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Dear members of the CGIAR Alliance

On behalf of the Boston Consulting Group (BCG) teara are pleased to provide you
with the attached report on the Design and Estatlent of the Consortium of CGIAR
Centers.

Almost 40 years after its creation, the CGIAR coués to make vital contributions to the
global community and to development impact. Howethee multiple challenges of food
security, climate change, and natural resource geamant remain more acute and more
complex than ever. To address these challengeg mifbectively in the future, the
CGIAR is undertaking a significant set of refornhatt will replace old structures with
new ones and enable greater system-wide coordmatid strategic focus.

We are grateful to have had the opportunity torofigr contributions to this important
reform process. This report summarizes our recordateons on the design of a
Consortium Office that will support the ConsortilBoard and CEO in fulfilling their
mandates as part of the new CGIAR. It also provides perspectives on two other
important aspects of the new Consortium developmé® key elements of a new
performance management process overseen by theoions CEO and Board, and
criteria for determining the appropriate location the new Consortium Office. We have
also provided an estimate of the cost of the CdnsorOffice and Board under a variety
of scenarios, and of the net cost impact of théesydevel functions in the new CGIAR
compared with those currently in place. Finally, pvevide some perspectives on the key
change management challenges that will need todétemthe coming months to enable a
successful transition.

This work has benefited from the involvement of mdrom within the Alliance and
across the CGIAR System. We greatly appreciatetithe, commitment and candor of
those who have provided us with input and feedlmaak the past several weeks. We
would also specifically like to thank Stephen Hallnne-Marie Izac, and the other
members of the Consortium Planning Team for thelip and guidance in this process.

Many challenges remain to be met as the changedag®aoves forward. However, we
are confident that the recommendations in thisntepol provide the Consortium Board
and CEO, and the CGIAR system at large, with addallie print for the development of
the new Consortium, and a foundation for succe$Beaseform effort proceeds.

Yours sincerely

Colin Boyle Ulrich Villis Lane McBride Lynnette King
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Executive Summary

Introduction and Context

Since its establishment almost 40 years ago, Thes@mtive Group on International
Agricultural Research (CGIAR) has sought to usepibwer of innovation to address the
food security and economic development needs ofvtiréd’s poor. While it continues to

make vital contributions in the face of ever mooaita global challenges, the CGIAR
system stands at a crossroads. Concerns abouastdgnding levels, fragmentation of
focus, excessive bureaucracy and barriers to ¢nleaction and greater coordination
have motivated the desire for large-scale refornthef system. At a 2008 meeting in
Maputo, Mozambique, stakeholders from across th&emy (centers, funders, and
partners) agreed in principle to a number of charigeexpand the CGIAR’s capacity to
deliver true developmental impact and prepare ystem for its next 40 years.

Over the last several months, a number of relatéalt® have addressed different
elements of this change agenda. The Boston Camg@troup (BCG) has supported the
change process in two phases: First, we focusedraiting a new constitution for the
Consortium and defining the roles of the ConsortiBeard and CEO. Second, we
worked on designing the Consortium Office’s stroetand functions to enable it to
support the Board and CEO effectively. This latterk is the topic of this paper.

Our analysis has focused on the Consortium, whschnly one of the new CGIAR’s

“system functions” — meaning the entities that aesponsible for coordinating and
overseeing the work of the system. As a result, commendations here do not
include some important “pieces of the puzzle.” Tesigns of the Fund Council and
ISPC have been handled as separate workstreams tinedeverall coordination of the

Transition Management Team (TMT). (We have beerpimact with the leaders of those
efforts to try to ensure that the designs are aligand consistent.) The proposed initial
SRF and Mega Program portfolio have been develapghrt of yet another workstream,
and shared services across the Member Centersidingl today’s system offices) are
being evaluated under a separate consultancy.

Given that the different elements of the new CGMR continue to evolve — and that
their evolution will require some “fine-tuning” dhe Consortium Office designs — we
suggest that this document be viewed as a setanfit4n-time” recommendations based
on best-available information. We are confiderat tthe designs reflected here are not
only well grounded but also very close to what Wil needed when all of the parts stop
moving. However, we recommend continued scrutihythe design of each of the
various parts of the new system to ensure thatusmmgcessary duplication is avoided,
and that the system as a whole is kept as leansssiyte.

*kkkk

Roles and Responsibilities of the Consortium CEO ahBoard

The roles and responsibilities of the Consortiunaoand CEO, as articulated in the
new Constitution, have informed our recommendedammational design of the
Consortium Chapter 2 of the Report provides a recap of these rolesresgonsibilities.



It is appropriate to acknowledge that there is iy veal tension between the Consortium
Board’s system-wide mandate and the role of indiaiccenter Boards. If well managed,
this tension can be a constructive force, driviraghe side to excel in its role and
providing checks and balances for the system a®i@ew Striking the right balance of
power between the Consortium and its Member Cemtegs time will be critical to the
success of the new CGIAR.

*kkkk

Recommended Design of the Consortium Office

In Chapter 3, we lay out our detailed recommendations for ttganizational design of
the Consortium. This design has benefited fromudysbf analogous organizations, as
well asinput from the Alliance. Much of the feedback reeei has been reflected in
“Feedback Notes” throughout Chapter 3.

The Alliance has had input into the recommendatimesented here. Alliance members
will continue to be consulted as the design procesginues. However, the ultimate
reviewers and decision makers for this set of renendations will be the Consortium
Board and CEO, who together will decide on the supthey need to execute their
mandate as effectively and efficiently as possible.

Overarching organization design goals

In designing the Consortium Office to support theail and CEO, we have been
cognizant of many stakeholders’ concerns that tbasGrtium be as focused, simple,
streamlined, and cost-effective as possible. Ihgpait, and in light of the reform agenda
laid out in Maputo, we have designed the Consortldffice with a set of high-level
goals in mind, i.e., that the Office will:

e Focus on activities that enable Member Centers nrease their research
effectiveness and impact

* Minimize duplication of roles and responsibilitiestween the Consortium Board/
Office and other parts of the CGIAR system

» Be as lean as possible and sized according to t@ia drivers of work (e.qg,
number of Mega Programs, size of CG Fund), evolwWingize as these drivers
change

* Enable efficient decision making; minimize bureaagr

e Foster communication and collaboration betweenQ@basortium Board/Office
and key Consortium stakeholders, in particular, MemCenters and the bodies
of the Fund

» Strengthen functions that are not performed welhayo(e.g., building the public
profile of the CGIAR)

* Play a role as “Performance Manager” of Mega Prmogrand other work funded
through the CGIAR Fund



Recommended Organizational Structure for the CdnsuarOffice: Four Discrete Units

The Consortium’s mandate is broad. Under the news@ation, it is charged with
providing leadership to Member Centers and othetesy partners and coordination of
their activities so they can contribute most effegy to the overall CGIAR vision.

To support the Consortium Board and CEO in achge¥ims mandate, the Constitution
calls for a Consortium Office consisting of “a pFe$ional staff responsible for carrying
out the day-to-day operations of the Consortiunhé& TTonsortium Board will consist of
part-time members, while the Consortium Office withrk under the direct leadership of
a full-time CEO.

We believe the Office will operate most effectivéiyts functions are divided into four
key organizational units:

1. Research Strategy & Performane: Responsible for harnessing the expertise
and input of Member Centers and other stakeholderthe development of
CGIAR research priorities, the Strategic Resulantework and Mega Program
Portfolio. Will also support the Board and CEO ewvdloping proposals for fund
allocation across and within Mega Programs, andrfonitoring and reporting on
Mega Program performance

2. Finance and Administration Responsible for providing financial oversight of
Mega Programs and Member Centers, performing agtgedinancial reporting,
and improving the efficiency and effectiveness wofaficial management by
coordinating activities across Member Centers. Algsponsible for financial
management of the Consortium Office itself.

3. Communications and Stakeholder Relations Responsible for helping the
Board and CEO locate new funding sources and attiinaen to the Consortium,
and for raising the profile of the CGIAR through nketing and brand-building
activities. Will also coordinate and synthesize cmmications efforts and build a
community of practice across Member Centers.

4. Strategic HR & Change Managemen Responsible for supporting change
management throughout the transition to the new s@udium, including
recruiting Consortium Office staff, and for leaditige development of cross-
center Strategic HR initiatives in collaborationtlwicenter leadership and HR
teams.

Note A Shared Servicesunit will also be part of the new Consortium. The
organizational set-up and activities of this fuoctiwill be detailed under a separate
consultancy. However, from a governance perspectweerecommend that the Head of
this unit report directly to the Consortium CEO.

This division of responsibilities under the CEOaidogical separation of Consortium
work according to the skill sets required for e&aghe of activity, aligns each function
with the key stakeholders involved, provides then&wtium with sufficient senior

management focus and expertise in each key areerf and provides an appropriate
span of supervision and sufficient operational suppo allow the CEO to focus on
leadership-level priorities. In addition, it cresite relatively lean structure with as few



organizational layers as possible and facilitatisient communication and decision-
making.

The head of each unit would report directly to @&€0O, as shown in the organizational
chart below:

Recommended Consortium Office organization design

Consortium
Board

Consortium CEO

Research Strategy & Finance & Communications & Strategic HR & Change
Performance Administration Stakeholder Relations Management

1. To be determined as part of separate Shared Services Consultancy

1. The Research Strategy & Performance (RS&P) Unit

We recommend the creation of a Research Strategei#ormance unit to support the
CEO and Board in carrying out their responsibiitiender the Consortium Constitution
in the following areas:

1. Strategy setting, portfolio development and uese allocation

2. Mega Program portfolio performance management

3. Donor interface and reporting

4. Fostering efficiencies, best practices and Canso-wide policy discussion

Responsibilities of the Head of RS&P

1. Strategy setting, portfolio development and resour allocation The Head of
RS&P would manage a robust strategy and portfdlaxation process, and help
shape a coherent and balanced agenda of Mega F®gnacollaboration with
centers and other stakeholders. Harnessing thertesgpeand involvement of
centers, he or she would help to identify stratg@giorities for the CGIAR, design
and manage the Mega Program portfolio selectioncga® develop an
“investment plan” proposing the allocation of resmms to maximize synergies
across the Mega Program portfolio, and nominatel [&enters.

2. Mega Program portfolio performance managementThe Head of RS&P would
also be responsible for monitoring the scientifegfprmance of Mega Programs
so as to inform intelligent decisions about futuesource allocations, provide
annual reporting to the Fund on the performanc#efa Programs, and give
meaningful feedback to programs to maximize theetbgpment impact of the



CGIAR’s research. These tasks would be performeith Whe help of Mega
Program Officers reporting to the Head, as expthivelow.

3. Donor interface. In support of the CEO, the RS&P Head would sessa central
point of contact for reporting to the Fund and dsnon Mega Program and
overall system performance.

4. Fostering efficiency, best practices, and Consortia-wide policy discussion
The RS&P Head would be responsible for facilitat@®agnsortium-wide debate on
crosscutting issues and policies.

RS&P Staff Supporting the Head

Supporting the head would be Mega Program OffigeiBOs), who would serve as the
primary science performance managers of Mega PmgraMPOs would not be
responsible for day-to-day program management ojdvierograms; that would be the
role of Lead Centers. Rather, MPOs would be chavgddmaintaining an “arms-length”
perspective on Mega Program performance througlulaegnonitoring of progress
against planned milestones, and evaluating the étngfaMega Programs using relevant,
program-specific metrics. (See Chapter 4 for audision of performance metrics in the
new system.)

A second role eventually supporting the head wddda Portfolio Development and
Evaluation Manager who would be responsible forlydital and process support for
Consortium strategy development and priority sgftincluding: mobilizing expert input
(both CG and external) to inform research priositimanaging the MP selection process,
and synthesizing inputs from MPOs and Finance reporting to the Fund. It is unlikely
that the Portfolio Development and Evaluation Marggpsition would need to be filled
until the Fund and Mega Programs reach a criticdsn

2. The Finance and Administration (F&A) Unit

The Consortium Constitution defines responsibditier the Consortium CEO and Board
in a number of areas related to financial manageémerciuding overseeing the
functioning of the Consortium as a central point faduciary and operational
accountability for all funds that pass to it frohetFund. We recommend a Finance &
Administration unit, led by a Chief Finance and Adistrative Officer (CFAQ), to
support the Board and CEO in the following key arebactivity:

1. Financial monitoring of Mega Programs. Reviewing and analyzing the
financial health of Mega Programs, monitoring ficah compliance with
Consortium-Fund and Consortium-Center performamgeaements, and flagging
financial risks presented by Mega Programs withiewvto recommending
mitigating or corrective actions to the CEO and i8loa

2. Financial monitoring of centers Reviewing and forming a point of view on the
financial health of centers, and of the Consortasya whole, monitoring financial
and reputational risks that individual centers npose to the CGIAR, and
informing the CEO and Board of these risks.



3.

Financial reporting to the Fund, Member Centers andexternal regulatory
bodies Preparing annual financial reports with respedhe Mega Programs, the
Consortium Office, and also on an aggregated CG\akis.

Fostering financial management efficiency/best praces Based on input from
Member Centers and the Shared Services unit, de@mwglaecommendations to
the CEO and Board for improving the efficiency agffectiveness of CGIAR
financial management through Consortium-wide ihites, e.g., development of
financial guidelines, common standards, and shsystéms.

F&A Staff Supporting the CFAO

To support the Chief Financial and Administrativéi€r in fulfilling his/her function,
we recommend the following roles:

Finance Officer: Would support the CFAO in monitoring the finan@apects of
performance contracts and agreements, lendingrtigtecal and process support
necessary for monitoring the financial health ofgedd’rograms and centers, and
preparing financial reporting to the Fund, Membeentérs and external
regulatory bodies.

Consortium Office Finance Manager Would be responsible for managing and
preparing Consortium Office budgets and financiEnp, and managing the

interaction between the Consortium F&A team and Sootium Shared Services

(e.g., development and monitoring of service lagreements).

Contracts Administrator : Responsible for providing process support fortiauot
development, execution and monitoring.

The additional roles ofFund Disbursement and Treasury Suppdg.g.,
investment policy, currency hedging) may also beded, depending on final
agreement with the Fund on the process for tramsfefunds to the Consortium
Office and making disbursements to Mega Prograrmggaants/ centers.

3. The Communications and Stakeholder Relations (C&R) Unit

The Consortium Constitution articulates responiéd for the Consortium CEO and
Board in raising the profile of the Consortium agticultural research for development,
and in supporting the Fund Council in fundraisimgl @onor relations. In addition, the
Board itself will require support in its interaat® with the CEO and Consortium Office,
as well as with Member Centers and other key stalklebs.

To provide appropriate focus and expertise to thasvities, we recommend a
Communications and Stakeholder Relations unit withhe Consortium Office
responsible for:

1.
2.

Fundraising and donor relations, in supporteffund Council

Raising the profile of the CGIAR and agricullur@search for development, and
conducting branding and marketing activities toaattdonor investment

Monitoring and responding to shifts in the emédrenvironment

10



4.

5.

Coordinating and supporting a community of pcactamong communications
and donor relations professionals across CG Me@baters

Performing the role of Board Secretary

Responsibilities of the Head of C&SR

Leading this unit, the Head of Communications anaké&holder Relations would be
responsible for:

1.

Fundraising and donor relations While the Fund Council will take the lead in
fundraising, the Head of C&SR would support the C&id Board in developing
and executing a strategy for attracting new funalsthe CGIAR, including
building intelligence on donors’ preferences, pties and policies, and
identifying target individuals within donor orgaaimns.

. Coordinated branding and marketing of the CGIAR andthe Mega Programs

to attract donor investment The Head of C&SR would lead the development of
a more strategic and coordinated approach to conwations, branding and
marketing, so that each of the elements of the sgstem (centers, Mega
Programs, the Consortium) contributes to a condistederstanding of the work
of the CGIAR.

Monitoring and responding to the external environmeat. The Head of C&SR
would share information with the centers and aldtem to emerging
developments that might require a response, as aglmonitor stakeholder
perceptions of the CGIAR. This would enable centargl the Consortium as a
whole, to respond in a timely and coordinated wayniajor external events as
they arise.

Coordination and support for a community of practicee Center
communications directors have expressed a strosgedéor the Consortium
Office to play a leadership role in coordinating -@4&le communications and
facilitating a strong community of practice amoregter Communications teams.
The Head of C&SR would provide a focal point foristmetwork, raising
awareness among senior stakeholders of the immpertaincross-center initiatives
and helping to coordinate these initiatives.

Consortium Board Secretary/support The Head of C&SR would also perform
the role of Secretary to the Consortium Board, nafitey its meetings and
performing recording and record-keeping functiohissarequest.

C&SR Staff Supporting the Head

The Head of C&SR would be supported by one or mG@Ganmunications and
Stakeholder Relations assistants, who would beoresple for helping to implement
Consortium strategies for communications, markegind stakeholder relations.

