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SUMMARY

This paper ocutlines the broad features of a review system made up of
externally-managed reviews of the centers, internally-managed reviews of
the centers, inter—center reviews and System reviews. Its purpose is to
propose measures for simplifying the existing review process while improv-
ing its quality and relevance, and enhancing the camplementarities among
different types of review and between the reviews and the System’s planning
and resource allocation mechanisms.

Reviews constitute an important mechanism for reinforcing accoun-
tability at all levels of the System and an essential component of CGIAR’s
integrated planning process. There are strong horizontal linkages among
the System’s strategic planning, operational planning and monitoring and
control activities, and vertical linkages between these three processes at
the center, inter-center and System level.

Guiding principles that should be observed in carrying out reviews
are objectivity, transparency, frankness, flexibility, and participation.

Center-Specific Reviews

External reviews of centers should have an EPR and an EMR camponent.
Steps should be taken to avoid duplication and to integrate the work of the
two panels more effectively. The interval between external reviews of
centers should be five (plus or minus one) years. TAC and the CGIAR
Secretariat should streamline the procedures used in conducting EPRs and
EMRs.

The EPRs should cover five areas: strategic issues, recent
accanplishments and potential for future impact, implementation of opera-
tional plans, internal program management processes (jointly with the EMR
panel), and linkages with clients and partners. EPRs should be conducted
by a small (5-7 person) panel, with its members drawn fram as wide a
spectrum as possible. A TAC member should serve on an EPR panel as a
resource person when TAC considers this necessary.

The focus of the EMRs should be limited to four areas: governance,
resource management, program management (jointly with the EPR panel), and
the mechanisms for internal review. The EMRs should continue to be
conducted by small (2-4 person) teams.

The success of the recamended external review system depends in
large measure on the effectiveness of the centers’ internal review proces-
ses. Given the scarcity of camparative knowledge in this area, there is a
need to gather information on the centers’ internal review processes.

The donors are urged to limit their reviews to the absolute minimum
necessary to meet their legal requirements. Also, the donors are
encouraged to make available to the respective centers and TAC a summary of
the conclusions of any review they conduct.



Inter-Center Reviews

Planning and review of activities in which more than one center
(including non-associated centers) is involved are likely to became more
important in the future. Three specific planning and review devices that
can be used are: inter-center cooperation (including seminars, workshops,
symposia and inter-center studies initiated by the centers), strategic
analysis of commodities or issues, and formal inter-center cammodity/
activity reviews conducted by external panels. For many issues the former
two could be good substitutes for formal inter-center reviews.

System-level Reviews

In the light of the more frequent System-level studies (which have
included, among others, the TAC paper on CGIAR strategies and priorities,
the impact study and the resource allocation mechanism), the distinctions
between System-level planning and reviews of the System are becaming more
blurred. There is a need for both, but doing both frequently could lead to
a System overload.

A camprehensive review of the System should await the campletion of
strategy revision. In the interim, there might be a need for ad hoc
reviews of the governance of the System and its elements.

A table describing key aspects of the recamended reviews is appended
to the paper.
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1. PURPOSE AND CONTEXT

This paper outlines the broad features of a proposed review system
for the CGIAR. It has been prepared in response to the needs expressed
by several camponents of the CGIAR System, particularly by the donors.
It examines critically the existing review system in temms of the
quality and relevance of the reviews. It also discusses the camplemen-
tarities among different types of review and between the reviews and the
new planning and resource allocation mechanisms developed in the System.

The proposed review system represents essentially a fine tuning of
the current system. No new reviews are suggested. The recammendations
focus mainly on ways of improving camplementarities and increasing
flexibility. An important objective of the paper is to clarify the
purposes and rationale for each type of review and outline the broad
principles and guidelines to be used during their conduct.

The term review is used in the sense of a formal, retrospective
and prospective evaluation of an institution or a collection of
activities. The paper’s main emphasis is on reviews camissioned by the
OGIAR and by TAC. Other monitoring and control activities cammissioned
by the System or the centers are also described briefly and same
suggestions are made for their improvement.

1.1. Role of Reviews in Reinforcing Accountability

The institutions supported by the CGIAR are legally-constituted
autonomous bodies, each controlled by a board of trustees.
Collectively, the boards of trustees constitute the most important
element in the governance of the System. They have the legal respon-
sibility for ensuring the managerial efficiency and financial integrity
of the institutions as well as the quality and relevance of the work.
In making their decisions, however, the boards have to recognize that
each institution is part of a System for which policies are formlated
by the Group.

If there were no CGIAR, each institution would be free to deter-
mine its own policies. Management would be entirely decentralized and
no central administration would be required. The institutions would
have to seek all their own funding and each institution could expand or
contract according to its ability to attract funding in competition with
the others.

The centers are legally accountable to each of their donors for
the appropriate use of funds, with the temms »f accountability defined
by enforceable contracts between the donor and the center. It is
primarily the principle of collective funding that requires the institu-
tions to respord to policies determined by the Group. Likewise the
donors cannot act entirely in isolation. They must satisfy their
constituencies or principals that the funds are being appropriately
used. The position was summed up in the Second Review of the CGIAR as
follows:



"... a board cannot escape fram the reality that it is ul-
timately dependent for its funding on the ccllective will of
the Group. It should therefore conduct its affairs as if it
were accountable to the Group even though its legal status
makes no provision for such a relationship. To ignore this
responsibility would be to force the Group in the direction
of greater central authority...."

This principle of central oversight and decentralized control has
been made feasible during the evolution of the System by a camwplex set
of internal and external review processes, which have been introduced
for a mmber of different, but inter-related, purposes. In many ways,
reviews serve as a substitute for the lack of formal accountability of
the boards to the Group, but they also serve to meet the needs for
accountability in a much wider sense. They reassure the beneficiary
countries of the objectivity of the aims of the CGIAR and, through their
transparency, can contribute to satisfying the public at large that
their money is being well spent.

