs should ensure that their Fellows gain maximum benefit from the Australian postgraduate environment.


5.3.5 Follow-up
Follow-up support for Fellows upon returning home is an important means of enhancing the benefit of Fellowship investment. Respondents in all four surveys noted the potential benefits of providing access to some non- or pre-project ACIAR research funds for Fellows with collaboration for Australian researchers (often the university’s designated supervisor - not necessarily a university staff member) and matching funds from their own institution. Accountability for funds would be via the Australian collaborator. Funds should vary according to each case and would not exceed $5,000 over a two year periods because the purpose is to stimulate successful seeking of research project funds, including ACIAR project funds. This approach may also be extended with those AusAID scholars whom ACIAR identify as potential future project participants.

Refer to Recommendation 9.

5.3.6
Guidelines 

The Review Team notes that in-house rules appear to be derived from past practices or inherited from the AIDAB scheme. As ACIAR has specific objectives, any rules should reflect these. Two examples of ACIAR rules are the preclusion of English training in Australia, and country program guidelines. The Review Team concurs with the former and supports the inclusion of training in country programs and derivation of country guidelines for RPMs. Guidelines to meet policy agendas should remain while others such as age limits of applicants should be based on the professional judgement of RPMs and justification to their peers.

5.3.7
Research Programs
The approach recommended by this Review seeks to integrate training more closely with each ACIAR research program. This may appear to increase the responsibility of RPMs, although the Review considers this to be consistent with evolution of programs from coordination mechanisms for projects to planned programs with long term objectives which are supported by the shorter term objectives of projects. In taking program responsibilities, RPMs may delegate tasks to their assistants or Project Leaders in some cases. Position Descriptions for RPMs do not adequately reflect responsibilities in training management. In order to encourage the development of a program focus including training, budgets for programs should notionally show Fellowships and other training, and the agreed proportion of each program allocated for training should not be allocable to non-training activities. Furthermore, during the next three years, an overall corporate target of an average of seven Fellowships per year, would encourage the development of a longer term focus in the management of research programs.

Refer to Recommendation 3.

5.4
Non-award Training

5.4.1 Project Training

While the Terms of Reference for the Review did not include project training, the Review Team feels this important component of the ACIAR programs constitutes a very significant sub-component in terms of impact and expenditure. The Review feels that ACIAR could recognise its project training more explicitly, by monitoring and reporting regularly. In general, ACIAR could benefit from being more knowledgable corporately about its activities in this area. 

Reporting on project training should be conducted by Project Leaders to the Training Committee through the RPMs. The Training Committee should coordinate and circulate consolidated information on project training to the RPMs. There may be opportunities for cost-effective cross-project training arising from the circulation of the relevant information. Some of the more specialised courses reported to the Review Team, such as in bee-keeping and rodent control, fall in this category and should be managed through RPMs rather than through the Training Committee. Linking of related programs within ACIAR seems possible and in such cases, cross-project training need not be classified as cross-program, thereby minimising Training Committee involvement and facilitating senior management flexibility in continuing programs when desired. 

The Review Team is of the view that, apart from Master Classes and Cross-Program Training, responsibility for the initiation and management of training should lie with the RPMs who are in the best position to determine what is best for any program or country.

5.4.2
The Crawford Fund Master Classes in Biotechnology

Master Classes in biotechnology, a non-award training program, were initiated in 1992 as a component of an ACIAR funded project. The initial classes were to provide researchers involved in ACIAR networks with exposure to the basics of molecular genetics and to use the new technologies to improve the quality and outcomes of their research program. By 1994, in response to demand for this type of training and with support of the Crawford Fund for International Agricultural Research and other  donors, the Master Classes became the training program managed by the Fund. However, ACIAR remains a major supporter of the Master Classes to upgrade the skills of ACIAR’s research partners in modern biotechnology which is a component of many of the collaborative research projects.

In 1997, ACIAR evaluated the Master Classes by using an independent evaluation committee. The results indicated that the program has been successful in achieving its major objective of helping mid-career professionals in developing countries gain access to the modern approaches in biotechnology to help improve the quality and productivity of agricultural research.

Although the Master Class program is managed by a coordinator under the auspices of the Crawford Fund, ACIAR can be pro-active in suggesting to the coordinator of the program the need for particular training, including nominating potential participants and a possible venue for the class. Alternatively the Centre can support the participation of acceptable candidates in regular scheduled classes. The management and administration of the Master Class program is well defined by the two organisations.

The Review Team endorses the Master Class evaluation which recommends ACIAR’s continued collaboration and support for the Master Class program in biotechnology and other fields and sees mutual benefits in continuing to regard it as a component of the Centre’s training program.  

5.4.3 Cross-Program Training

ACIAR has initiated a number of apparently very successful short courses which offer support across all research programs funded by ACIAR. All the indications are that these courses are in demand, are highly successful, and are supported by partner organisations. The courses in these categories appear to have originated in a variety of ways and include or could include:

· Scientific Writing

· Proposal Writing

· Statistical Analysis

· Research Management.

The Review Team recognises the value of these courses and believes this group of courses should be strengthened. ACIAR should develop a coordinated and planned program of such courses which should be repeated whenever appropriate, subject to stringent quality control. It may be possible to plan a forward rolling program of these courses for up to three years ahead, so that RPMs can include participation of project staff in them. They may also form an important component of a wider service to the scientific community, particularly in those countries where research infrastructure and experience is very limited.

Whenever possible, these courses should use and assist to develop in-country training skills.

The Training Committee would plan a schedule of these courses, receive reports on them, regularly monitor their impact, and report to the ACIAR Board.