4. The Strategic HR & Change Management (SHR& CM) Wit

The Consortium Strategic Human Resources and Chifagemgement unit would be
responsible for:

11



1. Supporting the CEO in change management ardunGIAR reform process,
including communication, staff pulse checks andpsupfor the hiring and on-
boarding of the Consortium Office team itself

2. With the support and collaboration of center HRms, helping to coordinate
system-wide HR programs (e.g., rotational programfellowships for scientists)
to strengthen the recruiting brand.

3. Over time, building communities of practice asohe centers’ HR functions and
supporting initiatives to generate efficienciesotigh cross-center HR policies
and platforms.

Responsibilities of the Head of the SHR&CM Unit.

1. Change Management support for the Consortium Boardand CEO. The
Consortium Board and CEO need to be the very pdiétie of change in the new
CGIAR, and through their leadership, mobilize ké&gkeholders in pursuit of the
goals of the new Consortium. However, based upaneaperience with other
organizations, it will also be important to havelidated resources supporting the
CEO in the change process, and a dedicated focusoommunicating with
Member Centers throughout the transition. The chamgnagement aspects of
the SHR & CM Head'’s role would be weighted moreuilgan the first 1-2 years
of the Consortium’s establishment, and then, dejpgnah need, could be ramped
down.

In addition to change management, in the shom tdre CEO will need HR
support for in hiring the right talent to staff tionsortium Office and Shared
Services. This will require resources to manage ghecesses of search and
selection, as well as integration of people inty iaes.

2. Strategic HR. A second role for the Head of this unit wouldibetrategic HR.
We acknowledge the view expressed by some Alliameenbers that centers
should continue to manage their own human resoukhaser the proposed model,
Member Centers will certainly retain responsibilityr center HR decisions,
especially with respect to hiring their own staffowever, the CGIAR is a
research enterprise whose core assets are itsepeoq in the longer term, we
believe that enhanced coordination among centerddmenable more effective
recruitment, retention and management of key talent

In support of attracting and retaining top taléotthe CGIAR, Consortium

Strategic HR could play a role in developing, imtparship with center HR teams,
talent recruitment and development programs suchcrass-center reward

programs, management training courses and tal&attao programs.

3. Support for initiatives to generate efficiencies though cross-center HR
policies and platforms The Head of SHR& CM would help centers to
coordinate initiatives to increase efficienciesotigh common standards and
policies in areas such as recruitment, benefid p@nformance evaluation.

12



SHR&CM Staff Supporting the Head

The Head of SHR & CM would be supported in his/tieties by the role oBtrategic
HR & Change Management Project Managerwho would provide operational support
to the Consortium change management effort, hetpdnuit the Consortium Office team
and develop new HR policies and processes for tbes@tium Office, support
Consortium-wide interactions such as workshops,faaititate cross-center strategic HR
initiatives.

Relationship Between the Consortium and Other Syste Actors

Given the mandate of Consortium Board and CEO todinate system-wide activities,
we recommend that the Consortium replace any syfiteetions currently performing
these activities (i.e., Science Council and SC &adat, CGIAR Secretariat and Alliance
Office), and that future system entities (includitng Fund Council and Office, ISPC,
Shared Services, Independent Evaluation Unit anchibdde Centers) complement - rather
than duplicate - the activities of the Office. IIhapter 3 we discuss in greater detail the
delineation of responsibilities between the Comnsgortand other bodies in the future
CGIAR system.

*kkkk

Performance Management in the New CGIAR

Chapter 4 of the Report lays out some of the key princiglest we consider should
guide the performance management process in theG@®WR. In formulating these
principles, we have taken into account certainrdiedj characteristics of the CGIAR’s
work (e.g., long time frames to development impaad the need for significant partner
participation) and new challenges that will arisehie new system (e.g., increased size of
Mega Programs over today’s Challenge Programs).

The Consortium Board, CEO and Office will have antca responsibility for the
performance management of Mega Programs in theG@IAR. They will need to fulfill
these responsibilities by leading an adaptive,iflexprocess, in which the Consortium
Office, Member Centers and partners routinely eegaigh one another to:

» Develop and update Mega Program proposals aneégitaind operational plans.

* Develop a clear, shared view of the appropriateiosetinked to the SRF, which
should be used to assess the performance of eagh Rtegram.

* Design the appropriate systems, processes and tmmded to manage the
performance of Mega Programs, striving for greagéfistiency and effectiveness
across programs, e.g., through standardizatioaparting formats.

« Distinguish “well executed failure” from poor exeicun.*

* Learn from both successes and failures.

! The 2008 Independent Review of the CGIAR Systenindsfthis as “the well designed and managed
initiative that fails because the only way you &aow if a new approach is successful is to tryit.'d
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* Facilitate long-term focus on development impact.

Through the Strategic Results Framework (SRF), Megagram outcomes and impact
will be linked with measurable results indicatoasd progress against these indicators
will be an input into decisions about resource adtmn. As a result, performance
management in the new CGIAR will be closely linkeith the process for strategy and
SRF development and the process for selectingidgfiand planning the Mega
Programs themselves.

Lessons learned from the current CGIAR performancemanagement process

As a first step in designing the new process, we l[s@ught to identify concerns with the
current system-wide CG performance managementmyatel to elicit suggestions for

building a stronger, more effective system. Those spoke to in centers and system
functions have highlighted certain positive aspeftde current system, including ways
in which existing systems and frameworks for meaguperformance have provided

helpful insights and encouraged useful disciplines.

On the negative side, however five key concerng leemerged:

1. Onerous reporting requirements Centers describe performance reporting as a
very time-consuming exercise, taking up a signifigaroportion of management
and research staff time. This burden is the resulthe multiplicity of donor
reporting requirements that centers must conterid, vais well as system-level
Performance Measurement System (PMS) reporting, ®@ine centers feel,
employs an unnecessarily large set of metrics.

2. Questionable relevance and quality of metrics usedScientists expressed
concern over the use of "proxy" metrics, in the B8&IPMS, to monitor impacts
and outputs, and the wisdom of permitting centersldéfine output targets and
select outcomes to report on. We were also toltgludoal metrics, such as using
publications as a measure of output, are inadeqgiatn the heterogeneity of
CGIAR research and should be supplemented withr otiiput measures.

3. Lack of linkages between system-level and centerdel planning, monitoring
and evaluation tools Centers have described how the planning, monigoand
evaluation tools employed at the center level (prgject reporting or center
annual planning tools) are often not linked witk tbols used at the system-level
(e.g. the CGIAR Performance Measurement Systemealidvin Term Plan).

4. Insufficient trust in the system The 2008 Independent Review of the CGIAR
System found that centers perceive Science Coumailitoring and evaluation
activities as being conducted for donors, and ligkd ownership of the outputs
and recommendations. The review also commentedhenapparent lack of
mutual confidence and trust between centers antersyevel performance
managers; centers feel they lack input into proaihd policy setting, and that
system-level performance managers do not always adagood job of
communicating the value of the centers’ work.

5. Lack of consistency across Challenge Prograsn There are multiple
performance management tools and processes, with@dody responsible for

14



comparison and synthesis of performance data actiessentire range of
Challenge Program work. It is difficult, therefote,compare progress and results
across different Challenge Programs.

Principles to guide the performance management pr&ss in the new CGIAR

The aim of performance management in the new sy®dmbalance accountability for
the results of CGIAR research with the appropriateel of oversight, and to build a
greater level of trust and partnership betweeneahegolved in performance management
at the “system” and “center” levels.

It is our belief that in order to develop an adagtiflexible process, the Consortium
should lead a performance management system thatrats to 3 principles:

Principle #1. Employ more relevant, informative nmest designed to contribute to
learning, drive enhanced impact, and intelligemtiform resource allocation decisions.

Lessons from the current CGIAR Performance MeaseneénBystem highlight the

inherent tension between performance managemett @hathe one hand, seeks to
promote honest appraisal of research progress Her pgurposes of learning and
improvement, and, on the other hand, uses the a@tin@ “scores” of programs or

centers as the sole basis for resource allocatemisidns. In the past, the use of the
CGIAR Performance Measurement System for the lgp@mpose appears to have
impeded its utility for the former.

In the new system, the following changes in appgiedmuld help to resolve this tension:

a) Using program-specific metrics in place of gloletrics to assess and compare
the progress of centers or programs. The new appradl utilize tailor made,
program-specific metrics, derived from informaticollected at the project level
and logically linked with the CGIAR’s overall stegfic objectives and results as
defined in the SRF.

b) Incorporating qualitative discussion to supplaetnime use of “hard” metrics in
order to parse out the main drivers of scientiferformance. Distinguishing
“well-executed failure” from poor execution is nesary for learning, and for
ensuring that donors’ funding decisions are grodnidea full understanding of
the difference between the two. Mega Program ©fficand Mega Program
participants should have a level of engagementataivs for such discussion, as
well as enough flexibility to “change course” frahe original plan where that is
warranted by the scientific process

c) Informing resource allocations “holisticallyFunding decisions should not rely
on the mechanistic application of performance measant outcomes, but also
consider contextual factors such as temporary hqndeeds and emerging issues
in the external environment.

Principle #2: Standardize reporting requirementsliatreamline the reporting process

a) Reporting should be standardized to the greatdsint possible: Over time, the
Consortium Office, in cooperation with the Fund arehters, should build a
standardized set of reports, replacing multipleorepg formats dictated by the
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requirements of different donors. Bilateral donsh®uld be encouraged to use
the same standard reporting templates as are osdtefja Programs.

b) Each report’s level of detail should be tailotedits purpose and its intended
audience to avoid “information overloadh the CG system today, some donors
require identical reporting and scrutiny whether thvestment is $50K or $5M,
and insist that it be performed on a regular besgmardless of the stage of the
project. In the Consortium, Mega Program Officansder the leadership of the
Head of RS&P, will help to tailor each Program’sads to the Consortium
Board (and in turn the Fund). They will also workhwWMPs at a granular level to
“triage” performance problems, resolve minor isswsd highlight topics that
need special attention of the CEO and Board todatioe need to provide the
same degree of reporting at every stage in theweprocess.

c) Parallel reporting systems and processes shmlkeliminated: Under the current
system, there is too much duplication between peoce management
processes at the center level and the Consortiwel. |&/here ever possible,
systems and processes should be integrated seefitating inputs and outputs at
the more granular (center and partner) levels upllto those at the highest
(Consortium) level.

Principle #3: Promote greater dialogue and moreuehdded interactions with and
among centers.

The existing lack of trust between centers andSbience Council and CG Secretariat
appears to have been exacerbated by a lack ofeinégdirect interaction between these
groups, and by the perception that system functieere out of touch with what happens
on the ground in centers. As articulated abovefopmance reporting should not be an
end in itself, but a means of facilitating dialogabout what is actually driving a

program’s performance and how each program candodstve its desired results. This
outcome, in turn, can best be achieved through laeginteraction between the

Consortium Office and Mega Programs, leading telationship of mutual respect and
trust.

Key elements of performance management in the new&AR

In order to deliver on the principles describedaydhe new CGIAR will need to focus
on four key elements of performance managementsdleéements will require further
detailing as the Consortium develops. Some elemettitsequire legal review; in other
cases, detailed design must await final clarifmatof the other parts of the system.
Further discussions between Consortium Office staffiters and the Fund will therefore
be required in completing the design of the newfgoerance management system.
However, its basic aspects are outlined here, mgdeater detail in Chapter 4.

a) Performance contracts/agreements Three types of performance contracts/
agreements are envisioned between the Fund ar@@btisortium:

* Frame contracts/agreements: These would cover rg@engghts,
obligations and remedies - addressing issues sscfjeneral reporting
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requirements, the process for dispute resoluticempagement of IP, and
contract termination.

* Performance contracts/agreements: These would carés, obligations
and remedies specific to each Mega Program anddwvmdlude, for
example. a high-level strategic plan containing tbigectives, key
activities and budget for a particular Mega Program

» Transfer contracts/agreements: These would cowerptiocess for the
technical transfer of funds from Fund to Consortium

» These Fund-Consortium agreements would most likelynirrored by a
similar set of agreements between the Consortiudhtha centers. The
details of Fund-Consortium and Consortium-Centertra@ting should be
articulated as a next step with the input of leghlisors.

b) SRF and Mega Program portfolio development The Consortium Board and
CEO (supported by the RS&P team) will determine phacess for developing,
and refreshing on a regular basis, the Strateggul®e Framework (SRF) and
Mega Program portfolio. In doing so, they will miabe the expertise of centers
and other stakeholders and experts to reach a trelmagswell-supported set of
recommendations for fund allocation across thefplastof CGIAR research.

c) Mega Program Officers (MPOs) Mega Program Officers have a particularly
critical role in performance management in the neygtem. MPOs are the
embodiment of Principle # 3 articulated above:ghemotion of greater dialogue
and more value-added interactions with and amongecg They are to be
“honest brokers” between donors and centers, aigiilg and stress-testing Mega
Program plans and progress while also ensuring dbabrs have an accurate
understanding of programmatic progress and conurstable, long-term funding
where performance warrants it. MPOs’ judgment wiled to be informed by
both quantitative reporting on key performance metrand qualitative
understanding of Mega Program performance. Consdiguehey will need to
interact on a regular basis with centers and MeggrBm partners and develop
relationships of trust and mutual respect. Thegpoasibilities, in addition to
performance management, will include ensuring kh@gja Programs are learning
from the process, making changes, and sharingobastices across programs.

d) Performance reporting: Going forward, there is a risk that Mega Program
reporting may be layered on top of current projaetl center-level reporting,
increasing the overall reporting burden. It is #fere critical to agree on what the
most important unit of evaluation will be in thedte CGIAR, and to focus most
of the oversight and effort in that one area.

Overall, we envision a shift in focus from centprejects to Mega Programs as units of
evaluation. Accordingly, we would recommend a reiucin monitoring and evaluation
activity associated with centers, and replacemérnthat activity with Mega Program
level monitoring and evaluation. In the same spivié would strongly encourage donors
(both Fund and bilateral) to comply with Princigi2 articulated above, concerning the
standardization of reporting requirements and silieing of reporting processes. By
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agreeing on Mega Programs as the primary unit aluesion and accepting standardized
reporting, donors can enable the redeployment asigaificant proportion of center
resources back towards research.

Chapter 4 of the Report discusses in detail theireopents for effective, streamlined
reporting of Mega Programs. It also discusses tlasgeects of the current reporting
system that should remain or be ramped down torerezcountability is balanced by an
appropriate investment of researcher time and reseun reporting.

*kkkk

Estimated size and costs of the Consortium Officena Board

Chapter 5 outlines the analysis that we have performed tinese the size and costs of
the Consortium Office under different scenarios.otder to perform this analysis, we
focused in detail on the work that would need todbee by each of the units in the
Office. We identified a set of work drivers for &aof the units, and estimated their
impact on resourcing levels based on inputs fromerse sources, including: stakeholder
and other expert interviews, findings from orgatimaal analogs, and staffing and cost
data for existing system functions and the CG Gsnte

Sizing Scenarios

Our analysis developed sizing estimates under smadldium and large fund size
scenarios provided by the TMT. We also includedwth “starting” scenario based on
an estimate of the positions that would need télleel in the Consortium Office when it
first comes into existence. The purpose of thartstg” scenario is to highlight the
required roles and associated costs at time otlaun

Scenarios used for Consortium Office sizing

Starting position "Small" Fund "Medium" Fund "Large" Fund
Parameters Scenario 0 Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3

Total CGIAR Fund ($) $150M $350M $600M

No assumptions about

) Fund size or mega

No. of MPs in programs made 5 7 10
portfolio (#)

This scenario describes

the first set of positions
Avg size of MP ($ per to be recruited once the $30M $50M $60M
MP) CEO and Board in

place

CGIAR Fund as % of 29% 67% 114%

2008 funding levels

Source: TMT

Small, medium and large Fund size scenarios as defi  ned

by the CGIAR Transition Management Team (TMT)
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Estimates of Consortium Office & Board Sizing
Our sizing and cost estimates for each of the $oenarios are summarized here:

Estimate of Consortium Office FTEs and total ctstscenario

Estimated amount of Consortium
Office costs by Scenario ($M)

Estimated number of Consortium Office
FTEs by Scenario (# FTES)

8.0

|
|
|
|
|
|
: E] Personnel
| [ Non-personnel 6.3
I [ Board costs 4.7
: 3.2
|
|
|
| il B B BB =
Starting Small Medium Large : Starting® Small Medium Large
|
|
CEO 20 2.0 2.0 2.0
o . I E':;fs""”e' 17 2.4 32 4.2
esearc
Strat & Perf 20 3.0 6.0 8.0 |
Finance : Non-
h | 0.7 1. 22 .0
& Admin 2.0 5.0 6.0 9.0 | personnel 5 3
| costs
Comms & |
SH Relations 1.0 2.0 2.5 4.0 |
| Board costs 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
Strat. HR & |
Change Mgmt 1.0 1.0 2.5 3.0 |
Total 8.0 130 19.0 26.0 I Total? 3.2 4.7 63 8.0
1. Startup phase does not include change mgmt costs 2. Numbers may not sum due to rounding
Source: Baseline FTE estimates provided by CG Secretariat, Alliance Office, and Science Council Secretariat; Framework Document for the CGIAR Fund; Aug. 2009 ITG report on the establishment
of ISPC; ICARDA, ILRI, IRRI, and WorldFish 2009 budget personnel data; TMT assumptions for Consortium Office sizing; BCG analysis
Size

As shown above, the staffing of the Consortium &ffiunder the different Fund size
scenarios, would range from 8 to 26 FTEs. Thislle¥eesourcing is consistent with a
number of benchmarks for other organizations thal psimilar roles in research
performance management.