1.2. COGIAR’s Planning and Review Process

The CGIAR is currently implementing a form of integrated planning.
This process has three main elements: strategic planning, operational
planning, and monitoring and control. The process is integrated in the
sense that all three elements are linked with each other. Figure 1
illustrates the major camponents of the process at the center, inter-
center, and System level.

1.2.1. Planning at the Center level

A center’s strategic plan provides a broad framework for the long-
term goals (10-15 years) of the organization and the course or direction
the center intends to follow to achieve these goals. Center strategic
plans summarize the strategic choices made and provide the rationale for
the allocation of resources to specific programs. Center strategies are
normally presented to TAC for camment, not approval. Authority for
approval resides with the center’s board of trustees.

Implementation of the strategic plan in the short and medium-term
is guided by the center’s operational plans. Centers prepare a medium-
term plan, typically covering a five year period for both program and
budget. The plan is based on the approved long-termm strategy. In
addition, the centers prepare anmual work plans and budgets covering
individual units and the institution as a whole.

Medium-term operational planning was introduced in order to (1)
ensure an in-depth look at each center’s program at least once in five
years so that decisions could be made camensurate with the research
planning horizon; (2) simplify CGIAR’S resource allocation process; (3)
provide greater funding stability to key activities; and (4) allow cam-
parability of activities across centers. Medium-term program proposals



Fig. 1. Planning and Review Processes in the OGIAR
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are approved by the CGIAR on the recommendation of TAC and the CGIAR
Secretariat. This new process lessens the work of reviewing center
programs and budgets annually. Annual funding requests need to be
examined by TAC and the CGIAR Secretariat only to make sure that they
correspornd with the five-year approval, except when a center coames
forward with a proposed change in its plan during the period covered by
the approved program.

The third element of the centers’ planning process includes
monitoring and control activities. One purpose of these activities is
to assess the implementation of strategic and operational plans in order
to confim their continuing appropriateness and trigger changes when
necessary.

Most of the center-level monitoring and control activities are
managed by the centers themselves. These include oversight by boards,
internal program reviews, internal management reviews, internal
scientific quality reviews, impact assessments, and performance evalua-
tion of individuals and units.

Periodic external program and management reviews are formal
monitoring and control activities cammissioned by TAC and the CGIAR. As
such, they camwplement the centers’ internal monitoring and control
activities, reinforce the accountability of the centers to their donors
ard clients, and help link the centers’ activities to the CGIAR goal ard
strategy.

1.2.2. Planning at the System ILevel

The processes of planning and review at the System level are
similar to those in use at the centers. The CGIAR moved towards
strategic planning with the preparation of the TAC paper on System
strategies and priorities approved by the Group in 1986.

Operational planning at the System level consists essentially of:
(1) planning the allocation of CGIAR’s resources to activities carried
out by the centers; and (2) planning the activities of the Group, TAC
and the CGIAR Secretariat. As the centers are the main implementing amm
of the System, operational planning at the System level is wvery much
derived fram the operational plans of all the centers.

System level nonitoring and control involves formal System reviews
and regular monitoring of the implementation of the System strategy and
priorities by TAC.

1.2.3. Planning at the Inter-Center Level

The inter-center level refers to subsets of the activities of the
System which cut across several centers. The subsets could relate to
camodities (such as rice), activities (training), resources (water),
regions (Africa), etc. The inter-center level has been separated fram
the System level in order to differentiate planning and review
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activities that cover the whole System from those that relate to a
subset of the System.

Strategic planning at the inter-center level refers mainly to
strategic analysis of camodities or issues. These are undertaken on an
ad hoc basis, depending on need, and aim at formulation of System
strategies on the cammodity or issve at hand. These need not be limited
to camodities or activities currently supported by the CGIAR.

Operational planning at the inter-center level is also ad hoc, and
the specific planning mechanism to be used depends on the issue at hand.
Several existing inter-center mechanisms, such as seminars, workshops,
studies and other collaborative act1v1t1&s , serve as operational plann-
ing tools. These facilitate formulation of action plans to be imple-
mented by the centers concerned.

Monitoring and control at the inter-center level are done through
inter-center camodity/activity reviews and TAC’s monitoring of the im-
plementation of the System’s overall strategy. The centers also play a
key role in monitoring the implementation of the inter-center activities
they have jointly planned.

1.2.4. Linkages

Planning and review activities in CGIAR are linked with each other
both horizontally and vertically. Horizontally, cperational plans
depend on strategic plans; reviews and other monitoring and control
activities assess the implementation of both strategic and operational
plans; and updates of strategic plans depend on the results of reviews
and other monitoring and control activities. Vertically, center
strategic plans both depend on and feed into the System’s strategic plan
and strategic analyses conducted at the inter-center level. Also,
System and inter-center reviews rely heavily on the findings fram
external reviews of the centers.

1.3. Types of Review Needed

One corclusion that emerges fram the above is that there is a need
for monitoring and control mechanisms at various levels in the System.
The precise form of these mechanisms will depend on the specific needs
of the System at a given time. New developments, such as a major
expansion of the System or a drastic reduction in funding for the
System’s activities, might call for different approaches to organization
as well as to monitoring and control. Also, since good planning entails
a substantial amount of review, increased sorhistication in planning in
the System might reduce the need for formal reviews.

At the current stageoftheSystansdevelomenttherelsa
contimiing need for formal reviews at all three lewvels i.e., center,
inter-center and System. There is also a need to strengthen other
monitoring and control mechanisms.
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At the level of the centers, the long established tradition of
periodically reviewing each center’s activities through external panels
should contimue. Much of the CGIAR’s positive reputation stems fram its
strong external review system. These external reviews reinforce accoun-
tability and serve as a useful source for planning at all levels of the
System. A nmumber of improvements could be introduced to the present
system as outlined in Chapter 2.

At the inter-center level formal reviews have been infrequent.
The current trends in the System (towards, among others, greater focus
on issues of sustainability and consideration of research on other
camodities) are likely to increase the need for inter-center reviews.
As there are sare trade-offs between center and inter-center reviews,
their nature and timing should be examined to ensure cawlementarity
between the two types of review.

