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During the last International Centers Week the CGIAR’s external review process 
came under criticism from two quarters: 

l From the Directors General during their pre-ICW interaction with Chairman 
Serageldin. Some of the DGs commented that: 

- the CGIAR reviews do not take adequate account of the centers’ internally 
commissioned reviews; 

- CGTAR reviews duplicate old reports-there is heavy baggage from the past 
and not enough dynamism; 

- panelists do not understand the CGIAR; and, 
- the panels are excessively influenced by TAC/CGIAR Secretariat staff. 

l From Chairman Serageldin during his opening statement at the ICE! Mr. 
Serageldin noted that there is “too much reporting and not enough evaluation.” He 
pointed to variability in center reviews in terms of their incisiveness, asking: “are 
they helping to sustain scientific excellence?” 

Taking a cue from Mr. Serageldin’s call for “candid self assessmen&” TAC and 
CGIAR Secretariat staff involved with external reviews discussed these criticisms, first as a 
group and later with the TAC Chair and the CGIAR Executive Secretary. These led to 
various clarifications and suggestions for refinement of the review process. This note 
summarizes these under the following headings: 

l appropriateness of the CGIAR’s external review model 
l reliance on center commissioned external reviews 
. consistency of reviews 
l influence by T.I\C-CGIAR Secretariat staff 
. cost of CGIAR reviews. 

Appropriateness of the CGIAR’s External Review Model 

The CGIAR uses a panel approach for periodic assessment of the performance of each 
center. Panels are carefully selected to cover major activities within the center and conduct 
an independent evaluation based on a thorough review of available evidence. The 
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Secretariats, in cooperation with the center being evaluated, make an effort to bring before 
the panel the most objective set of indicators reflecting the performance of the center. The 
judgment by the panel is based on the prevailing view of the panel members after they have 
examined all the evidence. 

There is no clear alternative to this approach of an independent, external review of a 
center’s performance. Peer reviews are widely regarded as a preferred evaluation method for 
research institutions. Having a CGIAR commissioned review eliminates the need for each 
CGIAR member contributing to that center to carry out its own separate evaluation. In rare 
cases when such an evaluation is commissioned, the review model preferred is also a panel 
approach. 

Thus, until a better alternative is discovered, the panel approach remains the most 
appropriate for assessing research institutions. The issue is, therefore, not one of 
appropriateness, but of making the most of the panel approach-i.e., generating the most 
useful information on the center’s performance for the benefit of the institution’s 
stakeholders (including its board and management). 

Over the years, the efforts to improve the CGIAR’s review process have focused 
primarily on: (1). selecting the best people for the panels; (2) asking the panels to address 
what the stakeholders consider to be the most significant questions on performance; and (3) 
providing the panels with the most up-to-date information on these questions. Si-gnificant 
advances have been made on each of these fronts through: 

l wider and more targeted searches for panel members; 
l reducing time demands on panel members and the center stti, 
l increasing the CGIAR review’s reliance on center-commissioned external 

reviews; 
l clarifying the evaluation criteria and simplifying the terms-of-reference; and, 
l preparing background materials targeted to the evaluation criteria (mostly by the 

centers). 

Reliance on Center-Commissioned External Reviews 

The most significant change introduced to the external review process over the last 
two years has been increasing reliance of the CGIAR reviews on center-commissioned 
external reviews (CCERs). This change was motivated by three main considerations: (1) to 
encourage centers to rely more heavily on focused peer reviews for their own purposes, (2) to 
provide CGIAR reviews with more profound assessments of science and management 
conducted by specialists, and (3) to streamline the focus of CGIAR reviews. 

From the outset it was recognized that centers could commission CCERs for a host of 
reasons, that some reviews may not meet the requirements of a CGIAR review, and that there 
might be instances when a center finds it inappropriate to distribute widely the results of a 
given center-commissioned revie\v. The implication is that some center-commissioned 
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reviews will not play a role in CGIAR reviews. These points are made in the CGIAR 
endorsed, October 1995 paper on CCERs (attached for reference.) Another critical point 
made in that paper is that CCERs are not substitutes for CGIAR evaluations, but can serve as 
building blocks for such evaluations if they meet certain standards. Moreover, to the extent 
that CCERs meet those standards, the CGIAR review can focus more on strategic issues. 