The difference in the scenarios is driven by thednier greater resource requirements in
each of the four organizational units as Fund gimevs. For example, the number of
Mega Program Officers would vary with the numbeMsga Programs, and, to a lesser
degree, with the size of the Fund. Our resoureisgumption here is based on the view
that one MP Officer would be required for every BA8ga Programs.

Costs

The total costs of the Consortium Office and Boamlild range from $3.2M to $8.0M
across the different Fund size scenarios. The tomeaponents of this cost - non-
personnel costs, personnel costs, and Board castsdescribed below.

Personnel cost: Except in the case of the CEO, projected perdarosts for the various

positions were based on current full-cost estimédessimilar positions in the system
functions and centers today. A number of factonsicluding Office location, cost of

living, and tax status — could alter these progctests. Chapter 5 explains the
compensation assumptions used to arrive at théiseatss.

These assumptions, along with the sizing estimgiesn above, yield personnel costs
ranging from $1.7M to $4.2M across the differenérsrios. Salaries and benefits per
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position do not vary among the four scenarios hgoanly driver of increasing personnel
cost with Fund size is the increasing number of $TdE each unit.

Non-personnel costs Non-personnel costs were estimated based on adefaators:
external benchmarks, comparisons to similar castthé system functions today, and
expert interviews. Chapter 5 explains in greatgaitlthe methodology used to arrive at
these estimates.

It is important to note that the non-personnel cestimates focus solely on the
Consortium Office. We have assumed that centergdavamntinue to cover the costs they
currently incur (except costs that may be absoirbénl Mega Program budgets). For
example, our estimates cover Consortium Officef stafel, but not center staff travel.
Another example is the cost of center or Mega Riogreviews.

Using these assumptions, the total non-personngts cange from $0.7M to $3.0M
across the different scenarios.

Board costs As described in the Constitution, the Consortigoard will consist of ten
voting members (including a chair and vice-chamj &vo non-voting observers, and will
convene twice per year. As a reference, this s@pmately the same size and format as
the current Science Council. In order to estimat ¢ost of the Board, we made the
following assumptions:

» Compensation for board members will be honorarseaat an average of
$850/day, which is roughly 250% of the current &tice Board honorarium;

* The Board chair and vice-chair will be requireddevote 25% and 15-20% of
their time respectively toward Board activitiestiwother members contributing
about 15% of their total time;

* Travel and per-diem costs will be similar to tho§éoday’s Science Council;

» Consortium Board meetings costs and fees will lpgapmately 150% of today’s
Alliance Board meetings & fees.

Employing these assumptions, we estimate that tres@tium Board will cost $0.8M
per year. This figure is not expected to changaicantly regardless of Fund size. A
key uncertainty in this estimate is whether Consort Board members will be
compensated by honoraria or by salary. At the timsereport was being finalized, a final
decision had not yet been made on that questi@aldiries are used instead of honoraria,
the total costs of the Consortium Board would iaseemarkedly.

*kkkk

Net cost impact of the new CGIAR

Many stakeholders have expressed a strong interestat the new system will cost. As
part of our scope of work, we were asked to asbesset cost impact of the new system
and to highlight the factors with the greatest pbo& to affect costs going forward.

In Chapter 6 of the Report, we provide two types of cost analys

1. An apple-to-apples comparison of the costs efdirrent system functions (the
Alliance Office & Board, the CGIAR Secretariat, atite Science Council and
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Science Council Secretariat), versus the new sys$tetions (the Consortium
Office & Board, the Fund Council & Office, and ISRXouncil & Secretariat, and
the Independent Evaluations Unit, or IEU). The gsialyields an estimate of the
“net cost impact” of the new CGIAR system functiqimsa given Fund scenario)
when compared with the old.

2. A set of analyses that highlight how the newteyscould impact the costs of the
centers, specifically around “interface activitiesWe use “interface activities”
here as a shorthand term for all activities certersluct that involve interactions
with donors and CG system functions. This is apdrtant source of cost in the
system today; in the aggregate, centatefface coss” are several times larger
than the direct costs of the system functions tledres.

To understand these costs, we estimated the tiatethle staff in four sample centers
spend today on interface activities, calculatedpgbesonnel costs associated with these
activities, and then analyzed the factors thatedtinrs time and cost.

Chapter 6 explains the scope of our analysis anllides a number of caveats. For
example, many important elements of the new systsnstill in the process of being

designed, and choices around those designs caellli different costs. Because of these
uncertainties, our goal was not to achieve comegeision, but to give a sense of the
future costs under certain scenarios, as well asnderstanding of the factors that drive
those costs. As a result, we have sought to bgecweative in our cost assumptions.

Another important caveat is that we relied uporutsdgrom other workstreams involved
in the CGIAR change process, and many of thesetsnpare still in flux at the time of
the Report. For this reason, our estimates of éusystem costs should be considered
placeholdersto be revised as the other workstreams provideinrmation. Moreover,
we developed our view of center interface costsiffeosample of four centers: ICARDA,
ILRI, IRRI, and WorldFish, and generalizing fromglexample could be misleading for
any individual center.

Comparison of the Costs of Current vs. Future Systa Functions

FTE Comparison

In the medium Fund size scenario for the Consortiiifice, the new system functions
are estimated to have around 39 full time equivaldRTES). This compares quite
closely to what exists today across the Alliancéd®f CGIAR Secretariat, and Science
Council — which together add up to around 38 FTEs.

However, the aggregate picture masks a significaahge in the mix of those resources.
Today, the overwhelming majority of staff in systéunctions resides in the CGIAR and

Science Council Secretariats, while in the new madeources will be split more evenly

between the Fund/ISPC and the Consortium. Thisemneoen balance of resources is
reflective of the spirit of the redesign: it ackrledges the separation of roles for funders
and “doers,” and also provides the two pillarstef hew model with a comparable level

of resources.
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Estimated FTE impact of new CGIAR system functions

ISPC and Fund entity

sizing are
Total ETEs placeholders based
S = on info from other
40+ 3.0 0.0 B3 | | 38.8 00 0.0 8 work streams
I I I
| s [ | | ;
I I
I I ! !
‘ ! | 12.0 !
I
1 | : :
| | I I
| | I I
! 225 ! | |
I I
20 i ! 190
} } I I
I I ! !
| | I I
| | I I
I I ! !
10 ! | }
} | I I
| | I I
| | I I
I I } }
; } I I
? b T T T T T T T T 1
| CG Science Alliance Other TOTAL | FTE } Projected Other IEUt ISPC2  Fund council Consortium}
} Secretariat  Council & office, system current } IMPACT | future system and office®  office & |
I sc board, & costs system | | system costs board |
| Secretariat ~ BOP | i |
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, S |
Current system Future system

1. Assumed to be an outsourced cost 2. Based on ISPC report as of August 3, 2009, and assumes 0.8 long-term consultant FTEs (same level as current SC Secretariat) 3. Based on ExCo16 Back
to the Office Report

Source: Baseline FTE estimates provided by CG Secretariat, Alliance Office, and Science Council Secretariat; Framework Document for the CGIAR Fund; Aug. 2009 ITG report on the establishment
of ISPC; BCG analysis

Cost Comparison

In the medium size scenario, the new CGIAR systenctfons will be more expensive
than in today’s model. Our estimates suggest tlitiadal cost may be as much as $3.5
million. This represents an ~30% increase overyaedaystem function costs.

The difference in cost is driven by both persorar& non-personnel costs, with the latter
accounting for about three-quarters of the incred§bile the number of FTEs is
comparable under the current and new systems,vitrage costs per employee will be
higher in the new system, reflecting the higheels\of skills sought in the new model.
In addition, some non-personnel costs are expaotgbw to reflect changes in the work
the system functions will be performing (e.g., Gumtism Office executives and MP
Officers will be expected to engage in a substhati@ount of travel, and this has led us
to increase our estimates for travel expenses).
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Estimated cost impact of new CGIAR system functions

ISPC, IEU and Fund
entity costs are

placeholders based

Total annual cost ($M) on info from other
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1. Due to increased system bodies and related direct costs of activities (including increased travel and review costs), increased outsourcing of support functions, IEU 2. Due to small increase in # of
FTEs and increase in average FTE costs in Consortium Office and SC Secretariat 3. Includes $25K estimate for services provided by FAO 4. Numbers do not add up due to rounding

Source: Baseline FTE estimates provided by CG Secretariat, Alliance Office, and Science Council Secretariat; Framework Document for the CGIAR Fund; Aug. 2009 ITG report on the establishment
of ISPC; ICARDA, ILRI, IRRI, and WorldFish 2009 budget personnel data; TMT assumptions for Consortium Office sizing; BCG analysis

This projected increase in costs over today coald bery worthwhile investment for the
CGIAR. It will be a modest price to pay if the neawodel succeeds in drawing
significant new funding into agricultural researfdr development and adds greater
effectiveness and developmental impact to the wbtke centers.

However, since the increase in costs projectedibdrased on conservative assumptions,
it will be important for stakeholders to pay clasgention to system function costs over
time. We urge stakeholders to scrutinize the desmnthe system functions to avoid
duplication and to ensure that each function has rdsources it needs to perform
effectively, but not more than it needs.

This analysis also highlights the importance of shared services effort. An effective
process for delivering high-quality, low-cost stthrgervices to the centers holds the
promise of offsetting some of these added systemtifon costs. It will be incumbent

upon the Alliance and its advisors to press agorelys for cost savings in these

operations.

The analysis also raises questions about the ingfaitte new model on the costs and
economics of the centers. As discussed in the septton, the “interface” costs that the
centers incur in dealing with the system functiamsl funders today are much greater
than the direct costs of the system functions tledéwes. As a result, while it is important
to make sure the system functions are as “learpaassible, it is even more critical to
understand how the system generates costs at iber devel. With this understanding,
steps can be taken to reduce the risk of drivimgehcosts higher — and perhaps even to
lower them through streamlining of certain actesti
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Analysis of Current Center Interface Costs

Chapter 6 details our approach to estimating the ef center interface activities and
related personnel costs, and discusses the fatttatsproduce those costs. (As noted
above, “center interface activity” refers to anytidties centers conduct today that
require interactions with the “system,” includingtbh system functions and donors.) We
also highlight some opportunities the new systemsmize to drive down these costs in
the future — and point out some risks that coudd! lthem to rise .

To estimate center interface personnel costs irsyatem today, we used a methodology
in which we interviewed, and in certain instances/gyed, a cross-section of research
staff, as well as management & support staff fracheof four sample centers (ICARDA,
ILRI, IRRI, and WorldFish), to ascertain their irfece costs. These four centers were
selected by the Consortium Planning Team (CPT)usecthey are diverse in geographic
location, size and activity.

The results for the four sample centers is showovbe In these centers, approximately
8% of center employee time is devoted to interfadevilies. However, since the center
employees involved in interface activities tendb® more senior and therefore more
expensive (e.g. DGs, DDGs - Research, DirectorsjoBescientists, etc.), their time
involved in these activities represe@B% of total center personnel costs. According to
the 2008 CGIAR Financial Report, total personnalt @zross the 15 CG Centers in 2008
was $229M. Applying 20% to this total cost yieldgimated total center interface costs
of approximatel\$46M.

Our analysis also estimated the costs across eliffezategories of interface activities.
The largest cost category was Donor Relations aedoRing activities, comprising
roughly 75% of the center interface costs. Thapprtion held across the four centers,
with some modest variation within the sample. riecapplies this percentage to the
personnel costs of all 15 centers, it suggestsdbaobr relations and reporting activities
are responsible for more than $30M in costs atémer level, annually. This is roughly
2-3 times the cost of the system functions todagggregate.

Of the remaining costs, the largest were relatedsystem-level monitoring and
evaluation activities, at about ~20% of center fiaiee costs.
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Results across 4 Center sample: Interface acts/it@mprise ~8% employee time, ~20%
personnel costs

Interface FTEs as Interface personnel costs as
% of total Center FTEs % of Center personnel costs
% of FTEs % of personnel costs [
100 100

activities tend
to involve more
senior
75 75 personnel, so
% of costs
greater than %
of FTEs

[] Non-interface activity
|:| Interface activity

50 50

Weighted sample
1 2 ] average = 20.1%
Weighted sample 7 = T — T 3 1— — - — - —

average = 7.8% 31.3%

- —_— 8.0 —_——t — 19.7% 15.8% 17.9%
7.9% 6.7% b
0 T T T S.8% 1 0 T T T 1
Center Center Center Center Center Center Center Center
A B C D A B C D

When applied to personnel costs across 15 Centers,

20% corresponds to $46M in total interface activity costs

1. 2009 budgeted personnel costs
Source: Staff interviews and financial data from sample Centers: ICARDA, ILRI, IRRI, WorldFish; BCG analysis

In interpreting this analysis, there are a numliéinotations and caveats to keep in mind,
as detailed in Chapter 6 of the Report.

The new system has the potential to achieve saamfisavings for the centers — savings
that can be redeployed into research — if it calnee these costs through streamlining of
donor relations and reporting activities and othearface-related work. At the very least,
steps need to be taken to make these costs amddthairs transparent, so that donors
and others do not unwittingly impose activitiesttbause these costs to grow sharply.

We believe it is critical that donors and centandarstand the drivers of these “hidden”
costs and work collaboratively to reduce them dwee. If donors are able and willing to
adjust their expectations and behaviors, they dag pn important role in reducing
interface costs. This would allow the centerseideploy valuable time and expertise into
research activities. Failure to do so runs thie eisincreasing the administrative burden
on centers and distracting them from their missind research focus.

*kkkk

Consortium Office Location

One of the first and most important decisions tbe/ rConsortium Board will have to
make is where to locate the Consortium OfficeChapter 7 of the Report, we discuss
the analysis we performed to help inform this decisand then set out the next steps in
the location decision process.
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Stakeholders have nominated the following thirtedres, listed here in alphabetical

order:

Addis Ababa, Ethiopia Nairobi, Kenya

Bangkok, Thailand New Delhi, Indi&

Bonn, Germany Ottawa, Canada

Geneva, Switzerland Rome, Italy

Los Bafios, Philippines Wageningen, Netherlands
Montpellier, France Washington DC, USA
Montreal, Canada

We filtered each nominated location against thio¥ahg criteria:

1.

Hub for Agricultural Research for Development Work: The Consortium

Office will in many respects represent the CGIARtbe global stage. Operating
from a location that is a “hub” for internationabracultural research for
development ideas and talent would be beneficiath®® Consortium from a
recruitment and knowledge perspective, and woush @generally enhance its
relevance in this domain.

Host country receptivity: As an entity that will have International Orgaatinn
status, the Office will need to be located in artou that is receptive to
international organizations and is willing to cantiee benefits of that status to the
Consortium.

Quality of life: In order to attract high caliber talent, the ©dfiwill need to
provide its staff with a reasonable quality of Jlitaking into consideration such
factors as safety, environment, and health care.

Operational readiness To ensure the safety and well-being of Consortium
Office staff and reduce the risk of disruption tf work, the Consortium Board
will need to consider the operational readinessawh potential country, e.g., the
quality of its communications infrastructure anck treliability of utilities and
transportation

Operating costs In order to keep the Consortium as cost-effeciisepossible,
the Board will need to consider the relative ca$tsperating in various locations,
balancing cost considerations against other factors

Mobility to Member Centers: The staff of the Consortium Office will need to
maintain regular contact — including in-person echt- with Member Centers, so
ease of mobility to each center is an importantofiac

In addition, stakeholders have commented on théslimimportance of the Consortium
Office’s location. Several have made the point, dgample, that locating the Office in

2 India as a country was also nominated as a locatidhout specification of a particular city.
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the developing world would send a strong positivessage reinforcing the CGIAR'’s
work with, and for, poor farmers. Conversely, itsheeen noted that locating the
Consortium in the developed world could send auedimg message in the opposite
direction.

The above discussion highlights the complexity oy éinal decision about location,
since there is no single city or country that meditshe above criteria equally well. The
Consortium Board will therefore need to make traffe-among the different criteria.
The analysis we have performed should provide ther@®with a robust set of facts it can
refer to as it evaluates possible locations. Howeaeeritical input to the final decision
will be the specific offer of support that variobest countries provide. This support
cannot be articulated through a “desk” analysist bwst be determined through
discussions and negotiations with individual hastrdry candidates.

*kkkk

Consortium Office Transition Planning

Chapter 8 describes some of the stages and variables imahsition to the new system,
covering the immediate steps needed for the Cansoi®ffice to begin operating, and
why and how it should grow from there. In additiah,addresses some particular
strategies and structures for managing the charagegs.

