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Executive Summary

The external Mid-Term Review (MTR) of the Institatial Learning and Change Initiative
(ILAC), focusing on ILAC'’s future in the new Consative Group on International

Agricultural ResearcfiCGIAR), was based on stakeholder consultationsdamedment

reviews. The conclusions reached from the reviesammarized here, and the strategic and
operational recommendations arising from the re\deaw on these conclusions. The review
process is described in the Introduction, and tiletdxt conclusions and recommendations
are given in the relevant sections. The Annexesigeodetails on the documents reviewed
and the people interviewed, as well as the inteandad survey questions.

The context

The growing complexity of interrelated researchaarand the greater number and diversity of
actors involved in international agricultural resgarequire the CGIAR to better harness its
multidisciplinary talents and capacities. To effeelly manage this complexity and the
competitive nature of international agriculturadearch for development, it needs to act more
effectively as a system and to place greater enipbagesearch partnerships.

The challenges associated with the long-term natiirgernational agricultural research will
grow with the trend towards longer-term, more carphega-programmes. The CGIAR will
need to improve its long-term management plannimtgraonitoring and evaluation (PM&E)
procedures, and to help its research partners theid PM&E capacity, which is critical to
assessing research impact over the long term.

The CGIAR needs to establish more research pahipsrand to improve their managentent
It also needs to be clearer about its role andorespilities in partner selection and to foster
greater cooperation from the outset between meggrpmmes, lead CGIAR Centers,
participating Centers and non-CGIAR research pestrl this presents challenges to the
CGIAR'’s organizational culture, and achieving tequired attitudinal changes will need
dedicated effort.

Since its establishment, the CGIAR mission hasg$edurimarily on reducing poverty by
aligning scientific goals with development gdalsiming for pro-poor impact requires an
understanding of the evolving dynamics of ruralgrby in different contexts, but the CGIAR
lacks the necessary network or unit for bringingvant outside knowledge and expertise into
the system, at the right time and into the righcpl

ILAC's current role

ILAC places great emphasis on capacity buildingeiation to collaborative research and
working in partnership with a range of stakehold&fe demand for ILAC capacity-building
services has been significant, and appears toripusstpply.

Given its size, ILAC has probably taken on too mahjectives and corresponding activities.
Its Coordination Team has compensated for the sstzalby building functioning, active
networks.

Inter-Center initiatives, such as the ILAC Initisgj depend upon the partners and participants
being willing to invest time in their activitiesgdding to participants’ workloads and taking
them away from their ‘regular job’. This has lindtevhat ILAC has been able to achieve.

! This is one of the aims of the CGIAR Change Manaay Initiative. CGIAR change-related factors, whicfluence
ILAC's future, are described in section 3.2.
2 Most CGIAR staff probably strongly identify withis mission, which is a great asset.



ILAC needs to improve its evaluation proceduresigdocumentation of achievements and
outcomes. It also needs to improve the learningn fits own successes and failures, thereby
achieving, in effect, the kind of learning thaertcourages others to achieve. Focusing on
fewer objectives should make it easier for ILAGImonstrate its achievements and the
effectiveness of the methods and tools it promotes.

ILAC's future role

ILAC’s objectives and activities remain highly redat to the future of the CGIAR. The
greatest need for learning in the CGIAR relatelsaw agricultural research and development
can more effectively contribute to reducing poveftyis learning requires working with
research partners and extracting evidence and kadg®lfrom research programmes/projects
using PM&E approaches, methods and tools.

ILAC needs to engage with more Centers in ordémdcease its knowledge base and
expertise. It also needs to develop effective aggres and methods for transferring the
learning generated from its portfolio of ‘caseg’dgrammes participating in its Learning
Laboratory) to other CGIAR programmes/projects.

Working on partnership issues is a significant IL8i@&ngth and will continue to be
important in its future work. Partnership encompass complex array of issues, however,
and ILAC will need to devote more attention to ablbrative PM&E, includingx ante
impact evaluation (IE). It could also make a valaatontribution to a future ‘partnership
relationship management’ unit or network run bytaeoentity in the new CGIAR

The CGIAR needs an integrated PM&E framework. Thegegap between, on the one hand,
its Strategic Objectives and its Strategy and Resubhmework (SRF) and, on the other, the
Centers’ programmes/projects that need to be pthimeerms of their combined
contributions to mission-level objectives. The C&lAeeds to invest in developing ex
antelE approach across its programmes/projects astubitld involve ILAC in this effort.

ILAC needs to improve its ability to meet CGIAR easchers’ demand for its expertise and
support. It should also ensure that its body ofldadge can be adapted to specific contexts.
This involves developing a portfolio of advisorydasupport services and providing them to
its ‘clients’, tailored to suit individual clienteeds.

ILAC needs to focus on IE and on using IE-generéatemvledge to influence policy change.
It should optimize its comparative advantage is #rea and examine how it could help to
involve policy decision-makers in CGIAR programnmpesjects.

ILAC’s position in the new CGIAR

The new CGIAR categorizes the organizations undarmbrella and those it works with into
two main groups: Doers (e.g., Centers and resgantherships) and Funders (e.g., national
and international donors). The most effective wapdsition ILAC in the new CGIAR is to
involve it, as a Doer, in the PM&E of programmesjpcts in order to help researchers align
their work with poverty reduction.

The CGIAR as a system, as well as its constituarispwould benefit from ILAC’s
participation in:

» along-term effort to use the learning from ath4poor agricultural research to inform
strategy development and improve current and fytuwepoor programmes/projects

3 The idea of such a competency or network is phrasexiconclusion, which may be considered by tliarde or the
nascent Consortium. As a recommendation it woulduieof scope for this Review. See sections 3148d 6, and Tables
10 and 12 for more detail.



» assessing the limits of CGIAR’s competitive adaae in conducting pro-poor research
and evaluating its impact, compared with other oiztions and networks

» developing new methods for pro-poor researchnaragies/projects and the assessment of
their impact

ILAC needs to:

» play an enabler role, which involves providingagtgic advisory and support services to
Center directors and research managers

» provide advice and support in designing and imm@isting PM&E approaches to pro-poor
programmes/projects and help improve CGIAR partmpss specifically in terms of
establishing and maintaining them

» play a piloting role in brokering knowledge angertise from outside the CGIAR and
trying out new approaches and methods in cooperatith CGIAR programmes/projects

The services should be based on a portfolio of ¢cementary, learning-focused PM&E
approaches, methods and tools developed by ILAG#mer PM&E professionals working at
system level. Service delivery should be suppdnied system-wide community-of-practice
developed by ILAC.

In terms of its PM&E functions, ILAC should routigecooperate with those involved in
Funder-side IEand strategic decision-making, given that evatuestiex posior ex anté
provide information for both Doer- and Funder-digl@ning and decision-making. It should
also work with:

» Center-based PM&E professionals and networkstional agricultural research systems
(NARS) as learning partners and for service deyivard capacity building

» the proposed CGIAR-wide Strategic Common Seryibesefiting from them as well as
being part of them

Strategic recommendations

ILAC should become part of a system-wide PM&E wmihetwork, positioned in the CGIAR
Consortium Office, where:

a PM&E-for-accountability function is merged wahPM&E-for-learning (ILAC) function
in order to ensure that these two aspects of PM&Eddressed, mutually reinforcing and
well coordinated

ILAC staff work with Center- or mega-programmesbd PM&E staff to ensure that
centrally provided services are firmly based otdfievel realities

there is a third staffing layer of regional rogioonsultants, working with the central
PM&E unit as well as on a Center-by-Center basis

The basic principles for guiding the delivery of\sees by a future ILAC are presented in the
review.

Operational recommendations

The first recommendation relates to the scope okwat ILAC should aim for during the
transition from its current situation to its futuxge (2010-201F) The recommendation notes
that the ILAC project on ‘Impact Evaluation Apprbas for Agricultural Research for

4E.g., the Standing Panel on Impact AssessmenAjS#id the future Independent Evaluation Unit (IEA¥uture ILAC
should have a distinct role, compared with the lenrside SPIA and IEU roles, although they needetonkell connected'.
See the Conclusions about an integrated PM&E fraoriew

® The transition phase also refers to implementaifdthe CGIAR Change Management Initiative.



Development’ (a 4-year project funded by the Inaional Fund for Agricultural
Development, IFAD) provides ILAC with a good oppority to reach more Centers and
programmes/projects and could generate learningtdimawv to involve policy-makers in the
research-to-development chain.

The second recommendation focuses on a multi-plpasggipatory organizational change
process, initiated and initially led by ILAC, toithg together CGIAR’s dispersed PM&E
community. Through this process, the community \daebch a consensus about the future
scope of PM&E and how to organize it within the n@BIAR, including interaction between
the Doer and Funder sides. The process would ieviiree phases:

* Phase 1: Bring together the PM&E community: Wong want to be and what do we
need to do?

* Phase 2: Consult internal CGIAR clients (e.ght€es): What do you really need?
* Phase 3: Consult the CGIAR’s research partnefgatwlo you really need?
It is also recommended that ILAC:

« commissions a study of a small number of resegreagrammes/projects that have used a
comprehensive range of mainstream and alternaM&HBPapproaches and methods

* organizes an event to bring CGIAR’s PM&E professils together (preparations for the
event could include a team-building exercise tddooridges between the different schools
of thought on PM&E in the CGIAR)

The third recommendation concerns the need forcdéetil resources and funding so that
ILAC is able to coordinate the organizational chepgocess. It is recommended that the two
current ILAC donors meet to investigate possilaiitfor joint, increased engagement during
the transition phase.

The fourth recommendation relates to the need &mnall informal strategy group to guide
ILAC during its transition phase.

The fifth and final recommendation is that ILAC sktencourage the System Office Units to
define, in detail, a set of integrated Strategien@wn Services, following up on initial
collaborative work done in 2009.

1. Introduction

1.1 Objectives of the review

The external Mid-Term Review (MTR) was carried batween September 2009 and January
2010 to assess ILAC's activities implemented untderproject ‘Innovating for Sustainable
Poverty Reduction’, funded by the Netherlands Doeate-General of Development
Cooperation (DGIS).

The review covered all activities since ILAC’s iptien in 2003, with the main emphasis on
the period since 2007, when the DGIS funding belfjariocus, however, was on the future of
ILAC rather than its past performance. The mainassaddressed by the MTR were
therefore:

» To what extent are ILAC’s objectives relevanteoent and expected changes in the
CGIAR?



most effective contribution to a new CGIAR?

the new CGIAR?

options for this and what are their pros and cons?

What is the preferred option?

1.2 Implementation of the review

It was agreed to contract a consultant to condweMTF. The consultant:

was guided by a Review Support Team

(RST), resipterfor reviewing the overall

Given the expected changes in the CGIAR, whategiies should ILAC use to make the
What governance, management and institutionad bamild be most effective for ILAC in

Should ILAC be institutionalized within the CGIA$ystem and, if so, what are the main

approach, giving guidance on the audiences ofitia feport, and reviewing conclusions
in the draft report to ensure that they met the Mbjectives and that the options

presented were sufficiently comprehens
developed a plan of work, reviewed by t

ive and joaltt oriented
he RST

familiarized himself with ILAC’s objectives, awtties and history by attending the

September 2009 Learning Laboratory Workshop, cataiyianterviews and an online
survey, and reading relevant documents

implemented the MTR plan of work

delivered the final report

The target audiences of review are given in Table 1

Table 1. The target audiences of the MTR

Audiences

Reasons

ILAC donors

Project agreement with donor; obtain donor reaction
and commitment to proposed conclusions and
recommendations; possibly, investigate donor interé
in further funding during the ILAC transition phase

Consortium Board; senior CGIAR decision-makers
CGIAR change implementation at system and Cent
levels

omform their decision-making on the functions and

eservices to be delivered across Centers, particularly
relation to mega-programmes; contribute to the deb
on the future role of research and partnership in the
new CGIAR

pSt

in
ate

ILAC and its partners (including participants in ILAC
activities)

Build commitment to proposed conclusions and
recommendations; enlist their continued engageme
shaping the ILAC transition phase

ntin

Unit Heads of CGIAR’s Strategic Services

Contribute toetigping a better understanding of th
Common Services, in which ILAC could be involved

D

PM&E professionals in the Centers

Initiate dialogue alloA€'’s future role in CGIAR
PM&E

6 Consultant TORs are documented in ILAC (2009).

" Agreed to RST TORs are described in ILAC (2009) RST was made up of one donor (from DGIS: J.i&&), one
ILAC Coordination Team representative (CoordinafonVatts), a member of the Learning Laboratorynté@om CIP: G.
Thiele) and a senior CGIAR manager (DG of Biovgrgiternational, ILAC'’s host Center: E. Frison).



The consultant then:

Reviewed documents on:

ILAC objectives, activities, work plans and outpuo understand ILAC’s origins,
current situation and future plans

the decisions, outcomes, proposals and procese &@GIAR Change Management
Initiative, to identify contextual information relant to looking at options for ILAC’s
role in the new CGIAR

the history, status and evaluation of the CGIA$Usial science capacity, poverty
reduction mission and PM&E approaches, includinguié the performance
management system (PMS)

Consulted stakeholders in ILAC: donors; seniol &S senior decision-makers, research
managers and PM&E professionals; ILAC partnersgarticipants in ILAC activities; the
CGIAR System Office Units; and external expertdPd&E and agricultural
development, by:

conducting an online survey on ILAC'’s place ie trew CGIAR, to which 55 of 155
people invited to participate responded (34% respaate)

conducting in-depth telephone interviews witha3the 36 people who were asked to
participate

facilitating a session during the Learning Lalborga Workshop in September 2009, to
obtain the views of the 21 participants on: ‘WHaAC should be focusing on mainly in
2012’ and ‘What major services, uses or experti#el should provide to the new
CGIAR’

Liaised with the RST to:

agree on the RST role and review MTR objectiaesions and the interviewee list (via
a conference call on 26 October 2009)

review the draft report (via a conference call7alanuary 2010)
review the final report (end of January 2010)

Liaised with the ILAC Team on implementing theigtes in the MTR work plan,
including preparing the RST discussions

Delivered the final report, with conclusions aedommendations, to ILAC, the donor and
specified primary and secondary audiences (vidltAh€ Coordinator)

The list of documents reviewed and the people wegered, as well as the interview questions
and a facsimile of the online survey, are givethmmAnnexes. Hereafter, unless otherwise
stated, the participants in the interviews andcednline survey will be referred to as
‘interviewees’.

8 The survey was sent to 155 people, in the follgwiategories (some respondents belonged to twore of these
categories): CGIAR and external M&E and IE contdd&speople), ILAC publication authors and reviesvg39), ILAC
consultants (10) and participants in the ‘Rethigkimpact’ and ‘Policy Influence’ workshops (72) AC Learning
Laboratory members (36), CGIAR DDGs (14) and TragffiR managers from Centers that hosted ILAC fatitn
workshops (9).
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1.3 Overview of the final report

The MTR final report is divided into six sectiomstroduction; context; assessment;
institutionalization; main conclusions; and recomuhations.

The context section describes trends in internatiagricultural research for development
that are relevant to ILAC’s role in the new CGIARhe directions and decisions taken by the
CGIAR Change Management Initiative set the conitexthich ILAC would be placed and
which, to some extent, it could influence.

The assessment section presents ILAC’s strengthsvaaknesses, including lessons learned
and options for ILAC’s future, based on the coratidns, the document review and the
consultant’s conclusions.

The institutionalization section reviews the opi@nd draws conclusions that focus on:

» arguments for a CGIAR-wide PM&E function and whyAC should be part of this
function

* how a CGIAR-wide PM&E function could be organized
» principles that should guide decisions on ILA@iture position

Conclusions relating to the major issues are ptedan the relevant subsections of the
review. The final part of the report presents #daw’s main conclusions. They relate to the
challenges facing the CGIAR, the role of partngshiLAC’s relevance in the new CGIAR,
its future collaboration with other CGIAR units,panding the scope and use of PM&E
methods and tools, and positioning ILAC in the ré@&IAR.

The recommendations section builds on the assessmdnnstitutionalization findings and
includes proposed objectives and activities for @ during the transition phase (2010-11).

2. Context

2.1 Trends in international agricultural research for development

A recent Strategy Team Report lists multiple anehglex challenges currently facing
international research for developntent

» reduced agricultural productivity growth due txddes of under-investment

» food and financial crises fuelled by various &ast including energy prices and population
growth

» depletion of the natural resources on which adfice depends (due to climate change,
soil degradation, etc.).

A recent review of the CGIAR system highlighted thain challenges facing its agricultural
research agentfa

* uncertain effects of climate change
» slowing down of technical change
* access to new science in an era of privatization

* gender

® Braun et al. (2009).
10 McAllister (2008a:22).
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* new market structures
» health risks from agricultural practices

Agricultural research and development is becomilegeiasingly competitivié. Its role in
poverty reduction is once again receiving high-lgpaditical attention and the demand for
agricultural research outputs is now rising, aftéwnger period of limited demand.

The CGIAR should be centre stage in addressingritieal questions of climate change and
food security, but it is largely abséntits continued relevance depends largely on fonaty
better as a system. Established and new donomsaeasing their funding, but they are
increasingly demanding clear measures of impact.

Looking at the new CGIAR’s role in internationak@gltural research, the Stripe Review of
the Social Sciences (SRSS) of the CGIAR recommetidedocial science research should
focus on productivity growth and poverty reducttbrough:

« technological innovation
* institutional innovation
« directly informing agricultural and rural devehlopnt policy

The SRSS linked the focus of future research toAR& comparative advantages, which it
listed as:

» a producer of significant new intellectual prdyen agricultural sciences

multidisciplinary research on increasing agriatdt productivity by and for the poor
» close interaction with stakeholders at localjoratl and global levels

« a multidisciplinary organization with opportueis for data integration and inter-
operability

* aunique combination of international-level teicAhexpertise and its multinational nature
» widely perceived as an honest broker for poIiu'ydgncéS

2.1.1 Conclusions
The challenges, trends and identified comparativ@atages indicate:

» the growing complexity of interrelated researobea (e.g., natural resources base for
agriculture; the role of markets and their changiggamics)

» the greater number and diversity of actors iarmational agricultural research for
development

The CGIAR needs to better harness its multidiscgly talents and capacities, whatever
research agenda it decides to focus on. Researttehips will become more important if it
is to handle the growing complexity effectively.dddition, the more competitive nature of
international agricultural research makes it imaottor the CGIAR to act as a system.

1 “The CGIAR System finds itself in a very crowdéeld with multiple new actors in the form of stroresearch
universities and national agricultural institutaghe south, international NGOs that perform mafnhe tasks once the
exclusive domain of the CGIAR, and a range of mati@nd multinational corporations that are fordimgakthroughs in
agricultural science.” See Change Steering tea®QRd he SRSS came to similar conclusions: “TheARGis a relatively
small player even within the limited domain of agitural research.” See CGIAR Science Council (2009

12 See McAllister (2008b).

13 CGIAR Science Council (2009:18).



12

2.2 Major challenges facing the new CGIAR

The interviewees were asked to identify the maadlehges and needs that the new CGIAR
will face with regard to research for developmeatitnership and PM&E. They were then
asked to describe how ILAC could help in addres#iege challenges and neéds

On research for development, they saw the mairesigds and needs as:

1 Raising awareness among donors and policy-malenst the long-term nature of
agricultural research

2 Linking research findings more effectively toiantto change farmers’ lives.
3 Encouraging national partners to invest moreghicalture and extension
On the CGIAR system, the main challenges were asen

4 The need for greater clarity about the rolesrasgonsibilities of the CGIAR system,
mega-programmes and Centers with regard to developfas opposed to conducting
research)

Improving its ability to manage research overltdmg term

5

6 Ensuring synergy between mega-programmes

7 Funding, including constraints related to longrtéunding and quasi-unrestricted funding
8

Changing the mindset from ‘working for the potr’seeing the rural poor as ‘clients’ who
could be categorized into groups and who have nibedshould become the starting
point for research

(o]

Learning from failure
On partnerships, the main challenges were seen as:
10 Developing systematic partnerships with develpnactors

11 Finding the right partners and being more flkexib partnering (and not regarding
partnership as an aim in itself)

12 Linking with the private sector, which also po®s an opportunity for learning
13 Working more effectively with both traditionadgpners and new ones

14 Helping partners improve their capacity and bdgato deliver results

15 Investing in partnering across many projectsysaais

16 Encouraging a culture change based on the rémythat CGIAR’s work will have an
impact on the ground only through its partners

On PM&E, including IE, the main challenges are sa&n

17 Standardizing PM&E to help guide resource-aliocadecisions and foster better
performance

18 Developing an integrated framework that take®aat of both the big picture and the
smaller components of mega-programmes, and strengthe links between M&E and IE

19 Developing a systematic approach to applyingiieg when planning new programmes
and projects

14 Out of the 32 interviewees, 16 were asked one dwall the ‘Challenges and needs’ questions. Soteeviewees
mentioned challenges and needs without being preanpt
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20 Managing data over the long term (from resetoclsults to impact) more effectively,
and ensuring long-term research remains consiatehtioes not become separated from
decision-making

21 Reducing conflict between PM&E-for-accountapibind PM&E-for-learning, and getting
rid of the misconception that IE differs from ewation; PM&E should encompass
traditional and non-mainstream methods

22 Conducting M&E of the interrelationships amongga-programmes
23 Being clear about how to set up and manage mpeggaammes and to plan their research

24 Bringing together disparate PM&E activities aeslources in the CGIAR, to give them
more leverage, but preventing PM&E staff from beswetached from researchers in
the new CGIAR and not creating a central unit oictvlall PM&E work is ‘dumped’

25 Responding to the emerging paradigm of inteeithkauses and addressing the key
guestion: Which parts of a complex system (e.gsgstems, market dynamics, policy
environment) should the CGIAR system engage witl,\ahy?