The experience to date has been mixed. Some center commissioned reviews have 
permitted CGIAR reviews to reduce or eliminate their attention to the areas covered by the 
CCERs. Some have not been utilized by CGIAR review teams, usually because they were 
not intended to meet CGIAR needs or simply do not reflect the depth of inquiry required or 
because their results have not been formally considered by the center. 

The CGIAR Secretariat and TAC remain convinced that CCERs have great promise 
and that the rationale outlined in the October 1995 paper remains valid. Even so, there is a 
need to join centers in working out a more effective modus operandi, e.g., defining what 
constitutes an adequate CCER for CGIAR review purposes (examples might be the way 
forward here), what should be the timing of CCERs (must they all be recent to qua@?), and 
to what extent can it be expected that all aspects of a center be accorded a CCER. 

To the extent that CCERs are more heavily relied upon for CGIAR review purposes, 
those in the review process must be better apprised of their role and of their implications for 
the formation of CGIAR review teams. Clearly, the integration of CCERs in CGIAR 
evaluations will have implications for the role of review team chairs, for the size of review 
teams, and for their make up. Given the experience to date, it is appropriate to initiate a 
concerted effort to review the logic of CCERs and, assuming a reaffirmation of their potential 
role, to redraw the lines for their effective utilization. 

Two sets of information are needed to facilitate the shift towards greater reliance of 
CGIAR reviews on CCERs: (1) information on what constitutes a ‘high value’ CCER for the 
purposes of CGIAR reviews; and, (2) information on what constitutes a ‘comprehensive set’ 
of CCERs, again for the purposes of CGIAR reviews. 

. The centers are free to commission whatever studies they need for their own 
purposes. However, to the extent a CCER is also to serve as the basis of the 
evaluation of that center by an EPMR, it should meet certain criteria and standards 
(such as externality, scientific standing of the people conducting the evaluation, 
whether the evaluation addresses quality and relevance issues, time spent on the 
evaluation, follow-up of the evaluation recommendations, etc.) We can outline 
the key features of what past EPMR panels have found to be ‘high value’ CCERs 
and, in cooperation with the centers, develop a set of criteria the centers could 
consider when commissioning their future CCERs. 

l Whether a center’s CCERs are sufficiently comprehensive for the purposes of an 
upcoming EPMR could be determined by the chair of the panel conducting the 
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review, with assistance from the Secretariat staff. This elevates the importance of 
appointing the panel chair early, so that he/she can review the available CCERs 
and give advice on the size and nature of the required review effort. Our 
impression is that CGIAR review panels could range in size from three to eight 
persons, depending on the availability, coverage, and quality of the CCERs. 

In addition, the center’s quality control mechanisms, including the schedule of 
planned CCERs, could be reviewed by an EPMR panel. The panel could assess 
the adequacy of the existing quality control mechanisms and make 
recommendations for improving them, including future CCERs that might 
facilitate the evaluation of the next CGIAR review panel. The adequacy of the 
CCERs for the future review would, of course, need to be assessed by the chair of 
the future review panel In making this assessment, the chair of the future review 
panel would pay special attention to what the center has done in response to the 
recommendations of the previous panel on quality control mechanisms. 

Consistency of Reviews 

It appears that different people who have commented on the reviews are referring to 
different notions of consistency. 

1. Consistency of quality. This is in part what ti. Serageldin is referring to. 
Significant progress has been made on this front in recent reviews (e.g., ICRISAT, 
ISNAR, CIMMYT, IFPRI, IRRI) through stress for tighter arguments, more 
extensive search for chairs and members, and more analytic reports. In the final 
analysis, a review by a panel depends heavily on the quality of the judgment of 
the panel members and of the analysis that is presented. 

2. Consistency of reports. CGIAR reviews assess a center’s performance in terms of 
four main criteria: (1) its impact; (2) the soundness of its program strategy; (3) 
the quality of the science that is practiced; and (4) the efficiency of resource use. 
The panels are asked to conduct a comprehensive review covering all four areas. 
While their diagnosis and analysis are expected to be comprehensive, their 
reporting need not cover all aspects of the center’s activities in equal depth. 
However, panels often choose to err on the side of providing more rather than less 
information-in an effort to demonstrate the extensive nature of their inquiry. 