It is our firm belief that the success of any magtrange effort, especially one as
complicated and difficult as this one, requires lexpattention to managing both the
operational and human sides of change. The timestad by the various bodies actively
engaged in the CGIAR change process to date, imgutle TMT, CPT, Alliance Office,
CG Secretariat, World Bank, and the various refezegroups representing both centers
and donors, suggests broad alignment with thisebelit is critical that this focus on
managing the change does not subside once orgatie dhew” CGIAR, such as the
Consortium Office, are established. Indeed, theon@mce of change management will
only increase as change becomes more tangible.

BCG has developed a framework of six key dimensfongreparing for and managing
through large-scale organizational change, asostt in the exhibit below. Each of these
dimensions will need to be addressed in the CGIARnge process in order to deliver
bold, successful and sustained change.
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Six key dimensions to manage to deliver succeasstusustained change

o Create the o Mobilize the o Hardwire e Sustain

change agenda organization change and reinvent
- Build a case for change * Prepare leadership to * Align organization model - Structure for ongoing
« Articulate desired vision, visibly embody change and accountabilities as learning
strategy, culture, and * Set up activist needed  Build and exploit change
behaviors governance  Adjust support capabilities
— Translate vision into + Engage and excite infrastructure and
manageable stakeholders performance
initiatives management as needed
* Ensure alignment and « Lock down commitments
commitment of leaders and initiatives into
 Establish human, roadmaps
operational and financial
baselines
6 Manage for results

* Manage initiatives/programs with discipline, rigor
and oversight

* Arm executives with forward-looking visibility to
bottom-line results

» Reinforce desired behaviors

. . i « Create, monitor and adjust ongoing
e Communicate — strategically, consistently communications strategy
— Tailor messaging to specific stakeholder needs
and risks
» Coach managers to be effective communicators
Source: BCG analysis

Chapter 8 elaborates on each of these dimensions.

Once the change process receives the go-ahead Bettember 2009 Business Meeting,
the existing change management structures shouéVdleated to assess how well they
will be able to support both the “hard” (operatibrand “soft” (human) sides of change.

Based on our experience with similar large-scaadformations, we would recommend
the creation of a Transition Management Office (TMQnction supported by a small

number of full-time staff (likely 2 to 3). The pmary role of the TMO would be to

support the change management process betweerusiieeBs Meeting and the point in
time when the Consortium CEO has been hired arddristarting team is in place.

With the TMO supporting change management, theesydiodies providing leadership
would be free to focus on the most important deosi The TMO also would serve as a
bridge between the current transitional structiaed the newly created structures. It
should be created as a temporary body, but it sight be considered for future roles
in the Consortium Office (particularly within tt&trategic HR & Change Management
unit), or elsewhere in the system.

A TMO could either be established just for the “dogide of the change process, or
could cover funders as well. The latter alterreatwould have the advantage of
supporting the Transition Management Team (TMT)itsr successor in managing
system-wide issues, but would be more complex fannaccountability perspective. An
additional question would be whether to staff tiO with new hires or re-tasked staff
from within the current system.

*kkkk
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Transitioning to the new CGIAR system will requiaehigh level of flexibility and
commitment on the part of all stakeholders. Asrtbe model emerges, so too will new
guestions and new challenges. To be successiulaimaging this change, the system's
stakeholders need to redouble their commitmenth&o vision of Maputo and to the
collaborative process of designing a shared futitach progress has been made to date,
and further progress is achievable if the "fundeasid "doers" work together in
partnership to resolve the remaining issues angtmuns. Doing so now will plant the
seeds for another 40 years of successful innovamanmpact in the CGIAR.
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Chapter 1. Introduction and context

Since its establishment almost 40 years ago, Thes@mtive Group on International
Agricultural Research (CGIAR) has sought to usepibwer of innovation to address the
food security and economic development needs ofambid’'s poor. The 15 CGIAR-
supported centers are global leaders in agricultesgarch across a range of disciplines;
working closely with funders and external partnéhg centers commit nearly a half-
billion dollars each year to research aimed attp@ty impacting poor communities in
the developing world.

While the CGIAR continues to make vital contribuigoto the global community, the
system stands at a crossroads. The CGIAR’s fundinggal terms, has been stagnant
since the 1970s, and a significant shift from utmieted to restricted funding has reduced
its ability to adapt to changing needs and sustdmastructure. Fragmentation of focus
across an increased number of smaller projectatééme to dilute overall CGIAR impact.
Concerns about excessive bureaucracy and slowia®aisaking are widespread. A
cumbersome structure hinders collective action,tts system cannot fully exploit
opportunities for shared services and coordinatigiost importantly, the need for
improvements in agricultural productivity and sursaidle natural resource management
is growing. At a time when new research techn@sgind approaches hold the promise
of significant breakthroughs, it is all the moretical for the CGIAR to deliver
innovation and impact.

To address these concerns, the CGIAR commissiomedn@ependent Review and
embarked on a process to strengthen the system.a 2008 meeting in Maputo,
Mozambique, stakeholders from across the systentdie funders, and partners) agreed
in principle to a number of changes to expand ti&AR’s capacity to deliver true
developmental impact and prepare the system fameiit 40 years. At the core of the
reform effort is the creation of two new institut® a Consortium “of doers,” whose
Board and supporting Office will oversee and cowatk major research efforts of the
Member Centers and their partners; and a Fund,hmhit strive to coordinate donor
interactions with the CGIAR and draw new resourgds agricultural research for
development. These two pillars of the new CGIABplacing the current Alliance,
CGIAR Secretariat, and Science Council, will agoeea Strategic Results Framework
and a portfolio of Mega Programs to align reseandmtives with development impact
goals.

Over the last several months, a number of relaféolt® have addressed different
elements of this change agenda. The Boston Camg@iroup (BCG) has supported the
change process primarily by articulating the rotexl responsibilities of the future
Consortium Board and CEO, and defining an orgaimaat design for the Consortium
Office that will support them in fulfilling their andates. From February to May, we
focused on drafting a new constitution for the Qwtism and defining the roles of the
Consortium Board and CEO. We also facilitated @cess to gain support and buy-in
from the Alliance members, and prepared for disomsson the Constitution with donors
at ExCo and with a donor reference group.
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Since June, we have focused on designing the CmunsorOffice’s structure and
functions to enable it to support the Board and GHEf@ctively, and on answering key
guestions about the Consortium. That work is dpectof this paper. Specifically, our
deliverable here was to lay out a proposed org#oiza design for the Consortium
Office, including how this will change over timecdawith increases in funding. We were
also asked to define elements of the performanc@agenent process that the
Consortium will apply in its work with centers atige Fund, and to conduct discrete
analyses around the estimated costs of the new RGlstem and the advantages and
disadvantages of different locations for the Cotugor.

Our work over the last several months has drawmputs from a number of sources:

* An assessment of the value-add of the Consortidative to the status quo, as
reflected in the intent of Maputo, the draft Congton and the terms of reference
for the Consortium Board and CEO,;

* Interviews with centers, donors and other stakedrsldabout key needs and
priorities in the new model;

* Examination of various internal and external resdes¥ the CGIAR system and
its components;

* A detailed review of the budgets and activitieshaf various system functions;

» Case studies of the system “interface costs” oédtars, and how they might be
impacted by the new model;

» Comparisons to other research institutions of alaimize and scale;

» Discussions with the Consortium Design Referenceuf@r an expert advisory
group approved by the Consortium Planning Team {C&0 comprising of 3
DDG-Research and 3 DDG-Finance from a cross-seofi@GIAR Centers

» Feedback from Alliance members and other stakeh®lole preliminary drafts of
our findings and recommendations;

* Internal and external reviews of the Challenge Rnog; and

 The exercise of our professional judgment basedoon work with other
organizations.

Our analysis has focused on the Consortium, whschnly one of the new CGIAR’s

“system functions” — meaning the entities that essponsible for coordinating and
overseeing the work of the system. As a result, ecommendations here do not
include some important “pieces of the puzzle”:

* The designs of the Fund Council and ISPC have bemrdled as separate
workstreams under the overall coordination of thengition Management Team
(TMT). We have been in contact with the leaderthoke efforts to try to ensure
that the designs are aligned and consistent. ingsithe Consortium, we have
taken note of resource estimates provided by theder workstreams,
recognizing that those estimates are still in flike should also note here that
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some disagreement remains regarding the roleditietent groups should play
in monitoring and evaluation in the new system.

 The proposed initial SRF and Mega Program portfbkwe been developed as
part of a separate workstream. In the future systbe Consortium Office will
be responsible for developing, refining and mangdhe performance of these
Mega Programs. Our model has been defined witkyarto what we believe the
Office will need to create, update and effectivelgnage the SRF and Mega
Programs.

» Shared services across the Member Centers (ingudday’s system offices) are
being evaluated under a separate consultancy. eTeéewices, which will be
overseen by the Consortium, promise to providetaniigl value to the system in
the form of reduced center costs and improved tyuatid consistency of service.
However, that workstream is currently in an earsitage of development, and so
we have left our design open to accommodating abeurof different models for
shared services.

Several stakeholders have noted the difficulty mfierstanding, in isolation from other
parts of the system, how the Consortium and ConsorOffice will work. This is a
valid point. The practical realities are that diéfiet groups are engaged in the design of
different parts of the new CGIAR, and these wodatns are at different stages of
development. We have explicitly acknowledged ousuagptions about the other
workstreams, where relevant to the functioningesign of the Consortium.

Given that the different elements of the new CGMR continue to evolve — and that
their evolution will require some “fine-tuning” dhe Consortium Office designs — we
suggest that this document be viewed as a setanfit4n-time” recommendations based
on best-available information. We are confiderat tthe designs reflected here are not
only well-grounded but also very close to what Wi needed when all of the parts stop
moving. However, we recommend continued scrutihythe design of each of the
various parts of the new system to ensure thatummmgcessary duplication is avoided,
and that the system as a whole is kept as leansssiyte.

The Alliance has had input into the recommendatipresented here. Much of the
feedback received has been reflected in the “Feddbi@tes” contained in Chapter 3:
Recommended design of the Consortium Offidikance members will continue to be
consulted as the design process continues. Howtheegltimate reviewers and decision
makers for this set of recommendations will be @@nsortium Board and CEO, who
together will decide on the support they need tecate their mandate as effectively and
efficiently as possible.
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Chapter 2. Recap: roles and responsibilities of the ConsortiunCEO
and Board

As part of the development of the draft Consorti@onstitution, the roles and

responsibilities of the Consortium Board and CE®ehbeen discussed at length by the
Alliance in April and May of this year, by ExCo idune, and by a wider group of
stakeholders since then. (Please refer to Appesdiand B for detailed descriptions).

In the new CGIAR, the Consortium will assume sor¢he responsibilities currently

performed by the Alliance Office, CGIAR Secretaramd Science Council. In addition,
the formation of the Consortium Board will introduto the CG system a new set of
system-wide governance and leadership activities.

The Consortium Board’'s mandate, as set forth indilaét Constitution, lies primarily in
two planes. The first relates to the strategy &t@tegic Results Framework of the
system; in this area, the Board will lead the depelent of system strategy and the SRF,
and will also have a fiduciary responsibility toepsee the Fund’'s investment in the
strategy and SRF (an investment to be made prilhgifraough Mega Programs). The
second concerns the Member Centers. Here, thedBuas a responsibility, beyond
individual Mega Programs, to ensure the individumhdd collective efficiency,
effectiveness, and impact of the centers. Thisdeo responsibility, both for and to
Member Centers, follows from the fact that they ahe primary on-the-ground
implementers of the strategy and SRF.

In fulfilling these responsibilities, the ConsortiuBoard (supported by the CEO and
Consortium Office) will aim to enhance the effeetiess and impact of the CGIAR
Centers by,

» Fostering a more conducive international policy iemment for agricultural
research for development and increasing CGIAR egleg and effectiveness
within the institutional architecture of internated development;

* Enhancing Member Center research impact througtiegfic and programmatic
convergence, concerted action and the fosterimgnaivation;

» Together with the CGIAR Fund Council, significantipanding the financial
resources available to the Member Centers to cdribdaic work;

* Improving the cost efficiency of each Member Certed of the CGIAR system
as a whole through the provision of advice, wolkks shared services and other
means;

* Managing the allocation of funds to meet prioritidsntified in the strategy and
Strategic Results Framework, and serving as a aeptint of fiduciary and
operational accountability for all funds that pts# from the Fund

3 Purpose of the Consortium as a legal entity, dasudated in the draft Consortium Constitution aat
September 2009

33



* Improving the cost-efficiency of each Member Cerated of the CGIAR system
as a whole through the provision of advice, wotkks shared functions and
research platforms, and other means; and

* ldentifying and promoting to the Member Centers mpmities to achieve gains
in relevance, efficiency and effectiveness.

It is appropriate to acknowledge that there is iy veal tension between the Consortium
Board’'s system-wide mandate and the role of indizidcenter Boards. Various

stakeholders have recommended different ways wwuweshis tension. What is clear is
that there are significant risks associated witbidieg this issue too sharply on either
side.

If the Consortium is too powerful relative to theeiber Centers and their Boards, it runs
the risk of undermining the principle of subsidiariThe Consortium could be drawn into
duplicating efforts that are best performed in hember Centers, thereby diminishing
the centers’ attractiveness to potential reseas¢imeanagers, and Board members. It is
not hard to imagine such a scenario leading toldke of the expertise and creative
vitality so critical to center-based researchal$io could make it much more difficult for
centers to create successful partnerships withetbasside the CGIAR who are essential
to delivering development impact.

On the other hand, if the Consortium Board is rawgrful enough, it will be unable to
make the crucial, difficult decisions about strgt@goritization, resource allocation, and
performance management that funders demand — ahdaté critical to increasing the
funding available for agricultural research. Then€ortium Board will need to remain
heavily consultative in its interactions with castand others, but a consensus-driven
model of decision making will not succeed.

Center Boards retain fiduciary responsibility facck center’s financial health, for hiring
and talent management of center senior leadersitipesearch teams, and for setting the
strategic direction of each center’s research plot in pursuit of its mission. At the
same time, those centers joining the Consortiunh nedognize that they are part of a
larger entity that is governed by the Consortiunalp and that the Consortium Board
will operate for the good of the whole system. f@®iénces of opinion between the
Consortium Board and center Boards will be bestlvesl in a spirit of partnership,
mutual respect, and common purpose rather thaefbyring to a set of formal rules.

Striking the right balance of power between the €ootium and its Member Centers over
time will be critical to the success of the new BRI If well-managed, this tension can
be a constructive force, driving each side to excets role and providing checks and
balances for the system as a whole. Our recommiendaseek to strike a careful
balance in this regard, and to find a “sweet sputiere each group is performing a
unique and value-added role.

At some future point, it may be appropriate to irkhthe balance of responsibilities
between Consortium and center Boards. If, for ganthe vast majority of funds in the
system flow through the Consortium in the form ofedd Programs, it may be
appropriate to ask whether the role of the centarés needs to evolve, and for more
authority to shift to the Consortium. Alternateifythe new system is unable to generate
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significant new funding and the centers have tg sgjnificantly on bilateral funding, it
may be proper to ask whether the role of the Cainsorand its Board needs to change.

Our hope is that our recommendations will enabéertew system to get started, to grow
with success, and to allow the different elemeot&drk together effectively to continue
to bring the power of innovation to bear on belohlthe world’s poor.
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Chapter 3. Recommended design of the Consortium Office

3.1 Overarching organization design goals

In designing the Consortium Office to support theail and CEO, we have been
cognizant of many stakeholders’ concerns that tbasGrtium be as focused, simple,
streamlined, and cost-effective as possible. Ihgpait, and in light of the reform agenda
laid out in Maputo, we have designed the Consort{dffice with a set of high-level
goals in mind, i.e. that the Office will:

« Focus on activities that enable Member Centers nmrease their research
effectiveness and impact

* Minimize duplication of roles and responsibilitiestween the Consortium Board/
Office and other parts of the CGIAR system

* Be as lean as possible and sized according to tka drivers of work (e.g.,
number of Mega Programs, size of CG Fund), evolwWngize as these drivers
change

* Enable efficient decision making; minimize bureaagr

 Foster communication and collaboration between@basortium Board/Office
and key Consortium stakeholders, in particular, MemCenters and the bodies
of the Fund

» Strengthen functions that are not performed wealhjo(e.g., building the public
profile of the CGIAR)

* Play a role as “Performance Manager” of Mega Progrand other work funded
through the CGIAR Fund

3.2 Activities required to fulfill the Consortium’s mandate

The Consortium’s mandate is broad. Under the news@ation, it is charged with
providing leadership to Member Centers and othetesy partners and coordination of
their activities so they can contribute most effegty to the overall CGIAR vision.

To support the Consortium Board and CEO, in achgthis mandate, the Constitution
calls for a Consortium Office consisting of “a prs$ional staff responsible for carrying
out the day-to-day operations of the Consortiunh& TTonsortium Board will consist of
part-time members, while the Consortium Office withrk under the direct leadership of
a full-time CEO.