26 Ensuring greater cooperation at planning stpaeticipatoryex anteandex postE needs
to be implemented, and always with partners

27 Improving partners’ capacity to conduct PM&E

28 Finding mechanisms for linking knowledge anainfation generated by agricultural
research to policy decision-making

2.2.1 Conclusions

The long-term nature of most international agriaut research presents an ongoing donor-
partner relationship management challenge. Withrtbee towards longer-term, more
complex mega-programmes, this challenge is likelgrow. The CGIAR will need to

improve its ability to manage information (e.gsearch outputs, outcomes and impact) over
the long term. It therefore needs to develop a PM&Bework based on effective
collaboration between Doer- and Funder-sid&.IE

The learning from PM&E activities, at differentgés and performed by different
components of the CGIAR system, needs to be triuklato action at different levels (e.g,
from CGIAR system level to mega-programme to prigjecCGIAR Center), taking care not
to mix up the levels. It is important to ensuret thare is an effective learning-to-action
process, with collaboration among the various acong the PM&E ‘value chain’.

Research partners and, in particular, nationahpsstneed CGIAR support to build their
PM&E capacity in order to obtain a more detailectynie of research impact. Partnering and
building partners’ PM&E capacity requires signifit€ GIAR investment. There is also a
need for greater national investment in agriculamd in funding for international
development.

Greater clarity about the CGIAR'’s role and respbitiies in agricultural development will
help in research partner selection. Achieving thasity requires greater cooperation among
mega-programmes and participating Centers andriag®arch partners at the planning stage.

Running through the identified challenges and néetise issue of the organizational culture.
Bringing about attitudinal changes requires dedidaffort.

15 See stakeholder views 1, 5, 18, 20, 24 above.Buiest consultant conclusions are also based othkeyes, which cut
across a subset of stakeholder views.
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2.3 The CGIAR Change Management Initiative

The CGIAR change process was initiated in early82@0-evitalize the CGIAR “to do more
and better*®. In December 2008, the CGIAR committed itself taeav business model
through which it aims to deliver on a set of peegdatered strategic objectives. In December
2009, the proposed reforms were endorsed and son@sipledged to increase their support;
notably, the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation joing@ CGIAR Fund. The Chair and Co-
Chairs of the new CGIAR Consortium Board were apizal.

The change implementation milestones for 2010 aengn Table 2’.
Table 2. Change implementation milestones, 2010

January February March April-May June-December
Updated SRF Meeting of Alliance, CGARD meetini | Lead Centers fc SRF and me¢-
produced Global Forum on the mega- programme portfolio
Agricultural Research programmes finalized, and one or
(GFAR) and the Science agreed, and more mega-
Council to agree on the detailed planning | programmes approved
updated SRF and the for each
portfolio of mega- programme
programmes to present initiated
at the Global
Conference on
Agricultural Research
for Development
(GCARD)
Meeting of the Fund Meeting of the CEO appointed
Council Funders Forum Consortium Office set
Meeting of the up
Consortium Preparations for
Board Consortium Board to
meet in September

Senior C%;IAR management considered that the majalianges in reforming the CGIAR
would bé®:

» ensuring that all CGIAR staff, regardless of arehy and location, participated in
implementing the changes and coped with the ditfesiinvolved

» designing a system that encourages learnings $o ereate a learning organization
* bringing the scientists together

* bringing the donors together

* ensuring clarity and that the right actions aiesh in the right order

» obtaining and deploying resources

The focus of the new CGIAR will be on “reducing poty and hunger, improving human
health and nutrition, and enhancing ecosystemeasi through high-quality international
agricultural research, partnership and leadersHipis vision is based on the following
objectives:

16 Quoted from the CGIAR website on change managehtent/www.cgiar.org/changemanagement/index.html

1" Sourced from Alliance Exchange and CGIAR changeagament websitgstp://alliance.cgxchange.org/welcomaed
http://www.cgiar.org/changemanagement/index.html

18 CGIAR change management website, carrying videmitew clips showing answers to the question “Wiahe biggest
challenge faced in reforming the CGIAR / implemegtthe agreed changes?”
http://www.cgiar.org/changemanagement/embracinggé@mbracing_change_decemberl4 2009.html
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» clear strategic focus

* increased research outputs, outcomes and impact

» greater efficiency, effectiveness and relevance

» simplicity and clarity of governance

» enhanced decentralized decision making

« active subsidiarity to capitalize on inter-Certemplementariti€s

On increased research outputs, outcomes and intpadExternal Program and Management
Review (EPMR) panel at Bioversity International cluged in 2009 that “the CGIAR change
process offers an important opportunity to increaseprofessionalism of PM&E in the
CGIAR and to stimulate learning and change beha\dotoss the systefir’

The CGIAR Change Management Initiative documerfes te the new set-up as the “CGIAR
Partnership”, replacing the term “CGIAR System”.

2.4 CGIAR change implications for ILAC’s future role

The factors described here relate to the key mgldiocks of the new CGIAR and will
influence many parts of CGIAR, including the futafed LAC. There are opportunities for
ILAC to influence these factors. It could do thidwo levels:

* CGIAR Partnership level:

- by looking at how pro-poor impact will be anchabia the SRF and reflected in the
mega-programmes in order to inform PM&E approaemesmethods. ILAC could
contribute to these stages of the planning procgasiing on its participatory, pro-poor
planning éx antelE) expertise

- by looking at how and to what extent clarity denachieved in the interaction among
the Doers and Funders Centers, the Consortiumeffie Funders Council and the
International Science and Partnership Council (ISR@rder to cooperate effectively
on programme PM&E

* Doer level (e.g., CGIAR Consortium, Centers):

- by looking at how the Centers’ willingness to b collaboratofs (i.e., to deliver on
the SRF via jointly delivering mega-programmes) waifect the development of a
PM&E-based learning culture/organization. ILAC abplay a significant role in
creating such an organization

- by looking at how to achieve sufficient clarityaut the role of the Consortium Office
vis-a-vis its constituent Centers, particularlytwiegard to the Strategic Common
Services, which could include ILAC. Issues to addreould include: What is the basis
on which centrally provided services will be praait? What range of services will be
centrally provided, and at what depth? What wiltte mode of collaboration between
central support functions in the Consortium andrtbeunterparts in mega-programme
offices and Centers?

19 Quoted from Sierra (2009).
2 see Flavell et al. (2009).
2L sych willingness is also contingent on donorseittivizing inter-Center collaboration.
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- by looking at how to achieve consensus on thereaif mega-programmes and how
they will be run, so as to determine the breadthdepth of PM&E support and how to
deliver it (e.g., centrally or through decentrafizaechanism&j.

Additional observations on CGIAR change implicaidar ILAC and beyond include the
following:

« The CGIAR'’s learning activities are seldom formeatizor costed. The tendency is to
develop bottom-up ‘learning’ initiatives; and simayiresearch data among Centers, which
is critical to learning, is not routine practiteThe CGIAR Change Management Initiative
focuses on ‘continued relevance’. Why does le@rniot come more naturally to this
network of Centers? Why are measures to develtgaening organization’ not part of the
CGIAR change strategy?

+ The network of Centers seems to lack an institaliomemory. Often,
programmes/projects ‘reinvent the wheel’. Does #ifiparent lack of memory relate to an
inability to learn and apply the lessons learned?

+ Since its inception in 1971, the CGIAR’s missiors i@acused on poverty reduction, based
on linking scientific achievements to developmeurtlg. But the learning about pro-poor
impact — what it should be and how to achievei#t so dispersed or limited that a 2001
study suggested that within the CGIAR very litdekhown about this complex probl&n
Why has the CGIAR not generated a significant arhofitearning?

« Aiming for pro-poor impact requires understanding evolving dynamics of rural poverty
in different regions, nations and localities. TH8I8R achieves this partly by involving
partners and beneficiaries in individual programniases it need to become more
knowledgeable about rural poverty dynamics
beyond the programme level? How should it dq Box 1. Implications of a pro-poor
this? What could a future ILAC-in-PM&E approach to IE

function contribute here? (See Box1) + Participatory IE approaches anq methogls
* Increased use of poverty mapping

* The CGIAR Centers often compete for funds | « Broaden IE to include impact of other
from the same donors. Center independence and factors on food security
inter-Center competition has not led to a culture ® Consider additional stakeholders or target

. . groups (poor consumers; indirect effects
of constructive debate about core issues, such|as i nitor institutional links. collaboration

how to achieve poverty reduction impact or run participation

research programmes effectively. Why is this | « Analyze policy environment, which

so?° influences impact

» Develop smarter, more focused
approaches to develop and test models

3. ASSGSS ment Source: La Rovere and Dixon (2005)

This section outlines the origins of ILAC and prasestakeholder opinions on ILAC’s past
and present objectives and activities, includirsgdms learned. It then presents stakeholder
views on ILAC's future objectives and activities.

22 The research and non-research support needs, wisiga-progamme and Center-specific research leadlétsave, might
need to de defined in more detail and prioritizegidnd what has been done by external consultadttherStrategy team.
This prioritization will influence how a ConsortiuRM&E function will evolve.

Z Based on consultant's experience with the SGRP/&GHGject (e.g., system-wide data exchange via ER)G See also
EPMR of ICT-KM; recommendation to expand CGMaprtpiove access to Centers’ research results (Ligb@md Field,
2009).

% Hazell and Hadadd (2001).

% The consultant’s observations and questions dé@e document reviews, interviewee comments and ognsulting
experience with system-wide programmes or initegj\CGIAR System Office Units and one Center’s rgangent team.
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3.1 ILAC's origins, objectives and activities

The ILAC Initiative grew out of a CGIAR conferenite2003 on IE, where the participants
advocated shifting the PM&E approach:

« from being product-focused to being focused orpfeeand institutions
« from using external expert reviews to conductimgiinal critical self-reflection
« from documenting successes to learning from fagdur

The donors supporting ILAC between 2003 and 200kided the Rockefeller Foundation
and Bioversity International (then IPGRI). In 20@&e ILAC coordination staff, donors and
partners agreed to:

* move ILAC's scope of activities beyond the CGIAR agricultural innovation systems in
which CGIAR research operates

» work on enhancing impact through partnershipsrfnovation (as opposed to focusing on
IE per s@, linking up with ILAC-relevant projects and suppgroups

Since 2006, ILAC has worked to achieve its objexdithrough four main types of activities:

» applied research and evaluation

» capacity development

» fostering leadership for pro-poor innovation

« communications and knowledge-shaffthg

ILAC’s activities aim to effect changes in the beloar of people involved in agricultural
innovation, in the operations and culture of systemetworks and organizations engaged in
agricultural research and development, and in émopmance of research and development
organizations. The changes hinge on sustainedctiokeaction towards poverty reduction,
driven by the co-creation of knowledde

Since early 2008, ILAC has worked hard to keep adtref CGIAR Change Management
Initiative developments and contribute to discussion CGIAR performance management
(including a new PM&E framework), IE and partnepshiln collaboration with GFAR, it
organized a policy workshop on partnerships in &aiyr 2010 and has helped achieve
consensus on a future set of integrated Strategien@n Services.

In 2010, ILAC will launch a 4-year project on ‘ImgteEvaluation Approaches for
Agricultural Research for Development’, funded BAD. The need for such a project was
identified during the ‘Rethinking Impact’ workshap2008, organized by ILAC, the
International Livestock Research Institute (ILRhdahe Systemwide Program on
Participatory Research and Gender Analysis (PRGAQ. project will seek to increase
understanding of how agricultural research contebuo poverty reduction, improved
livelihoods and environmental sustainability inaduareas. It will involve conducting new IEs
and providing new insights on the multi-stakeholo@rtnership dimensions of research. It
will also seek to develop capacity among reseascied evaluators.

Most interviewees, when asked why ILAC was esthblis responded that it grew out of a
desire to provide alternative approaches to IEItdakt more closely at poverty reduction,
environmental impact and how to anticipate uncetyeand unintended outcomes in

26 |nformation obtained from Watts and Horton (2008).
27 Quoted from presentation by Jamie Watts on ‘WhatAC?’; see Hagmann (2009).
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agricultural researéh They noted that there was concern that the CGliifhot appear to
learn from its evaluation activities, and that thastivities were not aimed at assessing the
impact of agricultural research on poverty. Theatiom of ILAC brought together experts

from two schools — IE and innovation systems —\&ad one of several attempts to encourage
the CGIAR to move its focus towards learning andngje.

When asked what ILAC was mainly about today, tlierinewees said:

* |E and evaluation in general (e.g., |IE for leagnand feedback to research for
development programs; alternative approaches; kokdiboration; research on IE;
changing the PM&E approach in the CGIAR)

» using learning to effect change (e.g., institadilblearning; changing CGIAR culture; case
studies; managing change processes; learning fristakes)

Several interviewees thought that ILAC would becawen more relevant to the ‘new
CGIAR’. Some interviewees criticized the lack adraty or information about what ILAC has
achieved to date, and some of the means or aesJily which it has pursued its objectives
(e.g., using the case study approach, and not mgeki ground level to validate hypotheses).
Responses to the survey questions on ILAC’s sthengihd weaknesses are shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Survey responses to Question 1 (ILAC’s stngths and weaknesses)

Answer options Very strong / Strong Weak / Very weak
Foster learning about how agricultural research and 65% 20%
development can more effectively contribute to reducing

poverty

Strengthen capacity needed for collaborative agricultural 62% 22%
research and development

Generate new knowledge about agricultural innovation 58% 24%
processes through applied research and evaluation

Improve researchers’ ability to work with a wide range of 55% 24%
stakeholders

Foster leadership and policies to support agricultural 43% 39%

research for poverty reduction

ILAC was generally seen to be strong in buildingaty, generating knowledge and
fostering learning. It was seen to be relativelyalen fostering leadership and policies.

A case of successful capacity-building is cited irecent ILAC self-assessment of its
influence on Bioversity. ILAC’s advisory serviceave helped to improve Bioversity's
profes;gi)onalism in PM&E, and Bioversity staff hdvacome more aware of PM&E data
quality™.

With regard to inter-Center capacity-building atties, the evaluation of a workshop on
‘Group Facilitation Skills for Participatory Deomsi-Making' highlighted some valuable
lessons learnt (see Tablé%)The course provides training in facilitator basigroup
dynamics, leading effective meetings and ensunisggsnable agreements. The evaluation
sought to establish how useful the participantscared the skills learnt, if and how they
applied them subsequently and, if they did, whanges occurred. The participants’

2 Out of 32 interviewees, 16 (ILAC partners, don@&IAR System Office Units) were asked: “What i$\lL. mainly about
today? Has it shifted from its original objectivesik ILAC partners were asked: “Please describgpim own words, why
ILAC was established? Is its purpose still relevtadfy?”

29 See Watts (2009a).

%0 See Sette and Watts (2009). The report is basdd%nof the training participants’ responding toomfine survey.



19

comments indicated that, by offering the trainingrkghop, ILAC had responded to a great
need.

Table 4. Lessons learnt from the training course ofacilitation skills

Strengths Weaknesses

On-the-job use of what was learnt and more effectiyeNo follow-up to further develop skills and apply then
meetings conducted (e.g., more than 50% of the to more complex situations (e.g., an advanced
participants facilitated meetings other than their ownworkshop, some form of help desk function, online
demonstrated use at the level of individual meetings exchange of experiences)

implied self-confidence and the wish to try out what
was learnt)

=)

Passing on learning at a practical level to colleaguesNo train-the-trainer effect
close to the participant

High personal satisfaction in applying learnt skills | Did not reach many in the target audience (i.e., 14(
the job of about 1,500-2,000 CGIAR staff who plan and

organize meetings, collaborate with research partners
etc. Out of the 140 participants, 12 people came from
partner organizations)

=

No explicit link with PM&E for pro-poor impact, or
research for development more generally (e.g., link|to
participatory methods, IE techniques, and engaging
grass-roots partners)

As a voluntary inter-Centre initiative, reached Z5BIAR Did not establish a CGIAR standard for the targetience
staff in 3 years (including through training orgeed (i.e., 250 out of about 1,500-2,000 CGIAR staff vitan
subsequently by Centers and organize meetings, collaborate with researdngss,
etc. Out of the 250, 110 were trained as a re$@eaters’
own investment and 12 came from partner organias}io

With regard to ILAC's activities overdl, at least 75% of the survey respondents considered
that its current range of activities will continteebe needed by the new CGIAR (see Table 5).

Table 5. Survey responses to Question 4 (ILAC acities)

Answer options Very much Limited need /
needed / Needed Not needed

Fostering networking and a community-of-practice 92% 8%
Providing training and technical assistance 88% 12%
ILAC website and resource centre 83% 17%
ILAC publications 80% 20%
Fostering policy dialogues (through ‘Rethinking Impact’ and othe 78% 24%
workshops)
Helping to develop PM&E systems and services 74% 16%

With regard to website and resource centre aa/ita forthcoming ILAC report on website
traffic shows that visits have steadily grown si2€€5. In 2009, more than 20,000 people
used the ILAC portal. Since a major upgrade in 20808 number of downloads has increased
by nearly 50%, the most popular download conteirigorom the ‘Tools for M&E’ sectioff.
The website has been an early adopter of sevepitapons developed or sponsored by the
CGIAR Information and Communications Technology &mbwledge Management Program
(ICT-KM).

st Question 4: “ILAC has carried out a number ofatiés, shown in the table below. Please indicatetat extent these
activities continue to be needed by the ‘new CGIARd its partners.” Four comments were added soghéstion. Two
asked if ILAC should be performing (all of) thes®iwties in future; another emphasized the needfbroad debate of
approaches, mainstreaming functions and clarityanmon processes. Not all percentages add up 1@&4p ‘don’t
know’ responses. Placing the development of PM&tvities at the bottom of the ‘needed’ list doed tadly with the
respondents’ views of what ILAC should be mainlypat

32 Sette (2010).
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During the Learning Laboratory Workshop in Septenffi®3° ILAC conducted a self-
assessment exercise in which 21 participants discliss strengths and weaknesses and made
recommendations for the future, focusing on:

» the Learning Laboratory (e.g., small grants; techl assistance)
 training (e.g., Facilitation workshop)

» policy environment (e.g., ‘Rethinking Impact’ vkshop; publications; CGIAR change-
related activities; organizational learning capgcit

e communications (e.g., ILAC knowledge portal)

* |E (e.g., scoping study; project proposal; netkaray)

The workshop participants’ comments are summaiizdéble 6.
Table 6. ILAC self-assessment comments

ILAC activity Strengths Areas for improvement

Learning Keeps ILAC grounded in the realities of Be a more continuous activity

Laboratory partnership, IE, and CGIAR system Be clear about applying lessons elsewhere in g
Allows for comparisons, learning acrosssystematic manner and who will do this
cases, time for reflection Bring in other cases, to use as a ‘variable’ (control
Provides technical assistance and outpugsoup)
that contribute to the M&E of new Deal with the need to allocate more time and
programmes/projects effort to Learning Laboratory activities
Improves quality of M&E Ensure feedback from cases, to complete the work

books

Promote more constructive controversy online
and via ‘cross-visits’, joint publications

Enable specific cross-learning exchanges among
Learning Laboratory cases
Increase small grants to ensure they are adeqyate
for their purpose

Training Useful for facilitating partnerships, Develop 1-2 hour sessions on influencing policy
negotiation, conflict and change and facilitation
management Be more targeted and demand-driven, and basg
Useful mostly beyond ILAC’s thematic | training on needs assessment among peers
areas Try out a peer-to-peer approach
Supports planning packages Complement with training on management and

organizational learning tools

Policy Size of ILAC a possible problem; it is small

environment terms of what it wants to do

Communications | Provides knowledge and tools Provide services for publishing papers and articles
Has become one of the best sources of Provide information in Spanish
M&E information Distribute responsibility for managing portal

components among ILAC community
Provide access to journals

Improve the use of D groups

Publicise the portal and make it more visible

IE Increase interaction between |IE and the Learnipg
Laboratory (via ILAC web pages and the IFAD-
funded IE project, see section 3.1)

During the Learning Laboratory Workshop, represtrga of the seven case studies
consolidated their lessons learnt about reseanthgrahips into nine critical success factors
and a 1-page summary of key lessons and chall&hges

33 Hagmann (2009).
34 Fully documented in Hagmann (2009:43-48).



21

A common thread running through the success faetoddessons learnt was the need to

invest in effective planning and communicationswitotential) partners at the outset, so that

research goals and agenda are shared, expectationthe partnership are made explicit,
complementary competencies are identified, andules of cooperation and conflict

resolution are agreed.