The challenge for the organizers of the reviews is to generate short: pithy reports, 
written in direct language, and focused on the most critical aspects of a center’s 
performance, without giving the impression that the panel has done only a partial 
job in examining the center. As a small step, a summary sheet could be placed in 
front of each review report to pull together the findings and recommendations in a 
standard format. This may help illustrate consistency and uniformity across 
reviews. 
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InfI uence by TAC-CGIAR Secretariat Staff 

The Secretariat staff bring institutional memory (“How is this done in other 
centers?“), reflect needs of CGIAR members, advise .on assessment methods given past 
experience, and contribute to maintaining a high standard across reviews. These are roles 
only experienced ‘insiders’ can play, and these roles are important for the success of the 
review. 

The staff from the TAC and the CGIAR Secretariat assigned to a review are not panel 
members. They provide support to the panel in the above noted areas and in areas the Panel 
Chair asks for their assistance. This assistance could include commenting on drafts, assisting 
with drafts of panel members who are not native English speakers, and preparing drafts of 
some sections for the consideration of the panel. However, in all cases, the assistance 
provided is at the request of the Panel Chair. If substantive sugGstions are made by a 
Secretariat staff, they are subject to discussion and endorsement by the panel 

These norms are discussed with the Panel Chair prior to the review and with the panel 
members during their briefing. All understand that adherence to certain norms is essential for 
maintaining the independence of a review. 

Panel Chairs are de-briefed by TAC and the CGIAR Secretariat (who commission the 
reviews) about the review process, including the roles played by Secretariat staff. Fhat is 
learned is used to modify the review process. As it turns out, recent feedback has been 
entirely supportive of the roles played by the Secretariat staff. 

A briefing of the CGIAR Chair by the Chair of each review about the panei’s findings 
and recommendations (including recommendations on the review process) would enable the 
CGIAR Chair to gain a first hand impression of each review and blend this information with 
other information in guiding the discussions of the Group. As much of the discussion of 
reviews is handled in parallel sessions of the CGIAR in the absence of the CGIAR Chair, 
such briefings would be another important source of information about the functioning of the 
System. 

Cost of CGIAR Reviews 

The direct costs of a CGIAR review (i.e., the cost of the panel) is, on the average, 
S300 thousand per center. The indirect costs of organizing the review (i.e., additional costs 
incurred by the Secretariats and the center, including staff time) are roughly the same 
amount. (However, the relative burden of the reviews on the budget of the smaller centers is 
larger, because direct costs tend to be about the same across centers.) As CGIAR reviews are 
conducted every five years, on the average, the System spends about 0.5 percent of its budget 
on conducting the external reviews. 

The Secretariats are in the process of getting a more precise estimate of these costs. 
Also, a number of reputable research and/or development institutions have been contacred to 
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obtain comparable data that could be used as benchmarks. Early data suggest that the 
CGIAR spends less on institutional evaluation than comparable institutions. 

Conclusions 

The CGIAR’s external review model is not perfect, but over the years it has served as 
a useful accountability mechanism that has satisfied most stakeholders’ needs for 
performance information. Moreover, it has improved over time. Non-CGIAR international 
centers have modeled their review systems around the CGIAR’s, and in fact adopted the 
CGIAR terms of reference and guidelines for their own reviews. 

But, as pressures on the centers and the System for demonstration of their impact and 
efficiency increase, the review process will be expected to respond to these demands. This 
means refinement of the review effort at reasonable intervals to bring greater depth, precision 
and objectivity to the judgments made by the panels. Feedback from the users of the reviews 
(in the first instance, the CGIAR, its members and centers) is needed to guide such 
refinements. 

A number of refinements were suggested above to help address the recent criticisms 
of the review process. We welcome reactions to them. The suggestions include the 
following: 

1. Asking the review panels to assess the adequacy of a center’s existing quality 
control mechanisms, including the schedule of planned center-commissioned 
reviews, and make recommendations for improving them. This could be used as a 
planning tool by the center and serve as a checklist by the subsequent CGIAR 
review panel. 