At the level of the System, the two previous formal reviews have
examined the strengths and weaknesses of its organization and gover-
nance, its place in the global effort and the inter-relations among its
canponent parts. A dynamic system such as the CGIAR would benefit from
occasional formal reviews, but these need not be conducted on a reqular
periodic basis.

1.4. Guiding Principles

To be credible and acceptable, all reviews rust strive to be
objective, transparent and participatory. The reports must be direct,
explicit and frank. Clearly the extent to which all these ideals can be
met will be dependent on the circumstances of the particular review, but
all have to be kept strongly in mind if the advantages of reviews are to
be preserved. They have the great advantage over strong central manage-
ment of being flexible both in purpose and timing. As the main
instrument of central oversight, they can be increased or reduced to
meet the needs of the System.

Objectivity. If reviews are to serve their intended purposes,
those involved must, to the extent possible, approach their tasks, make
their assessments and develop their recamendations with total objec-
tivity. Review panels should be camposed of individuals who have no
conflicts of interest and who are free of bias on matters relating to
the reviews. Moreover, the need for objectivity in the review process
was recognized by the Group fram the outset in establishing the
Technical Advisory Camittee to provide independent advice on scientific
and technical matters. TAC members are appointed in their personal
capacities for fixed terms and are expected to exercise their indepen-
dent judgement, free of influence fram members of the Group, centers,
and the governments of beneficiary countries.

Transparency. Well-conducted internal reviews are often
considered to be more penetrating and critical than external reviews,
but suffer fram the disadvantage that the internal atmosphere of strong
criticism with mutual respect would be lost if the principle of
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transparency were introduced, by having outside observers. On the other
hand, external reviews, conducted in an atmosphere of transparency, by
individuals not involved in the activities, are usually less penetrating
and critical, but have the advantage of greater credibility. The two
types of review are therefore complementary and bcth should continue to
have a place in the System.

Participation. Reviews should always involve active participation
by those who will be affected by the outcame. The views of the clients
of the institution being reviewed should be sought systematically by the
review panels. Panels should include individuals who have a keen
understanding of the needs of the clients.

The institution being reviewed should be given ample opportunity
to voice its views on the prelzmmary conclusions of the panel conduct-
ing the review. Obtaining these views prior to the cawletion of a
review could eliminate misunderstandings and same disagreements. A good
dialogue between the reviewers and the reviewed during a review would
also facilitate implementation of the review team's recammendations, as
these would have been formulated with the full participation by and
understanding of the representatives of the institution being reviewed.

Frankness. Every effort should be made by the organizers of the
reviews and the panels conducting them to ensure the frankness of the
reports. The reviews should be conducted in a constructive vein, not
for damaging an institution or specific individuals associated with it.
If a review panel considers that it should make same recammendations,
because of their sensitivity and potentially damaging character, in a
confidential, supplementary report, it should feel free to do so. For
external reviews, the recipients of such a report would normally include
the Board Chaimman, the TAC Chaiman and the CGIAR Chaivman.

Flexibility. Reviews should be seen as an aid to better planning
and decision-making, not as bureaucratic exercises to be carried out at
constant intervals to produce reports fitting a particular mold. The
circumstances of the institution to be reviewed and the decision-making
needs of the Group should dictate the timing and the type of review.
The views of the institution being reviewed should be taken into account
in establishing the timetable, forming the panel, and formulating the
review methodology. Every effort should be made o minimize the
disruption of the institution’s normal activities during the period of
the review.

Adhererce to these rather basic principles and guidelines can help
to ensure the success of the System’s review processes.
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2. CENTER SPECIFIC REVIEWS

Review processes that are center specific constitute a major part
of the CGIAR’s review system. Three major categories are involwved: (1)
formal reviews conducted on behalf of TAC and the CGIAR by external
panels, reviews organized by the center, and reviews conducted by or on
behalf of individual donors; (2) TAC monitoring the work of each center
on a regular basis and the center boards monitoring the implementation
of center policies as part of their owversight role; (3) appraising the
performance of individuals and units by the centers themselves. The
emphasis in this chapter is mainly on the first category.

2.1. External Program and Management Reviews

One of TAC’s major responsibilities is to "ensure that external
assessments are made of the scientific quality and effectiveness of the
activities financed by the Group" (Second Review, p. 72). TAC has dis-
charged this responsibility by cammissioning periodic external reviews
of center activities. Since 1982, external program reviews (EPRs)
camnissioned by TAC have been reinforced by external management reviews
(EMRs) cammissioned by the CGIAR Secretariat. Taken together, these
reviews have gone a long way towards satisfying the concerns of the
donors and the beneficiary countries, but there is a need to assess
whether they could be made more effective and less demanding on the time
they require fram the centers, the panel members and the donors.

A frequently-raised question is whether merging the EPRs and EMRs
would lead to efficiency gains. The Group’s view on this question, ex-
pressed initially in connection with the discusison of Professor
Ruttan’s report in 1986 and subsequently through written comments in
1987, was mixed. TAC has discussed this issue in depth, alone and
jointly with the CGIAR Secretariat, and reached the following
conclusions:

- There is a contimuing need to maintain the level of
attention placed on management matters in the extermal
reviews of centers.

- External reviews of centers should continue to have an EPR
and an EMR camponent, the EPR camissioned by TAC and the
EMR by the CGIAR Secretariat as at present. The two
secretariats should coordinate more closely the planning and
conduct of the external reviews.

- The EPR and EMR of a center should always be held
concurrently, by two small, separate panecls. The two panels
should work closely, particularly in the fornmlation of
major recamendations.

- There should be two separate, but well integrated reports.
The two panels should jointly write a chapter on research
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management which should appear in both reports. Also, the
summaries of each review should be included in both reports.

- An EMR should continue to be presented to and discussed by
TAC and the CGIAR along with the EPR. The TAC camentary to
the CGIAR should cover both reports. The CGIAR Secretariat
should continue to forward to the Grcup the work of the EMR
panel.