The review interviewees listed a range of lesseasied from ILAC'’s activities to date
Those most relevant to ILAC's future are given able 7°.

Table 7. Lessons learned from ILAC'’s activities thaare relevant to its future

Objectives and strategy

Major activities

Other

Lack of vision, but a demonstrated willingne
to take on difficult questions

sd¢das successfully linked into the
larger IE world, which is of
benefit to the CGIAR

> Did not anticipate the
challenge of CGIAR Change

The ILAC community is not engaged enough

yet with what ILAC is and should be
producing and where it should be headed

Cannot meet the demand for th
services it offers

dCT-KM and ILAC
perceived as separate
initiatives within the same
‘space’, did not join forces

Took on a large ‘spread-the-gospel’ role with
too few resources

Continues to provide a safe
space in which to experiment
with alternative IE approach®s

Underestimated resistance t
change (e.g., learning not
locked into evaluation
practices)

Has tried to cover too many thematic areas

Continues togiba learning
from failure

Needs to find a different balance between
strategic and operational work

Needs to demonstrate outcomsg
it has achieved or contributed t
in order to increase its
credibility, especially at the
meta-level

S

Needs to move from fringe to centre, making
compromises, if necessary, in doing so

Its aim of ‘institutional learning’
remains a grey area (e.g., how
transfer learning into the
CGIAR system)

Consider placing ILAC at Center level with

Needs to help Centers reflect

large social sciences units, to ensure greate|
interaction with PM&E professionals (instea
of at Bioversity)

I about poverty reduction impact

T

Interviewees’ views on ‘what ILAC should no longeork on and why’ were fairly divergent,
but several said that ILAC has taken on too largagenda, should no longer do its own
research (as opposed to synthesizing other peaplesarch) and should no longer devote
time to developing facilitation skills, althoughgtwas judged to be a good ‘entry poift’

3.1.1 Conclusions

A recurring theme among the interviewees was tba€l has taken on too many objectives
and corresponding activities, given its size. Tbigartly because the CGIAR is not a system,
but a loose network. For example, the ILAC-orgadiaad funded facilitation workshop
couldbe a standard, institutionalized staff developnoentrse across the system, and there
could be dedicated system-wide IT support to i@tenter initiatives, such as ILAC. The

3 Note that 6 (ILAC partners) out of 32 interviewaesre asked this question.
3% Note that 6 (ILAC partners) out of 32 interviewsesre asked this question.
37 An example is Participatory Impact Pathways AnialyBIPA). For lessons learnt, see Mackay et &072.
38 Out of 32 interviewees, 12 were asked this questio
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ILAC Team has compensated for its small size bydimg functioning networks (e.g.,
through its website users and the Learning Laboyato

Some interviewees thought that ILAC needed to im@napon evaluating and learning from
its own successes and failures, and to better destioutcome¥. Documenting outcomes is
not easy because ILAC has a set of complex obgstievolving around change in
institutional norms and behaviour; many instituibnorms are informal, and behavioural
changes need to be observed over time. If ILAC $eduon fewer objectives, it would be
easier to analyze the extent to which it has aehiéts objectives and to clearly show the
outcomes of its work, using the methods and tagdsomotes and thus acting as a role model
in the CGIAR®.

An inter-Center initiative such as ILAC, which lack formal system-wide mandate, has a
small team and is seen to be working on the penypbiethe CGIAR system, will find it
difficult to foster leadership and policies witttime system. It depends upon its partners re-
directing some of their time and effort away frdmeit ‘regular job’, and this constrains what
it is able to achieve. For example, Learning Latmyaparticipants point to the lack of time
to engage in cross-project learning activities.SEhactivities are probably not, or only partly,
reflected in their research plans, budgets or idd&d performance reviews, but this is
precisely what needs to change if ILAC is to depedad strengthen its influence in the
CGIAR.

ILAC comes out strong on capacity-building aimedaitaborative research and working
with different kinds of stakeholders. This is illteged by the positive feedback on the
Facilitation workshop and the use of the ILAC wébsDemand for ILAC-led capacity-
building seems to be greater than supply.

3.2 ILAC's future

As shown in Table 8, most of the survey respondemtsidered ILAC’s objectives to be very
relevant to the future of agricultural resedfch

Table 8. Survey response to Question 4 (relevancelbAC objectives)

Answer options Extremely Extremely Somewhat
relevant relevant / relevant / Not

Relevant relevant

Improve the ability of researchers to work with a wide 67% 89% 12%

range of stakeholders

Strengthen the capacity needed for collaborative 49% 86% 14%

agricultural research and development

Foster learning about how agricultural research and 53% 84% 16%

development can more effectively contribute to reducing

poverty

Generate new knowledge about agricultural innovatior 40% 80% 19%

processes through applied research and evaluation

Foster leadership and policies to support agricultural 38% 72% 26%
research for poverty reduction

39 In an outcome mapping exercise in April 2009, 1th&C Coordination Team set itself the aim of gathgr‘evidence of
effective interventions; develop skills in buildittys evidence; ... develop methods for gatherindjaimag evidence”.

4% The reviewer has looked at several outcome seisasnents done by the ILAC Coordination Team amgtayroups of
ILAC partners and participants (e.g., workshop doeentation, internal briefing papers), a 2005 extkassessment based on
stakeholder interviews, and ILAC-internal activigporting and formal activity reports to the doriaterviewees also
expressed individual views about what ILAC has has not achieved. Together, they represent valti@ematerial’.

41 Respondents used the ‘don’t know’ answer optidy wfth regard to ‘Foster leadership’ (2%).
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As shown in Table 9, more than half the respondiatsght that, by 2012, ILAC should be

engaged in all the thematic areas prop&sed

Table 9. Survey response to Question 5 (future foswf ILAC)

Answer options Yes Yes, less No
absolutely | important

Supporting improved PM&E practices in the CGIAR, inclydii, as a 71% 23% 6%
support function to CGIAR research activities to imprdwrtquality and
relevance
Supporting institutional learning within the CGIAR aboegearch for 63% 29% 8%
development and the evaluation of its impact
Encouraging the development and management of partnerships ilrRCGIA  59% 29% 12%
Centers for research for development programmes/projects
Supporting institutional learning within and outside thel 8F5 55% 28% 17%
Encouraging pro-poor research for development withincanside the 53% 30% 17%
CGIAR
Encouraging pro-poor research for development within (BeAR 50% 35% 15%

When asked which of eight work areas ILAC shoulklfon (Question 7), most respondents
said institutional and organizational learning (j32d M&E (55%). Less than half saw the
need to focus on collaborative research partnesgHiR%) or pro-poor impact (39%), and less
than a third thought it should focus on innovatystems research (29%), knowledge
management (22%), research leadership developridt) (or research planning and
targeting (8%).

The participants in the Learning Laboratory workskonsidered that ILAC should focus on:
« impact evaluatiotf

» policy environment issues

* building capacity for learning and change amdmeg@GIAR’s research partners

* building the ILAC community’s knowledge about PM&nd self-assessment

« expanding its broker expertise and helping ingtins refine their needs

When asked what ILAC should mainly be about in 20t@st workshop participants said
‘partnership’, ‘research for development’ and ‘ingional learning’. One participant
summarized the responses as “partnership and esgammal learning necessary to achieve
pro-poor impact”. The participants also identifiedjor services that ILAC should provide in
a new CGIAR (see Table 10). They saw partnershigyding inter-Center cooperation) and
IE as cutting across all four recipient groups.

42 The 16 comments added by respondents reflectanaitge of opinions (e.g., “ILAC can have greatgpact outside the
CGIAR") and qualifications (e.g., “not institutiohdut learning in a wide range of contexts, intéikee learning”).

43 See the workshop documentation report, wheredit@nfing further comments are documented (illuseegt Will become
important in the CGIAR; an ILAC niche; become seevprovider for IA of partnership and other mattéosus training
activities on impact evaluation/assessment.

“ These responses were part of the self-assessrernise referred to in section 3.1 of this report.
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To whom Senior CGIAR Leaders of research Researchers CGIAR research
decision-makers, and | programmes/projects partners
Centers and meta-programmes
Strategic alliances Facilitate partner
platforms
Create Knowledge sharing

opportunities to
engage in complex
issues related to
poverty

Equitable representatior
of Centers’ objectives
and interests in a
centralized CGIAR

Provide partnership
management training;
facilitate interactions
among partners; provid
methods to analyze
partners’ abilities and
capacities

Partnership
mentoring

D

Partnership
management
training; training
package, including
training in faciliation
and change
management

Mentoring for PM&E-
for-learning

Programme planning
and design support

Open up CGIAR to
external, pro-poor
actors

Provide a pool of
experts

IE for policy decision-
making, and M&E

Facilitate
institutionalization
of participatory
methods

Provide brokerage
services (mentoring,
expertise, technical
assistance)

Generate evidence for
policy change

Generate evidence
for policy change

Clearing house,
resource centres about

ILAC thematic areas

v

Provide self-assessmen
tools to compare

Centers’ performance

»
»

The participants’ views matched the descriptiowbét a future ILAC ‘Common Service’
would provide, developed during a workshop in Seyer 2009 on ‘Future of Common
Services in the new CGIAR'.

The participants also identified possible constsia ILAC achieving the envisaged role, and
solutions to those hurdles. These constraints redttose put forward by the interview&es
(see Table 11).

Table 11. Constraints to ILAC's future role

Constraints

Possible solutions

Continued relevance in the new CGIAR? Centers’ and DGg

indifference; stakeholders’ commitment

"Influential champions (or watchdog)

Demonstrate relevance of ILAC to CGIAR science; how cal
ILAC generate this evidence outside its community; comple
undertaking to show that ILAC makes a difference; show
evidence of successful partnerships, pro-poor research

n IFAD-funded IE project (see section 3.1) is gog

xopportunity to show relevance; must be
implemented strategically; develop a strong
ILAC portfolio of cases and evidence

4 Four interviewees (external experts) were askedizMajor hurdles a future ILAC must deal with”.
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Table 11. Constraints to ILAC'’s future role (contd)

Constraints Possible solutions

Be clearer about ILAC’s niche and what is unique about ILAC

Providing a lot of support and services is very differemtfr | Develop a strong ILAC portfolio
doing impact studies

Demand for expertise is high; how can this expertise be Networking and outsourcing; restructuring ILA

- ; . .
mobilized and the right people identified? Bring in outside IE expertise via workshops an

training

ILAC’s small size; how to develop from this size to 20 ILA\C|
in 2012

Good body of knowledge and work exists, but time is needed
to adapt this to specific contexts, programmes and psoject

The interviewees’ views on what a future ILAC shibabntribute to meeting the challenges
identified can be summarized thBis

» encourage and support learning, including inteH€r and cross-programme learning
generated by PM&E activities

» deliver IE throughout the programme cycle by gy together the CGIAR’s PM&E
resources and creating an enabling environmemN&&:E-for-learning

» reach more research managers and researchera wotihprehensive set of services,
including building capacity and brokering outsidpertise

» assist in partnership formation, including makstigategic choices and nurturing
partnerships through collaborative PM&E

Their views differed most with regard to the redaghip between a future SPIA and a future
ILAC. Some saw the remit of the two units as sejgathers as largely complementary.

The challenges and needs identified by intervieveeeshown in Table 12. They have been
rephrased as areas of work to which a future ILAGI@ contribute. They are matched with
research questions put forward by survey resposdeinén asked to name the top three
research questions that ILAC should addfess

Table 12. Challenges and needs

Thematic Challenges and needs (interviewees) Future researghestions (survey
area respondents)

Research for |How to: define realistic, comprehensive pro-poor | Better understanding and definition of
development |impact aims at the outset, collaborativatyonitor poverty in agricultural environments
progress towards those aims, to inform N .

. o o How can scientific outputs effectively
program/project decision-making; and assess post-

programme/project achievements (including failun 5:3#5383;?:;&#;?ﬁ’e?:]fggg;/ €

D

Make space and provide resources for cross- Understanding the link between
programme/Center learning about PM&E, includinopdividual, group and organizational
its role in decision-making learning and performance managemen

How to practice cross-programme/project learning
before, during and after programme/project
implementation

8 Ten interviewees gave answers to “What should Ilfé€ls on in the new CGIAR?” Seventeen interviewesponded to
“What should a future ILAC in the CGIAR contribuie meeting the challenges and needs you identified?
47 Out of 55 survey participants, 32 responded tstiole 3 about research questions that ILAC shodtttess in future.

o
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Thematic
area

Challenges and needs (interviewees)

Future researghestions (survey
respondents)

How to conduct participatory PM&E at the outset
and to better manage transaction costs later

Expectations and relationship management with
donors at the planning stage

Partnership

Develop research for development partnering

competence with Centers/programmes, make it & engage or involve (pro-poor) stakeholdg
at different points during the research-to

‘learning issue’

Models, best practices, processes to

development cycle

Systematic approach to partnership needed (i.e.
for its own sake)

mtdw well integrated should the CGIAR
be with other actors in agricultural
innovation?

How to develop relationships of trust, tg
ascertain whether a partnership is
effective and to create and maintain
effective partnerships?

How to foster inter-Center collaboration, given a
history of competition

PM&E,
including IE

How to manage the links between P, M&E

and IE

Role of external factors in
programme/project planning,
implementing and completion

Design and provide methods and tools for PM&HE
for-accountability and PM&E-for-learning

Ensure a learning-to-action link through PM&E
throughout the programme/project cycle

Understand the benefits, limits and
constraints of PM&E’s possible impact
on learning and change action

How can decisions to divest of failures
made faster?

Develop PM&E professionals and team-building
(e.g.,ex antelE community of practice, network
more generally)

Add to portfolio of PM&E approaches, methods
and tools that can be tailored to program needs

Help research managers understand participator|
PM&E, leading to learning and action, decisions

yHow to encourage debate and learning
from failures?

Ensure PM&E competence and resources in
programmes/projects on the ground that can be
flexibly deployed across projects

2I'S

pe

Help Centers build a range of PM&E competenci

Develop solutions and attract funding to strength
CGIAR partners’ PM&E competence and
encourage policy-makers to attach more importa|
to PM&E

Develop generic and tailored solutions to
transferring PM&E-generated findings, learning

and knowledge into policy-making arenas
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It was not possible to compare stakeholder viewsigé future ILAC, described above, with
the findings of a 2005 study on strengthening tastnal Learning and Change at IPGRI
(now Bioversity International) and across the CGJARcause the stakeholder
recommendations referred to a CGIAR context betioeeChange Management Initiative was
launched. So the “very tangible strategies fording ILAC within the CGIAR” provided by
the informants relate to CGIAR institutions whoskes are about to change, such as the
Science Coundif.

3.2.1 Conclusions
ILAC’s objectives and main activities remain relavéo the new CGIAR.

The priority need is seen as learning how agricalttesearch and development can more
effectively contribute to reducing poverty. Althdugrganizational learning seems to be well
understood, institutional learning is less so. THtr requires extracting knowledge and
evidence from past and current programmes/projesitegy PM&E approaches, methods and
tools”. Institutional learning should involve researchtpers.

Partnership is seen as an ILAC strength and anriaapiocomponent of its future work.
Because this thematic area is potentially significH AC needs to be clear about which
partnership issues it will focus on. Several stakddrs see a comparative advantage in ILAC
focusing on collaborative PM&E, includirex antelE. A future ILAC could contribute to a
‘partnership relationship management’ network ryrabother entity in the new CGIAR.
Stakeholders’ views on the challenges in the peshie area implied the need to strengthen
system-wide competence in building and maintaimetgtionships with partners.

ILAC should expand the number of research projecssinvolved in, engage with more
Centers and thereby develop its knowledge basegpettise. It also needs to develop
approaches and methods to transfer the learningrgiea from its portfolio of cases to other
CGIAR research programmes.

Interviewee comments on the need for an integraM&E framework indicate a gap
between the CGIAR’s Strategic Objectives and Sgsatend Results Framework, on the one
hand, and research programmes/projects on the. dtheratter need to be planned so that
they contribute to mission-level objectivesThe CGIAR needs to invest in meta-legs|
postIE across its research programmes (i.e., to d@terthe desired synergies among
programmes in terms of outcomes).

The demand among CGIAR researchers for ILAC exgednd support is considered to be
high but, given ILAC’s limited resources, does appear to have been met. Adapting ILAC’s
body of knowledge to specific contexts is a chaj&enrA future ILAC could develop a

portfolio of services to address this demand, paldrly with regard to adapting ILAC
approaches, methods and tools to the specific fga®grammes/projects (this requires the
clients knowing what they need, as the EPMR Patantly pointed out with regard to
Bioversity International).

8 See Love (2009:39); he interviewed 44 people 2005 study, of which six were also interviewsdhis reviewer.

49 Noted, for example, by the EPMR Panel, which eatsld Bioversity International in 2009. It noted @enter’s interest in
“improving its institutional learning and knowledgenagement capacities”, based on ILAC and Biotyessaff at HQ and
in the regions, who pointed to greater awarene#isevimportance of high-quality PM&E systems andcgsses (Flavell et
al., 2009:75-6).

%0 The Strategy Team (CGIAR Change Process) hasatstinthe “expected contributions of mega-progammeystem
level results criteria” (Braun 2009:37). It is rb¢ar how this high-level description of researabgpammes’ combined
contributions to reaching Strategic Objectives lsarbroken down and made operable at the levelagramme PM&E,
including research partners’ contributions.

1“The Panel suggests that, to make more efficisataf ILAC capacities — including the existing netits worldwide —
Bioversity should clearly identify its needs — @&o@ample in terms of learning and knowledge managéraed in defining,
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A future ILAC should focus on IE and using IE-geated knowledge to influence policy
change and decision-making. This raises two questio

* What is ILAC’s comparative advantage in this aggaticularly compared with SPIA, and
how might they cooperate in future?

» How could ILAC help to involve policy decision-kers in CGIAR programmes/projects?

The findings from the consultations suggest thetdlare four main ways that a future ILAC
could contribute to the new CGIAR:

1. ILAC’s main purpose could be to influence how ®©GIAR performs PM&E on its
research programmes, so that the CGIAR demonstaatalysustainably contributes to
alleviating poverty as far as it canThus, ILAC would be acting at the heart of the
CGIAR’s vision, and therefore:

* The CGIAR, both as a system and its constituartspwould benefit from:

- along-term effort to learn from all pro-poor mgitural research experien¢dso
inform strategy development and improve future poo+ research programmes

- learning about the barriers to effective mobitii@a of science to support
development and how to surmount tfém

- realising the limits of CGIAR’s competitive adtage in conducting pro-poor
research and evaluating its impact, compared witaramrganizations and networks

* In the long term, the wider world of agriculturakearch for development could benefit
from new methods for evaluating pro-poor research

2. The CGIAR's pro-poor research will not happethaut partners who complement its
competitive advantages. Setting up and managirggthartnerships is closely linked with
PM&E because PM&E is a collaborative exercise, padnerships themselves need to be
monitored and evaluated. ILAC could help improvel 8& partnerships by concentrating
on particular aspects of establishing and manaitie.