2. Preparing draft criteria and standards for assessing the adequacy of the CCERs for 
the purposes of EPMRs. These could be based on what past EPMR panels have 
found to be ‘high value’ CCERs and should prepared in cooperation with the 
centers. 

3. Encouraging the centers to expand their impact assessment efforts. As logfiame 
analyses are used more widely by the centers in project planning and monitoring, 
the panel’s analysis of the center’s impact can be based more on information 
about outputs and achievement of milestones. 

4. Conducting the future EPMRs through panels that range from about three to eight 
members (and with a correspondingly small or large overall review effort) 
depending on the availability, coverage, and adequacy of CCERs. 

5. Continuing to move the review system towards generating short, pithy reports, 
written in direct language, and which focus on the most critical aspects of a 
center’s performance, without givin, 0 the impression that the panel has done only 
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a partial job in examining the center. A standard summary sheet could be placed 
in front of each review report that pulls out the key findings and illustrates 
consistency and uniformity in the CGIAR’s overall review effort. 

6. Briefing of the CGIAR Chair by the Chair of each review about the panel’s 
findings and recommendations (including recommendations on the review 
process). 

7. Debriefing panel chairs as they attend TAC meetings to present the review report 
(as is done now), with a special emphasis on process aspects of the review, 
including the involvement and contributions of secretariat staff. 

8. Comparing the costs of CGIAR reviews with costs incurred by selected reputable 
research and/or development institutions. 

Attachment 



Improving the Quality and Consistency of 
the CGIAR’s External Center Reviews 

A Discussion Note Prepared by 
TAC and the CGIAR Secretariat 

At the 1995 CGIAR Mid-Term Meeting held in Nairobi the Group asked TAC to 
study the question of consistency across external reviews and report at the International 
Centers Week on how it intends to deal with the issue. As responsibility for external program 
and management reviews rests jointly with TAC and the CGIAR Secretariat, this note was 
prepared by them and reflects their view on the future directions of the CGIAR’s external 
reviews. 

The note addresses the following questions: 

l What is the quality or “consistency” issue? 
l What are the major sources of unevenness in the quality of the reviews? 
l What is proposed? 
l How would the proposed process improve the quality of the reviews? 
l What are its operational implications? 
l What steps should be taken next? 

The Issue 

External reviews constitute a cornerstone of the CGIAR’s system of accountability. 
To remain credible, they must maintain minimum standards of quality and rigor. Some 
recipients of recent reviews have observed that there is unevenness in their focus, scope, and 
analytical basis--thus, the request for this study. 

While reviews are not expected to be carbon copies of one another in terms of their 
content, they are ti expected to surpass a minimum quality standard. It is not acceptable to 
have even one review fall below an acceptable quality standard as this would threaten the 
credibility of the entire review system. Hence, the “consistency” issue. 

The term “consistency” is also used sometimes to refer to consistency over time, i.e., 
whether a panel’s recommendations on a center contradict the messages given by the previous 
panel for the same center. This does not appear to be a major concern. In the survey 
conducted by the TAC Secretariat following the Nairobi meeting, the centers identified few 
inconsistencies of this sort. It is recognized that when there is some inconsistency, it is 
usually due to changes in the center and its environment Cjustifying a different 
recommendation) or is because the two panels genuinely differ in their interpretation or 
analysis of the situation. Therefore, while differences of opinion or judgment between two 
successive panels might occur, they should be pursued further to understand the underlying 
causes. 

The real issue, and the one addressed here, therefore is how to modify the existing 
review processes so that & CGIAR reviews meet minimum standards of quality and rigor. 
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This means that all reviews should present an accurate account of the outputs (and, to the 
extent possible, the impact) of the center, along with convincing evidence attributing these 
outputs to work by the center. Because research is a long-term undertaking, the problems the 
center is working on now may not have visible outputs until several years from now. For this 
reason, the reviews should also provide convincing evidence on the quality and relevance of 
the work in progress, and the efficiency with which the work is conducted, as a surrogate 
measure of the potential impact of the center’s current program of work. 