The Constitution identifies the following major egories of activities that will inform
the Office’s day-to-day operations in support o tBEO and Board’s responsibilities
under the Consortium Constitution:

* Overseeing the development of the CGIAR strategy &trategic Results
Framework (SRF)

» Developing, based on inputs from Member Centecsheerent portfolio of Mega
Program research to deliver on the CGIAR'’s stratebiectives
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Proposing the allocation of funds across Mega Rrngrto the Fund Council,
taking into account inputs from Member Centers

Overseeing the monitoring of Mega Program perforrean addressing
development impact as well as financial and openatiperformance

Providing a point of interface with, and reporttog the Fund.
Engaging in fund raising, together with the Fundi@ml.

Reviewing the performance and efficiency of MemBenters, and their general
alignment with the SRF and Strategy.

Advising Member Centers on best practices in aoéasmmon interest.

Conducting advocacy, public relations and commurana efforts to expand the
CGIAR’s positioning and brand.

Overseeing shared functions and research platforms

As set forth in Exhibit 1, these activities implycartain set of functions that will need to
be performed by the Consortium Office, includingrategy setting, SRF and Mega
Program development; portfolio management and fualldbcation; finance and
administration; communications; stakeholder refejoperformance management and
reporting; Consortium-wide initiatives; shared $ees and research platforrhs.

Exhibit 1: Required functions of the consortiumoceff

Key Board and CEO roles and responsibilities Required functions of the Board and CEO 2

Activity area as defined by the Draft Consortium constituton 1 The Consortium office needs to support

Strategy, SRF and Mega
Program portfolio

Performance management

Oversee the development of, review and endorse the CGIAR « Strategy setting and SRF development
strategy and SRF with Member Centers and partners

Develop a framework for funding + Mega Program portfolio development and & fund
Allocation of funds to Mega + Review and endorse MP proposals allocation
Programs (MPs) « Propose allocation of funding across MPs and determine fund + Finance & administration
allocation within MPs
« Engage in fundraising with the Fund Council « Communications
Donor and Partner relations « Conduct partnership building activities « Stakeholder relations

Engage in advocacy, PR, and communications efforts

+ Review and endorse Mega Program proposals

« Enter into performance agreements with Fund Council , Member
Centers and Partners

« Setcommon criteria, policies and standards for MP execution to « Performance management & reporting
ensure effectiveness®

« Oversee the monitoring of MP performance

« Report annually to the Fund Council on system performance, and
financial and operational performance of MPs & Member Centers

+ Setcommon criteria, policies and standards for Member center

and efficiency® « Performance management & reporting
Member Center + Review performance and efficiency of Member Centers, and + Consortium-wide initiatives
Performance and Efficiency general alignment with SRF & strategy

+ Review current and potential organization structures of and
among Member Centers

Advice on best practices « Advise Member Centers on best practices in areas of common « Consortium-wide initiatives
and provision of shared interest incl. govemance, risk mgmt and supporting functions + Shared services / research platforms*

services « Oversee shared functions and research platforms#

1. Articles 6.4 & 8.1 of the draft Consortium Constitution as at 23 September 2009. 2. Describes generic functions implied by the Constitution without defining the organization structure under
which those functions would be housed 3. As are consistent with the Consortium purpose stated in Article 2.2 of the Constitution 4. To be determined as part of separate Shared Services
Source: 23 September 2009 Draft Consortium Constitution

% To be determined as part of separate Shared Ssmacesultancy.
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3.3 Recommended organizational structure for the Qice: Four discrete units

The Office’s successful performance of the aboviedus critical to the Consortium’s
goals. We believe the Office will operate moseefively if its functions are divided into
four key organizational units:

1. Research Strategy & PerformanceResponsible for harnessing the expertise and
input of Member Centers and other stakeholdertendevelopment of CGIAR research
priorities, the Strategic Results Framework and dMégogram Portfolio. Will also
support the Board and CEO in developing proposalfuind allocation across and within
Mega Programs, and for monitoring and reportindVimga Program performance

2. Finance and Administratiort Responsible for providing financial oversightMéga
Programs and Member Centers, performing aggregditeghcial reporting, and
improving the efficiency and effectiveness of finmh management by coordinating
activities across Member Centers. Also responsibiefinancial management of the
Consortium Office itself.

3. Communications and Stakeholder RelationsResponsible for helping the Board and
CEO locate new funding sources and attract thethéaConsortium and for raising the
profile of the CGIAR through marketing and brandibag activities. Will also
coordinate and synthesize communications efforts lauld a community of practice
across Member Centers.

4. Strategic HR & Change Management Responsible for supporting change
management throughout the transition to the news@ainm, including recruiting
Consortium Office staff, and for leading the deyeh®nt of cross-center Strategic HR
initiatives in collaboration with center leadershipd HR teams.

Note: A Shared Servicesunit will also be part of the new Consortium. Thetailed
organizational set up and activities of this fuoctiwill be detailed under a separate
consultancy. However, from a governance perspeciweerecommend that the Head of
this unit report directly to the Consortium CEO.

This division of responsibilities under the CEO:

* Is a logical separation of Consortium work accogdio the skill sets required to
perform each type of activity

» Aligns each function with the key stakeholders iwed (e.g. the Finance and
Administration unit will primarily interface withhie DDGs Finance in the centers,
while the Research Strategy and Performance utlitmvastly be involved with
DDGs Research)

* Provides the Consortium with sufficient senior ngaraent focus and expertise
in each key area of work it must perform

* Provides an appropriate span of supervision anficguft operational support for
the CEO to enable him/her to focus on relevantdestdp-level priorities

» Creates a relatively lean structure with as fewanizational layers as possible

» Facilitates efficient communication and decisionking
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We detail below each unit’s responsibilities (todagried out in each case by a proposed
unit head and eventually by staff members belowltheel). At the end of our discussion
of each unit, we have inserted a “value-add” bdxsTs intended to respond directly to
stakeholder concerns about how the Consortium ©ffan add value to the system.. We
also explain how to avoid duplication of effort Wwetn each unit and other actors within
the system.

We are cognizant of stakeholder concerns that tbes@tium Office be as lean as
possible. The design represented in this chapsarithes a “steady state” organization in
which all roles are filled, not necessarily a “ttag” organization. In this Chapter we
have included a briefSizing noté for each unit, explaining” how staffing and sigin
may vary under different scenarios. A fuller dissias of Consortium Office sizing and
costing under different scenarios is provided img@tbr 5.

An early draft of these recommendations was digzigsth the Alliance, and our current
proposals incorporate revisions based on thoseusbgms. Throughout this chapter,
“Feedback notégespond to key points of feedback we received @ntsidered. A great
deal of this feedback is already reflected in thesmmmendations. Where we disagree
with feedback received, we have laid out our cauvatguments. In other cases, we have
stated that the feedback presents valid alterrativecertain features of the proposed
design, alternatives that are worthy of considerally the Board.

(The “Design Notesat the end of this entire document provide furtdetail on our
approach to organizational design development ahe kessons learned from
organizational analogues.)

The head of each unit will report directly to th&@, as shown in the organizational
chart in Exhibit 2,

Exhibit 2: Recommended Consortium Office organiratiesign

Consortium
Board

Consortium CEO

Research Strategy & Finance & Communications & Strategic HR & Change
Performance Administration Stakeholder Relations Management

1. To be determined as part of separate Shared Services Consultancy

®In this chapter we describe the role of the “Heatleéach of the Consortium Office’s units. We use th
uniform term “Head of Unit X” to provide clarity a® the level of these roles and the scope of their
functional responsibilities. However, the ConsartiBoard and CEO may wish to alter these job tilea
later stage for the purposes of job advertisingraaduitment.
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3.4 The Research Strategy & Performance (RS&P) unit

uuuuuuuuuu
aaaaa

The Consortium Constitution articulates a set seatial responsibilities the Consortium
CEO and Board must carry out as they lead the psoftg setting the CGIAR’s strategic
priorities, Mega Program research portfolio develept and Mega Program
performance management. Given the scope of the €K@, he or she will need strong,
dedicated support from the Consortium Office tacaut these activities. We therefore
recommend the creation of a Research Strategy &esince unit to support the CEO
and Board in:

1. Strategy setting, portfolio development and uese allocation
2. Mega Program portfolio performance management
3. Donor interface and reporting

4. Fostering efficiencies, best practices and Canso-wide policy discussion

In the following subsections, we describe the raspmlities of the Head of RS&P and
the roles of proposed officers supporting the Head.

Responsibilities of the Head of RS&P
1. Strategy setting, portfolio development and resoce allocation.
In this area, the Head of RS&P would be responsdrlsupporting the CEO in:

» Overseeing the process for defining CGIAR strategiobjectivesand linking
them with measurable indicators of impact (throutfe Strategic Results
Framework). This strategy development process avoog performed in
partnership with centers to mobilize CG expertisd @ould also seek the input
of a broad range of stakeholders.

* Reviewing and endorsing a coherent portfolio of Meg Programs, based on
inputs from Member Centers, to meet the CGIAR’seotiyes as they develop
and evolve over time.

» Recommending the allocation of fundsacross and within the Mega Program
portfolio, again based on inputs submitted by MBgagram participants.

The Head of RS&P would manage a robust strategypantfblio allocation process, and
help to shape a coherent and balanced agenda ad Mexgrams in collaboration with
centers and other stakeholders. Harnessing thatesgpand involvement of centers, he
or she would help to identify strategic prioritiies the CGIAR, design and manage the
Mega Program portfolio selection process, develofdimvestment plan” proposing the
allocation of resources to maximize synergies actbhe Mega Program portfolio, and
nominate Lead Centers. On an ongoing basis, thd tWeald help the CEO to review the
portfolio of Mega Programs to identify gaps andeasghe portfolio’s overall impact, and
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periodically review the general alignment of MemBanters’ activities with the system
strategy and the SRF.

A high level ofengagement and dialoglsetween the Consortium and the centers in the
strategy setting, portfolio development and resewkocation process will be a critical
element of the new system. Given the CEO’s extensesponsibilities, the Head of
RS&P would serve as the regular point of contathwcience leadership in the centers
to ensure this engagement is active and robustloltus of science expertise, however,
would remain with Member Centers, with the HeadR&&P playing a collegial role in
facilitating and coordinating this expertise thrbugpntinuous dialogue with the centers.

The organizational analogues we have studied itwlidaat it is common for
organizations that, like the CGIAR, manage a |lange varied body of research work, to
centralize the responsibility for setting overasearch priorities and strategy. Similarly,
it is common for such organizations to have resesirdedicated to ensuring that the
portfolio of projects they manage and coordinate delivering expected results and
impact, as input to fund allocation decisions.

In a corporate setting, the head of strategy tylyigaartners with R&D and operations
leadership through some regular process of interacfremaining networked with
business units in a continuous manner, as wekehbtating more formal strategy review
and investment planning meetings). We would enmidize Office’s Head of RS&P
leading a similarly regular process in developihg SRF and Mega Program portfolio.
While it is imperative that this individual lead abjective and balanced process for
engaging with centers and gaining input, the Heaaols is not simply about consensus
building. Rather, he or she would need to be thepértial arbiter” in recommending to
the Consortium CEO and Board (and in turn the Fumddt trade-offs to make when
allocating resources across the CGIAR’s reseaottigho, based on a view of how the
CG system as a whole can have the greatest devetdpmpact.

Feedback noteln our consultations with Alliance Members, thevas a great deal of
emphasis placed on the need for the Consortium espect Member Center
“subsidiarity,” and to mobilize center expertise gt of the process for strategy and
Mega Program portfolio development. Some suggesii DDG-Research should
explicitly dedicate time to this work, for examplby convening regular forums for
strategy development and priority setting, Thidonsis consistent with our view of the
Head of RS&P’s role in leading an inclusive andlegibl approach to working with

® Member Centers may choose to continue receivirggdsil funding from donors outside of the CGIAR
fund. As part of its mandate to ensure that thael t8GIAR research portfolio (including both Funddan
bilaterally-funded projects) is consistent with ®RF, the Consortium will need to periodically mwithe

full set of research activities undertaken by alrivber Centers. This work would be undertaken by the
Head of RS&P. We do not envision this to be a majoneavy-touch role for the Consortium, whose core
focus will remain on the Mega Programs, rather tbanbilaterally funded programs. The process for
reviewing bilaterally-funded projects may involve more than a periodic review of Member Centers’
strategic plans in order to assess fit with the S&ilarly, the Consortium’s annual reporting he tFund

on system performance vis-a-vis the CGIAR strai@gy SRF will principally involve reporting on Mega
Program performance, and performance managemebilaiérally funded projects should remain the
primary responsibility of centers, center Boardd hitateral donors.
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centers to develop the SRF and Mega Programs. Haowas noted above, the RS&P
head will make final recommendations to the Boardesource allocations.

2. Mega Program portfolio performance management

The Head of RS&P would also be responsible foonitoring the scientific
performance of Mega Programsso as to:

* Inform intelligent decisions about future resouatlecations
» Provide annual reporting to the Fund on the peréoree of Mega Programs

* Provide meaningful feedback to programs and maxdrthz development impact
of the CGIAR'’s research.

Support for the performance management of indididdaga Programs would be
provided by Mega Program Officers reporting to lttead of RS&P (described below).

Performance management will entail assessing thierpgance of each Mega Program
against its plans and, over time, forming a viewtmnperformance of the Mega Program
portfolio as a whole, measured against the objestwtlined in the SRF. The Head of
RS&P would also produce comprehensive reportingtlen performance of the full
portfolio, covering both the scientific progressMiPs (using inputs from Mega Program
Officers) and their financial health (using inpfitsm Consortium Finance). Finally, the
Head would be responsible for ensuring that Megagf@ms maintain the appropriate
focus on development impact - for example, by ereging them to engage in robust
impact assessment activities, and by leading peeriedaluations of overall portfolio
outcomes and impacts (e.g., through external asseds).

Although the details are still being finalized Inetworkstream focusing on fund design,
our understanding is that there will be three fagdwindows for contributing to the
CGIAR fund

 Category 1: Unrestricted funding to the CGIAR peog portfolio, to be
allocated to Mega Programs or Centers

» Category 2: Mega Program funding, to be allocabesbecific Mega Programs

» Category 3: Institutional funding, to be allocatedspecific centers for activities
under the Strategic Results Framework

While the fund allocation and performance managémesponsibilities of the
Consortium CEO, Board and Office will focus prinhaon Mega Programs, a question
arises as to their responsibility for center-specifctivities funded through the
Institutional window (Category 3 above), and pawht through the Unrestricted
Funding window (Category 1). It is as yet uncleawhmuch of total funding will flow
directly to centers through these windows, andetioee what role the Consortium Board,
CEO and Office will need to play in allocating amenitoring these funds. In our view,
this center-specific funding is likely to operate a very similar manner to current
“unrestricted” funding, and monitoring and evaloatof the use of these funds should be
commensurate with their unrestricted nature. Afistiee Consortium Office RS&P unit
should, at most, perform a very light role in monitg this activity (potentially no more
than a simple review of centers’ annual reportgpas of the overall assessment of

42



centers’ alignment with the SRE The Consortium Board and CEO should revisit the
topic of center-specific funding once Mega Progrdmse been articulated in greater
detail and there is greater clarity as to the arhotifunding through each window.

3. Donor interface

In support of the CEO, the RS&P Head would serva esntral point of contact for
reporting to the Fund and donorson Mega Program and overall system performance.
There are two important aspects of this role.

First, the Head of RS&P can take the lead, on befidlega Programs and centers, in
promoting the development of standardized repordagss programs. This in turn has
the potential to drive significant efficiencies fmnter scientists.

Second, feedback from Alliance members has reiatbthe importance of maintaining a
strong relationship of trust between the Consortiand the Fund/donors. Through
ongoing dialogue and interaction with the Fund awhors, the Head of RS&P, in

support of the CEO and Board, can help provide domath a deeper understanding of
the relevance and value of the CGIAR’s portfolio wbrk and the time horizons

necessary for impact. By acting as an “envoy” for tollective strength of the CGIAR

centers and their work, the Head of RS&P can supherCEO and Board in building the
overall profile of the CGIAR and a platform for engaging larger amounts of reliable,
long term funding.

4. Fostering efficiency, best practices, and Congiwm-wide policy discussion

The RS&P Head would be responsible for facilitati@@nsortium-wide debate on
crosscutting issues and policies. An example ofsuah issue is the CGIAR’s approach
to intellectual property in the development of megional public goods. A number of
Director Generals have highlighted this as an ameahich the system would benefit
from some coordination and thought leadership teeldg more uniform policies. A
suggestion was made during our consultations with Alliance that the Consortium
Office employ a full-time legal counsel for thisrpose. In our view, this is not necessary,
but it would be beneficial for the Head of RS&P doordinate the necessary legal
expertise (from within centers, by third parties,fream Consortium shared services) to
develop CG-wide policies.

In other areas, there may be opportunities for Goasortium Office to facilitate the
sharing of best practices across centers and pnsgi@.g., with respect to impact
assessment and other M&E best practices and mddges, information systems, and
research platforms).