- TAC should give substantial attention to EMR findings. The
EMR panel chaimman should participate more actively as a
resource person in TAC’s deliberations on the external
reviews.

There are two main reasons for continuing, with the modifications
noted above, the present format of having two parels and two cam-
plementary reports.

First, having two panels is mainly an organizational question.
Given the clearly different nature of the program and management
questions addressed by the reviews, it is more efficient to address them
by two separate panels than one large panel. In practice, the two
panels work as one team in the field. Also, it is more appropriate to
address delicate management issues faced at a center with a separate,
small panel.

Second, having two separate reports is desirable because they
saretimes have different audiences. The management review report has a
shorter shelf life and is not distributed as widely as the program
review report.

2.2. Frequerncy of External Reviews

The interval between external reviews of centers should be five
(plus or minus one) years. The precise timing would depend on the cir-
cumstances of the individual center. Either or both reviews could be
triggered ocutside the regular cycle in several ways. The center board
or management or both could ask for an external review. TAC could
trigger a review. The CGIAR Secretariat, in consultation with the
center concerned, could initiate a special purpose management review
(such as the special financial review of WARDA conducted in 1985). The
EPRs and EMRs could suggest appropriate timing for the next review.
Finally, the Group could ask for an external review of a center.

2.3. EPRs: Their Scope and Panel Composition

The EPRs should cover primarily five areas: strategic issues,
recent accamplishments and potential for future impact, implementation
of operational plans, internal program management. processes, and
linkages with clients and partners.
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2.3.1. Strategic Focus

EPRs should pay more attention to strategic issues than was
formerly the practice. This greater stategic focus has two implica-
tions. First, the EPR should assess how well the center has Jmplenented
its strategy since the last review. Second, the EPR should examine the
continuing appropriateness of the center’s strategy, especially in
relation to CGIAR’s goals and priorities and changing circumstances in
developing countries, the environment and in science.

The review can be conducted at any stage of a center’s planning
cycle, though perhaps best when a center has just revised its strategy.
The EPR should focus on the center’s strategy-in-use, regardless of
whether this is spelled ocut in a strategic plan. In addition, it should
provide views on possible future strategic directions for the center,
preferably in close consultation with the center board and management.

2.3.2. Impact

EPRs should assess recent accamplishments and impact, as well as
the potential for future impact. This is important for several reasons.
First, past accamplishments and impact are key criteria for measuring
center performance. Second, given the long gestation periods in agric-~
ultural research, pe.nodJ.c reporting of past accamplishments and
potential achievements is necessary to keep the donor cammnity and the
public at large informed of the value of the center’s work. Third,
study of the potential future impact of each center would enable TAC and
the CGIAR to develop the System’s future priorities and strategies more
effectively.

EPR panels cannot assess accamplishments and impact unless
information on these is available. The centers should carry out a
program of impact studies as a part of their own internal review
process.

2.3.3. Operational Concerns

The EPRs should caonment on the fit between the center’s program
and the strategic plan, keeping in mind the resource requirements. The
EPR could serve as a mechanism for improving the fit between the
center’s long-term strategy and its program, both as expressed in the
approved medium-term program and as implemented. This would facilitate
the program review work of TAC and the Group, as the EPR would camment
on the implementation of the medium-term program and possible needs for

change.

Having the EPRs camment on resource requirements is extremely
important. Reviewtearrsoftenhaveaterxiemytoxecamendchanges in
programs without fully assessing the resource implications of their
recamendations. A requirement to have the panels study the rescurce
implications of their suggestions would improve the self-accountability
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of the review panels. The center’s financial staff could help review
teams in their determination of resource requirements.

2.3.4. Program Management

The EPRs and EMRs should jointly assess the structure and the
processes for program management. This assessment should include
organizational structure, strategic planning, internal review processes
and project management. Particular emphasis should be given to
assessing internal review procedures that are in place to evaluate the
scientific quality of the research programs. Program management is an
area of deliberate overlap between the two reviews, and as already
mentioned, the two panels should jointly report on this subject.

2.3.5. Linkages

The EPRs should assess the scope and strength of the center’s
linkages with national systems, other international centers, and
scientific institutions in developed countries. Establishing and
nurturing strong partnerships with clients and collaborators enables the
organization to improve the fit between itself and its immediate
enviromment. Strong links with an individual national program could
make it difficult for a center to reduce its program with that country.
However, without a strong partnership, the center would have less
insight and understanding of the needs of this client.

Assessment of such linkages by the EPRs should be more strategic.
That is, it should examine the extent to which the pattern of existing
relationships has enabled the center to implement its strategies better
and to accawplish its purpose.

2.3.6. Panel Canposition

EPRs should be conducted by small teams (5 to 7 members). Small
panels often carry out their work more efficiently than large panels.
Small panels are also less costly.

Mexbers should be chosen as much for their campetence in strategic
analysis as for their disciplinary excellence. Disciplinary excellence
is necessary because those at the cutting edge of science are often more
able to assess scientific trends and visions. Competence in strategic
analysis is necessary because the reviews would place greater emphasis
on strategic matters than in the past. International experience and
NARS perspective are also highly desirable. These recuirements place a
significant limitation on the number of persons who could take part in
an EPR ard increase the TAC’s challenge in assembling EPR panels. The
alternative is to have larger teams. But as noted above, this should
not be seen as a viable option.

Mebers should be drawn from as wide a spectrum as possible,
including the private and the public sectors. The CGIAR is often
criticized as a system run primarily by an "old boy network". It is
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true that those familiar with the CGIAR culture have an advantage over
those unfamiliar with the System when it cames to carrying out special
missions in a short period of time. This is particularly true in the
management area (see below). Identification of new individuals who can
play System—wide roles in the CGIAR should be given priority by TAC and
the two Secretariats.