Refer to Recommendation 10.

5.5
Quality and Effectiveness

Issues concerning quality and effectiveness need to be addressed corporately. This is not because of any significant or immediate concerns about the quality and effectiveness of the ACIAR training program but more because it was clear that, with a large training budget, ACIAR has to be assured that it can defend its expenditures. 

5.5.1
Measures of Quality 

That quality in training is assured because of quality assurance in all other parts of the ACIAR program cannot be taken for granted. Although the Review heard few reports that indicate that either individual members of staff or students were concerned about the quality of training, the Review felt it important to stress that ACIAR should introduce quality control measures into its training program. For the award programs, this can be assumed to be the responsibility of the host University through its in-house peer assessment processes. For the non-award training, ACIAR should at intervals employ on contract a training professional to review training suppliers and their materials.

5.5.2
Measures of Effectiveness

Training effectiveness is a measure of the ways in which training is useful or valuable to the trainee and the home institution. The extent to which learned skills are applied and their outcomes in terms of research productivity should be measured. There is no solid evidence that ACIAR has any way of determining the effectiveness of its various training modalities and this is a serious weakness in ACIAR’s overall accountability framework. ACIAR could begin to gather information quite quickly by distributing course-end questionnaires and by surveying training participants six months after course completion. This could be undertaken for both award and non-award training. Basic data would not be difficult or complicated to collect and could be reviewed by the Training Committee or the Impact Assessment Unit in ACIAR. The results of effectiveness surveys would be of value in assisting ACIAR to develop appropriate research and training strategies in all its program areas. A start should be made and ACIAR may require external assistance in designing general purpose questionnaires.

5.5.3
Evaluation

At present the evaluation of training activity is not formally undertaken in the work program of the Economic Evaluation Unit. Current reports list numbers of course participants at a range of short courses but no impact or broader evaluation of the training program has been undertaken. The Review Team recommends occasional reviews of training activity be undertaken by the Unit. This would be helpful for purposes of accountability and would provide useful information to guide future programming. If the benefits of training cannot be identified, it is difficult to identify constraints or to develop alternative priorities and assign opportunity costs.

5.5.4
Accountability

Although training is 10-12% of ACIAR’s budget, it is very difficult to obtain an all-embracing picture of expenditure on training by mode of delivery or any other criteria. There is limited systematic data collection on training and no focal point for the collection and coordination of such data. The lack of a reporting framework and the associated analysis of collected data puts ACIAR in a very exposed position if questions are asked about its training programs. As a consequence the Review Team feels that ACIAR should begin to collect and collate data on its training programs, including project training. Regular reports should be passed to the Training Committee and in turn reported to the ACIAR Board. Training expenditures should be reported in ACIAR’s Annual Report. The Review Team feels that ACIAR should have a system-wide training data base backed up by a capacity to analyse it and use it for policy development.

Refer to Recommendation 11.

	Recommendations

6.
ACIAR should monitor and report on all training on a readily understood basis through a Training Committee with new Terms of Reference and membership.

7.
Research Program Managers should ensure that Fellows receive quality service and identify with and have a working knowledge of ACIAR by regular contact through an annual meeting of Fellows and regular monitoring of university services. Selected AusAID scholars should be invited to one such ACIAR meeting. A network ACIAR alumni service should be developed.

8.
Research Program Managers should propose Fellowship applicants on the basis of consistency with medium and long term program objectives and linkages to future projects, and should facilitate timely entry to study through management of placement and release processes.

9.
Returning Fellows and selected AusAID scholars should be skilled in accessing research funds and be supported by ACIAR for up to two years provided an Australian collaborator and other sustainable research funds are accessed. ACIAR should extend this recommendation to appropriate returning AusAID scholars.

10.
With regard to non-award training RPMs should report on project-based training expenditures and accept responsibility for management of this training in terms of meeting project and program objectives and accountability requirements; recommendations of the Crawford Fund Master Classes Review should be implemented and reported on as part of  ACIAR’s regular training program; and a regular program of cross-program training should be funded to support both projects and broader institutional development.

11.
ACIAR should quickly develop a capacity to collect and analyse data on its training program including on measures of effectiveness in order to ensure its accountability for the recommended 15% of its expenditure devoted to training.




6.
Conclusions and Recommendations

6.1
Conclusion
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6.2
Recommendations

The recommendations presented at the end of sections of the text providing discussion of respective issues, are repeated below.
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2.
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7.
Research Program Managers should ensure that Fellows receive quality service and identify with and have a working knowledge of ACIAR by regular contact through an annual meeting of Fellows and regular monitoring of university services. Selected AusAID scholars should be invited to one such ACIAR meeting. A network ACIAR alumni service should be developed.

8.
Research Program Managers should propose Fellowship applicants on the basis of consistency with medium and long term program objectives and linkages to future projects, and should facilitate timely entry to study through management of placement and release processes.

9.
Returning Fellows and selected AusAID scholars should be skilled in accessing research funds and be supported by ACIAR for up to two years provided an Australian collaborator and other sustainable research funds are accessed. ACIAR should extend this recommendation to appropriate returning AusAID scholars.

10.
With regard to non-award training RPMs should report on project-based training expenditures and accept responsibility for management of this training in terms of meeting project and program objectives and accountability requirements; recommendations of the Crawford Fund Master Classes Review should be implemented and reported on as part of  ACIAR’s regular training program; and a regular program of cross-program training should be funded to support both projects and broader institutional development.

11.
ACIAR should quickly develop a capacity to collect and analyse data on its training program including on measures of effectiveness in order to ensure its accountability for the recommended 15% of its expenditure devoted to training.