Sources of Unevenness in 
the Oualiti of the Reviews 

Several factors contribute to unevenness in reviews as they are now conducted: 

a) Dzj%rences among review teams. Each panel is unique in its composition, 
leadership, and approach to the review. This introduces an inevitable element of 
difference in perspective, capacity, and rigor. The facilitators of the reviews 
promote evenness in the coverage of the questions listed in the common terms of 
reference and they backstop the panel in analytical tasks. But they, rightly, refrain 
from making judgments on behalf of the panel. Genuine differences remain, 
therefore, in the capacity and approach of the panels to conduct the task. 

b) Differences in available information. The panels reach their judgments based on 
their observations and review of information put before them. Variations in 
availability of needed background studies (e.g., on the impact of the center or the 
quality of science as judged by peer reviewers) create vacuums, which, in most 
cases, are notably difficult to fill by the review team. 

c) Insu~ciency ofyardsticks. Yardsticks are better defined in some areas than in 
others (e.g., germplasm improvement vs. institution building). Also, panels use 

* their own judgment in choosing yardsticks that they feel are appropriate to the 
specific circumstances of the center. The Secretariats have made some progress in 
development of yardsticks for assessing center performance in specific areas, but 
more remains to be done. The review system must ensure that the yardsticks used 
in reviews accurately measure both the quality and relevance of the science that is 
practiced and the efficiency with which the center achieves its objectives. 

4 Dzfirences in coverage. Each panel is expected to carry out a comprehensive 
review and give the CGIAR its best judgment about the past performance and 
future potential of the center. The teams are charged to (a) assess the center’s 
recent accomplishments and impact; (b) comment on its overall mission, strategy 
and priorities; (c) comment on the quality and relevance of the science that is 
practised, and (d) assess whether it is managed efficiently. Although each panel is 
expected to conduct a comprehensive review, it has considerable leeway in 
deciding on what issues the review should focus. As a result, some subjects are 
treated in greater depth by some panels than others, which gives an impression of 
unevenness across reviews. Again, this should not be a concern so long as the 
team addresses the terms of reference in a convincing way and provides credible 
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evidence for not going into details in sdme areas. 

e) Differences in review reports. What the reader sees is the final report of the panel, 
which carries the writing style of the chair and the panel. The tone and frankness 
of the reports also vary, as noted by several speakers at the Nairobi meeting. We 
advocate direct, explicit, frank, and short reports that address the terms of 
reference fully. 

Rationale for a Proposed ADDroach 

Last year the TAC Chair reported to the CGIAR on plans to redesign the CGIAR’s 
review processes, which were endorsed at that meeting. The overall direction of the changes 
proposed last year still apply, but one can now go further than was originally proposed, given 
(1) the growth of center-commissioned external reviews (CCERs) throughout the system; and 
(2) factoring in the likely activities of the CGIAR Impact Assessment and Evaluation Group 
(IAEG). This permits sharpening the original proposal by focusing on one main review 
model, instead of having choices among several options. 

Growth of center commissioned external reviews. The discussions over the last two 
years on the CGIAR’s review processes have illustrated the advantages to the centers of 
external peer reviews of narrowly defined programs or subjects. Some of these include the 
following: 

CCERs help bring relevant specialized scientific talent in sufficient numbers to 
address a specific area of research (or management); 

the shorter time periods involved in each such review make more reviewers 
available than are available for longer reviews; 

results are available to management in an even flow over time, rather than in one 
great lump--hence, are more easily considered and assimilated by the center; 

preparations for such reviews are less disruptive to the center’s total activities than 
are large scale comprehensive reviews. 

CCERs are still in early stages of implementation at the centers, and the centers are 
confronting several challenges in implementing their internal review systems, e.g., how to 
ensure that all significant activities are reviewed, that the review cycle is of an appropriate 
length, that the quality of the reviewers is of high standard, and that the observations of the 
reviewers are given appropriate attention by the management. We believe that these potential 
problems will be resolved--indeed there is evidence that some centers have done so. Even so, 
for the CGIAR’s review process to rely extensively on CCERs, the Group must be assured 
that these reviews consistently meet appropriate quality standards. 