Although there is a strong case for using the expertise of the
centers as widely as possible in the System, members of staff have not
been called upon to serve as members of external review panels, even of
centers with which they have no affiliation. Although objectivity might
not be campramised if carefully selected staff members were asked to
serve on external review panels, the risk is one that it would be better
to avoid. Therefore, center staff should not be members of external
review panels of individual centers.

For similar reasons, neither the Chairman of TAC nor the chaimmen
of boards should participate directly in external review panels, but
members of boards have been and could continue to be called upon to do
so. Members of boards, are appointed in their personal capacities.
Consequently, provided they have no affiliation to the center or centers
under review, their participation as members of external review panels
would not appear to campramise the principles of externality and
objectivity.

As far as members of TAC are concerned, the need for external par-
ticipation has to be balanced against the need for knowledge and under-
standing of the priorities and strategies of the System as a whole.
wWhile guidance on these issues can be given by staff members of the two
secretariats, it is TAC itself that carries responsibility for the
outcame of the review. Consequently, TAC considers that it should
retain the prerogative of having one of its members serve as a resource
person to the panels of external program reviews, whenever the Camnittee
considers this essential.

2.4. EMRs: Their Scope and Panel Camposition

The EMRs should focus primarily on four areas: governance,
resource management, program management, and the mechanisms for internal
management review. The overall purpose would be to assess the center’s
present and potential future management effectiveness and efficiency.

The EMRs should assess the center’s governance structure and the
performance of the board of trustees. Considerable work has been done
on board performance matters by the CGIAR Secretariat, the center board
chairs and several consultants since the start of the EMRs. As a
result, more is known about factors influencing board performance than
before. The EMRs should test the applicability of available models and
further develop a methodology for objective assessment of board
effectiveness.
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The EMRs should assess the effectiveness and the efficiency of the
center’s processes for managing on a global basis the financial, human,
physical and information resources. Effective management depends in
part on the quality and the adequacy of the mechanisms for managing
these four resources. Finance, personnel, administration and informa-
tion have received considerable attention in all the EMRs conducted and
the evidence shows that more needs to be done by the centers to improve
their existing processes. Management of these resources should be
studied by the EMRs on a global basis, meaning that management of
outposted staff and off-campus activities should be given adequate:
attention by the review panels.

The EMRs, in close collaboration with the EPRs, should assess the
structure and processes for program management (e.g., organizational
structure, strategic and operatiocnal planning, internal program review
processes and project management). Program management issues generally
fall in the grey area between the EPR and the EMR; hence this issue
appears anong the principal foci of both reviews.

The EMRs should examine the adequacy of the internal management
review processes and make suggestions for improving them. There is same
need for strengthening the centers’ internal mechanisms for management
review. These should aim at improving results. The EMRs could assist
centers in putting in place internal processes for ensuring effective
and efficient management.

In addition to these four primary areas, several of the recent
EMRs have explored ways of studying leadership, organizational culture,
legal status, and questions of external linkages (host country relation-
ships and public relations). These should continue to receive attention
and the EMRs should aim to develop practical methcdologies for studying
their impact on individual centers.

The EMRs should continue to be conducted by small teams (2-4 mem-
bers). The EMR teams have often been hard pressed to produce their
repert during the time available to them. The prcblem might be solved
by having same members of the team spend a longer time at the center
pricr to the review. EMR panel members recruited fram cutside the
System typically face a steep learning curve about the System and the
center. Also, having a background paper on an important management
issue faced by the center, prepared by a consultant prior to an EMR, has
been shown to facilitate the conduct of the review.

EMR panel members, like their counterparts cn EPR panels, should
be drawn from as wide a spectrum as possible, including the private and
the public sectors, with at least one experienced research manager. The
panels should have sameone, most likely the chairmman, who is thoroughly
familiar with the CGIAR and its culture. As noted in the preceding
paragraph, management specialists unfamiliar with the CGIAR face con-
siderable difficulty in understanding the operation of the centers in
the short period of time available for the reviews. On the other hand,
these individuals often have fresh insights, caming from their
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experience, which has proved to be extremely useful in addressing
problems faced by the centers. Each panel should also have a member,
preferably its chairman, with experience in the research business. This
becames less important when the program and management review teams work
closely together, as the EPR team often includes at least one person
with such experience.

2.5. Streamlining Procedures for Conducting EPRs and EMRs

The principles ocutlined and recamendations made in this paper are
intended to serve as a guide to TAC and the CGIAR Secretariat in
revising the terms of reference of the EPRs and EMRs and in developing
operational procedures for the reviews. In preparing the operational
procedures TAC and the CGIAR Secretariat should seek ways of simplifying
the existing methods of obtaining the information necessary to conduct
penetrating reviews. With these and other aspects of reviews in mind,
TAC has recently appointed a standing camittee on review processes.

Development of quantitative indicators of center performance needs
closer examination in both the program and the maragement areas.
Greater use of indicators could lower the effort recessary for assessing
centers’ past performance. They could also facilitate camparisons of
center performance.

As already mentioned, preparation of technical background papers
by external consultants before a review can simplify the conduct of the

review. Moreover, active participation of the center in the review can
improve the efficiency of the process in terms of the use of time and
the quality of the product.

2.6. Monitoring the Implementation of Review Recamendations

The reports of both the EPRs and the EMRs highlight changes recam-
mended by the panels. Monitoring the implementation of EPR recammenda-
tions endorsed by TAC and the CGIAR is a normal responsibility of TAC.
The Camittee discharges this responsibility through its Center liaison
scientists and through its scrutiny of programs and budgets. When
necessary, TAC might take additional action, such as by mounting an
interim review or by calling for a follow-up report by the chairman of
the review panel or by an external consultant.

For management reviews, the responsibility for deciding on the
need for follow-up action resides with the CGIAR. The discussion of the
report of each EMR by the CGIAR should be concluded with a specific
statement of the nature and timing of any action, if required, to
monitor the implementation of those recammendations endorsed by the

Group.
2.7 Internal Reviews

Internal reviews cammissioned by the boards of individual centers
have been designed primarily to monitor the quality and relevance of the
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work, but they are also important in the process of planning programs
and budgets. The clients for such reviews are primarily the centers
themselves, but the needs of the beneficiary countries must also be
taken into account in carrying out such reviews.