3. ILAC’s activities will continue to include orgemational learning and change management,
which would be driven by PM&E approaches and meshbdt ILAC either supports
(enabler role) or develops (piloter role). There @vo point to note here:

» Organizational learning and change involves aitgof an organization or a system.
Change management can be of use in all parts @@iAR system, not only in the
areas in which ILAC is active. External consultamse proposed that the CGIAR’s
change management expertise be anchored in adstréteman Resources unit in the
Consortium Office that would encourage the exchasfdearning and change
experiences, approaches and methods used acrdS&tAR, including those
developed by ILAC

* ILAC's activities will continue to involve knowtige generation and sharing. This is
not the same as facilitating knowledge generatiosumentation and sharing in an

monitoring and evaluation outcomes — so that th jgork with ILAC can contribute more effectivesnd in the medium
term to strengthening the effectiveness of Biovgmiitcomes and the quality of research proce8sdun 2009:87)

52 Alternative description of core purpose: To suppioe CGIAR Partnership in forging the link betwéeternational
agricultural research and poverty reduction impact.

%3 Similar to CGIAR PM&E professionals learning fréstaling up’ research to better understand outputttcome-to-
impact processes and, in that context, the adoptiastraints at the ‘meso’-level. See CGIAR Scie@oancil (2006:14).

%4 Development action (e.g., policy formation and iengentation). ‘Learning about barriers’ refershe tross-programme
study of knowledge systems (e.g., actors and ozgéions) that perform knowledge-related functiankihg knowledge and
know-how with action (see Clark, 2009).
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entire system, across all its locations, departsant disciplines, a process that
requires its own dedicated resources. Once sucit avas set up in the new CGIAR,
it would become an important partner to ILAC

4. There appears to be both unmet and yet-to-b&eavea demand for ILAC expertise and
support, and this expertise needs to be flexibbrigh to be adapted to specific
programmes/projects. Some stakeholders clearlgdstaat a future ILAC should provide
advice and support in designing and implementingkEMpproaches to pro-poor
agricultural research This would:

* require ILAC partnering with the CGIAR’s PM&E gdessionals (probably including
those involved in PM&E-for-accountability) to mestmand and offer a mix of
traditional and new PM&E approaches and methods

« require dedicated skills and resoures

Specifically, the stakeholder views indicated a dathfor expertise and support services
on:

* how to apply PM&E during programme/project impkmation and after
programme/project completion, based on experieanddearning within and outside
the new CGIAR

* how to create and manage these PM&E partnershigsn and outside the new
CGIAR

Beneficiaries of the PM&E partnerships would in@udeta-programme planning and
management teams, meta-programme partners, andr€aesearch activities that are not
part of meta-progammes. The PM&E unit as a wholaldveupport the interactions between
the Consortium, the Fund Council and the ISPC withe context of a PM&E framework.

4. Institutionalization

ILAC is a system-wide initiative funded by two daaolt receives no funding from the
budgets of Centers, research programmes or the RGEcretariat. Participation in ILAC
activities is voluntary (e.g., Learning Laborat@rpgrammes) or by invitation (e.g.,
workshop participation). ILAC has attracted costsing partners for some of its activities
(e.g., co-organizing workshops, Center staff pguditton in its facilitation training
workshop).

This section investigates how a future ILAC couddibstitutionalized in the context of the
CGIAR Change Management Initiative. The optiomofinstitutionalizing ILAC in the new
CGIAR is not considered, because:

* most interviewees favoured some form of instidlization

* maintaining a network of peers and a communitpaictice does not exclude the notion
of institutionalization’

%5 |ILAC could in future only do research and genekatewledge about new PM&E approaches, methodsanis, tor about
how to improve them. That would lead to many CGIl#Rearchers reading ILAC publications, attending@lworkshops
and lectures and figuring out for themselves hoagply ILAC know-how in their particular case.

% A recommendation made by all System Office Urstse{ Hagmann, 2009 and Accenture Development Psinips,
2009).

5" Some stakeholders saw risks associated withuitisti@lizing ILAC. In the September 2008 Learnirapboratory
Workshop, the facilitator asked participants toeggor disagree with the statement: “Institutiorstlan of issues or things
like ILAC is the best way to kill them.” Ten disagd completely or slightly, eight agreed slightiycompletely, one was
unsure.
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The online survey responses (to Question 6) shalsgdnost respondents (55%) saw the
future ILAC as a strategic unit integrated into @8IAR system and its core functions,
accountable to CGIAR management and researchelg.39% saw it remaining as a
voluntary peer-to-peer network of individuals oitaraccountable to its membership, and
only 6% saw it as a time-bound project with a $dinaited activities, accountable to a donor
and direct supervisors. Of the 31 people intervibvedl but two favoured ILAC being
institutionalized®

» within the Consortium Office (10 interviewees) Box 2. Roles defined

+ as a Strategic Common Service (4) + Enabler: A service to
. . managers, researchers and
* in some form on the Funder side (5) their programmes/projects

» as part of the Platform for Capacity-Building amgo ) gr(])fgtrrcoe”f g}g;ggétz;;nnddards

partners in mega-programnies « Piloter: A centre of expertise,

Most interviewees wanted a future ILAC to play an conducting research and
. linking to expertise around the
enabler role, rather than a controller or pilotde r(see world

Box 2):
* 67% of those surveyed favoured an enabler rsldjc12 of the 27 interviewees

* many interviewees (9) proposed a combinatiomefanabler and piloter roles (this might
be reflected among the survey respondents, 39%ofmfavoured the piloter role); the
reasons most often given for suggesting this coatizin were ‘to bring in know-how from
outside the CGIAR and pilot it within the Systena,'find new ways of doing things’ and
‘to support the enabler role

* 72% considered the controller role the leastrdbi; only four interviewees suggested the
controller role in combination with one or bothather roles, giving as their reasons the
need for ILAC to ‘have some teeth’ or to ‘have sdioven of indicators and intra-system
assessment, for learning purposes’

4.1 ILAC-in-PM&E

This subsection presents arguments for integrdtiAg into a future system-wide PM&E
function, within the context of the PM&E-relatedatlenges that the new CGIAR will face
and that ILAC could help overcome. The proposaigte design of the Consortium and the
Strategic Common Services are related to a futtA€tin-PM&E function.

4.1.1 The need for a system-wide PM&E function

The need for a CGIAR-wide PM&E function stems frtm long-term nature of the research
conducted by the 15 Centers, which aims for impatite even longer term. It also arises
from the fact that the desired impact is unlikelyoe achieved by any single mega-
programme, and thus evaluators need to look atdhwbined impact, at different times, of
several mega-programmes.

PM&E activities span longer timeframes than thegponmes/projects they support. They
address PM&E needs that differ depending on trgeestd the progamme/project. While
maintaining a baseline (e.qg., initial aims and @ekimpact), they support
programmes/projects when the goal posts changepfterdhave to work with a changing
array of partners over time.

%8 Two interviewees preferred ILAC to grow as a comitysof-practice. Note that a few interviewees msed several
institutionalization options.
% See Braun (2009:82).
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The focus of M&E and IE have changed and so hasentthods and tools used, and this is
likely to happen in the future. There needs todraesform of continuity, however, so that
programmes/projects remember what they originaligrided to achieve, what they actually
did achieve and what impact there has been.

The new CGIAR will feature Consortium-with-Lead @@nperformance contracts and mega-
programmes bringing together several Centers artdgya. The Centers will probably work
with more partners. PM&E approaches and resourdetherefore no longer be driven by the
Science Council or individual Centers, but instedtlbecome multi-Center, partner-based
joint effort<’.

4.1.2 Challenges facing a system-wide PM&E function

The CGIAR needs to adopt a results approach in measits performance. The data relating
to measurement and performance of results corestitetgreatest weakness of its current
PMS. EPMRs, the PMS, impact studies and stratdgitspeed to be adapted to “a results-
based system that collects common results indeatomwhat they jointly judge to be key
strategic objective™. The greatest need for adaptation might be atukaral level:
“Managing for results is meant to engage employeadners and end-users in a learning-
based approach that tolerates risks. It rewarda/letge from failure as well as risk, a long
as evidence is used to improve performance.”

In future, IE needs to consider higher-level impatdted to system-level goals and to
investigate how various areas of research colleltivontribute to such go&fs Such
mission- or enterprise-level IE (e.g., multi-Cerdad multi-programme) will need to be
based on well-designed outcome evaluations atrtsgrgmme/project levef§. The
Independent Review Panel also considered that BIAR needs to:

» demonstrate progress in meeting its goal of ptorgenvironmental sustainability
through IEs of natural resource management (NRSBarch

* build the cross-cutting gender dimension int&/&®23 and IE more generally

The proposed changes present an important opptyrtorincrease the CGIAR’'s PM&E
professionalism and to stimulate learning andwatiital change, but seizing this opportunity
will require scaling up the methods and resultpretious work, which should be
complemented by more thematic studies. All thisdsde be integrated in a more systematic
and institutional way at different levels in thean€GIAR®*,

A recent article summarizes the current and emgrgimeeds in the CGIAR systém
* build the learning function ax postE
» develop and apply new IE methods to better accodate all CGIAR research areas

* move beyond economic indicators that reflect@@AR’s Strategic Objectives, to make
IE more comprehensive

* improve the use @x postE by the system, the Centers and donors
* help Centers improve the coverage and rigouneif tE efforts

€0 with wider and stronger partnerships, the CGIAR mibve to ‘joint products’ (attribution). As in prvious years, SPIA
Focal Points raised the issues of better links benex postiA andex antelA, greater collaboration with other evaluation
groups, and strengthening NARS IE capacity (CGlAfReSce Council, 2009).

®1 See McAllister (2009:44).

62 See McAllister (2009:31).

63 See Cooksy (2008).

64 Conclusions of the EPMR Panel (Flavell et al.,206).

% Kelley et al. (2008).
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Although these needs relateew postiE, they imply that improvements are also needed a
earlier evaluation stages, particularly when plagmiew research programriies

IE issues highlighted at the October 2006 and Ndner2008 meetings of the CGIAR Center
Impact Assessment Focal Points and Science Cosir8téinding Panel on Impact Assessment
(SPIA) included”:

the roles and responsibilities of IE
professionals vary from Center to
Center, and organizationally they
work within the research
programmes or, less often, within
the DG'’s office

IE professionals are funded by cor
resources (in a few cases via projg
funds)

the discussion on the benefits and
risks of the two organizational set-
ups did not lead to consensus on 3
joint approach for all Centers

there was no agreement on the
definitions ofex anteandex postE

financial constraints severely limit

Box 3. Online consultation on M&E in agriculture

A recent consultation survey of 272 people on current M&E
practice in agriculture highlighted the following points:

Source: Lindstrom (2009)

accountability to donors is strong
beneficiary accountability and empowerment are weak;
improve current M&E practice by better engaging with
farmers and local partners

M&E of agricultural projects is weak, particularly it
regard to the capacity of implementing agencies and the
incentives for them to invest in M&E

need for better initial project planning and more capac
development with both non-M&E managers and M&E
practitioners

donors need to focus on multi-stakeholder M&E
approaches to support learning

need for more networking and sharing of good practice t

learn how to select and use tools and methods that suft the

context and cater for a multi-stakeholder perspective

the ability of Focal Points to conduct long-term(#€veral years after the end of a

programme/ project)

there was no consensus on how to organize sysidmnetworking within the Centers
(have one IE Focal Point, or share this work amsegral people?)

The participants in the two meetings pointed toftlewing major needs:

a more explicit poverty focus &x postiE, which should be better integrated into leagnin
priority setting and change management

clarity about the role of IE Focal Points (ewgho leads and guides a Center’s IE
activities) and on SPIA’s role as a facilitatorimer-Center IE initiatives

more interaction among IE professionals withid antside the CGIAR

In a global survey in 2009 (see Box 3), 56% ofréspondents described M&E in agriculture
as weak or very weak. Of the 271 respondents, %6 fmem academia, including the CGIAR
Centers. Less than 50% of the respondents condidereent M&E practice to be ‘pro-poor’
in that it generated wider lessons at field le¥&®p), provided good accountability to
beneficiaries (28%) and empowered beneficiariesbarititheir capacity (26%). Most
respondents said there was not enough funding oEMétivities.

On the plus side, almost 60% of the respondenisvsal that current M&E practice leads to
practical improvements in individual projects, gams good accountability to donors and
helps clarify internal strategy and policy objeesv They were almost equally divided on
whether M&E professionals have enough opportuntbdearn from each other and whether
current M&E methods suit M&E goals. Only a few resgents (19%) thought that M&E
plans tended to be well thought out; most (46%)nditd

% Kelley et al. (2008).
7 CGIAR Science Council (2009) and CGIAR Science i@ii(2006).
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The respondents saw donors, governments and agdmgiding specific agencies, e.g.,
DFID, FAO, Gates Foundation, IDRC, USAID and Wdadnk) as the key actors in
agricultural M&E. NGOs, researchers and the CGIA&tenseen as less important in this area.
Out of 170 respondents, 99 said there was a defoama Agriculture Learning and Impacts
Network, primarily for knowledge sharing; 40 sawa@ential demand, depending on the
approach taken.

In a recent survey, researchers both within ansideithe CGIAR highlighted the challenges
facing agricultural researth all of them relating directly to PM&E:

* need for policy-oriented research that can béyeesnverted into practical
recommendations and field-level applications

* need for more participatory research that is detrdriven and bottom-up in its design

» designing research programmes that are moresivel(i.e., that take account of the needs
of vulnerable groups such as women, children aagtorest farmers)

» delivering appropriate knowledge products touhienate users of research — farmers — by
facilitating meaningful interactions among a widage of stakeholders.

4.1.3 Integrating ILAC in the CGIAR’s PM&E function

The PM&E function is critical in translating the GAR’s Strategic Objectives, which include
pro-poor objectives, into comprehensive mega-progra PM&E (comprehensive also in the
sense of aiming for larger, more complex outconmekimpacts). Several studies have
highlighted the need for Centers to internalizeeatgr pro-poor orientation when setting
their research agendas and conducting and evajuher researcii

Pro-poor research requires different and often rparéners. Such partnerships are complex
and need careful PM&E, as well as a focus on legrhow to sustain them. PM&E will need
to expand its scope to cover this process of pfapmstablishing, managing and learning
from partnerships. The growth in CGIAR’s partnepshwill be driven by its poverty

reduction objectives. Finding partners that comglenthe CGIAR’s comparative advantages
and meet the need to scale out and up has no&lasgnnor has working with partners in
conducting participatory research aimed at empagetie poor. Most partnerships to date
have suffered from not taking the time to leardestively from their mistakes.

ILAC’s competence does not cover all aspects ofagary partnerships. It will be necessary
to engage other areas of competence in the CGlARd#®rl with relationship management,
external communications, and team building and ldgveent. ILAC, as well as SPIA and its
Focal Points, are all concerned with how to builel learning aspect of PM&E and they
should join forces. The PM&E function should enstina the CGIAR (i.e., the Doer) learns
from IE, including Funder-side IE. Finding the rigtays and means to do so requires
collaboration with other areas of competence inGRHAR, including knowledge
management and sharing, ICTs, organizational dpwant, and staff training and
development.

% See Meinzen-Dick et al (2009: 12-41). The Strafbggm grouped the key opportunities for agricultteaearch, raised
by the survey respondents, into six categorie®%f the key opportunities were classified as amigation of research”-
related. When broken down in more detail, 8.6%Qf durvey respondents made suggestions under terii@ation of
research-general” category, 8.2% under the “integraf research” heading; 1.5% of the respondergdicitly mentioned
the need for farmer participation.

% Hazell and Hadadd (2001:6); CGIAR Science CouaiD6:16); CGIAR Science Council (2009:1,16).
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4.1.4 ILAC-in-PM&E in the Consortium Office

Many interviewees (30%) saw the Consortium Offisetee most appropriate home for ILAC
in the future. A few interviewees (10%) considetieel Funder-side a more suitable home.
Among the survey respondents, 55% said ILAC shbeldrganized as a strategic unit,
integrated into the CGIAR system and accountab@@AR management and researchers.
The interviewees raised several concerns, as shothle SWOT analysis in Table 13.

Table 13. SWOT analysis

SWOT Concerns and risks Recommended positioning

Opportunit Bring together PM&E-for-accountability and Seizes the opportunity

PM&E-for-learning in a complementary way

Provide a central counterpart to Funder-side IE &
position at system level to inforex anteandex
postlE

lrg’eizes the opportunity

Stay firmly rooted in research programme realitiesSeizes the opportunity
and maintain peer-to-peer networking

Threat ILAC’s PM&E-for-learning approach is Becomes a risk, must be
overpowered by PM&E-for-accountability and managed

tainted by M&E policing, with resource allocation
consequences

PM&E cannot be delivered in a centralized way, Sﬁ(\e/t?,:%s;kthreat: enabling function

ILAC would need to be part of every mega-
programme Partially addresses: partnership

No network node in Doer-side CGIAR that could and PM&E
bring together the larger issues of building and
maintaining partnerships

No network node in Doer-side CGIAR that could
bring together experiences and gather and develop
knowledge about poverty

Does not address

Strength Internal customer orientation, focus on interfaces Makes possible
(not on separate responsibilities)

Enable mega-programmes and Center research
managers to conduct PM&E with their partners, np
to do it all for them

S/tlakes possible

Weakness | Doer-side PM&E is not in order Will improve
Disparate PM&E community in the CGIAR Will change

Need to influence donors, who will influence the | Partially addresses
Consortium Office and the Centers

CGIAR research partners represent a bottleneck

with regard to PM&E competence and capacity Enables addressing in future

The main benefit of positioning ILAC-in-PM&E in tHéonsortium Office would be to ensure
that PM&E-for-accountability and PM&E-for-learnifgecome mutually reinforcing
activities, for which the Doer-side should takepassibility. Positioning it in the Consortium
Office would not prevent:

» placing ILAC, or parts of it, in a hub (e.g., Gers’ Regional Offices)

* building and maintaining a community-of-practice
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 influencing the Funder-side by cooperating witi/Sand other units with evaluation
responsibilities

The consultants on the design of the Consortiunsi@oConsulting Group (BCG),
recommend setting up a Research Strategy and Renfice unit in the Consortium OffiCe
This unit would run the system strategy developnagak monitor the scientific performance
of the mega-prorammes in order to inform futur@uese allocation, report to the Fund and
provide feedback to maximize CGIAR research devalemt impact. In addition, it would
facilitate system-wide discussion on policies amarig of best practices.

The consultants on the Strategic Common Servicesgture Development Partnerships
(ADP), have identified seven key opportunities. hinest relevant to ILAC’s future, are to
“develop and expand research support servicestatstandardise ways of working’(see
Table 14). They recommend:

» starting with “standardizing ways of working” atrationalizing the back-office”, thus
helping to implement the proposed PM&E frameworkpbyviding standard processes
across various functions such as project managemegarting and human resources (high
value, easy to implement, low pain)

e inYear 2 (2012), reviewing the planning for “@ésping and expanding research support
services” (low value, high pain, difficult to implent).

Tablel4. ADP’s recommendations relevant to PM&E andLAC

ADP recommendations What should be common Additional common
across Centers features

Develop and expand research support services

Impact evaluation Globally shared service 3 Center-specific
SPIA?

Standardize ways of working

Proposal development: Common standards|aidmmon standards
shared best practices = mega-progamme,
Center proposals

PM&E: Common templates, standards, metfi€@ommon standards Common systems

and shared best practices = CGIAR PMS

Project tracking Common standards Common systems

Grant management Common standards Center-specific

Impact reporting National / regional shared Center-specific
service

ADP recommends developing a Research Support @srmodel consisting of three main
areas: Research Functions; Grant and Project Mamargeand Knowledge Management; and
Communication and Collaboration.