Developments in impact assessment. The CGIAR has taken steps to strengthen the 
system’s impact assessment activities as part of its renewal program endorsed at the 
Ministerial-Level iMeeting in Lucerne. An independent Impact Assessment and Evaluation 
Group (IAEG) reporting to the CGIAR is in the process of being established, as is a 
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“sounding board” that would interact with the IAEG, made up of a cross section of users of 
impact information. Also, the centers are establishing an inter-center working group on 
impact assessment to learn from each other and help harmonize definitions, methods, and 
evaluation data. 

As a result of these efforts, more comprehensive, accurate, and timely information is 
expected to be available on the impact of the CGIAR and its centers than at present. This will 
fill one of the major gaps in the CGIAR’s current review process. 

The Proposal 

We recommend that the CGUR move towardrs a single, integrated system for 
evaluating a center. This system would have three components: (1) a set of center 
commissioned reviews, (2) a mechanism for linking the center commissioned reviews with 
the CGIAR review, and (3) the CGIAR review itself. As the first and second components 
evolve and mature, the CGIAR review would have an ever sharper focus. We also 
recommend that the system move in this direction as quickly as circumstances permit. On our 
part, we are prepared to foster the circumstances that will encourage rapid movement to a 
single, integrated review process. 

The proposed process and its underlying premises are more fully described below: 

Underlying premises of the proposed process. The most important of these are as 
follows: 

1. CGIAR-organized periodic external reviews are necessary to reinforce 
accountability, eliminate or minimize the need for separate reviews by each donor, 
and provide the partners and stakeholders of the CGIAR accurate information 
about the health and contributions of the center. 

2. Science and its quality can be evaluated best by a knowledgeable team of 
scientists, and the effectiveness of organization and management by experts in 
management. 

3. External reviews of a center, whether commissioned by the center or the CGIAR, 
should complement each other as parts of an integrated review system. 

4. CGIAR-organized reviews should continue to evaluate the center in terms of its: 
(a) outputs (i.e., impact and research accomplishments); (b) priorities and 
strategies; (c) quality and relevance of the science that is practiced; and (d) 
management efficiency. 

5. CGIAR reviews should continue to be conducted by independent panels of experts, 
where members serve in their personal capacity. 

6. CGIAR reviews should produce short, frank reports, written in direct languag.e, 
providing the panel’s views on the most important issues facing the center, after 
examining thoroughly information pertaining to all four principal areas of the 
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review (i.e., outputs, strategies, quality and relevance of science, and efficiency). 

A vision of the future review process. A two stage process is envisioned. The first 
stage would involve generating a set of reviews on aspects of the center’s work through peer 
reviews. This would be managed by the centers. The reviews generated during this stage 
would serve as inputs to the CGIAR reviews to be commissioned by TAC and the CGIAR 
Secretariat in the second stage. 

A strong center coordinated review system would contiibute both to good management 
at the center and to the success of the CGIAR ‘s external review process. Center boards and 
management are interested in fmding ways to enhance the quality and relevance of the science 
that is practiced at the center. There is no better mechanism for exploring this than specialist 
review teams made up peers. Such teams can address questions of quality and efficiency of 
science more thoroughly than the CGIAR panels which often have no more than one expert in 
each major program area. Also, center-commissioned reviews are more conducive to internal 
learning because they do not carry the “policing” or oversight stigma often attached to the 
CGLAR reviews. 

The center’s internal review system would need to include studies or externally 
conducted reviews of the center’s: 

l impact; 
l program achievements and science quality (usually in different program or 

disciplinary areas); 
. organization and management, including the work of the board of trustees. 

Each center’s board and management should ensure that the center 2 internal 
evaluation system is sound in terms of scope, coverage, qualify, and timeliness. However, 
judging the adeauacv of a center’s internal evaluation system should be the responsibility of 
actors external to the center, 

The simplest way of linking the center’s self-evaluation system with the CGIAR 
reviews would be by asking the center to forward a copy of the center-commissioned review 
reports to TAC and the CGIAR Secretariat on a regular basis (following their consideration by 
the management and board), along with an indication of the action being taken with respect to 
the recommendations of these reviews. This would enable TAC (in the program area) and the 
CGIAR Secretariat (in the management area) to study the internally commissioned reviews in 
terms of their adeauacv for CGIAR mu-noses, e.g., that they meet appropriate quality 
standards. TAC and the CGIAR Secretariat would, then, be able to interact with the center 
about what, if anything, would be needed in the form of additional center-commissioned 
reviews before the CGIAR review commences. 