The need for greater objectivity in internal reviews has led
center managements to invite cutside individuals to participate in them.
The reviews might then be more accurately described as "internally
managed", rather than "internal". Strategic planning done by the
centers contain a large element of review and similar principles apply.

The success of the envisaged review system depends in large
measure on the effectiveness of the centers’ internal review processes.
For example, shifting the focus of the EPRs towards strategic ccncerns
requires that centers have in place a program of impact assessments and
program quality reviews. EPRs and EMRs have typically cammented on
internal review procedures but these procedures have not been studied
systematically across centers. There is a need to gather descriptive
infommation in order to gain a better understanding of the existing
internal review processes. The survey should aim at describing and
illustrating the various approaches to internal review, rather than
recammending a particular review system to all centers.

How a center conducts its internal reviews is a matter for its
board and management to decide. Suggestions by external review panels
could be helpful in introducing improvements to center internal review
procedures as the proposed scope of the external reviews includes an
assessment of the adequacy of the center’s internal review processes.

2.8. Donor Reviews

The comprehensive review system proposed here and the transparency
of the process used would provide donors with detailed information on
centers’ past performance (i.e., accamplishments, impact, effectiveness
and efficiency) as well as potential for future performance. This
should obviate the need for additional reviews. Donors are therefore
urged to limit their reviews to the absolute minimm necessary to meet
their legal requirements. Normally, this implies that donor reviews
should be concerned with same special projects only.

When they find it necessary to have a review conducted, donors are
encouraged to make available a summary of the conclusions to the center
and to TAC. When it is possible for a donor to release its review,
there would be no need for a separate summary document. However, when a
donor finds it impossible to release the review report, the main center-
related conclusions should be shared with the System. Without such
sharing of information, the center and the System cannot benefit fram
the insights on center activities obtained by the donors.
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3. INTER-CENTER REVIEWS

Various processes have been used in the CGIAR System to plan or
review activities in which more than one center is involved. The so-
called "stripe analysis" has been applied by TAC to such topics as
farming systems research and training. Strategic analysis of
camodities or issues across CGIAR and non-associated centers is
beginning to be used as a tool for planning at the sub-system level.
Similarly, inter-center symposia sponsored by the centers in association
with TAC have helped to give direction to the System’s effort in
specific areas.

The principles outlined for external reviews of centers in the
preceding chapters also apply to the study of topics which cut across
several centers. With few exceptions, topics invelving more than one
center have not been covered well in internal or external reviews of
individual centers. Inter-center reviews are likely to became more
important in the future because of the increasing need for better
integration of the activities among CGIAR institutes and between CGIAR
and non-associated centers.

3.1. Inter-Center Cooperation

The centers have a long history of cooperation among themselves.
Several collaborative arrangements have emerged over the years in such
diverse areas as networks, collection and exchange of germplasm,
collaborative research, secondment and outposting of staff, salary ad-
ministration, camputer management, public relations, joint publications,
joint nurseries, joint training courses, and joint seminars and
workshops. As a result, the CGIAR System is rapidly evolving fram a
loose federation of independent centers into a system with coherent
plans and actions. To a large extent this trend has been initiated by
the centers themselves and, thus, is fully in line wih the basic
principle of center autonomy. '

The emergence within the System of several inter-center camittees
(such as the conmittee of board chairpersons and the center directors’
group, with their many sub-camittees) has contributed strongly to the
increase in collaborative efforts among the centers. The
interactions of these camnittees with TAC and the CGIAR have also led to
better integration of the centers’ efforts in the direction of the CGIAR

One cooperative device, inter-center workshops and symposia, has
in particular proven to be an effective mechanism for focussing on
subjects of cammon concern to the centers and the national systems.
Examples include the workshop on farmming systems research held at
ICRISAT, the workshop on cereal yield variability held in Munich, the
workshop on mutrition held at ILCA (all in 1986), and the 1987 IFAD-
sponsored consultation on strengthening national systems to assume an
international role in specific areas of wheat and rice research. One
important advantage of these workshops and symposia over other
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collaborative efforts is the opportunity they offer for active
participation of national scientists. TAC has also benefitted fram
participation in fora, as they have enabled TAC members to gain first-
hand impressions of the concerns and translate these into implications
for the System as a whole. For these reasons, inter-center workshops
and symposia should in future contimue to be used as a mechanism for
addressing technical and methodological subjects of inter-center
interest and should provide for active participation of scientists fram
developing countries.

Another cooperative device, inter-center studies, is being used
increasingly for gaining an understanding of issues that cut across
several centers. Sawe are undertaken at the initiative of the center
directors (for example, the ISNAR study on inter-center collaboration
and the CIAT-led study on seeds). Similarly, the board chairs have
initiated several studies on board operations. TAC and the CGIAR
Secretariat are also among the originators of same inter-center studies
(such as the TAC survey on sustainability-related activities of the
centers and the study of external review processes in the CGIAR).

In sare cases an inter-center study can be a substitute for review
of inter-center activities by an external panel. For this reason,
originators of external inter-center reviews should first ascertain if
the issue under consideration could be examined egually well through an
inter-center study. On occasion, an inter-center study could be con-
ducted prior to an inter-center review, which would facilitate the
conduct of the subsequent review.

3.2. Strateqic Analysis

Strategic analysis at the inter-center level refers to analytic
work undertaken to fornulate proposals on long-term CGIAR goals and
directions vis-a-vis a particular cammodity or issue. Such analyses
fall under the broad mandate of TAC and should be undertaken as back-
ground to (or follow up fram) the strategy for the System. They are
included in this chapter only because much of this analysis requires
inter-center data collection and camparison. They should also be seen
as part of System level strategic planning.