It also recommends creating two Common ReseardfoRtes, for upstream and downstream
research, but does not elaborate on this recomrtientfalt might be referring to the
distinction between ‘complex research’ and ‘linezsearch’ defined at the ‘Rethinking

0 Boston Consulting Group (2009).
"L Accenture Development Partnerships (2009:11,18).
2 Accenture Development Partnerships (2009:27).
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Impact’ workshop in 2008. Linear research is re&lyi predictable and likely to address a
single need (e.g., the molecular characterizatfondigenous livestock breeds), whereas
complex research is likely to require a collaba&atind dynamic approach (e.g., developing
options for sustainable water management). A recentfation from the 2008 workshop was
to take this distinction into account when deveatgpiesearch management and evaluation
procedure’. If the CGIAR follows the recommendation, it walffect the way a system-wide
PM&E function would be organized to provide sergitailored to the two types of research.

With regard to the Research Support Services méd¥P, proposed several governance
models, including: Consortium/Center governed, ©ditsm governed, Center governed,
Center co-governed (e.g., inter-Center, Consortiotrinvolved) and a separate entity
(created by the CGIAR, or by a third party to seevihe CGIAR).

The proposals put forward by BCG and ADP complensech other if:

+ thedevelopment of the mega-programme portfolio stratagl individual mega-
programme progress monitoring (both scientific enttadvances and programme/project
management) are interrelated and managed accoyding|

+ the SRF and M&E framework-based design and planaimgega-programmegX ante
IE) is tied to them subsequently being monitorbdirtresults assessed and ultimately their
impact evaluated

4.1.5 Observations on the recommendations for ILAC-in-PM&E

+ Following the BCG recommendations, ILAC-in-PM&E wdube incorporated into the
Research Strategy and Performance Unit in the CbasoOffice.

* Following the ADP recommendations, ILAC-in-PM&Eowuld be part of the proposed
Grant and Project Management function, which inetugroposal development linked to
ex antelE, as well as PM&E and impact reporting. It woaltbperate with the proposed
Knowledge Management function and the Communicadimh Collaboration function,
especially the Strategic Knowledge Management(maitional/regional shared service).
This would ensure knowledge generation, documemtatnd sharing about pro-poor
research and partnerships within the CGIAR and thighsystem’s partners.

» Both BCG and ADP place a future ILAC-in-PM&E imet Consortium Office, although
ADP recommends various models for governing andrtiming the Research Support
Services function in the new CGIAR.

ADP’s recommendations are not always clear. Therihce between IE and impact
reporting is not explained, nor is the notion oftupam and downstream research platforms.
The recommendations understandably focus on CGlifResnal standardization, but this
throws up a few problems:

» The new CGIAR aims to engage more effectivelyhwitore partners, which implies that
partners participate in proposal development. Thgnproblem here is not the lack of
common standards, but the willingness and capazityvest in such participation. ILAC-
in-PM&E would have an important role to play hgverticularly with regard to joirgx
antelE.

» Making CGIAR-wide PM&E work better depends notyoan common standards, but also
on simpler methods and tools to document prograprogress that do not change
frequently. But improving PM&E-for-accountabilitywhich is aimed at donors, should not

3 See ILAC Initiative et al. (2008).
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be a goal in itself. It should complement PM&E-fearning, which is context-specific and
aimed at all stakeholders, including donors.

» The recommendation to harmonize programme/prdf8dE at system and Center level
does not explain why this is necessary, what shbeldarmonized and what the benefits
would be. The real challenge is to link proposalalieomentex antelE, M&E during and
after programme implementation, aexipostE per programme and across programmes
over time.

At programme level, the consultants’ proposals BI&E in the broader sense can be
understood as a support function to the mega-pnogi@ management teams. These teams
should carry the responsibility for M&E becauseythee ones who should be learning and
using that learning to adjust the programme wheressary. The resources needed might
change over time, for example, or schedules mightiradjustment. The teams therefore need
leeway to make decisions, and to do this succdgshdy need strong Consortium support.

The role of the mega-programme officers proposeB®& seems to go beyond a support
function. Their responsibilities include acting‘lasnest broker’ between research and donor
interests. There are some problems with this cdncep

» an ‘honest broker’ role is inappropriate in agamizational structure where the
Consortium and the Centers it comprises (there Eonsortium without Centers) are the
Doers (e.g., executive); CGIAR donors have Progtdfiters of their own and an
Independent Science and Partnership Council tsadiie Fund Council (e.g., legislative,
which monitors the executive)

» a ‘facilitator’ role focusing on issues and leagacross mega-programmes, and bringing
Centers and non-CGIAR partners together for thgtqme, is far better suited to the
system approach and pro-poor partnering culturesaged for the new CGIAR

» with regard to PM&E, the major challenge is fariers and their partners to agree on
standards, approaches and methods and to enabdepregyamme researchers (the doers)
to apply them; constantly managing that procegse#f a huge task for the mega-
programme officers

The ADP’s Research Support Services model doesxpbicitly refer to a centre of expertise
focused on research partnerships. This would nebd tvoven into the model design,
because:

» developing research partnerships to set up meggrgammes or smaller Center-based
projects should begin during the proposal develogmbase

» setting up and managing partnerships requiresdtedl PM&E approaches and methods

» the approaches for sharing knowledge with pastieelikely to differ from that for inter-
Center knowledge sharing

Although ADP’s recommendations focus on common waysorking (standards, best
practices, back-office systems), a new Research@upervices function for the new
CGIAR should also:

» support increased and different kinds of partmess(at system and mega-programme
level)

 facilitate more collaborative and learning-origshapproaches to research proposals, and
facilitate mega-programme management and implertienta

» encourage more comprehensive and participatony tder to determine pro-poor impact
in collaboration with partners, participants anddfeciaries
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These three aspects of a support role better teflecew CGIAR’s aim to be more
concerned with work culture, staff mindset and d@weg relationships of trust than with
templates, software and common standards.

4.1.6 Challenges in establishing ILAC-in-PM&E

The CGIAR debate about evaluation is not focuselthka and collaborationThe

guiding question for developing a PM&E approachutide: ‘How can those who direct
the CGIAR'’s portfolio of research, manage mega-@ognes and conduct research
within those mega-programmes learn to do a beit¥’jThis implies that learning needs
to take place at the senior decision-making le@einsortium, Funders Council) and at
Doer level (Centers, mega-programmes), as weltassa these levels. The Change
Management Initiative, however, has been concesoddr with how to separate
responsibilities for research planning, in-prof@&E andex posevaluation¥'.

No coherent approach to PM&EDP noted that: “Currently, Centers do not have a
common approach to plan, monitor and evaluate relsgaojects™. The CGIAR’s own
efforts (e.g., via the Science Council, SPIA, indixal agreements with donors per project)
have remained at the level of a loose network,tdpam the EPMR and Center-
Commissioned External Review (CCER) processeslam®MS initiated in 2003. All
Centers must abide by the PMS, which assessestarGarsults in terms of outputs,
outcomes and impaét How well each Center performs can affect theirua funding

from the World Bank.

Measuring impact is intrinsically difficuliThe 2009 SRSS saw only a limited role for
innovation systems-focused research in the CGIARactivities, and recommended that
these activities be reoriented towards:

- ex antdE, to prioritize research, not bureaucratic reguients

- more long-term, larger scale and selecéxgostiE, based on methodological
innovations and involving more external researchers

- setting up a larger-scale centre of excellenceqimow to achieve it through research
prioritization and the design of project implemdiata, and how to measure it bak
anteandex post

The SRSS noted that measuring impact is diffiidtause change stems from the
activities of a multitude of non-CGIAR actors, whet or not they are CGIAR partners in
a particular research effort. Nonetheless, sociahse research’s contribution to
achieving impact, through agricultural productiviisowth due to germplasm
improvement, is universally accepted. This impact heen achieved mainly indirectly
(e.g., midstream adjustment of conducting reseafidig CGIAR has expanded into
research fields beyond agricultural productivityg(eNRM, markets research) and has
started aiming for benefits that are difficult @lwe quantitatively (e.g., enhanced security,
status of women).

CGIAR lacks a critical mass of social scientidtsAC has highlighted this expanded
research agenda, especially the more explicit esiploa poverty reduction, and thus the
CGIAR’s range of innovations and impacts has gralAC is viewed as having loosely

4 See Embracing Change newsletter: “ExCo emphasiimeiinportance of a learning system across the torimj and
evaluation mechanisms while ensuring expertiseepeddence, and efficiency”, 16 November 2009.

http://www.cgiar.org/changemanagement/embracinggé@mbracing_change_novemberl6_2009.html

S Accenture Development Partnerships (2009:28).

® The CGIAR PMS also measures ‘Potential to Perfonmiicators (institutional, financial health) artdleeholders’
perceptions (every 3 years). The research reseltgant indicators were piloted in 2005.
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organized the critics of technology-centered modéisnovation within the CGIAR.
Their main tenet, that institutional arrangementdr technological change and learning
and thus drive development, is shared by manyerQBIAR’. Many productivity
improvements associated with CGIAR research hakentalace because an innovation
systems approach was adopted, although it wasbeliéd as such. While the continued
benefit of ILAC in changing researchers’ mindsateisognized, the CGIAR lacks the
necessary critical mass of skilled social sciesitigio could make major methodological
advances in an area that has largely fallen ofsvaur with the mainstream research
community and does not seem relevant to policypotidy-making processes.
Nonetheless, there are several researchable questithin the innovation systems
domain that could generate important internatigmelic goods (IPGSs) (e.g., cost/benefit
of different partnership models; most effectivenstii for different classes of change
agents under different conditions).

The effort to establish long-term impact assessifevering periods of 10 years or more
and covering programmes, not projects) has begeliatrumped by the push towards
near-term development impact, with the result ihstfficient resources have been
assigned to long-term impact evaluation.

» Exploratory nature of scientific research not ackedged:Overall, the CGIAR’s
approach to IE does not reflect the exploratoryirgadf scientific research. Major
breakthroughs in science occur over long periodsdéficult to predict and are often due
to factors beyond researchers’ control. Much isneftom ‘failures’. The CGIAR does not
reflect these complexities in its IE work becauseats insist on short-term and
measurable development outcomes and have takenh&/@enters’ role of strategic
research prioritization. Also, PM&E staffing at Gers tends to be low and poorly
connected, resulting in many low qualéy postiEs studies, with very littlex antework
being done at all (e.g., on expected returns afstment). Other problem areas include:

- In terms of its research agenda, the CGIAR imdryo do too much too fast in areas in
which it is not particularly strong. It is not orgaed to generate big successes in the
social sciences because its focus is on the agfalisciences and natural resources. Its
social science activities should become more fatasel should interact more closely
interact with the biophysical sciences

- The CGIAR’s social science efforts are fragmentedinly because the Centers are
revenue-driven, rather than mission-driven, enieegrand therefore do not concentrate
on issues where a Center, or the system, has catiygaadvantage and critical mass

- CGIAR social scientists seldom get involved ia thternational research community;
their activities tend to be short-term and tranisaet, funded by specific projects

- There are no incentives for inter-Center coop@natind therefore research findings
are seldom integrated and synthesized

These challenges tally with those identified byititerviewees. Two further challenges were
highlighted during these stakeholder consultations:

* Although PM&E-for-accountability and PM&E-for-le@ng can be complementary, the
governance context, which favours PM&E-for-accobility, could represent a hurdle in
establishing ILAC-in-PM&E. A ‘policing’ role doesat suit the ethos of ILAC approaches

" The many open-ended comments by scientists inddtvéhe Strategy Team’s 2009 online consultatibesato this.
Relevant comments were grouped under these heatlikgsearch translated into Policy/Practice and&havith the
Public”, “Improve upon Needs Assessment and Objefithpact/Role Definition”, “Participatory and Trgparent Research
Methods”, “Shift focus to Beneficiaries and Reséars on the Ground (Bottom-Up, Regionally Basethtpmotion of
Interdisciplinary, Long-term and Multicultural Reseh and Policy Innovations”. See also section thisfreport.
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and methods. Currently, the CGIAR’s PMS for rat@enters’ research and management
performance is used by the World Bank to make nesoallocation decisions to Centers.
Several stakeholders have expressed concern digopolicing role of SPIA, and donors
would like to see a mechanism by which resouraatlon decisions can be made on the
basis of the future mega-progammes’ performance

» Although CGIAR research managers and researeerkeen for advice on mainstream
and non-mainstream PM&E approaches and methods, ia history of conflict among
CGIAR evaluators about the definition of impactisTbould hamper integrating the
different PM&E approaches in an ILAC-in-PM&E. Iféaremphasis were placed on serving
the needs of the researchers’ clients, howeves cthnflict could be diffused.

4.2 Other options for positioning ILAC in the new CGIAR

This subsection presents alternatives to positgpHiAC within the new CGIAR and
evaluates their strengths and weaknesses.

4.2.1 Independent Evaluation Unit

One proposal of the CGIAR Change Management Inigas to establish an Independent
Evaluation Unit (IEU), housed in a non-CGIAR orgaation, to tap into knowledge and
trends outside the CGIAR and periodically evaluate CGIAR and its programmes. It would
be overseen by the Fund Council, and would aim to:

+ evaluate the effectiveness of research
* promote mutual accountability between Doers amudérs

» promote learning from evaluation among policy-erak researchers, research managers
and partners

Currently, there is no information on the IEU’se@h promoting learning from evaluation
and how it would be organized. How the unit woulfied from the SPIA and how they might
cooperate also remains to be defifled

Linking a future ILAC to the IEU would be seen asyachanism for strategically influencing
donors, which some stakeholders endorse becausbdhieve that the CGIAR system is
more likely to react to change driven by donorsLKC were integrated into the IEU, it

would no longer be able to provide the advisory sungport services to CGIAR research
programmes for which there is great demand. Insieauld become an evaluative research
unit, probably focused mainly @x postE at meta-programme level.

4.2.2 Strategic human resources

Some of ILAC’s activities reflect the strategic hamresources (HR) role common in many
public and private sector organizations, both imgof approaches, methods and tools (e.qg.,
organizing workshops) and in the underlying intenegultural changes (in attitudes and
behaviour).

Tablel5. ILAC and human resources

ILAC activities Strategic HR services
Training workshop Business-driven training and development
Learning Laboratory project Facilitate cross-divisional assrproject learning

8 CGIAR Secretariat (2009a:14).
9 An ‘Independent Evaluation Workshop’ took place2tnJanuary 2010 in Washington D.C., USA
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Tablel5. ILAC and human resources (contd)’

ILAC activities

Strategic HR services

Generating and sharing knowledge about researg
for development, pro-poor IE, partnership

hKnowledge management functions are often
organizationally placed in a ClIO (manage
information) or strategic HR (learning)

Advocating changes in how research
programmes/projects are set up and run, and in j
profiles

Organizational development (project and line

bbmanagement matrices, career paths, team structur

Encouraging change in the mindset of researcher
with regard to participatory approaches,

sChange management initiatives aimed at culture
change

partnerships, pro-poor impact

ILAC would be involved in organizational learningt&ities in its area of expertise, and
would be able to advise mega-programme manageparmership selection and

management. It would continue to focus on anchguimgerty reduction in CGIAR research

planning and implementation, as well as througbai¥e partnerships.

This represents a separate area of expertisettofthsstrategic HR functiom future

Consortium Strategic HR and Change Management (SEfRBunit, however, together with

the Centers’ HR teams, would be able to complei&k€’s advisory services to mega-
programmes and individual Center programmes byignmoy advice on:

governance and organizational structure

of meggrammes

attracting and retaining the required expertise

changes aimed at improving staff collaboratiomiega-programmes

administration and organization of staff trainenfivities

cross-mega-programme learning about organizdtamdstaff issues (leadership,

motivation, recognition, etc.)

es)

A future ILAC could provide support to a future S&EBM unit, which is supposed to take on
some of the challenges related to implementing G&tAange in 2010-11. The system-wide
change management challenges, however, go beyersttipe and capacity of a future
ILAC, as recommended

With regard to the Consortium’s HR role and the ¢tiRimon services, the external
consultants do not:

explicitly state the need to transform the cur@enter-based CGIAR into a multi-Center,
multi-partner one, or comment on what role the ©ainsm should play here

give the proposed strategic HR role an o

rgaropatievelopment mandate of any kind,

even though the governance and organizationalestggls of managing a portfolio of
multi-Center mega-programmes will be an enormosis &md will affect Centers’

organizational structur&s

The ADP report does, however, mention some of tituetsiral constraints to moving to a
multi-Center, multi-partner organization (e.g.,sgmg lines, staff performance management,
people doing the same job in a mega-programmedingtpaid differently).

80 See Accenture Development Partnerships (2009at&iic HR supporting cross Centers in collaborawiith Center
leadership and HR teams” and “Strategic HR and &esdip — Establishes People Strategy at CG lev&lpport business

objectives. Plan and execute cross Center strattigimitiatives ... to increase efficiencies througimmon standards and

policies in key HR areas ...". BCG proposals focustiracting and retaining the best talent. No neenig made of
organizational development challenges.
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4.2.3 Knowledge management

A third option is to combine the ILAC and ICT-KMrations. The EPMR panel has
recommended working together synergisti¢dllyhich could apply to all future Consortium-
based functions that support research programm@@skM is a good example of a classic
corporate support function that services the camrness (e.g., CGIAR research) and other
corporate support functions (e.g., PM&E). Theraasconvincing logic to merge ILAC with
ICT-KM, however.Instead, there are significant opportunities faspration at the levels of
processes, methods and td8ls.

The EPMR panel believes that a future CGIAR ClOlddead in developing new ways to
share services across the ICT-KM domains and tBréging external partnerships. The ICT-
KM strategy should focus on knowledge ‘collectiamd ‘connection’, and should aim to
contribute towards building a continuous learninjure (80% people, 20% technology). The
panel has recommended:

* integrating CGIAR research results into CGMae.(ito have a one-stop shop for research
plans and results)

 including ICT-KM indicators in the PMS

» improving upon connectivity-focused projects (e@obal Advanced Research Networks;
Desktop Videoconferencing)

* improving PM&E-for-learning across all ICT-KM aities by setting up a more formal,
systematic approach to quality control (e.g., usgept management software; apply
guantifiable outcome metrics)

This highlights the need for effective cooperati@ween the CGIAR’s PM&E and
knowledge-sharing professionals and their netwdéiRemter-based partners. The key
guestion is how to organize this.

It is worth noting here the initial findings of asearch programme, ‘Link Knowledge with
Action for Sustainable Development’, in which saléCenters are participating and which is
not only concerned with agricultural resedrch

 itis a misconception that knowledge generatetidsic research can simply be turned into
solutions for specific contexts

» some knowledge systems are more effective tHagrein harnessing science to promote
development (those that aim for fundamental undadihg and stem from use-oriented
research; those that successfully manage the tehsiwveen exciting research and finding
solutions for a particular context; and those thatluate research in terms of fundamental
advances in understanding and its applicationspeific solution)

* in the knowledge-to-action chain, knowledge is fimgmented among different partners,
who act at different points in the chain (missimgles need to be identified; partnerships
should be driven by a supply-chain perspective hbéts partners accountable for the
integration of knowledge to create comprehensivetiens)

» learning is hampered by a lack of forums wheeegkchange of experiences can take
place, and by a tendency to hide failures rathem tharn from them (create ‘safe spaces’
for exchangeing experiences; provide incentivedotmument and learn from failure)

81“The ICT-KM Program should work synergisticallytiithe Institutional Learning and Change (inter-@eninitiative, as
each could contribute to the other.” Quoted frombawitz and Field (2009:39).

82 The head of ICT-KM and the ILAC Coordinator hawmducted a ‘synergies’ exercise, which came torelasi
conclusion. ICT-KM and ILAC have collaborated iretpast.

8 Clark (2009).
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* in the development and scientific research wotlals, ‘knowledge’ and ‘agenda setting’
translate into power. Research findings alone da@anvince those responsible for action;
there is a need for organizations and individudis apan the boundaries across the
different cultures of scientific research and pgincaking

These findings are relevant to the future of ICT-ldkt ILAC-in-PM&E in the new CGIAR,
but in different ways. While ICT-KM might providekitions to better share data,
information and knowledge in multi-partner prograesna future ILAC would use
collaborative PM&E methods to help CGIAR resear@nagers encourage partners in jointly
developing impact pathways.

4.2.4 Capacity-building

Several interviewees recommended that ILAC becoanegh the proposed Platform for
Capacity-Building among mega-programme partnetbabthese partners no longer
represent a bottleneck in IE. Other stakeholdemsuied a future ILAC focusing on CGIAR
internal capacity-building. The strengths and wealses of this institutionalization option are
summarized in Table 16.