RS&P Staff Supporting the Head

The responsibilities we have described for the HEdRS&P encompass a wide range of
activities; some involve close contact with indivad centers and other system actors,

" On the other hand, the Consortium’s fiduciary datser all money — including institutional money-
flowing through the Fund does necessitate thdait pome role in oversight of center financial tiealSee
the discussion in subsection 3.2 on the role ofsGdium Finance and Administrative Officer.)
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while some require a more system-wide perspeciliveprovide operational support to
this unit, we recommend creating two distinct typésoles to support the Head:

A. Mega Program Officers (MPOs)would serve as therimary science performance
managers of Mega Programswith specific responsibilities that include theldoling:

* Rigor-testing Mega Program proposals and stratagit operational plans and
providing feedback to Mega Program participants

» Defining Mega Program objectives and performanceiosetied to the SRF

* Maintaining an ongoing dialogue with Mega Prograattipipants to provide a
sounding board and share best practices acrossapnsg

» Developing and monitoring performance agreements egnters

» Setting such common policies and standards for M&ggram execution as are
needed to ensure MP effectiveness

* Monitoring Mega Program performance through botbrimal and external means
(e.g. commissioning external evaluations)

* Providing input to the Head of RS&P for the purmoeéreporting to the Fund on
Mega Program performance and informing future pédfresource allocation
decisions.

MPOs would not be responsible for day-to-day prograanagement of Mega Programs;
that will be the role of Lead Centers. Rather, theyld be charged with maintaining an
“arms-length” perspective on Mega Program perforceathrough regular monitoring of

progress against planned milestones, and evalugitengnpact of Mega Programs using
relevant, program-specific metrics. (See Chapteiorda discussion of performance
metrics in the new system.)

The MPO role, as contemplated here, is similar hat tof a Program Officer in a
philanthropic foundation or donor organization ti{ake the Consortium Office) is
responsible for managing a portfolio of projects.filfill this role, MPOs would need to
engage with Mega Program participants regularly dasgely enough to understand what
is truly driving the performance of individual peats or partners within the program,
make meaningful recommendations on fund allocatiand provide value-added
feedback to Mega Programs on their strategies #amkplt will be critical that MPOs
establish themselves as “honest brokers” and esttatglationships of trust with Mega
Program participants, a dynamic that independemtuators found to be lacking in
interactions between centers and CG system-levimpgance managers today.

The degree of involvement that MPOs would need eédogpm these duties will vary

depending on the situation and context. For exanmpdge monitoring may be warranted
if a project seems to raise issues that could jelipa overall Mega Program delivery or
impact, is of a sufficient size to justify specadention, or has reached a significant stage
of development or milestone. MPOs would need teelsome degree of autonomy to
define, in consultation with individual Mega Progrs the appropriate model and level
of engagement with different parts of the Progr&towever, at a minimum we would

envision that Mega Program Officers would be ineolvn the annual or semi-annual
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strategy setting, workplanning and performance esgvimeetings, spend time on the
ground, and maintain an ongoing dialogue with L&mhters and key Mega Program
participants throughout the year.

Through their role in assessing the performanc#ef§a Programs, MPOs would also
play a critical part in providing input to portfoliallocation decisions. By providing an

objective perspective on program progress and mglfp contextualize what is driving

that progress, they would play a critical translatiunction between Mega Programs and
the Fund and donors. This would benefit Mega Progparticipants by adding depth to

the Fund/donors’ understanding of the timeline gathways to development impact.

Given that cutting-edge research is inherentlyrekd some lines of inquiry will not pan

out, MPOs can help donors to meaningfully informeistments in agricultural research
for development by distinguishing “well-executeduee” from poor execution.

Finally, through engagement across Mega Progran®)3$Awill be in a position to serve
as a sounding board for Mega Program strategicnpignand to promote active cross-
fertilization of ideas and sharing of best pradieeross Mega Programs.

Sizing noteln order to maximize synergies across Mega Progrand avoid the risk of
MP Officers becoming “siloed” in their thinking, weould recommend deploying one
MP Officer for every two Mega Programs (or ~ one Kfficer to every $60-100M in
funding). This is relatively lean in comparison dimilar programs at foundations we
studied. This ratio will force MPOs into a healtleyel of engagement: They will have a
sufficient degree of distance from the everydayratpen of programs to avoid “micro-
management”, yet maintain a level of engagement WIP participants necessary to
understand and assess the drivers of MP performamt@roviding meaningful feedback.
(See Chapter 5 for a detailed discussion of siEsges.)

Feedback noteln our consultations with Alliance Members, atealative model for

performance management of Mega Programs was proposehich, rather than having
a dedicated Mega Program Officer role in the Cansor Office, monitoring and

evaluation of Mega Programs would be performedgguadly by external evaluations/
peer reviews commissioned by centers. The reasomagythat, while the Consortium
Office can add value by guiding synergies acrosga/ferograms, its role in monitoring
and evaluation would be “too controlling.”

We believe that having resources in the Consori@ifice dedicated to managing the
performance of individual Mega Programs is critifgdhe Consortium Board and CEO
are to fulfill their performance management respaliges under the Constitution. We
support the notion of supplementing any internafggenance management process with
external reviews on a periodic basis, but are opghds relying solely on those external
reviews to monitor and assess performance. Havorgg@tium Mega Program Officers
continuously focus on the progress and impact ef@iG’s research is necessary if the
Board and CEO are to achieve the level of undedstg necessary to develop well-
informed views on the allocation of funds. Achiayitinis understanding requires regular
tracking of performance against milestones and imiggdialogue about the drivers of
performance, driven by the Consortium Office, whialil have an “arms length”
relationship with the Mega Programs. In additioe believe that the Mega Program
Officer model will promote longer-term research anpfor the CGIAR, since having
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continuous system-wide performance management ganaents in place will drive a
more sustained focus on learning, adaptation aswtse

In addition, we would not advocate a model in whestternal evaluations/ peer reviews
are commissioned by Member Centers, which would rm#@at, de facto, final
responsibility for Mega Program performance assessmvould reside at the center level.
In our view, this would not provide the degree @frfprmance accountability that is
envisioned for the new CGIAR system. Such a moffer® considerably less oversight
and accountability than many CG and non-CG donegsiire today when providing
funding to centers.

B. Portfolio Development and Evaluation Manager A second role eventually
supporting the head would be a Portfolio Developnard Evaluation Manager who
would be responsible faanalytical and process support for Consortium rese&h
strategy development and priority setting including

* Mobilizing expert input (both CG and external) bdarm research priorities
* Managing the MP selection process
* Synthesizing inputs from MPOs and finance into régpg to the Fund

Sizing notelt is unlikely that the Head of RS&P will needdatibnal support in these
areas until the Fund and Mega Programs reach iaatmhass. As such, we would not
envision the role of Portfolio Development and Enaion Manager being filled until the
Fund reaches at least a “medium” fund size scen@®»0M in the fund, 7 Mega
Programs). See Chapter 5 for further details ons@dium Office sizing and costing.

Relationship Between the RS&P Unit and Other Systetors

In the new system, the Consortium RS&P unit wouktdme the principal body
responsible for strategy development and Mega BRmogperformance management,
substantially replacing the current functions @& Science Council and Science Council
Secretariat, as well as the CG Secretariat.

The roles and responsibilities of other CGIAR eésgitshouldcomplement, rather than
duplicate, the role of the RS&P unit in performance manag#mecognizing that the
Office has primary responsibility for performancamagement of Mega Programs on
behalf of the entire CGIAR system. In particular:

The Fund Council can complement and support thswactivities by:

» Taking primary responsibility for evaluation of ss-wide bodies through the
commissioning of external reviews of the Consortitiund Office and ISPC.

* Commissioning, jointly with the Consortium Boarcternal evaluations of the
Mega Programs.

* Working with the Consortium to establish commonndtads for scientific
reporting on Mega Programs in order to reduce thexadl reporting burden on
Member Centers.

 Encouraging donors to adopt common standards fportieg and avoid
duplicative evaluation of Mega Programs and/or e&exnt
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* Fulfilling its funding commitments to Mega Programasd centers, including
disbursement of funds in a timely manner.

The ISPC can complement the unit’s activities by:

« Per the TMT’s recommendatidhsestricting its role in monitoring and evaluation
to ex-ante development of impact assessment metigide

The independent evaluation arrangement can compleime unit’s activities by:

* Working with both the Fund Council and Consortiuiffié2 to agree on the scope
and objectives of any independent evaluations ofjaMBrograms, in order to
avoid overlaps with the work of the Consortium ©¢fi

Mega Program Lead Centers can complement the @aitigities by:

* Undertaking day-to-day program management of Megagr@ms, including
project level monitoring and evaluation of Megadteom projects.

* Working closely with MPOs in the development of Mdgrogram proposals and
plans.

* Providing timely and accurate reporting to the MR@s engaging on a regular
basis with the Consortium Office on progress.

 Ensuring that Mega Programs have quality governaacd financial and
operational management practices in place.

Individual Member Centers can complement the ulitBvities by:

* Engaging with the Consortium CEO and the RS&P teaman ongoing basis and
providing expertise to inform the development of ®RF and strategy, and the
portfolio of Mega Programs.

Consortium Research Strategy & Performance Unit: Tle Value-Add

* Managing a robust strategy process that maintdi@sshgagement and input |of
Member Centers and other stakeholders in the psamfedeveloping the CGIAR
strategy, SRF and Mega Program portfolio.

A

—

» Helping to shape a coherent and balanced agendi®legfa Programs tha
enhances synergies across the system and minidupdéisation.

* Focusing on opportunities to grow and fill gaps the portfolio of Mega
Programs.

* Maintaining a system-wide focus on development ichpa

» Assessing the performance of Mega Programs tormfature resource allocatign
decisions.

8 TMT recommendations in ‘Comments on the Report hef tindependent Task Group (ITG) on the
Establishment of the ISPC’
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* Providing a single source of interface with the ¢fand donors.

* Facilitating the development and use of standaddizporting formats in order to
minimize Member Centers’ reporting burden.

* Acting as a “thought partner” to Mega Programs.

» Serving as an “envoy” to donors regarding the perémnce and funding needs |of
Mega Programs.

» Establishing long-term, stable funding for the fmi® of Mega Programs.

3.5 The Finance and Administration (F&A) unit

nnnnnnnn

The Consortium Constitution defines responsibditier the Consortium CEO and Board
in financial management of Mega Programs, includidgciary responsibility for the
money flowing through the funds to Mega Progranms @nters, as well as management
of the operating budget for the Consortium Officel 8oard.

We recommend a Finance & Administration unit tosup the Board in the following
key areas of activity:

Financial monitoring of Mega Programs

Financial monitoring of Member Centers

Financial reporting to the Fund, Member Cenderd external bodies
Fostering financial management efficiency anst peactices

a bk~ wDdh ke

Other financial management activities, includindeveloping an annual
Consortium Office budget for Board approval; adsi@iing fund disbursements
to Mega Program participants; treasury managemiefinals held on behalf of
the Fund; management or procurement of services to suppertday-to-day

operations of the Consortium Office

To carry out these responsibilities we recommeeddbnsortium have a Chief Financial
and Administrative Officer (CFAQ), reporting to tl&O.

® The Consortium Office’s role in the administratioh fund disbursement and treasury management of
funds held on behalf of the Fund would depend sargrements for the transfer of funds, the detdils o
which are yet to be determined.
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Responsibilities of the Consortium CFAO.
1. Financial monitoring of Mega Programs.
The CFAO would be responsible for:
* Reviewing and analyzing the financial health of lMé&yograms,

* Monitoring financial compliance with Consortium-Fuand Consortium-Center
performance agreements

* Flagging financial risks presented by Mega Prograam&l recommending
mitigating or corrective actions to the CEO and i8loa

The CFAO and his/her team would have a resportsikidi interact with Mega Program
Officers (and, where relevant, directly with Megaogtam Lead Centers and
participants) to set common reporting standardsjeve Mega Program financial
performance, coordinate fund disbursement and tepack to the Fund on Mega
Program financial health. In the Consortium “stgt-phase, the CFAO would need to
perform significant work to establish, in partnepstwith centers, the appropriate
standards and guidelines for reporting on Mega frarodinancial matter’

2. Financial monitoring of centers.
This responsibility involves:

* Reviewing and forming a point of view on the finemdealth of centers, and of
the Consortium as a whole

* Monitoring financial and reputational risks thatlividual centers may pose to the
CGIAR, and informing the CEO and Board of thesksis

The Consortium has a fiduciary responsibility fdrfands that flow through it. Just as
many donors who fund centers bilaterally today haveesponsibility to monitor the
financial, management and governance health ofvidwial centers on behalf of their
stakeholders, so too will the Consortium have g@assibility to monitor the health of
Member Centers on behalf of donors to the Funé $mmilar vein, the Consortium will
need to form an independent view of the effectigsnef the CGIAR’s financial
management and risk assessment mechanisms so iflagapotential financial and
reputational risks to the system as a whole.

The Consortium Design Reference Group has provi2le@ with input on the sorts of
information the Consortium Office would need toleol in order to monitor center
financial health. The Group has recommended thatQbnsortium Office review both
leading indicators (such as center budgets) amgiiggndicators (such as independently
audited financial accounts) on an annual or biahbasis for this purpose. (This would

°The Consortium Design Reference Group has higlaihseveral key questions that need to be resolved
in this regard; for example, determining what theditable” entity of a Mega Program would be (ite2
Lead Center versus individual Mega Program paditip). Similarly, if the Mega Program is not an
independent legal entity, it is not clear at thignp exactly what its financial reporting requiremte should

be. The F&A Unit will likely need to seek adviceofn appropriate financial experts in order to resolv
some of these questions.

49



be consistent with the process of system-levelnired review that is today led by the
CG Secretariat). We believe this is an approprégiproach that minimizes reporting
burden on centers by not creating parallel M&E agplorting outside of what already
exists in centers, yet provides a relevant sehjpdiis to enable the Consortium Office to
monitor center financial health. With regard to leasion of center management and
governance arrangements, we believe there is éncorg role for some form of periodic

external management reviews, such as are currenfjace through the center EPMR
process.

3. Financial reporting to the Fund, Member Centersand external regulatory bodies.

The CFAO would be responsible for preparing anriimancial reports with respect to
the Mega Programs, the Consortium Office, and atsan aggregated CG-wide basis.

4. Fostering financial management efficiency/bestrpctices.

Based on input from Member Centers and the Shaszdic®s unit, the CFAO will
develop recommendations to the CEO and Board f@romng the efficiency and
effectiveness of CGIAR financial management throGgimsortium-wide initiatives, e.g.,
development of financial guidelines, common stadslaand shared systems.

5. Other CFAO functions.

* Managing Consortium Office finances, including aainfinancial planning and
budgeting

* Managing disbursements to Mega Program participants

» Treasury management of funds held by the Consor@ifite on behalf of the
Fund (this will depend on final arrangements wit Fund on disbursement)

* Managing or procuring services to support the aaglety operation of the
Consortium Office (i.e. finance operations, IT/MEervices, HR operations,
facilities management). It is also possible, howetleat this function may sit in
Shared Services, in which case the CFAO would Bpomsible for assessing
whether the services are meeting the Office’s needs

F&A Staff Supporting the CFAO

To support the Chief Financial and Administrativéfi€gr in fulfilling his/her function,
we recommend the following roles:

A. The role ofFinance Officer would support the CFAO in monitoring the financial
aspects of performance contracts and agreememdinge the analytical and
process support necessary for monitoring the fimhiealth of Mega Programs
and centers, and preparing financial reportingh® Fund, Member Centers and
external regulatory bodies.

B. The role ofConsortium Office Finance Managerwould be responsible for
managing and preparing Consortium Office budgets fmancial plans, and
managing the interaction between the Consortium R&Am and Consortium
Shared Services (e.g., development and monitoffisgrwice level agreements).
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C. The role ofContracts Administrator would be responsible for providing process
support for contract development, execution anditaong.

D. The additional roles ofund Disbursement and Treasury Support(e.g.,
investment policy, currency hedging) may also beded, depending on final
agreement with the Fund on the process for tramsfefunds to the Consortium
Office and making disbursements to Mega Progrartiggaants/ centers. We are
assuming that, if necessary, these activities @amdrformed either by Shared
Services or by a third party provider, rather thaough the creation of dedicated
roles within the Consortium Office.

Sizing note:

In a starting fund size scenario, it is possiblattthe role of financial officer and
consortium office finance manager may be equivatena single full time employee
(FTE).

The level of support required for contract admnaison will depend on the final
contracting arrangements between the Fund, CoosartMember Centers and non-
Member participants in Mega Program research. eEitfie Consortium will 1) negotiate
and sign contracts directly with Lead Centers amttividual Mega Program participants,
or 2) negotiate contracts with the Lead Centerschviwill then act general contractors
responsible for negotiating sub grants with othemtips. In the former arrangement, the
Consortium Office would need to provide signifidgnimore contract administration
support than in the latter. For now we have assuimaicthe second model will be chosen,
and therefore a relatively small number of resosireell be required for contract
administration (1 FTEs in the small and medium feime scenarios, and 2 FTE in the
large). (See Chapter 5 for further details on Canso Office sizing and costing).