Like inter-center studies conducted by the centers, mentioned
above, strategic analysis of cammodities or issues can be a low-cost
substitute for formal inter-center reviews conducted by external panels

(discussed below in Section 3.3). The major differences between the two
are:

- Strategic analysis is more forward looking than inter-center
reviews and places less emphasis on operational matters.
Inter-center reviews place greater emphasis on assessment of
past CGIAR efforts and operational considerations.

- Strategic analysis can be conducted using as primary data
available information such as center strategic plans, plans
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of non-associated centers, socio-economic indicators, etc.
Visits to concerned centers may not be necessary. Inter-
center reviews also use similar data, but supplement them
with information collected by panels during site visits.

TAC is in the process of experimenting with alternative ways of
conducting strategic issue or camodity analyses. These are likely to
gain importance as the CGIAR begins to explore boundary questions,
particularly in connection with the camplementarity of efforts of CGIAR
and non-associated centers.

3.3. Inter-Center Commodity/Activity Reviews

One of the major concerns of EPRs is the consistency of a center’s
collective activities with its own strategy and with the System’s goals
and objectives. The question of the collective efforts of the centers
in a given area with the System’s goals and strategies, however, falls
beyond the scope of center-level external reviews. When imbalances or
serious inefficiencies are detected in the collective effort of the
centers in a specific area (e.g., in scope of activities, regional
thrusts, ecological emphases, consistency and camplementarity of
strategies, sustainability considerations, etc.), there may be need for
camissioning a review of the issue by a panel. Such inter-center
comodity/activity reviews ("inter-center review", for short) would be
undertaken only when other mechanisms for studying the issue appear to
be inappropriate.

The main purpose of inter-center reviews is to assess the
relevance and effectiveness of the collective effort of the centers in a
given camodity/activity. Therefore, inter-center reviews should be
strategic in nature as they should be concerned with both the coherence
and reinforcing nature of the strategies among the centers in question
and the coherence of the collective effort with the System’s strategy.

The principal clients of inter-center reviews are TAC, the CGIAR
and the centers concerned. Any of these groups could trigger an inter-
center review. Inter-center reviews should not follow a regular
schedule like the external reviews of centers. They would, instead, be
conducted on an ad hoc basis.

Ideally, an inter-center review should precede the EPR of the
center with the global responsibility in the particular cammodity or
activity of concern. Since inter-center reviews and EPRs have samewhat
different parposes, it would be impractical to cambine an inter-center
review with the EPR of the center with global manclate in that area.
There are, however, many advantages in the participation of same members
of the inter-center review panel in the respective EPR.

As with the EPRs, inter-center review panels should make provision
for sufficient interaction with the managements and boards of all
centers concerned with the camodity or activity in question, and with
the NARS in the affected regions. The panel should produce a report



21

with specific conclusions and recammendations on the strategies and
activities of each concerned center. The centers in question should be
given an opportunity to express their views on the panel’s conclusions
and recamendations.

Finally, with regard to panel camposition, the principles
suggested for the external reviews of centers would be equally
applicable in inter-center reviews, with one major exception. Staff
fram the centers not involved with the camodity or activity under
review could serve on inter-center review teams, provided that there is
an appropriate balance with external members. This would enable the
System to make greater use in carrying out inter-center reviews of the
talent available in the centers than is the case in conducting center-
level external reviews. Inter-center reviews lend themselves more to
utilization of staff fram other centers in as much as they are highly
technical and strategic and not as institution-oriented as the EPRs and
the EMRs. The size and camposition of inter-center review panels in
terms of discipline and background would very much depend on the nature
of the camodity or activity being reviewed and on the mumber of centers
involved. 1In general, the size of the panels would vary between 3 and 5
members . :
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4. SYSTEM-LEVEL REVIEWS

Reviews of the System are essential to ensure the vitality and
contimied relevance of the activities supported, as well as the
appropriateness of the policies, strategies, procedures and the System’s
organizational structure. Since the CGIAR was established in 1971 there
have been two reviews of the System, the first in 1976 and the second in
1981. Both were camprehensive reviews conducted by an internal
camittee assisted by a study team of external consultants. In both
instances the internal camnittee was chaired by the Chairman of the
Group and the members were naminated by the Chairman fram the camponents
of the System and confirmed by the Group. Both reviews were broad-based
and tended to concentrate on medium-term issues and concerns.

The precedent of conducting a camprehensive System review at
intervals of five years (the first System review was conducted five
years after the establishment of the CGIAR and the second five years
after the first) was not followed in 1986 because several important
System-level issues were being studied through ad hoc mechanisms. These
included the impact study commissioned in 1984, the budget study
launched the same year, and the study of CGIAR priorities and strategies
campleted by TAC in 1986. Subsequently, TAC and the CGIAR Secretariat
began to implement a new, medium-term, resource allocation mechanism,
TAC began to examine a number of System-wide issues, the Chaimman of the
Group initiated an examination of the CGIAR Secretariat, and the
at its mid-year meeting in Berlin in 1988 began discussing CGIAR'S
relations with non-associated centers.

The role of System reviews needs to be re-assessed in the light of
these developments. Distinctions between System-level planning and
reviews of the System are becaming more blurred because planning at the
System level often starts with same form of stocktaking, which is a form
of review, ard reviews often lead to forward-looking recammendations,
which is a form of planning. Few would disagree that there is a need
for both, but if both were done frequently, there may be dangers of
overloading the System with plans and reviews.

4.1. Planning at the System level

The 1986 TAC study on CGIAR priorities and strategies marks the
start of a new era in strategic planning at the System level. TAC sees
System level planning as a continuous activity. To play a continuous
planning role effectively, TAC, in cooperation with the CGIAR
Secretariat, monitors CGIAR’s internal and external enviromment to
detect new or forthcaming changes, so that it can recammend shifts in
CGIAR’s strategy and direction. It also collaborates with other
camponents of the System in updating the System’s strategy and
contributing to greater integration of efforts.
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4.1.1. System Strateqy

TAC intends to produce a CGIAR strategy and priorities paper for
the Group’s consideration about every five years. Preparation of the
next strategy and priorities paper will require the conduct of a nmumber
of background studies and wide ranging discussions on key aspects of
CGIAR’s future, e.g., its identity, values, mission, goals and
objectives, priorities, organization, relationships, responsibilities,
program approaches, and funding prospects.