Table 16: Advantages and disadvantages of ILAC begnpart of the Capacity-Building
Platform

Advantages Disadvantages

Fits well with challenge of building research partners’ Could stretch ILAC’s capacity. Its focus should be
PM&E competence on building capacity within the CGIAR, in particular
with the new mega-programmes

Could attract donor attention to alternative approacheBloves ILAC’s attention away from the challenge of
to PM&E and the critical role that partners play in probringing together mainstream and non-mainstream
poor impact by putting research partners first, withoutPM&E approaches and methods in the CGIAR
whom the CGIAR cannot hope to achieve impact

The CGIAR’s capacity-building community is
fragmented and dispersed, and it might take longe
than planned to set up the Platform

=

PM&E would be only one of many areas of work the
Platform would engage in. It should be easier to
bring together the CGIAR’s PM&E community via|a
central, system-wide PM&E function (which is
needed in any case)

As the CGIAR undergoes the changes agreed to #@@Ms in 2008 and 2009, the advisory
and support services provided by a future ILAC Wwélneeded, first and foremost, by CGIAR
research managers and scientists.

4.2.5 Innovations mega-programme

The SRSS proposed that, as part of the measuredacus CGIAR social science activities,
a mega-programme on Stimulating and Evaluatinguations (SEI) should be set up, aimed
not only at stimulating innovations, but also ateyn-levelex anteandex postE. The mega-
programme should “advance the methodological fesatin these areas” in order to improve
the impact of CGIAR researth

The SRSS recommended that the programme be baad@iGIAR SEI centre of excellence
and reinforce SPIA’s present functions by emphagitihe development and application of
more rigorous, selective and multi-dimensiosalpostE, freed from the Center-level
conflicts of interest and donor pressures thatetuly hampeex postE work. The

8 CGIAR Science Council (2009:68-9).
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programme should also house a small initiativeitoldate innovations in agriculture and
NRM directly and to identify the institutional angements needed for this. This initiative
would design ways to establish how different paghip models and processes affect
technology development, dissemination and impanct,vaould probably encompass ILAC
and a scaled-down version of IFPRI's Knowledge mdvation and Capacity Division
(formerly ISNAR).

The proposals for an SRF and a portfolio of megap@mmes do not refer to this SEI mega-
programme recommendation in its documents. Theesdems to be some overlap between
SEI and SPIA, the proposed IEU and the 18PC

It is unlikely that positioning ILAC in this SEI nga-programme would provide the range of
PM&E advisory and support services for which ther€GIAR researcher demand. As in the
case of the IEU option, ILAC would become partrtecémplex evaluative research. Also,
ILAC’s competence does not lie in direct involvermienconducting agricultural research,
which the SEI option would imply.

4.3 Conclusions

The conclusions focus on two main issues: ILACsife role and how to institutionalize it;
and key partners.

4.3.1 ILAC's future role and how to institutionalize it

The most effective way to anchor ILAC’s core pugp@sto connect it to Doer-side PM&E in
CGIAR research programmes/projects to forge thebetween international agricultural
research and poverty reduction.

A future ILAC should play an enabler role, primgyiby providing strategic advisory and
support services to research programme/projectggfpeogrammes and Center-led
programmes). These services should:

* be based on a portfolio of complementary PM&Edocountability and PM&E-for-
learning approaches, methods and tools broughthegby ILAC and other PM&E
professionals working at system-level

* include advice on how to effectively engage resdepartners in PM&E throughout a
research programme/propject cycle

* be developed and delivered through a CGIAR-wigilamunity-of-practice nurtured by
ILAC

ILAC should also play a piloter role that complertseits enabler role. This would involve
brokering knowledge and expertise from outsideGRHAR and piloting new PM&E
approaches and methods in cooperation with resgaogflammes/projeds Because experts
within and outside the CGIAR disagree about howanduct pro-poor PM&E, it is very
important that the new CGIAR creates ‘safe spafmeshe exchange of views and
experiences and has the capacity to evaluate titeeedit approaches in terms of its needs.

8 See CGIAR Secretariat (2009b): “ISCP’s specifiksawill be: 1. Commission and oversee evaluatigribe scientific
guality, relevance, partnership arrangements &etlyldevelopment effectiveness of the investmeapgpsals submitted ”
and “help increase the rigour and the reach of @npesessment studies within the CGIAR by commisisgy in partnership
with the Consortiumex posimpact assessment of the development effectivesfeS&IAR investments.”

% The IFAD-funded IE project is a good example of’s piloter role.
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4.3.2 ILAC's key partners

The ILAC-in-PM&E role is firmly on the Doer sideubit should include routinely working
with those responsible for Funder-side IE. The nmagbrtant long-term CGIAR partners of
the Consortium PM&E function would be:

» Center-based PM&E professionals and their neta/ortNARS and research partners for
joint service delivery and partner capacity-buitfand learning

* Funder-side SPIA and IEU, for managing the PM&&cgss at all stages and providing
the basis for strategic, system-level decision-mgki

» Strategic Common Services, which ILAC would bérfedbm, but also contribute to by:

- applying concepts and methods developed andgedvy a Knowledge Management
and Sharing unit

- providing input into staff development and traigiservices provided by an HR unit

- drawing on the expertise of a Gender and Divergiit to improve gender-responsive
PM&E and provide advice on conducting researchnmudti-cultural environment

- applying the standards and using the infrastrectiools and services provided by an
IT unit

- drawing on the expertise and services of anledelal Property team

- using the support of a Communications team toifae information exchange and
knowledge transfer in pro-poor research and PM&##vaeks, within and outside the
CGIAR

- cooperate with the Internal Audit unit on relevgonalitative audit approaches

5. Main conclusions

The external MTR of ILAC, focusing on the Initiag’g future in the new CGIAR) and based
on stakeholder consultations and document reviprmsiuced the following set of
conclusions.

1. It reconfirmed big picture presented in the CGlARiew and change documents
The challenges, trends and identified comparativ@iatages all point to:
» the growing complexity of interrelated researokes

» the greater number and diversity of actors iarmational agricultural research for
development

The CGIAR will need to better harness its multigifinary talents and capacities, whatever
research agenda it decides to focus on. Researtrteships will become more important in
the CGIAR'’s efforts to handle the growing complgxithe more competitive nature of
international agricultural research for developnrequires the CGIAR to act as a system.

2. Partnerships will become more central, with imptioas for PM&E, learning and
capacity development (see also point 9)

The long-term nature of most international agriatat research represents an ongoing donor
and partner relationship management challenge. igmove towards longer-term, more
complex mega-programmes, this challenge will grow.
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Learning from PM&E activities, at different stagasd by different components of the
CGIAR system, needs to be translated into actiahftgrent levels (system, mega-
programme, project, Center). Pro-poor researchiresdifferent and, often, more partners.
These complex partnerships require careful planaimmonitoring.

Just as important is spending time and effort ami@g how to sustain partnerships. PM&E
will need to expand its scope to cover the ‘proceissension of setting up, managing and
learning from partnership experiences.

National partners, and research partners more gignareed CGIAR support to build their
PM&E capabilities, which are critical to achieviadigger, long-term picture of research
impact. Building these capabilities requires sigaifit CGIAR investment, just as partnering
in general does.

3. ILAC’s objectives and major activities remain higinélevant to the CGIAR’s future

The need for learning about ‘how agricultural reskand development can more effectively
contribute to reducing poverty’ is paramount. Sledrning requires extracting knowledge-
for-action from programmes/projects, including garstgrammes via PM&E approaches,
methods and tools and should involve research @artn

CGIAR researchers’ demand for ILAC expertise argpsut is considered high and has
apparently not been satisfied because of ILAC’stéthresources. A future ILAC will need to
expand the number of Learning Laboratory-type nesetor development projects it deals
with and to develop approaches and methods totkekkearning generated from these ‘cases’
to other CGIAR research programmes.

Adapting ILAC’s body of knowledge to a specific ¢ext is seen as a challenge. A future
ILAC would need to develop a portfolio of servidhat addresses this demand, particularly in
terms of providing the support to adapt ILAC appiues, methods and tools to the specific
needs of a programme/project.

4. ILAC and SPIA (and other M&E specialists in the @R) should collaborate better

ILAC, SPIA and SPIA’s Focal Points all are concerméth IE and using IE-generated
knowledge to influence policy change, decision-mgkand how to build the learning aspect
of PM&E. They should join forces, although there practical and cultural hurdles that need
to be addressed and overcome.

5. Integrating PM&E for pro-poor impact implies linlgrthe P with the M&E, as well as
expanding the methods and tools for PM&E

ILAC is concerned with pro-poor impact of agricuéibresearch for development. No-one
will know about impact without it being explicitgimed at thex antestage, and assessed
post ILAC represents an expansion of the CGIAR’s aurf@M&E scope, methods and tools.

6. ILAC’s comparative advantage in the domain of parships is working with PM&E for
collaborative research for development

‘Partnership’ is seen as an ILAC strength and gromant work component of a future ILAC.
Because this thematic area is potentially huge Glvéill need to clearly delineate which
partnership issues it wants to focus on. Sevealiesiolders see a comparative advantage in
ILAC focusing on collaborative PM&E, includirex antelE.

7. Among the alternative options for the future posiing of ILAC, the strongest is to
integrate it within a consolidated Consortium PMé&dhction
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In this role, ILAC (and the entire PM&E functionowld play an enabling role, which
supports mega-programme leaders and project leawitists involved in Center-led research
programmes.

Critical long-term CGIAR partners of the Consortilf&E function will be:

» Center-based PM&E professionals and their netavofPM&E professionals in
NARS/research partner organizations, for servidweky, capacity-building and learning
partners (‘connectors to the ground’)

* Funder-side SPIA and IEU, for managing interietahips at all PM&E (includingx
anteandex pos} stages and providing the basis for strategidesydevel decision-
making

» Strategic Common Services: i.e., the future CRfbr IP as an IPG, and for research
partnerships), ICT-KM (for knowledge-sharing), HRAhge Management (for turning
learning into organizational change, providing vala training) and Internal Audit (for
informing IE investigative scope).

There are several obstacles to achieving thisipasig (see section 4.1.7), including:
» the debate within the CGIAR about performanceeasment and evaluation is not focused
on linkages and collaboration
» the CGIAR lacks critical mass of social sciemstist
 inter-Center cooperation (in PM&E as well asritegrating and synthesizing research
findings) is not incentivized.

The last two conclusions go beyond the scope efrthiiew, although a future ILAC, as
recommended, could make a useful contributiondkliiag the two challenges.

8. The CGIAR lacks a unit or network focusing emerstanding poverty dynamics,
including an ‘observatory’ function of bringing esant outside knowledge into the CGIAR.

9. Although partnership will become more importamnthe new CGIAR, so far there are no
plans to create a ‘relationship management’ ceftexcellence or system-wide consulting
support to help research managers and researdfesvely build and maintain complex
partnerships.

6. Recommendations

Some of these recommendations are within the aecaithority of ILAC and its current
donors, and some need to be addressed by CGIARr&ragd and senior management, notably
those concerned with the future functions of thesoetium Office.

6.1 Strategic recommendations

The overallstrategic recommendatias that a future ILAC should become part of a cadrur
system-wide PM&E unit, anchored in the Consortiuffic® and serving as an enabling
Strategic Common Service provided for mega-programmanagers, Centerre-led research
programme/project managers, other system-widegota and DDGRs.

More specifically, it is recommended that:
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» a central PM&E-for-accountability function is nged with PM&E-for-learning (ILAC) to
ensure that the two aspects of PM&E are addressetially reinforcing and well
coordinated

* ILAC-in-PM&E'’s staff cooperate as peers with PM&Eaff in Centers and mega-
programmes, so that centrally provided servicesiamndy based on field-level realitiés

« a third staffing layer of roving regional consuits is added to the central and Center-
based layers

It was outside the scope of this review to deteemitere the resources for a future central
PM&E-for-accountability function could come fréfh

A future PM&E network, connecting the ConsortiunfiGd PM&E unit with Center
counterparts and other PM&E professionals worldwiaeild be organized as shown in Table

17.
Table 17: Components and responsibilities of a PM&HmHetwork
Key role and Resourcing needs driven mainly | Reporting Funded by
responsibility by to
Cente Support managers of | Number of mega-programmes andCenter Budgets of mega-
mega-programmes ang Center-led programmes/projects| DDGRs programmes and
Center-led research | requiring support; number of IEs Center-led
programmes/projects | being conducted programes/projects
in practising PM&E (and Center
institutional
budgets?)
Regiona® | Support PM&E staff in| Demand from several Centers in[aHead of Consortium budget
selected Centers at region and need for partner central or annual fixed fee
peak periods capacity-building PM&E from all Centers in &
region
Central Develop PM&E Breadth and depth of enabling | Consortium | Consortium budget
standards, methods, | services to be provided to Centef'sSCEO

tools, and ensure
PM&E-for-learning
applied by CGIAR’s
PM&E staff

PM&E units
Liaison with Funder-side IE

Learning, knowledge developme
and external networking

Input into Consortium-led
strategic planning with Centers

Cooperation with other Strategic
Common Services

—

h

The services provided by a future ILAC should b&lgd by the following principles:

» Interact with researchers on a peer-to-peer baStsanges in mindset and behaviour
cannot effectively be enforced top-down or encoedagottom-up

» Provide tailored service®Beneficiaries of the service need to know whatkand quality
of support they can get and on what terms. Ndiexlleficiaries will need the same mix or

87 Similar to the current arrangement of SPIA Foagh®s and CAS-IP Focal Points in Centers.
8 Up to now, ‘central’ PM&E has been performed by @GIAR Secretariat's PMS staff and by the SPMEe &kternal
consultants (BCG) have made relevant staffing egémin their report.
8 Similar to the logic behind the SRSS recommendatid‘organise a Regional Systems Analysis Megayfam”, to
complement Center-specific social science resdagns in investigating aggregate, larger-scaleeratrategic issues
concerning agricultural development, by “contexzingy CGIAR research within the ecological and harsgistems, within
which it takes place.” CGIAR Science Council (26H):
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level of services, although they should in futysplsgt CGIAR-wide PM&E standards. This
will require negotiating the range and levels ovvse

Ensure there is time for learningransferring advice and expertise to researcheis,

learning generated from programmes, will play apanant role

Follow a subsidiarity approachbo not do what others can do better and are \gitindo,
and empower those working directly with clientshwatdequate powers for action and
decision-making

The major differences between the current and éutiuAC, as recommended, are shown in
Table 18.

Table 18: Major differences between the current anduture ILAC

6.2 Operational recommendations (transition phase)

hing

Category Current Future Needed to achieve
envisaged future
Governanc Accountable to dono Responsible to Consortiu | Senior management backi
staff report to the host | CEO (Alliance recommendation;
Center manager Consortium Board decision)
to change governance
Funding Two donors Central fund Business case for establis
ILAC-in-PM&E function
Remi Voluntary inte-Center | Central Common Service Move from fringe to centre
initiative role mandated by be given defined authority,
Consortium Board and establish rules of
cooperation with Centers’
units (e.g., possibly Service
Level Agreements, or similal
with CGIAR research
programmess
Staffing Three ful-time staff, To be discussed; probab Fill staffing and skills
two part-time advisors | more staff will be needed, af competencies gap
least at regional level
Nor-people Determined by projec | Annual budget for thes Business case (see above
resources agreements with donorg resources be based on defined

authority, remit and
cooperation with Centers’
units; increased budget?

Cooperation
with other
Common
Services

Ad hoc, on own
initiative, voluntary

To be discussed; (most
likely) coordinated delivery
of Strategic Common
Services

Overall design and
organizational structure of
future common services;
Consortium Board decision

The key pre-conditions for a smooth transition gh@910-11) relate to the system and Doer
levels:

System (CGIAR Partnership) level

1. How pro-poor impact is anchored in the SRF anaeotdld in the portfolio of mega-
programmes will inform PM&E approaches and methaus thus the scope of the
future ILAC-in-PM&E function

2. Senior CGIAR decision-makers need to be cleareutaboer- and Funder-side roles
with regard to IE (the role and functioning of tli#J was the topic of a January 2010

workshop)
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3. There needs to be more clarity about the role ®Qbnsortium Office in relation to the
Centers, especially with regard to the Common $esv{which would include ILAC-

in-PM&E)

4. There also needs to be more clarity about how thgaaprogrammes, which will be the
main internal clients of a future ILAC-in-PM&E fution, will be run, what they will
do themselves and which Common Services they miggd

The responsibility for dealing with these four m@naditions lies mainly with senior CGIAR
decision-makers. These decision-makers might ba tpbottom-up influence, and ILAC
and others should seize this opportunity. Untiteéhis greater clarity on the third and fourth
pre-conditions it will be difficult to develop awwad business case for ILAC-in-PM&E
(although it could be possible to work on a seaggumptions, as in BCG’s approach to
estimating the size of the Consortium Office ancsi).

With regard to the transition phase, tperational recommendatiorfiall into five broad

areas.

1. ILAC should aim for a scope of work during tharnisition phase as described in Table 19.
To what extent this scope of work goes beyond ILs\@lirrent budget resources remains to
be established. Also, the scope of work might ckanre the dialogue between ILAC and
the CGIAR’s PM&E community has begun.

Table 19: ILAC’s scope of work during the transition phase

2010 (and 2011?) 2011 or 2012
Client 5-8 Centers’ research = Offer a portfolio of PM&E methods,
scope programmes/projects (including tools and advisory/support services to
current Learning Laboratory ‘cases’) Centers
New mega-programmes set up in 2010 Offer them to new mega-programmes
= Consider offering them to NARS and
research partners
Focus of Ex antelE for mega-programes and | = Same as for 2010
PM&E Center-led programmes startinga | Additional work to be discussed
support second stage
Outcome evaluations for completed
programmes
Other support determined by demand
Building Plan and run the IFAD-funded IE = Run the IE project, with the focus on
competence project (see section 3.1), combiningfit  what can be learned from past
and where possible with providing an programmes/projects
capacity enabling service to Centers » Investigate how to link IE to the policy-
Jointly plan the Consortium PM&E making world (attract a Champion for
function this?)

% See Boston Consulting Group (2009:80).

all
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Table 19: ILAC’s scope of work during the transition phase (contd)’
2010 (and 20117?) 2011 or 2012

Delivery = Provide an enabling service on = Same as for 2010

selecting appropriate approaches and, .

methods and on applying them and Expand range of advisory and support
. ) services

documenting the experience

» Provide resources (rovin consultants. Change thenodus operandand add
9 capacity (to be discussed)

in regions)

=

» Provide central technical backstoppi
to Center PM&E staff and the
programmes they support

9

» Nurture community-of-practice on
PM&E

2. ILAC should take the lead, at least initially,develop an integrated PM&E function in the
Consortium Office by planning a multi-phase, paptory organizational change process,
initiated by a ‘Kick-off Event’. The process wouddm to establish a common strategic
direction and develop consensus among all staketoblbout how to organise PM&E within
the new CGIAR. It should involve three phases:

* Phase 1: Bring together the PM&E community: Wong want to be and what do we
need to do?

» Phase 2: Consult internal CGIAR clients: Whatda really need?
* Phase 3: Consult CGIAR’s research partners: Wbatou really need?

An initial step in the change process might bdlf&C to commission a study of a small
number of research programmes/projects that haae aisomprehensive range of
mainstream and alternative PM&E approaches andodsth

A second step could be for ILAC to bring all the IB&'s PM&E professionals together.
This Kick-off Event could take place after closofehe GCARD Conference (end March
2010) and before a new Consortium CEO is hired$eatember 2010). Alternatively, the
new CEO'’s support and possibly participation inklek-off Event could be sought. The
event should aim to:

» shape in detail the future Consortium PM&E rabel &unction, based on identified
research programmes’ PM&E needs, the principléSasfsortium/Center cooperation,
major competence and knowledge gaps, future resq@eds at system and Center level,
and agreement how to proceed with setting up thlAR®M&E function

* build trust among all parties that need to coageon implementing PM&E activities and
create a PM&E community-of-practice

» produce recommendations for decision or actidmeteonsidered by the Consortium Board
and CEO

The event should focus on building a CGIAR-widenwk of PM&E professionals. A
follow-up would be to engage with CGIAR researchnagers and researchers about how to
build their PM&E competence. The event should idelinput-providers with regard to

1 An equivalent activity is proposed in the IE patjésee ILAC, RMIT and RIU (2009:5) “... a desk stuslifi be carried
out with the purpose of compiling and synthesizngting impact evaluations in agricultural reséatat employed key
elements of the approach being developed by thegird
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Consortium design, nature of mega-programmes andtttius of One (Financial) System
(e.g., relationship with accountability-focused MgPeople responsible for Funder side IE
should be observers; and they should be includedasterparts when discussing key
connection points between Doer- and Funder-side IE.