This would imply that T-AC and the CGIAR Secretariat would be interacting with each 
center about its plans and schedules for center commissioned reviews. If requested by the 
center, they would also provide assistance and advice on potential reviewers and on review 
methodologies. The Secretariats would be receiving a steady flow of center-commissioned 
reviews throughout the year. Xs a result, they would have more up-to-date information about 
the work of the centers than they now have, which would impact as well on the quality and 
timeliness of their advice and service to the CGIAR. 
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The CGUR review would be conducted by a small (4-5 person) team of experts, 
supported, as necessary, by the staff of the two Secretariats. The review team would be 
expected to make an independent assessment of the four major areas of the review (impact, 
strategy, quality of science, and efficiency) based on the evidence provided through the 
center-commissioned reviews and their own observations. The CGUR review would serve as 
a vehicle for analyzing, verifying, and synthesizing the information in the center- 
commissioned reviews. The review would highlight the most significant issues faced by the 
center and make recommendations on how the center (or the CGIAR) could address them. It 
would also comment on the efiectiveness of the center’s internal review system on which the 
CGUR review was based and on how well the center has addressed the recommendations of 
the peer reviews. 

Although the CGIAR review would most likely cover in detail only a few significant 
issues, it would provide assurances and convincing evidence to indicate that other aspects of 
the center’s programs and management (i.e., those not covered by the issues addressed in 
depth) are effective. It would do this by reference to the results of the center commissioned 
reviews and its own observations. 

How This ProDosal Would ImDrove 
the Oualitv of the Center Reviews 

First, the proposed review system would widen the coverage and improve the quality 
of the information base made available to the CGIAR reviews. Comments by TAC and the 
CGIAR Secretariat on review schedules, coverage and on potential reviewers would help the 
managements and boards to mount rigorous internal reviews that address the priority concerns 
of their individual center. One of the tasks of the CGIAR review panel would be to comment 
on the effectiveness of the center’s internal review processes, based on their use of the reports 
of these reviews. This would also contribute to generating further improvements in the 
coverage and quality of center internal review systems. 

Second, the proposed system will delineate more clearly the roles of the center- 
commissioned vs. CGIAR-commissioned reviews. The former will provide in-depth coverage 
of all program and management areas, whereas the latter will provide broad coverage of 
program and management questions, with a longer term horizon, and by taking the findings of 
the in-depth reviews as a base. Thus, the future CGIAR reviews would provide a more 
strategic assessment of the center’s institution-wide effectiveness and evolution than the 
present reviews. 

Third, in the long-run, the proposed system would foster greater transparency. 
Evaluation information about aspects of the centers’ work would be made available on a 
routine basis with TAC and the CGIAR Secretariat. Thus, center-commissioned reviews 
would have an audience beyond the center. Also, feedback about the adequacy of these 
reviews would help improve their rigor, frankness, and quality. 

Finally, more focused reports and summary sheets prepared in a uniform format (as 
illustrated in the review guidelines discussed in Nairobi) will foster greater consistency in 
appearance. 
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ODerational Tmdications 

The centers would continue in the direction they recently started in commissioning 
external reviews, but this effort would need to be expanded and made more systematic, under 
the guidance of center boards and management. 

TAC would be more engaged with studying the substance of the center commissioned 
reviews. This would be at the expense of review process questions which would be handled 
by the Secretariats. Similarly, the CGIAR Secretariat would examine more systematically the 
substance of the center-commissioned management reviews and assist centers in forming 
management review panels and provide suggestions on methodology. 

From a process standpoint, a typical CGIAR review would proceed as follows: 

1. TAC and the CGIAR Secretariat would be in communication with each center on 
an ongoing basis about plans and schedules for center-commissioned reviews, 
composition of review teams, review reports and the action taken by the center on 
recommendations. 

2. TAC would react to each of the reviews in a timely way, through its membership, 
as would the CGIAR Secretariat for the reviews on management. Then, about 18 
months prior to the CGIAR external review, TAUCGIAR Secretariat would 
indicate to the center their view on the overall sufficiency of center-commissioned 
reviews and what additional reviews, if any, would need to be completed prior to 
the CGIAR review. 