Most of these background studies would be initiated and coor-
dinated by TAC (such as papers on strategic analyses of camodities and
issues described in the preceding chapter). But TAC does not have an
exclusive right to think about the future of the System and encourages
others to contribute to the debate. For example, the Group frequently
discusses aspects of the System’s strategy both at its plenary meetings
and, occasionally, in small brainstorming groups. Similarly, the group
of center directors have been playing a stronger role in fornulating
views on the System’s future. All of these discussions are taken into
account by TAC in its contimuous revision of the System’s strateqy.

4.1.2. Integration of Efforts

The integration of efforts both within and among centers of the
CGIAR System and, equally important, integrating the CGIAR System’s ac-
tivities with those of its various partners in the global system has
been endorsed by the Group as one of eight operational objectives of the
CGIAR. This objective relates to three types of integration: within
individual centers, among two or more centers, and between the CGIAR
center and its partners outside the System.

The integration of efforts within individual centers is primarily
the responsibility of the board and management of each center. It is a
central objective of the centers’ efforts in planning and a subject
studied by external and internal reviews.

The integration of efforts among centers, hxwever, is a respon-
sibility shared by the centers and the other camponents of the System
(see Section 3.1). The ultimate aim is to enhance the coherence of the
centers’ collective efforts with the System’s goals, priorities and
strategies so that the efficiency and the effectiveness of the entire
System could be increased.

The integration of the centers’ efforts with those of the various
other partners in the global agricultural research and development
system is a subject to which the Group and TAC have assigned high
priority. TAC, fram time to time, provides the Group with an analysis
of these linkages.
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4.2. Monitoring the Implementation of the System’s Strateqy and
Priorities

TAC's role in monitoring and recammending priorities for the CGIAR
is the subject of a paper endorsed by the Group at its 1987 mid-temm
meeting. Accordingly, TAC would carry the major responsibility for
nonitoring the implementation of the System’s strategy and priorities
across the centers. This role of TAC would camplement the monitoring
role played by each board vis-a-vis the strategies and priorities
relating to that center.

TAC would carry out its monitoring responsibilities in most cases
through camparative analysis of information provided by the centers in
their strategic plans, medium~-term program proposeals, annual reports and
similar documents. In same cases TAC might cammisision working papers or
special studies to campile the background information necessary for its
ronitoring work. In carrying out such studies, use should be made of
the expertise already available within the System. The persons invited
to undertake these studies should not be regarded as external reviewers,
they should be seen more as resource persons of TAC.

4.3. System Reviews

Any institution with the size, camplexity ard dynamism of the
OGIAR would, on occasion, benefit from a camprehensive examination of
its effectiveness and efficiency. The need for such reviews lessens
when there are no apparent threats to the System (such as a drastic cut
in funding), when the System is undergoing major change, or when there
are indications that the System is functioning properly.

A camprehensive review of the System, should therefore await the
campletion of strategy revision, so that it can focus on assessing the
effectiveness of the revised strategy. In the interim, reviews at the
System-level could concentrate on the governance of the System and its
elements (such as the Group and its chairman, the cosponsors, TAC and
the two secretariats).

The experience, understanding and corporate memory within the
(GIAR System can rarely be matched by individuals outside it. There are
therefore greater costs associated with examination of intra-System
concerns by ocutsiders than by those in the System. However, cutsiders
often bring fresh perspectives and are often perceived as being more
objective.

There is merit in relying heavily on talent within the System in
conducting ad hoc reviews of the elements of the System because these
individuals often represent the clients of the camponent being examined.
Using this principle seems to have worked well in the examination of the
CGIAR Secretariat and could work equally well in the examination of
other elements of the System.
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InthecaséofoarprehensivereviewsoftheSysten,ontheother

hand, there would be need for greater representation within the review
team of clients and collaborators of the CGIAR than in the cases of

ad hoc iews of the elements of the System.



¢ APPENDIX. SUMMARY OF REVIEWS OF CGIAR ACTIVITIES: DESCRIPTION, PERIODICITY, AND RESPONSIBILITIES
TYPE DESCRIPTION OUTPUT PERIODICITY COMMISSIONED UNDERTAKEN REVIEWED IMPLEMENTATION OF] MONITORING OF
] BY BY BY RECOMMENDAT IONS IMPLEMENTATION
Internally Internal program Conclusions of Variable Board/ Center staff Board/ Center Boards of
managed reviews, internal internal review; Management and/or management | management trustees;
center- management reviews, annual report; of the consultants of the TAC/CGIAR
specific scientific quality internal manage- center center Secretariat
reviews reviews, impact ment audit reports; through EPRs
assessments scientific quality and EMRs
review reports;
special impact
studies
Externally EPRs: Review of EPR report 5 years TAC Commissioned TAC and Board/Manage- TAC
managed program relevance, (plus or panel CGIAR ment of the
center- impact and strategy minus one) center
specific
reviews EMRs: Review of EMR report 5 years CGIAR Commissioned TAC and Board/Manage- CGIAR;
administrative and (plus or Secretariat panel CGIAR ment of the CGIAR
management uinus one) center Secretariat
effectiveness
Inter-Center| Review of Review report Variable TAC, CGIAR Commissioned TAC and Board/Manage- TAC;
revievs collective efforts Secretariat, panel CGIAR ment of concerned| CGIAR
of centers centers centers Secretariat
Comprehensive Review report Variable CGIAR Review CGIAR All components CGIAR
system reviews Committee/ of the Syhten
panel
System~Level
Reviews Ad hoc examination Review report Variable CGIAR Examination/ CGIAR Affected CGIAR;
of compouents of oversight components of TAC;
the systes committee or the system ~ CG1AR
panel Secretariat