Some roles/activities within the F&A unit may be@butsourced or conducted as part of
Shared Services (i.e. HR, finance, IT and facgiteupport, fund disbursement and

treasury services). For these reasons, we havaciotled any personnel costs associated
with these roles, but have estimated the cost tfoamcing in the non-personnel costs of

the Consortium Office. If at a later stage it idesimined that the Shared Services unit
cannot provide these services, it may be necedsaayld some staff resources to the

Consortium Office to perform them.

Feedback noteln our Alliance consultations, emphasis was plage the importance of
linking the Consortium Finance activities with tkosf Shared Services, particularly if
the Consortium Finance team’s reporting will dramvdata housed and managed within
the Shared Services function. We are in full agesgmwvith the principle of integrating
systems and processes between the Consortium’sdértaam (and for that matter, all
Consortium Office units) with Shared Services whémes increases efficiency and
effectiveness on both sides. However, based orexpgrience with other organizations,
the sort of staff and work done by the shared sesviarea is likely to be highly
operational/ transactional, entailing a differekiilsset than the activities done in the
policy setting arena. As such, there is a logichaving different people perform these
activities while leveraging the same data and syste
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Relationship Between the F&A Unit and Other Sysietors

In the new system, the Consortium F&A unit wouldcdrme the principal body
responsible for monitoring the financial healthM#ga Programs and the CGIAR system
as a whole.

The roles and responsibilities of other CGIAR ésgitshouldcomplement, rather than
duplicate, the role of the Consortium F&A Unit. In particula

The Fund Council can complement and support thésuactivities by:

* Working with the Consortium to establish commomdeads for Mega Program
financial reporting in order to reduce the overalporting burden on Member
Centers.

» Encouraging donors also to adopt common standardBnfancial reporting and
avoid duplicative evaluation of Mega Programs andémters.

* Fulfilling its funding commitments to Mega Programasd centers, including
disbursing of funds in a timely manner.

Mega Program Lead Centers can complement the @awitigities by:

* Providing timely and accurate reporting to the MR@s engaging on a regular
basis with the Consortium Office on progress.

 Ensuring that Mega Programs have quality governaacd financial and
operational management practices in place.

Individual Member Centers can complement the CdnsorOffice’s activities by:

* Engaging with the Consortium CEO and the RS&P teanan ongoing basis to
develop common financial policies and guidelinesl ahare best practices in
financial management

The Consortium Shared Services unit can complethentnit’s activities by:

* Ensuring harmonization between the financial mamegge requirements of the
Consortium Office (Mega Program financial reportirmggregated CG-wide
financial reporting, etc.) and the data, processed systems developed and
managed by the Shared Services unit in suppoheskt requirements.

* Providing operational services to the Consortiurhd®ffor scale-driven activities
such as HR and finance operations, IT and faalitseipport services, fund
disbursement and treasury services.

Consortium Finance & Administration Unit: The Value-Add

* Monitoring the financial health of Mega Programsd adember Centers and
flagging risks to all stakeholders in the systencjuding donors and the centers
themselves.

* Facilitating the sharing of best practices and daagization of guidelines and
policies to enhance the efficiency and effectivenaesf center financial
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management.

» Highlighting financial requirements of centers e {CEO, Board and donors, e.g.
the need for investments in infrastructure.

* Providing a single point of financial reporting anterface with the Fund.

* Managing the day-to-day financial operations andiget of the Consortium
Office.

* Procuring services as needed to support the CamsorOffice’s day-to-day
operations.

3.6 The Communications and Stakeholder Relations &SR) unit

aaaaaaaaaa
aaaaa

The Consortium Constitution articulates respongiéd for the Consortium CEO and
Board in raising the profile of the Consortium agticultural research for development,
and in supporting the Fund Council in fundraisingd adonor relations. Fundraising
should include encouraging further funding fromreat donors, identifying completely
new sources of funding and cultivating relationshipith new types of donors. In
addition, the Board itself will require support its interactions with the CEO and
Consortium Office, as well as with Member Centerd ather key stakeholders.

To provide appropriate focus and expertise to thasvities, we recommend a
Communications and Stakeholder Relations unit withe Consortium Office, which, in
addition, would lend support to the Consortium Boarhe responsibilities of this unit
would include:

1. Fundraising and donor relations, in supporheffund Council

2. Raising the profile of the CGIAR and agriculiurasearch for development, and
conducting branding and marketing activities toaattdonor investment

3. Monitoring and responding to shifts in the emgrenvironment

. Coordinating and supporting a community of pcactamong communications
and donor relations professionals across CG Mef@baters

5. Performing the role of Board Secretary

Responsibilities of the Head of C&SR

Leading this unit, the Head of Communications anaké&holder Relations would be
responsible for:

1. Fundraising and donor relations. While the Fund Council will take the lead in
fundraising, the Consortium CEO and Board will pky active supporting role. The
Head of C&SR would support the CEO and Board irettgMng and executing a strategy
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for attracting new funds to the CGIAR, includingilding intelligence on donors’
preferences, priorities and policies, and identidyikey individuals within donor
organizations with whom there are opportunitiebudd relationships.

2. Coordinated branding and marketing of the CGIAR and the Mega Programs to
attract donor investment. It may take time for donors and other stakeholt®isecome
familiar with the new CG system, its various comgats (e.g., the Consortium, centers
and Mega Programs), and the advantages of the treatuise. There is therefore a
greater need than ever for a strategic view of Cfanding, marketing and
communications so that each of these elementsibotgs to a consistent understanding
of the work of the CGIAR. Members of the CGIAR’s r&@nt communications
community, in a recent discussion paperdescribed a lack of strategic vision for
communications across the CGIAR to date, and cdibedthe Consortium Office to
coordinate an umbrella strategy to avoid incons@es in communications and create
incentives for collective action, “rewarding staftho engage in multi-center
initiatives...and share communications resources.”

3. Monitoring and responding to the external envirmment. The Head of C&SR can
provide a coordination point for sharing informatwvith the centers and alerting them to
emerging developments that may require a collectgponse (such as shifts in policy or
donor priorities), as well as monitoring stakeholgerceptions of the CGIAR. This
would enable centers, and the Consortium as a wholeespond in a timely and
coordinated way to major external events as thisgar

4. Coordination and support for a community of pradice. Center Communications
directors have expressed a strong desire for thes@bum Office to play a leadership
role in coordinating CG-wide communications andiliating a strong community of
practice among center Communications teams. Thew ld@scribed the difficulty of
working in relative isolation, given their geogragdi dispersion. While some informal
networking now occurs, centralized leadership avatdination are needed to establish a
robust professional network that will allow far4figi personnel to share best practices and
build skills. The Head of C&SR would provide a fogmint for this network, raising
awareness among senior stakeholders of the impeartahcross-center initiatives, and
helping to coordinate them.

Certain potential cross-center opportunities hdveady been identified. Some involve

strengthening practices that are in place todagh s pooled procurement of PR and
media services for cost efficiency. Others contditoiew opportunities, such as shared
investor intelligence and pooled procurement ofligabons databases. Center directors
also spoke about potential new activities suchaawening working groups to focus on

sharing best practices in key areas like advoaatyine branding and marketing.

5. Consortium Board Secretary/support.The Head of C&SR would also perform the
role of Secretary to the Consortium Board, attegpdits meetings and performing
recording and record-keeping functions at its regue

11 communications for Success in the New CGIAR: s&uBision Paper
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C&SR Staff Supporting the Head

The Head of C&SR would be supported by one or mGm@mmunications and
Stakeholder Relations assistants, who would beoresple for helping to implement
Consortium strategies for communications, marketing stakeholder relations. These
duties would include:

» Maintaining a database of donor intelligence (caistafunding preferences, etc.)

* Managing production of Consortium external and rim communications
materials

* Monitoring of external media and publications anchely dissemination of
relevant information to the CEO, Board and ConsantOffice

» Coordination of forums to support regular interactibetween Consortium and
center communications and stakeholder relationsagexs.

Feedback noteWe have had very strong feedback regarding thgortance of the
Consortium CEO and Board’s role in attracting namding for the CGIAR. Many
Alliance members see the expansion of financiabueses over time as one of the key
benefits of the formation of the Consortium, andadree with the idea that the
Consortium CEO and Board should play a “supportie reo the Fund Council in
fundraising. They express a lack of confidencehe track record of the current CG
system functions in expanding the CG donor basermkyraditional donors, and the
concern that in the future, the Fund Council islijkto dedicate its resources to managing
relations with existing fund donors rather thanfdetering new relationships. Alliance
member feedback has therefore been supportivenallaresourced communications and
fundraising unit to support the CEO and Board traating new sources of funding, and
we have designed the CS&R unit with this in mind

We have also heard the view that, in the pastCBEAR has not done as good a job as it
could have in collectively addressing global isssash as food security and climate
change (“we’ve missed the boat on too many debatédliance members consider it
important that the Consortium Office have a functibat effectively coordinates and
mobilizes the expertise of centers so the CGIAR m@pond in a timely and relevant
way to shifts in the external environment. We arstrong agreement with this feedback,
and therefore are proposing that the Head of C&®Rrdsponsible for monitoring
external affairs and mobilizing CGIAR expertise respond to shifts in the external
environment.

Alliance members are also keen that the Consoridifice C&SR unit (like other

Consortium Office functions) should complement,heat than duplicate, the work
performed by the centers’ Communications and Stalkleh relations functions. A couple
of Alliance members suggested seconding staff foemters to the C&SR Unit rather
than hiring dedicated resources. We agree that Mer@enters will continue to need
dedicated support within centers (e.g., to addmesamunication and donor relations
needs associated with bilateral funding) and that@onsortium Office should focus on
supplementing, not supplanting, the work of centétswever, we do not agree that
seconding center staff to the Consortium to perftina coordination role would be an
effective model. Our conversations with center Camivations and donor relations
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representatives indicate that these professiomalaleeady stretched thin in their center-
related roles and would like the Consortium Officgrovide dedicated coordination and
leadership to expand and reinforce the CGIAR’s ciipan these areas. In our view, this
requires continuous and dedicated focus by a se@mdoridual in the Consortium Office;
these needs could not be met by a temporary secrtdnodel.

Finally, the role of Board Secretary came underesdiscussion in Alliance consultation
calls. While some agreed this function should meesidth the Head of C&SR, others
proposed that it be made part of a dedicated mmleah Executive Director or Senior
Advisor to the CEO. This individual would suppdnetConsortium Board, play the role
of Acting CEO in the CEO’s absertéeand help the CEO manage the change process as
the Consortium develops (the latter being “a ailtipriority for the CEQ”), thereby
combining this new role with that of the Head ofaBbe Management and Strategic HR
(detailed below). We agree that there is some nterithis delineation of roles,
particularly if the CEO’s role develops into oneattlis heavily externally focused. In our
current design, the Board Secretary role remaitis the Head of C&SR, and the change
management role with the Head of Strategic HR ¢(8seussion below). How well this
ultimately works will depend on the capabilitiestbése individuals to take on additional
responsibilities for supporting the Board and thargge management process.

Sizing note We believe the vision for Communications and Skeder Relations
articulated above is consistent with the feedbacek ave received from Alliance
Members. Currently this unit is anticipated to rwlean (Head of C&SR plus 1-2
support FTEs, depending on Fund size scenarioy d$sumes that the Consortium CEO
and Board will play an important but ultimately papting role to the Fund Council in
fundraising. There is scope for the CEO and Boarglay a much larger role in the
future — particularly in forging relationships witfew donors and partners — and if that
were to occur, we would advocate adding more ressuio this unit accordingly.

Relationship Between the C&SR Unit and Other Systetiors

In the new system, the Consortium C&SR unit wikylan important role in raising the
profile of the CGIAR to attract investments in Meg@egrams and the CGIAR at large,
and as a coordinator and facilitator of cross-aectenmunications and donor relations
activities.

The roles and responsibilities of other CGIAR eésgitshouldcomplement, rather than
duplicate, the role of the C&SR unit. In particular:

The Fund Council can complement and support thésuwactivities by:

* Maintaining frequent contact with the Consortium &R unit to share relevant
information and align strategies for fund raisimg;luding strategies for actively
seeking out new sources of funding for the CGIAR hanilding new relationships
with donors outside of the Fund.

Member Centers can complement and support thesiagtivities by:

12 An alternative suggestion was made that the Hed®estarch Strategy and Performance might perform
the Acting CEO role.
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* Building regular engagement with the Consortium ®&&8nit with a view to
developing a coordinated approach to CGIAR marketitbranding and
fundraising efforts.

* Being open to engaging with the Consortium Offind ather Member Centers to
form a robust community of practice, share besttmas and engage in cross-
center initiatives.

Communications and Stakeholder Relations Unit: Thé&/alue-Add

* Helping the CEO and Board attract new funding t® @onsortium by spottin
new donor opportunities, managing donor relatigmstand through marketing
and branding of Mega Programs and the CGIAR asaewh

* Helping to coordinate and synthesize communicatieffigrts across the entire
system (including within Mega Programs and centéwsgnsure coherence pf
branding and marketing activities, thus avoidingn@loconfusion or dilution o
the overall CGIAR brand.

* Providing a point of coordination for CGIAR respesdo shifts in the external
environment in cross-cutting areas (e.g. climasnge, food crisis).

* Facilitating and supporting a community of practicemong center
communications and stakeholder relations profeafsoto share best practices
and increase the effectiveness and efficiency nfetecommunications.

3.7 The Strategic HR & Change Management (SHR& CMMnit

nnnnnnnn

Research Stralegy & Finance &
ccccccccccc Administratio

The Consortium Strategic Human Resources and Chifagemgement unit would be
responsible for:

1. Supporting the CEO in change management ardumnGIAR reform process,
including communication, staff pulse checks andpsupfor the hiring and on-
boarding of the Consortium Office team itself

2. Over time, building communities of practice asohe centers’ HR functions and
supporting initiatives to generate efficienciesotigh cross-center HR policies
and platforms

3. With the support and collaboration of center HRms, helping to coordinate
system-wide HR programs (e.g., management trainmotgtional programs,
fellowships for scientists) to strengthen the réorg brand.
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We recommend that a Head of Strategic HR & Changeragement role be created to
directly support the CEO.

Responsibilities of the Head of the SHR&CM Unit.

1. Change Management support for the Consortium Bad and CEO

In our experience, dedicated change managementtiastiare critical to the success of
any change process. There are several compowesustessful change management:

* A clear change agenda
* Visible leadership

» Tight project management of change initiativeseaclplans, rigorous tracking of
milestones (the “hard” side of change)

* Frequent communication and checking the pulse akestolders to identify and
respond to concerns through every part of the sythe (“soft” side of change)

The Consortium Board and CEO need to be the vebjigptace of change in the new
CGIAR, and through their leadership, mobilize k&akeholders in pursuit of the goals of
the new Consortium. However, in our experiencés #lso important to have dedicated
resources supporting the CEO in the change procass, a dedicated focus on
communicating with Member Centers throughout ttamsi This point has been
reinforced through some of the discussions we Heaak with centers. Feedback has
indicated support for the concept that change mamagt is a critical priority for the
CEO that deserves “"tireless focus and a focuskddedicated to keeping the change on
track." (Chapter 8 discusses strategies for mageaym transition to the new system.)

The change management aspects of the Head of SHRM&ole would be weighted
more heavily in the first 1-2 years of the Consortis establishment, and then,
depending on need, could be ramped down. Howewwmneschange management
activities (e.g., staff pulse check surveys, regulslember Center internal
communications) may transition into permanent syved communications mechanisms.

In addition to change management, in the short teere will need to be HR support for
the CEO in hiring the right talent to staff the Gortium Office and Shared Services.
This will require resources to manage the proceesasgarch and selection, as well as
integration of people into key roles.

2. Support for initiatives to generate efficienciegshrough cross-center HR policies
and platforms

The Head of SHR&CM would help centers to coordinatéiatives to increase
efficiencies through common standards and poligesss centers in areas such as
recruitment, benefits, and performance evaluatiom. our experience, individual
operating units can expend huge efforts in eacthe$e areas, so there can be major
advantages in developing common policies and plago Our discussions with center
HR representatives indicate that center-wide HRaitives are already underway (e.g.
salary benchmarking, benefits harmonization, asdrence policies), but that there is a
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role for the Consortium Office as a coordinator &cttampion” for CG-wide HR-related
initiatives among senior stakeholders.

Leading private sector companies fulfill a cros#-woordination role through their
corporate center functions. A successful and predtimodel is to have each key HR
process (e.g. recruiting, evaluation/performanceagament, training and development,
compensation) be mirrored by a representative aif ghocess in the corporate center HR
unit, who maintains and advances a “community acfice” across all divisions or
geographies. These coordinators typically develog advance joint proposals with
business units to advocate for improved practises)dards and policies. These in turn
are decided upon by the company’s leadership feithethe CEO/ board level or in
specific HR decision making bodies).