In preparation for the Kick-off Event, a team-burnigl exercise might help to diffuse conflicts
between proponents of traditional and alternatiM&E approaches.

3. The activities described above will require datid resources beyond those needed for
ILAC’s current work. Additional funding is needaahich either the Change Initiative Fund
(CIF) or the current ILAC donors might providewould help if ILAC’s two current donors
met to discuss this MTR and the possibility of @aged (joint?) funding during the transition
phase.

4. The organizational change process describecdeaaght profit from a small, informal
strategy group which could review a 1-2 year acgitam for ILAC’s transition phase and
guide its implementatidf The group should include CGIAR senior decisiorkera (who
would act as senior sponsors of ILAC'’s institutitiretion and as a link to the Consortium
Board and CEOQ), donors and representatives of agi@ons from which the CGIAR could
learn. ILAC should consider whether to link thi®gp to the Steering Committee of the
IFAD-funded IE project.

5. ILAC should encourage the System Office Unitsdatinue their work, in collaboration
with ILAC, on defining a set of integrated Strategilommon Services, following up on the
workshop in 2009 on ‘The Future of Common Servioebe New CGIAR’ workshop.
Several recommendations in this MTR refer to thiareicooperation between ILAC-in-
PM&E and other common services.

%2 The IFAD-funded IE project will benefit from a 8ring Committee comprised of leaders from the CGlaRinent
experts, project donors and associated organizatibwill review and advise on the annual workrpénd budgets. See
ILAC, RMIT and RIU (2009:26,89).
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Annex 1. Online survey

MTR Survey ILAC 2009

ILAC Objectives

1. Based on what you know about ILAC's objectives and activities since
2003, where do you see ILAC's strengths or weaknesses? One answer
per objective

Very strohg Strong Weak Wery weak Dan't know
Improve the ability af I £y O Y T
resaarchers to work Q U (-_) J
with & wider range of
stakeholders
Foster learning about O B P i )
how agricultural RAD ("} k"_j ['J CJ
can more &fectively
contribute to reducing
poverty
Genarate naw CJ O G I‘:\. D
knowledge about
agriculturil Innovation

L9

processes through

applied research and

evaiuation

Strengthen capacity l’j
needed for -
ollaborative

agriculteral R&D

Fastér leadarship and O C} O
poliches ko support

agricultural resesrch

O
@
o O
Q

for poverty reduction

Comments:
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2. The Institutional Learning and Change Initiative was established in
2003 to meet several objectives, as shown in the table below. To what
extent do these objectives remain relevant for the future of agricultural
research? (One answer per objective)

c Somewhet KR
Extremely relavant Relevant Not relavant Don't know
relevant

Improve the ability af /j O "C:l |:-h‘l ."d_"|
resgarchers to work % = = et
with & widér range of

stakeholders

Foster learming about il Ty oy T D
how asgricultural R&D

can roré effectively

caontribute o redecing

povarty

Geanarate new O O l“”:l O f)
knowledpe about b x
agricultursl innovation

processes through

applied research &Bnd

avaluation

Strengthen capaciky "? £ (_\ ol (_)
negded for L e e o -
collaborative
agricultural RED
Foster leadership and

O ® O O

O

podiches to support
agriculiural research

far poverty reduction

Comments:

3. If you consider the 'Fostering learning’ and 'Generate new knowledge
objectives above to be at least 'somewhat relevant’, which top 1 to 3
research questions should ILAC in future address? Please describe the
research questions in the space below.

"

g
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4. ILAC has carried out a number of activities, shown in the table below.
Please indicate to what extent these activities continue to be needed by

the 'new CGIAR' and its partners. (One answer per activity)

Very much needed Heeded Limited needs
Providing tralning and (i ’i:) G
W L
technical assistance
; bk P ™
Fostering networking i
() e, Lt

and a cormmunity of
practice

ILAC publicatidans
(hriefs, newsletier,

O

O O
@] O
Q

o
L

working papers)
LAl website &nd

]
e

respurce cantre (MAE
toads, library)
Developing evaluation

O

and mpact
assessment methods
Fostering podicy

dialogues [(Rethinking
Impact Workshop and
abthers)

Yy
o

)

Helping to develop

(7 Q&L ]
Q

—
\

planning, mamitoring
and evaluation
syatems and

guidelines

Comments

Not nesded
P
L)

i
@)

g

K

Yy
S

P
Ik_..:l

55
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5. What should ILAC be mostly about, in the near future (ca. 2012)?
Please tick one of the columns for each row.

Tes, absolutely Yes, but less important Mo
Encauraging and oy ™ O
supparting pro-poor o bt
research for
development wyithin
the CGLAR
Encouraging and G, Iy Yy
supporting pro-poor b
research for
developmeant within
and gutsige the
CElAR
Encouraging &nd {:ﬂ‘. Y
suuuc-:‘.l"lgl::':u = L'J s
development and
management of
partnerships in
CGIAR Centres
resaarch for
development
programmes and
projects
i T L o )
Supporting improved { (’:} J

planning, monitoring

and evaluation

practice= in the

CGIAR, including

impact evaluation, 55

& support function to

the CGIAR' research

activities, to improve

research guality and

relavance

Supgorting Yy O D
institutional learning e

Bbout research for

develppment and the

evaluation of it

Impact, within tha

CElak

Supparting O O {"-"',
Institutiona! learning gt
about research for

development gnd the

evaluation of its

Impact, within and

outside the CGLAR

Comments:
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6. With the CGIAR Change process unfolding, it is currently not clear if
organisational 'homes’ for a cross centre initiative like ILAC will be set up
and how they will be structured, across the Consortium and the Centers.

We would like your ideas about how, ideally, ILAC should be organised in
future.

|L__j.' As g time bound project carrying out & set of limited activities accountable to the donor and direct
supervizors

I::} Az & stretegic unit integrated into the CGIAR System and its core functions and processes, accountable to
CGIAR senior manggement and researchers

O Az & volutibary, pear-to-pear metwork of Individesls and/ar Center units [ perhaps with & emall coosdination
team) acoountable to its membership

Comments:

7. Which three of the following areas of work best express what ILAC
should focus on (select three)

D Collaborstive résesrch partnarship

I:‘ Institutional and organizational learning
I:l Research planning and targeting

I:l Monitoring and avalusticn

I:‘ Knowledge management

D Innovation systems ressarch

I:' Pro-poor impact

I:l Resgarch leadership developmeant

Comments:

57
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8. It is important for ILAC to be clear about how it should relate to others
in a future role. Which one of the following three possible roles should
ILAC play in the future? Please identify which option you consider the
'most’, which ‘'moderately’ and which one 'least desirable’.

Most desirable Moderstely desirable Least desireble

Engbler: As a senvice O O O

to mansgers,

researchers and their

project/programmes

Controller: At & O (j O
rmonibarfenfarcer of

standards which have

baern sgraed

Piloter: As & center of

expartize, which C:I O D
carrlgs out research

and laks to expertise

around the world

Comments:

| I
Personal information

9. I consider myself to be a(n)... Please select one of the following
options.

C‘J ILAC partner

G- Participant in ILAC activities

O- User of ILAC outputs

10. I consider myself to be a(n)... Please select one of the following
options.

O- Planning, Monitoring & Evaluation professional {indluding Impeet assessment)

O HumBn Resoiiroes professionsl

Other [ plegse spacify)

11. I consider myself to be a(n)... Please select one of the following
options.

O‘ Manager

C- Regaarcher

Oither [pleese specify)

58
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ILAC Initiative.

—y
I:__)' Yes
FnY
|1. A

Ho

12. Please use this space to make any additional comments about the

13. Would you like to be informed about the results of this survey?

Annex 2. Telephone interviews: interviewees and gsgons
Table 20. Interviewees (32)

Full Name

Position

Organization

Andy Hall

Researcher

UN University, INTECH

Anne-Marie lzac

Chief Alliance Officer

Alliance of tl&GIAR Centers

Boru Douthwaite

Innovation and Impact Director

ChallengggRam on Water and Food

David Raitzer

Impact Assessment Scientist

IRRI

Derek Byerlee

Chair

SPIA CGIAR Science Council

Dindo Campilan

Regional Leader for South, West and Centr
Asia

al

International Potato Center

Don S. Doering

Program Officer

Bill & Melinda Gates Foation

Douglas Horton

Consultant

ILAC Honorary Fellow

Emile Frison

Director General

Bioversity International

Enrica M. Porcari

Chief Information Officer and Leader

CTHKM Program, CGIAR

Fred Carden

Director

International Development Research
Center (IDRC)

Graham Thiele

Leader, Impact Enhancement Division

IntiemetP otato Center (CIP)

Javier Ekboir

Consultant

Jemimah Njuki

Senior Research Fellow

International Livestock Research Institute
(ILRI)

Jeroen Rijniers

Senior Policy Officer

ILAC Donor Contact, Netherlands
Directorate-General of Development
Cooperation - DGIS

International Livestock Research Institute

John McDermott Deputy Director General (ILRI)
Department for International Development
Jonathan Wadsworth Senior Rural Livelihoods Adviser (DFID)

Leslie J. Cooksy

Associate Professor; Curreniesident
American Evaluation Association

School of Education and the Delawi
Education Research

Maarten van Ginkel

Deputy Director General-Research

International Center for Agricultural
Research in the Dry Areas (ICARDA)

Maria Iskandarani

Technical Specialist

CGIAR Secretariat

Nadia Manning
Thomas

Knowledge Sharing and Uptake Specialist

International Water Management Institute
(IWMI)

Patti Kristjanson

Leader, Innovation Works

International Livestock Research Institi
(ILRI)
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Table 20. Interviewees (32) (contd)’

Full Name Position Organization
Programs for a Green Revolution in Afri
Peter J. Matlon President (ProGRA)
Manager, Planning, Evaluation and Learning
Robert Chapman Unit Bioversity International
Roelof Rabbinge Chair Science Council, CGIAR
Shambu Prasad Associate Professor Xavier Institute oalyament
ILAC Donor Contact, International Fur
Shantanu Mathur Grants Coordinator for Agricultural Development (IFAD)

Special Panel on Monitoring and
Evaluation §PMB, CGIAR Science.

Sirkka Immonen Secretary Council
Netherlands Directorate-General of
Theo Van de Sande Senior Policy Researcher Development Cooperation - DGIS
CGIAR Gender & Diversity Program,
Vicki Wilde Program Leader/ Gender & Diversity ProgrgnCGIAR
Victoria Henson- CGIAR Central Advisory Service on

Apollonio Senior Scientist and Manager Intellectual Property (CAS-IP), CGIAR




Table 21. Interview questions

Questions asked of 32 interviewees

Donors

4

CGIAR senior
decision-
makers (5)

ILAC

partners

(6)

CGIAR
services (6)

External
experts (4)

CGIAR
managers (2)

PM&E
specialists (4)

Please describe, in your own words, why ILAC was
established? Is this purpose still relevant today?

X

What is ILAC mainly about (its core purpose)?

What is your interest in ILAC? Why did you or areuy
providing funding to ILAC?

To what extent will your interests in ILAC still halid in
the new CGIAR after the changes have been implesd@nt

Which lessons learnt from ILAC's past and presesnaost
relevant to ILAC's future in the new CGIAR?

What should ILAC focus on in the new CGIAR? What
should a future ILAC contribute (scope, competence,
services) to meeting the challenges and needs you
identified? What should ILAC mainly be about in thew
CGIAR?

Are there areas of work that ILAC should no longer
involved with in the future? If so, why? Who elsetlie new
CGIAR should pick up that work?

Given your previous responses, which competencids a
capacities should ILAC strengthen or acquire?

How should a future ILAC complement your competesgi
services and capacities?

It has been suggested that ILAC should be institatized
in the new CGIAR. What does the word ‘institutidnad’
mean to you? How would you know if ILAC were
successfully institutionalized?
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Questions asked of 32 interviewees

Donors

4)

CGIAR senior
decision-
makers (5)

ILAC
partners

(6)

CGIAR
services (6)

External
experts (4)

CGIAR
managers (2)

PM&E
specialists (4)

ILAC management ... has articulated an argument that
ILAC should be linked to the CGIAR's core planning,
monitoring and evaluation functions, based on iewfical
roots of the initiative, the capacities and ori¢intaof most
of the people involved with ILAC, the apparent needd
gaps in the area of PM&E in the CGIAR and the lager
that these activities have in terms of driving tbsearch
agenda. What advantages and disadvantages dog®u se

X

X

X

X

X

(To be able to deliver those contributions) howldduAC
be structured and organized in the new CGIAR (&ith
Consortium, mega-progammes with performance castra
Central Fund)?

If ILAC were institutionalized in the CGIAR, shouitdplay
a role more as enabler/controller/piloter?

A more ‘institutionalized’ ILAC will have to make a
transition from its present state into a futureesfpart of
the Consortium, linked to one or more mega-progras)m
etc). What is the role of the donor in terms ofpired ILAC
make this transition? Do you have concrete sugyesfior
transitional management, bridging funding, or other
mechanisms that could help facilitate transition?

In the new CGIAR, what will be the greatest crosesgat
programme, cross-Center challenges and needs eg#rd
to research for development (pro-poor)? What age th
greatest challenges in terms of ensuring that resenakes
the greatest possible contribution to developmgir-(
poor)?

What will be the greatest cross-mega-programmesero
Center challenges and needs with regard to pahtipeas

CGIAR system and mega-programme levels?




Table 21. Interview questions (contd)’

63

Questions asked of 32 interviewees

Donors

4)

CGIAR senior
decision-
makers (5)

ILAC
partners

(6)

CGIAR
services (6)

External
experts (4)

CGIAR
managers (2)

PM&E
specialists (4)

What will be the greatest cross-mega-programmesero
Center challenges and needs with regard to PM&E,
including IE? What are the current challenges aeetls in
terms of PM&E, including IE in research organizatidhat
want to deliver on development goals?

X

X

X

X

From which organizations that have set up ‘learring
change’ or evaluation functions, and developed such
competence, should the CGIAR learn to shape tk af
work?

What are the major hurdles a future ILAC must deigth
what?

How does your Center organize to manage the fumaitio
areas of PM&E, partnership and/or research for
development?

Does your Center's approach represent a modeldioreG
based competence units, with which ILAC shoulduturfe
interact? To what extent?

Is it feasible that some or all aspects of yout'si@enter’s
competence and services take on a role as a corsenvgice
to the CGIAR in your area of competence, servicutgre

mega-programmes and Center-led research activities?

Please tell me about your current job responsisli(P, M,
E; ex antelE, ex postE, focal point for SPIA, other) and
where your unit is placed in the Center's orgaiopat

With regard to PM&E at your Center and within théIBR
overall, what improvements or changes are you lgpfain
in the context of the ongoing CGIAR change process?

Do you know about any efforts to develop a systenwss-
Center, PM&E competence within the CGIAR? If soaivh
are they?




Table 21. Interview questions (contd)’

64

Questions asked of 32 interviewees Donors | CGIAR senior | ILAC CGIAR External CGIAR PM&E
4) decision- partners services (6) | experts (4) | managers (2) | specialists (4)
makers (5) (6)

What do you know about the ILAC Initiative, whictag/set
up in 2003? What engagement, if any, have younitd

it?

X

Annex 3. Telephone interviews: selected consolidakeesponses

Table 22. Challenges and needs identified for threhematic areas

Thematic area

Mainly in donor
domain

Mainly in CGIAR (Doer) domain

Mainly in partner/beneficiary domain

Research for
development

How to maintain ethos of mega-programme approBokers’ ability to
manage research over the long term along the @séaidevelopment
continuum

How to assure synergies between mega-progranwhese truly beneficial

Donors want to see
results in 3 years or

so. Researchers
make unrealistic
proposals

Better understanding of dynamics of rural poventyy agricultural
research can connect into them: become clearet &IAR’s potential
contributions to poverty reduction (e.g., improvingomes is not the sam
as pro-poor).

Limited ability of policy-makers and donors to
understand and deal with long-term timeframe
e agricultural research, its upstream nature

Researchers do not engage in ‘guerrilla tactget a solution developed
through their research into farmers lives. Researcheldom able to relate
existing research findings to particular developnwrallenges

National partners must invest more in agricultu
people going into agriculture and extension, to
ensure any bang for the buck. CGIAR cannot 3
should not do much extension

Delivery of solutions to farmers must be
informed by prevailing realities

re,

nd

How we do our research is a key question. We stast with the users,
ultimately provide solutions genuinely wanted bg gfoor

Limited ability of users to themselves think of
possible uses

Pro-poor Strategic Objectives, SRF: new CGlARtsty needs to be
shared; so far, only a small group of people worded

Talent pool is shrinking, less available to tH8I&R as a whole
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Thematic area

Mainly in donor
domain

Mainly in CGIAR (Doer) domain

Mainly in partner/beneficiary domain

Current funding
practices, donor
dynamics encouragg
Centers to assume
development role;
‘virgin grant
proposal’ problem

Funding will remain a major challenge. About 30-56%ximum of core
funding for a mega-programme to be expected

D

Mindset change needed: from ‘the poor’ to ‘cl@&naway from ‘| know
what'’s best for them’ mentality

Significant disincentives to disclose failuresgyents valuable learning

Partnership

Donors are partnef
too

sNo systematic partnership with development actigspite existing
CGIAR Strategy for it

Ensure CGIAR attracts the right partners, musiselts-driven, not aim in
itself. There will be different kinds. Use sensibléeria to select

How to link with the private sector, which will laing more of the
research in future. Opportunity for cross-Centarieng

CGIAR needs to support its partners to do the

Nobody is concerned with the potential partner,
capacity, capability to deliver. Must face the

nature of most of our partners: poorly managed,

poorly structured organizations not incentivizeq
to partner

ob

S

Work better with traditional partners and be ablevork with new ones.
CGIAR is good at research partnerships, not rebefaredevelopment
partnerships. CGIAR needs able staff, who can workhe interface
between the two

Include partners as co-authors

Out- and up-scaling requires working in differe
regions, countries Challenge to make national
partners understand that they will benefit, ever
research project does not take place in their
country

Nt

if

CGIAR needs to be flexible, use any appropriaiéevdry channel

Partnering requires time and effort, over severajects and years. Need
invest in that effort

Partnering is also an attitude, should be suffussoughout a Center

CGIAR must go through a major cultural change, maway from Center-
centric, lead partner role to realization that omlth partners can the

CGIAR have impact on the ground
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Thematic Area

Mainly in donor
domain

Mainly in CGIAR (Doer) domain

Mainly in partner/beneficiary domain

PM&E,
including IE

Strong Consortium, with powers to orchestrate staddardize PM&E,
providing basis for resource allocation decisiond @centivize better
performance

Find better balance between accountability and Igiityp

Need for integrated framework. Currently, progna@s do not build on ong
another; each one set up with different partnexterBal evaluations
should build on internal ones. If programme not imglprogress at the
lower level, nothing to add up at the higher lelilsconception that IE is
different to evaluation of process, outcomes

No inherent conflict between PM&E-for-accountalyiliind PM&E-for-
learning, but conflict between evaluators arounfthdt@®n of impact

Programmatic performance monitoring needs to tékeepat broader level
mega-programme, mega-programme subcomponents,r@aree Unit of
study often incorrect (e.g., impact at mission-leyaals requires meta-
analysis, combinatory effect of several programmes)

Ensure M&E of interrelationships between mega-pogne
External monitoring and review by peers must camin

How will mega-programmes be set up and managed will their
research be planned?

CGIAR needs new culture of working together, okagsh leadership.