3. TACKGIAR Secretariat would propose a rank-ordered list of panel chairs for the 
CGIAR review to the center, after reviewing the center’s suggestions for chair. 
TACKGIAR Secretariat would appoint the chair following consultations with the 
center. 

4. The panel chair, accompanied by essential resource person(s), would visit the 
center to establish dialogue with board, management, and staff and gain a firsthand 
impression of the issues and the available documentation from the center. 

5. TACEGIAR Secretariat would appoint the rest of the panel, in dialogue with the 
panel chair and the center management. The members would be chosen on the 
basis of their skills in analyzing science-based organizations and the nature of the 
issues that need to be covered in the review. 

6. The panel would hold its first panel meeting at the center or a more convenient 
location a few months before the main phase of the review. At this 3-4 day 
meeting the panel would be briefed about the review at hand and the panel chair 
would lead discussions about major issues, the adequacy of the documents at hand, 
and about the review process at the main phase. The panel could also consult with 
the chairs of the center-commissioned reviews, if it feels that this is necessary. 
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7. Following this, ifthe panel concludes that these are essential for addressing the 
issues identzfzed during thefirst meeting, field visits would precede the main phase 
of the review. The main phase would last 2-3 weeks and would be held at the 
headquarters of the center. The panel chair would present the findings and 
recommendations to the board and management before the panel departs. The 
report is expected to be short (less than 50 pages) and the panel would complete it 
at the center. 

8. Senior staff from the TAC Secretariat and the CGIAR Secretariat would support 
the program and management aspects of the review. 

9. The Group’s discussion of the reviews by TAC and the CGIAR is not expected to 
change dramatically. If there is need for follow-up by the CGIAR, this could be in 
the form of a mid-term review, as is the case now. 

In terms of the review models (and terminolo,~) that is currently in use, the model 
described here would replace the standard review format. The new model is a further 
extension and elaboration of the so-called “issue-driven review model” which was endorsed 
on a provisional basis at the Nairobi meeting. The “mid-term review” concept would remain 
as a possible review follow-up mechanism, as noted earlier. There would no longer be need 
for an “interim review,” because when all indications from the CCERs are that a center is 
doing well, the regular review itself would be conducted in a way similar to an interim review. 

Two Caveats 

As noted in the beginning of this note, each CGIAR external review should satisfv 
stringent standards of analytical rigor and quality. Under the proposed integrated review 
model, this can be met only if all three components of the review process (the CCERs, the 
external assessment of their adequacy, and the CGIAR review) succeed in their tasks. Basing 
a narrowly focused CGIAR review on center-commissioned reviews alone would not be 
satisfactory. To the extent that the CCERs are judged unsatisfactory, the CGIAR review 
would be modified as necessary to compensate for their weaknesses and gaps. 

Second, the transition to the process described above cannot be expected to be 
completed overnight. This would have a bearing, in particular, for the reviews that are 
scheduled to start in 1996 (i.e., ICRISAT, IFPRI, IPGRI, and ISNAR). Ideally, these should 
be conducted using the new review model. Postponing them will crowd the system’s review 
schedule for 1997 and beyond. Most of these centers have commissioned some external 
reviews, but it is not clear if these are adequate to base the external CGIAR reviews on, in the 
manner described above. TAC and the CGIAR Secretariat would move immediately to assess 
those reviews. 

Next Stem 

If the CGIAR agrees to proceed along the lines described above, next steps would 
include the following: 
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l consulting with the centers and TAC to examine all aspects of the proposal, 
including its operational and cost implications, and refine the proposal 
accordingly; 

l modifying the terms of reference and guidelines for reviews (which were discussed 
in Nairobi) to reflect the new review model; 

0 interacting with the Impact Assessment and Evaluation Group, once it is 
established, to explore ways of integrating information on the impact of the centers 
into the review process (advice and suggestions from this group would also be 
invited on questions of evaluation methodology); 

l working with each center to develop specific timetables and arrangements for self 
studies, including advice and assistance that could be provided by TAC and the 
CGIAR Secretariat in the commissioning of CCERs. 