Lead-Center approach has disadvantages
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Thematic Area

Mainly in donor
domain

Mainly in CGIAR (Doer) domain

Mainly in partner/beneficiary domain

CGIAR’s PME, OE, IE activities and resources neelle merged, have
more leverage. Key is not separation of powersjritagration (quality,
continuity, quality, timeliness). Better link M&E)E and IA to strengthen
each component

In new CGIAR, will PM&E people become more detachedn research
managers, programmes? Risk of moving into new kafdslos with mega-|
programmes

Too many research managers and researchers deentitesbenefit of
better planning and assessment

Avoid going for a central unit, on which all work dumped. Researchers
need to involve themselves in PM&E. Centers anday@ggrammes mus
help their researchers use outcome mapping and tothle

Donors concentrate
on evaluation of
current, future
projects, lack of
resources for long-
term tracking of pas
projects

Most donors cannot
re-use the
information
generated by long-
term IE

Do better planning at the outset, manage for resuiaike sure relevant
data is collected, to be used later. CGIAR is mutcgat managing data
over the long term (e.g., from findings, to extensito impact)

Long, late evaluative research tends to get divbfazm decision-making.
Doer and Funder have become committed to whatahegoing

Longer-term process of IE at meta-level must besisbent with SPIA

Participatoryex antelE andex postE must take place

Greater cooperation during planning stage. Cestevald learn from
private sectoex antelE equivalent

Manage projects so that partners get most out séé what they have
contributed to

Focus on ‘participatory’ has lost sight of needdecision-making

No more IE and PM&E without national partne
Partners’ capacity for PM&E is low

Future PM&E (IE) should encompass traditional and-mainstream

()
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methods. Variety of methods needed. Alternativehodds should b
marketed as being different. More efforts needeaidress challenge of
predictable, unpredictable aspects

Respond to emerging paradigm of intertwined ca(sasplexity).
Econometrics cannot replace experimentation

CGIAR must deal with very complex systems. Key tjoas Which parts
of them do they need to engage with?

Centers’ receptiveness to social sciences nedusctume more systematid
(in their planning, priority setting)

Making effort to
track over the long
term what has been
funded should be
separate to deciding
whether to continue
funding

Make sure there is learning, systematic approaetdett apply lessons
when planning new programmes

Need to connect measurement with decision-makinigriely fashion

How knowledge and information generated by adfucal research can be
linked to policy decision-making, although two difént worlds. One way
of doing this is having many research partnersaipsaany levels

Table 23. Interviewees’ views on what a future ILACshould contribute to meeting the challenges and eds they identified

Role

Thematic areas

Corporate positioning within the new
CGIAR

Very strong function across the whole
system, able to do independent work

Help CGIAR become a learning organization at aléls, including DGs, with
complete openness, as far as ideologies are cattern

Focus on learning from the past, facilitate thithwi the system

Real learning must be based on cross-programmegstésm frames, include
what non-CGIAR actors are doing (e.g., large-setldies)

Inter-Center learning about how the CGIAR can haeee impact, based updg
framework, platform

Respect the fact that learning is already goingeeary day, within the
CGIAR; tap into it

Complexity of how change actually occurs and whaicience’s part in it

Consortium

As a standing facility, similar to a virtual
SOU in a more transparent way

In future, avoid SOUs competing for funds
from the same donors

ninternal instrument of the system
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Table 23. Interviewees’ views on what a future ILACshould contribute to meeting the challenges and eds they identified

Role

Thematic areas

Corporate positioning within the new
CGIAR

ILAC needs to connect with senior
leaders and research managers

How we should work together within the CGIAR, taegkat senior decision-
makers and research managers

Design and monitor institutional well-being. Be atved in how the CGIAR is|
run as a place, where people want to work

Shift focus onto CGIAR-internal organizational leiug and change, help
promote learning culture and readiness for chaaige,by bringing in outside
know-how

Not part of SPIA, which assures

independent, external meta-analysis IE

consistent over time, to inform Funder:
strategic decision-making

SPIA and ILAC should have a role in the ‘learnimgronunity’

Merge with / associate with Funder-side
(SPIA/ISPC). They are largely
complementary

Focus more on what is going on outsid
the CGIAR, work on the fringes to
effect change

Work more with donors, create a
coalition, some are moving in the right
direction

eEducate donors about timeframes for effective ir@donal agricultural
research

Encourage donors themselves to encourage frankwsydonors do not want
to keep fooling themselves and one another

Influence ISPC to conduct IE to improve learningtia system, also how
ISPC assesses how Centers do their IE

Could be housed outside the CGIAR, but
should not be

Service mentality, exhibit results
orientation, no longer advocate

Reach more people

Provide comprehensive service, create
demand for insights, which CGIAR
researchers find useful

Balance supply/push with demand/pul

Focus on capacity-building in the
CGIAR (outside partners: later)

Broker outside expertise
Networker par excellence

More practice, less acquired
knowledge/academics

Embrace how others define research for developrheiy,researchers do su

research faster and cheaper (not better; would miglanf becoming expert

again), provide methods and tools for researclensitlerstand what the poor
| want and need. Pick up on the daily learning hainggin the CGIAR

Researchers embrace innovation system principlesire concerned about
transaction costs; need support here

Strategic communications
Facilitate participatory planning with beneficiagjgartners

Provide service at research design and post-prsiages (OE/IE) in
collaboration with Centers’ socioeconomic unitspoblishable quality;
facilitate design of new mega-programmes

Design mechanisms for knowledge exchange acrogscpspprogrammes,
Centers and partners (e.g., Technology Fair,db &ff collaborations)
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Table 23. Interviewees’ views on what a future ILACshould contribute to meeting the challenges and eds they identified (contd)’

Role

Thematic areas

Corporate positioning within the new
CGIAR

Unify CGIAR’s PM&E activities and
resources, to have more leverage

Support community-of-practice for
project planning, coordination, M&E
Work at system level to create enablin
environment (IE standards, HR policie
donors, etc.)

Work with a few Centers intensively

Space for collegial exchange about evaluation ggscoutcomes, broader
context)

Both ex anteandex postE provide service at design and post-projectegag
cooperate with Centers’ socioeceonomic umitd;about PM&E-for-
gaccountability, others should do that
5Increase |IE professionalism; IE is meaningful tw@ad set of stakeholders,
from NGOs to hard-nosed traditional donors; indicsit methodologies, get
them into mega-programme performance contracts

How to achieve and how to show pro-poor impactusoon adoptability
(predictive), not adoption

Provide solutions to ineffective CGIA& postE

Design research process, monitor if it is actuadlppening, assess learning
from it; was it a good process?

Help Centers implement learning from CCERs

Maintain and develop this domain of knowledge; mamrgirical evidence on
how ILAC helps to improve performance; demonstragilts

Keep up with outside experts, the literature; enage controversial dialogue
with leading figures from the outside; ILAC as caitdo bring their ideas intg
the CGIAR

Commission some research, experiment with new ndstho

Consortium, to be able to inforax anteand
ex postE

Partnership: P, M&E, linkage between research &aweldpment; partnership
notas a separate topic from PM&E

Qualitative innovation systems approach to partriprormation and
nurturing

Get national partners onboard re: PM&E, IE

pathway; make these monitorable so they can bririge right kind of
partners

Help make strategic choices about partnership,casadyst

Help research managers clarify what their theorghainge is, and their impac

—

Consortium
Capacity-Building Platform
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Table 23. Interviewees’ views on what a future ILACshould contribute to meeting the challenges and eds they identified (contd)’

Role Thematic areas Corporate positioning within the new
CGIAR

Planning and monitoring (system-wide function hasexisted up to now)

Future M&E will still be quite control-oriented, bahould have better
indicators for unexpected, unanticipated dimensioagricultural research

How to bring in the private sector; inter-Centerténg about this

Make a choice where to focus on
(Centers, programmes, projects)

Change name because ILAC implies g
threat: Are we not learning? Why do we
have to change?

See if a mega-programme lends itself as &
platform for ILAC

Take on the debate about how innovation takes piecevolutionary and
changing nature; greatest changes come from peapleged in research and
learning, which is not reflected in CGIAR’s curréhii&E




Table 24. Responses to whether ILAC should take an enabler, controller or

iloter role

Donors (4)

CGIAR senior
decision-makers

(©)

ILAC
partners

(6)

CGIAR
services (6)

External
experts (4)

CGIAR
managers

)

PM&E
specialists

(4)

Enabler

Not asked

Controller

Not asked

Piloter

Not asked

Enabler +
piloter

Not asked

Enabler +
controller

l*

Not asked

All roles

Not asked

1**

Don't know

1

* Interviewee comment: Have some leverage
** Interviewee comment: Controller must not domimat

Table 25. Responses to how ILAC should be institignalized in the new CGIAR*

Donors (4)

CGIAR
senior
decision-
makers (5)

ILAC
partners (6)

CGIAR
services (6)

External
experts (4)

CGIAR
managers

@)

PM&E
specialists

(4)

Consortium

2

Funder-side

1

Capacity-
Building
Platform

Split into
different
functions

Innovation
mega-
programme

Community-
of-practice

Independent,
outside
CGIAR

Common
service

Not
necessarily
linked to
PM&E

Not sure

Not in my
remit to say

1

* Some interviewees made several proposals
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Table 26. Responses to the question: “From which ganizations that have set up ‘learning and change’
or evaluation functions, and have developed such impetence, should the CGIAR learn to shape this
area of work?”

Person / Institution Area of competence/knowledge éason

John Mayne Independent advisor on public sector | Independent advice, network, familiar with
performance, World Bank International | ILAC, proposed by interviewee, lecturer
Program for Development Evaluation

Training
Rick Davis Independent M&E consultant, Gates Independent advice, network, familiar with
Foundation and ALNAP as clients ILAC, on the ground, potential capacity

development partner?

IBM Research, Global| IBM's vehicle for collaborative innovation 2007 Ada Report, Report on Water,

Innovation Outlook Energy & Environment, proposed by
interviewee

Practical Action Use simple technology to fight poverty andlearning culture, difficulties with realising

(NGO) transform poor peoples’ lives; adoption, | this in the field, proposed by interviewee

extension, impact; $40m budget

CARE International Evaluation culture Proposedritgiviewee
IDRC Progressive donor approach to evaluatian Pegdby interviewee
DFID Progressive donor approach to evaluatign Fsegdy interviewee
Gates Foundation Spend more than other donors on New CGIAR member, major donor to

managing, measuring, communicating | CGIAR, concern with effectiveness /
results, want grantees to set quantifiablel impact, proposed by interviewee
goals, OK to fail to reach them

Engineers-without- Network of national members, to assist | Change, partnership, Appropriate and

Borders members to develop capacity to help poprSustainable Technologies Database,
communities proposed by interviewee

ALNAP Network to improve humanitarian Learn from their failures, run a learning
performance through learning and network, proposed by interviewee

accountability

Keystone
Accountability, CEO
David Bonbright

ODI (UK) Thd Proposed by interviewee
US Government Set PM&E standards, independent status,Proposed by interviewee
Agencies’ Inspector make sure that evaluation happens and the

Generals right time and is planned for at the outset

(process responsibility; not doing all this
themselves)
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Annex 4. Strategic Common Services: output from ‘Tl Future of Common
Services’ workshop, September 2009

During this workshop, the representatives from ARSGender & Diversity, ICT-KM, ILAC, Internal Audand
CGIAR Strategic Communications came to the follayvdonclusions.

They would like to offer a set sftrategic and corporate servicessential to the high performance of the new CGIAR
which at a minimum should cover the services (sambered, below) and certain new kinds of Strat€gimmon
Services (see alphabetical list, below).

CAS-IP: Intellectual Property

1. Provide tools (e.g., License — Central) to the rmgggrammes, Centers, partners, to assist in reggwnts and
transactions

2. Provide capacity-building to (on public-sector IRmagement) Centers, partners, mega-programmegthrou
internships, strategic workshops, web portal, btoghcrease effectiveness and equity to partnpssBoth 1
and 2 build standard practices (with 1AU)

3. Provide communication channel on IP practices asdes within the CG system to increase awarenéss an
sharing (based on research/experience)

4. Provide strategic advice/plans to Centers, Consuortmega-programmes, to increase effectiveness of
partnerships and to implement policy (with ILAC)

ICT-KM CIO: Information/Communication/Knowledge Tec hnologies

1. Joint purchasing (software, information productshsas journal subscriptions) for Consortium andt€ento
foster standards and savings

2. ICT strategic services, including delivery servi¢egth IAU)

3. Support collaboration to provide tools; facilitéteining; support consortium, Centers, partnerskaioops to
foster collaborative work

4. Ensure availability of research outputs/productsnt€rs, partners, Consortium): systems, toolsdstais,
storage

5. Ensure access to research outputs: data/informatioragement, system, tools (with CAS-IP)

IAU: Internal Audit
1. Independent, objective assurance and advisorycgsrwvhich bring a systematic, disciplined apprdach
evaluate + improvements for effective governanis&;management + control, in order to achieve manamnt
objectives (with all other common services):
a. advise on and promote international standards ofl gmvernance, risk management frameworks,
accountability, control procedures relevant to CRldperations, by drawing on internal + external
best practices (with ICT-KM, CAS-IP, G&D)
b. audit processes and units, to validate conformiti established policies or best-practice benchsark
c. work with other specialists, review the practiced aystems to manage specific risks and
identify/provide advice on significant gaps
d. promote an environment (through advice, capaciiiding, audit work) of high ethical standards with
regard to management of financial, human, physindlintellectual assets

ILAC: Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation

1. Identify and mobilize resources to support PM&Etparships and organizational learning (with Scéenc
Council, CGIAR Secretariat)

2. Develop policy, standards and guidelines for PMg&&rtnerships and organizational learning and sugpeir
application in the CGIAR’s research work

3. Make information related to PM&E partnerships angbmizational learning available and accessible
(publications, portal, conferences and meetingghfwove practice (with Capacity Development, ICMK
G&D)

4. Strengthen capacity (training, coaching, and texdirsupport) to use PM&E methods to work in paghgrs to
stimulate organizational learning for improvingeasch impact

5. Identify and make available methods for PM&E, irdihg IE, to improve accountability and learning

6. Carry out research to test or develop methodsdesssneeds and to assess effectiveness and impadctaw
lessons from collaborative research for development

7. ldentify expertise in ILAC topics within and outsithe CGIAR and promote knowledge sharing, netvngki
collaboration to improve performance of individual



G&D

P

5.
6.
7
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: Gender and Diversity

Fellowship programme for women delivering pro-pagricultural research and development in Africa and
Asia (in future, AWARD might include men, too)

Global database of some 9,000 women in agriculamdlmanagement: potential candidates for staéfrdsy
review teams, scholarships

World-class training series on cross-cultural comizations / partnerships, mentoring, women'’s lesloigr,
dignity, science writing and proposal writing, etwith ICT-KM, ILAC)

Institution-strengthening series to support gemedsponsive research and development: traininggydiction
planning, M&E

Coaching series for managers/teams working in reultural research organizations

Inclusive workplace model policies and practices

Global clearinghouse on cutting-edge gender anerslity work

Strategic communications

1.

2.

3.

Provide an umbrella communications strategy thédearthe system in communicating our vision: ‘Tod&r
speaking with one voice’

Institute global media/thematic campaigns that show the CGIAR is delivering on our vision, oureehnce
to major development issues; emphasize issuesmstéutions and unite the system (with G&D and ICA
Coordinate communicators across CGIAR: cultivataeainity of practice to foster a system mindsetivéel
capacity-building both inside and outside the CGJAdRenhance ability to effectively communicate our
relevance results and vision (e.g., media trainivith ICT-KM)

Foster partnerships to broaden our outreach andifgrapr voice(s) (with ICT-KM)

Institute strategic/targeted campaigns in collationawith resource mobilization colleagues to miakildonors
to achieve the US$ billion by 2015

Improve internal communications about our goveregmiorities and procedures — why they matter aowd h
they are beneficial. Vibrant internal communicati@re vital

Which additional new Common Services should the new CGI AR consider implementing and

using?
A

Oommo

H.

HR, as part of a larger Organizational Developmanitt standards, admininistration/back office, ealu
add/strategic services

a. Do only this HR piece at first: staff/career deymtent within the CGIAR system, including executive
development for the CGIAR and NARS

Set up a thematic/issues-oriented resource motidizaoordination function, to nourish the megagreonmes

a. Establish peer review function of CGIAR publicatoproposals to donors, etc. to “stabilize funding
situation”, ensure quality and relevance of CGIARpuoits

Provide research support services across megagmnoges (statistics, GIS, surveying, biometrics, ysis);
relates to CGIAR change objectives with regardripact, cost-effectiveness, quality and relevanaesédarch

a. Data management, Database management, managedaagsets

Have a consolidated PM&E service that pulls togetiiehe PM&E functions/requirements across thel ARG
Partnership management coordination, with respegattners in mega-programmes and Common Services
Training service (full cycle from needs assessreptaluation and follow-up)

Turn research findings (methods, processes) iatmieg objects: outward-focused service that uapsaty
development resources and methods

Encourage and facilitate entrepreneurial use aaeh products: outward-focused capacity developmen
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Acronyms and abbreviations

ADP
AGM
ALINe
ALNAP
BCG
CAS-IP
CCER
CEO
CGIAR
CIF
CIMMYT
CIO
CIP
DDGR
DDG
DFID
DGIS
DG
EPMR
FAO
GCARD
GFAR
GPG2
HR

IAU
IBM
ICARDA
ICT-KM
IDRC
IE

IA

IEU
IFAD
IFPRI
ILAC
ILRI

P

IPG

Accenture Development Partnership

Annual General Meeting

Agriculture Learning and Impacts Network

Active Learning Network for Accountability @nPerformance
Boston Consultant Group

Central Advisory Service on Intellectual peaty
Center-Commissioned External Review

Chief Executive Officer

Consultative Group on International AgricuilResearch
Change Initiative Fund
Centro Internacional de Mejoramiento de MgiZrigo

Chief Information Officer

International Potato Center

Deputy Director-General Research

Deputy Director-General

Department for International Development

Netherlands Directorate-General of Developn@otaperation
Director-General

External Program and Management Review

Food and Agriculture Organization of the Unitéations
Global Conference on Agricultural Researahbevelopment
Global Forum on Agricultural Research

Global Public Goods - Phase 2

human resources

Internal Audit Unit

International Business Machines

International Center for Agricultural Resehrin the Dry Areas
Information and Communication Technology -Aévledge Management
International Development Research Center

impact evaluation

impact assessment

Independent Evaluation Unit

International Fund for Agricultural Developnten
International Food Policy Research Institute

Institutional Learning and Change

International Livestock Research Institute

intellectual property

international public good
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IRRI International Rice Research Institute

ISNAR International Service for National AgriculadiResearch
ISPC Interim Science and Partnership Council

IT information technology

ITA Impacts Targeting and Assessment

IWMI International Water Management Institute
KM knowledge management

M&E monitoring and evaluation

MTR Mid-Term Review

NARS national agricultural research system

NGO non-governmental organization

NRM natural resources management

oDl Overseas Development Institute

OE outcome evaluation

PIPA Participatory Impact Pathways Analysis
PM&E Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation

PMS Performance Measurement System

PRGA Participatory Research and Gender Analysis
RIU Research Into Use

RMIT Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology
RST Review Support Team

SEI Stimulating and Evaluating Innovations
SGRP System-wide Genetic Resources Programme

SHR&CM Strategic HR and Change Management
SINGER  System-wide Information Network for GendRiesources

SOuU System Office Unit

SPIA Standing Panel on Impact Assessment

SPME Special Panel on Monitoring and Evaluation

SRF Strategy and Results Framework

SRSS Stripe Review of the Social Sciences

SWOT Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and fBhrea
TAC Technical Advisory Committee

T™MT Transition Management Team

TOR Terms of Reference

US Gov  United States Government
USAID United States Agency for International Deystent

The use of the term ‘impact evaluation’

The word ‘impact’, alone or in combination, is mugsed in CGIAR documents.‘ Impact evaluation’
(IE) is used in this report in contrast to the mgpecific term ‘impact assessment’, which can take
place at the outset of a programme/project or s¢yeiars after it has ended. Use of the broadar ter
IE in this report was guided by how the resultsesiearch programmes are described — “outputs,
outcomes, intermediate impacts and ultimate CGIARkgelated impactd’ — and because,
generally, these results are associated with diftgphases of a programme lifecycle and research-
to-development chain, as well as with a wide varidtassessment and evaluation approaches and
tools. In the CGIAR, the different kinds of resudi® associated with particular roles and
responsibilities ‘(e.g. Science Council/SPIA; imediate and ultimate impact; ex post IE).

% See Kelley, Ryan and Gregersen (2008). A non-CGéAfert interviewee had recommended using the ‘@nmome evaluation’,
instead of IE.