3. Strategic HR

A second role for the Head of this unit would beSimategic HR. We acknowledge the
view expressed by some Alliance members that cesteould continue to manage their
own human resources and recognize that is apptepfa many HR activities to
continue to be managed at the individual centeelleWe also recognize that in recent
years, centers have invested in improving the tuand capabilities of their HR
management teams and processes. Under the propusgel, Member Centers will
certainly retain responsibility for HR decisionspecially with respect to the hiring and
management of staff. However, the CGIAR is a regeanterprise whose core assets are
its people, and in the longer term, we believedhg@n opportunity in a select number of
areas to enhance coordination among centers, itficydar to enable more effective
recruitment, retention and management of key tdtarthe system as a whole.

In support of attracting top talent to the CGIARndaretaining existing talent),
Consortium Strategic HR - in partnership with cert#®® teams- could help coordinate
management training programs and develop new cpegks for top CG talent, including
talent development programs that take advantagheobreadth of opportunities across
centers. If the CGIAR is to significantly grow itesource base and research portfolio
over time, increasing its attractiveness to scssitwill become an ever more pressing
priority. Attracting, gaining and retaining the bealent during this ambitious growth
path can provide CGIAR with a significant compegtiadvantage, and will be a key
success factor in delivering upon its researcloxisi

Experience with our corporate clients indicateg tmass-unit programs can be designed
in a way that benefits all involved. Discussionghwienter HR directors indicate that
there is room for the Consortium Office to add ealior example, by:

» Helping to attract and retain the best talent tghothe development of talent
rotation programs.

» Coordinating CG-wide efforts to tap into fresh tal@ools under a single CG-
wide recruiting brand.

» Developing cross-center reward programs to recegio talent.

We also acknowledge “strategic HR” in the system $@far had a mixed record. To the
extent that this disappointing performance wastduelack of clear mandate, we believe
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that the new Consortium, CEO and Board, along Ve#uership from Member Centers,
will be able to remedy that problem. We believet thamodest investment here is
worthwhile, and that a gradual, staged approaatoist likely to succeed.

Feedback noteln our feedback discussions, some Alliance membgpressed the view
that rotational programs, while a good idea in tgewill not work in practice for two
key reasons. First, many centers require highlgigpeed skills, unique to those centers,
so there would be limited benefit in sourcing frarbroader CGIAR talent pool. Second,
talent rotation around the CGIAR system alreadgsailace informally, and there is no
particular need to introduce centralized coordorawf these efforts. On the other hand,
we have also heard the view expressed that thereatateast some roles within the
CGIAR that are highly interchangeable between esnteexamples given were social
scientists, those specializing in monitoring, ea#ilbn and impact assessment, and
support roles such as finance, IT and communicatiés the CGIAR grows, we believe
there will be a greater need to coordinate taleotement across the system to ensure
that the best people are retained.

We have also heard feedback that CGIAR-wide brandimd recruitment is not relevant
since most people across the system make the @edaijoin individual centers rather
than the CGIAR as a whole. While we acknowledge thia may be true today, one of
the primary goals of the new CGIAR is to increaseprofile and relevance as an entity.
If current efforts succeed in promoting the CGIAR&nd” on the global stage, this brand
should in turn be an asset that can be leveragatirext top talent from outside the CG
system into the system. Building a strong “umbfeticruiting brand could benefit all
Member Centers by enabling the CGIAR to offer aeapath in agricultural research for
development that spans the entire CG system rttherjust a single center.

Finally, Alliance members involved in the consutiat process have suggested other
roles that we believe should be included in StiatétR. First, there was support for
continuing the work of the CG Gender & Diversityfioé in developing policies to
promote and reward greater diversity across theABGEecond, we head the view that
management training courses currently organizethetsystem level should continue.
Third, there was a call for an ombudsman functiathiw the CGIAR to provide an
independent review process to deal with possildations of HR policies within centers.
Although center leadership and boards have put amsims in place to address HR-
related complaints, we believe that there is bénefihaving an independent process
available for escalating those concerns that cabeaeadily resolved at the center level.
The Consortium SHR team would be responsible ftimgeup an effective ombudsman
function within the Consortium Office.

SHR&CM Staff Supporting the Head

The Head of SHR&CM would be supported in his/heieduby the role of Strategic HR
& Change Management Project Manager, who wouldigeowperational support to the
Consortium change management effort, help to rednei Consortium Office team and
develop new HR policies and processes for the Gtonso Office, support Consortium-
wide interactions such as workshops, and facilitadbss-center strategic HR initiatives.

Feedback noteAs mentioned in the above discussion about themr@onications and
Stakeholder Relations unit (subsection 3.6), soraee hsuggested that the Change
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Management role — given its critical importancee-housed under a dedicated Executive
Director or Senior Advisor to the CEO instead. Tikigertainly a viable alternative, and
worthy of consideration. To the extent that we seommending that the Head of
SHR&CM, in the early stages of Consortium developtndocus more on change
management than on Strategic HR, we believe that rifle will allow the sort of
dedicated focus that is consistent with the spirthe feedback received. A final decision
should be made based on the skill sets availabtamadidates for the role, in particular
whether any single candidate possesses the regsiglt sets to handle both Strategic
HR and change management.

Finally, a suggestion was made to house the Stcak#lg functions described above in
the HR function within Consortium Shared Servid&d® acknowledge the need for close
interface and alignment between HR policy and sggisetting functions and shared
services to avoid duplication of system and priesit However, we do not advocate that
the work of developing cross-center strategic atifes be conducted in the Shared
Services HR function. The latter function will idve a very different set of activities
from those housed in Strategic HR and require giffemanagement and implementation
skill sets. In the typical set-up of shared servicemany organizations, the function for
HR strategy and policy setting is separate fromeékecuting, service function, which
merely implements and provides agreed-upon servioefls “customers.” From a
governance perspective, we would advocate thaH#ed of the Shared Services unit
report directly to the Consortium CEO and mainteimse interaction with the Heads of
all Consortium Office functions as a member of @€O’s “senior management team.”
In this way, the CEO will ultimately be responsilita ensuring that HR policy and
shared services implementation are aligned andnated across all functional areas, and
that the Consortium Office can support centers wmthbthe development and
implementation of policies.

Relationship Between the SHR&CM Unit and Othere3ysictors

The roles and responsibilities of other CGIAR esditshould complement, rather than
duplicate, the role of the SHR&CM unit. In partiaul

Member Centers can complement and support thesiagtivities by:

» Being open to engaging with the Consortium Offind ather Member Centers to
form a robust community of practice, share besttmas and engage in cross-
center initiatives in the area of Strategic HR.

The Consortium Shared Services unit can complethentnit’s activities by:

* Ensuring harmonization between the CGIAR-wide HRicpes and strategies
agreed upon by Member Centers and the Consortindhthee HR data, processes
and systems housed and managed within the Shareideseunit.

Strategic HR & Change Management Unit: Value-Add

* Providing dedicated support to the CEO and Boardnemaging the change
process for success at this crucial turning panttie CGIAR.
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Facilitating cross-center strategic HR initiatitesdraw top talent to the CGIA
and reward talent already on board, to the beoéfill Member Centers and tf
system as a whole.

Facilitating cross-center initiatives to drive eféincies for centers in HR polig
setting and platform development.

Providing for effective meetings and other intei@ats among Member Centet

e

y

the CEO, Board and Office on HR issues.
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Chapter 4. Performance management in the new CGIAR

4.1 Introduction

The Consortium Board, CEO and Office have a centssponsibility for the performance

management of Mega Programs in the new CGIAR. Asudised in Chapter 3, their
responsibilities will replace those now housedha turrent Science Council, Science
Council Secretariat and CG SecretdriaThey will need to fulfill these responsibilities
by leading an adaptive, flexible process, in whible Consortium Office, Member

Centers and partners routinely engage with onehanao:

» Develop and update Mega Program proposals aneégitaind operational plans

* Develop a clear, shared view of the appropriaterioggtlinked to the SRF, that
should be used to assess the performance of eagh Rtegram

* Design the appropriate systems, processes and tmmded to manage the
performance of Mega Programs, striving for greagéistiency and effectiveness
across programs, e.g., through standardizatioapmirting formats

« Distinguish “well executed failure* from poor execution
* Learn from both successes and failures
* Facilitate long-term focus on development impact

Through the Strategic Results Framework (SRF), Megayram outcomes and impact
will be linked with measurable results indicatoaed progress against these indicators
will be factored into decisions about resource catmn. As such, performance
management in the new CGIAR will be closely linkeith the process for strategy and
SRF development and the process for selectingidgfiand planning the Mega
Programs themselves.

In this Chapter, we lay out some of the key pritesghat we consider should guide the
performance management process in the new CGIARIetarmining these principles,
we are cognizant of certain defining charactesstid¢ the CGIAR’s work that will
continue to inform performance management reqergs in the future, as well as some
new complexities to account for. These charactesisind considerations are set out in
Exhibit 3.

13 Although we focus in this report on the roles aedponsibilities of the Consortium Board, CEO and
Office, there is clearly a need to consider theualaccountabilities of the Consortium, Fund, arehhber
Centers. We acknowledge that many of the changgsoped in this chapter necessitate a change in the
behavior of donor and Member Centers in order tkar@erformance management in the new CGIAR a
success.

4 The 2008 Independent Review of the CGIAR Systefinée this as “the well designed and managed
initiative that fails because the only way you &aow if a new approach is successful is to tryuit.'d
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Exhibit 3: Existing and new characteristics of C&IAvork that inform performance
management in the future

Existing characteristics of CGIAR work

New characteristics of CGIAR work

Outcomes that are frequently e
uncertain, especially in the case of
early stage research.

Long time frames to development
impact. .

The need for the significant
participation and engagement of
partners, sometimes with varying
capabilities, to realize this impact.

High levels of innovation and
change in research tools and
technologies, driving the need for
flexibility to re-direct investments
and adapt research approaches.

The diversity of CGIAR research
topics and methods.

The highly politically charged

nature of food issues, and the
critical role of policy in addressing

these issues.

Larger programs of work than

currently exist. (Mega Programs

may be on average twice the size of
current Challenge Programs.)

The potential need for greater
collaboration among centers, given
the size and scope of Mega
Programs.

The Consortium’s mandate to tie

performance reporting and impact

assessment to measurable indicators
as defined by the Strategic Results
Framework.

The implementation of standard
reporting to the Fund, rather than to
individual donors, which should
allow centers to spend less time on
donor reporting.

The need to ensure coherence of
projects within the broader
umbrella of Mega Programs.

The Consortium’s fiduciary
responsibility for funds flowing
through the CGIAR Fund.

4.2 Lessons learned from the current CGIAR performace management process

As a first step in designing the new process, we l[s@ught to identify concerns with the
current system-wide CG performance managementreyséad to elicit suggestions for
building a stronger, more effective system. Thegelts have included discussions with a
sample of DDG Research and scientists in four “sas#y” centers® the CG Secretariat,

15 befined both as those monitoring and evaluatioiviiets currently performed by the Science Council,
SC Secretariat and CG Secretariat, and performamaeting to individual donors.

18 The four centers were: ILRI, ICARDA, WorldFish atRIRIl. The Consortium Planning Team selected
these four centers to represent a cross-secti@GdAR research types, geographical location andecen

size.
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the Science Council Secretariat, and the Consorfdesign Reference Groljp Our
views have also been informed by the 2008 Indepandeview of the CGIAR System
and internal reviews of the current monitoring @wvadluation (M&E) system, including
Challenge Program reviews and a draft paper bystience Council Secretariat and CG
Secretariat entitled “Key lessons from the Scien€euncil — Research-related
indicators.” It has been encouraging to see those have designed and/or managed
some of the current performance management sygismgle objective and honest self-
appraisals of what exists currently, with a viewntgroving practices in the new system.
Finally, we have drawn on the best practice perforoe management processes of
analogous organizations, such as global agriculteésearch and product development
firms.

Those we spoke to in centers and system functiave tighlighted certain positive
aspects of the existing system, for example:

* The existence of an annual CGIAR Performance Measent System (PMS)
managed by the Science Council and CGIAR Secréthaa encouraged some
useful disciplines in centers: in particular, aagee focus on documenting and
sharing research outcomes, and increased investimegenter-level impact
assessment practices.

* Similarly, Medium Term Plan (MTP) logical framewarkave driven centers to
more rigorously define the relationships betwesdiviies, outputs, outcomes and
impacts.

» External Program and Management Reviews (EPMRsg lpmevided helpful
insights, although the quality of recommendatioas heen considered uneven, a
fact attributed to variations in the quality andearch expertise of the Panels
performing the reviews.

» The Science Council's Standing Panel on Impact #ssent has been praised for
its work in building support for centers’ developmeof more robust impact
assessment practices.

On the negative side, five key concerns have erderge

1. Onerous reporting requirements

Centers describe performance reporting as a verg-tionsuming exercise, taking up a
significant proportion of management and reseatath sme. (According to our analysis,
for example, CG-system wide performance reportindg donor relations reporting for
bilateral projects can consume up to 35% of a sexzientist’'s time).

This burden is the result of two factors:

» First, centers must contend with a multiplicity @dnor reporting requirements.
According to some teams, there may be as manydiféeBent donors requesting
reports for a single project. Reporting templatasge from restricted funding

17 A reference group selected by the Consortium Plapilieam comprising 3 DDG Research and 3 DDG
Finance.
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reports running 50+pages on a semi-annual or qlyalasis to core funding that
may require only a standard center annual repdfie shift towards restricted
funding is exacerbating the situation.

* Second, centers believe that current system-led$ Peporting employs an
unnecessarily large set of metrics.

One Deputy Director General of Research summedheghallenges faced by centers as
follows: “We would like our senior scientists toesgl more time on research, but the
complexities of other management and partner [@udor relations largely take time

from research and also eat into evening and weeskehduess the numbers don'’t

completely reflect the ‘time famine’ and extra wiodd as the system has become
increasingly complex.” This view was reinforceddiiers; one scientist commented that
“the funding environment has become more diffidalhd] donor requirements have

become a lot more taxing,” while a second reseangbmted out that onerous reporting

“takes away time from doing the thinking and pugiine research forward.”

2. Questionable relevance and quality of metriesdus

Scientists expressed concern over the use in thBAR@®erformance Measurement
System of "proxy" metrics to monitor impacts andpauss, since, as one interviewee put
it, “whether you have an impact assessment cuthag not have a bearing on whether a
center is actually having an impact.” Others quesd the wisdom of permitting centers
to define output targets and select outcomes octwta report. The use of these metrics
to inform donor funding allocations is said to deea perverse incentive for centers to
define goals that can be easily met (“outcome states can be fudged as they are just a
narrative”). Another criticism was that a “checkKlispproach to scoring does not take
into account whether and how policies are enfordd@. were also told that global
metrics, such as using publications as a measum@uipiut, are inadequate given the
heterogeneity of CGIAR research, and should be Isopmted with other output
measure$.As one scientist put it: “We need more than pwtians as an output measure
— only centers can specify what else to use.” Qiataappeared that some centers did
not find their own performance ratings credibleti(ngs “are a function of time spent
tweaking your inputs”).

3. Lack of linkages between system-level and cégxet planning, monitoring and
evaluation tools

It is clear from discussions with centers that gh@nning, monitoring and evaluation
tools employed at the system level (e.g., projeporting or center annual planning tools)
are often not linked with the tools used at theesyslevel (e.g. the PMS or MTP). As
described above, the CGIAR Performance Measure8ysiem does not provide a basis
for the systematic monitoring and evaluation ofteemutcomes or impacts. Many of our
interviewees have also found the MTP too crude ¢e as an annual planning tool
because it lacks quantitative milestones that centan meaningfully link to their

81n its draft paper entitled 'Key lessons from theiehce Council - Research Related indicators’, the
Science Council and CGIAR Secretariat identifieditinal indicators that could be used, i.e., ththss
measure capacity-building and public access to. data
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decision-making process. To be sure, in recentsys@ne centers have stepped up efforts
to incorporate MTP into their annual planning. IStih some cases centers find
themselves duplicating effort and resources by gingan two levels of planning: high-
level planning through MTPs plus their own morengdar center-research portfolio and
project planning. As with the annual CGIAR Perfono@ Measurement System, there is
a perception that MTP is flawed because there ssiffitient rigor testing of the
information provided by centers (“everyone knowsiyman write something to get it
approved”).

4. Insufficient trust in the system

The 2008 Independent Review of the CGIAR Systemdaihat centers perceive Science
Council M&E activities as being conducted for dayoand feel little ownership of the
outputs and recommendations. In particular, rewiswsere told that the “Science
Council rarely visits centers or seeks a betteretstdnding of their issues and
perspectives, which might improve what some cergerseived as the variable quality of
their advice on MTPs:® Center scientists and managers reiterated thiw. vie is
apparent that there is a lack of mutual confidearog trust between centers and system-
level performance managers (Science Council, CGeBrat); centers feel they lack
input into priority and policy setting, and thassgm-level performance managers do not
always do a good job of communicating the valuthefcenters’ work.

5. Lack of consistency across Challenge Programs

There are multiple performance management tools @odesses, with no one body
responsible for comparison and synthesis of pedioce data across the entire range of
Challenge Program work. It is difficult, therefote,compare progress and results across
different Challenge Programs.

4.3 Principles to guide the performance managemeuprocess in the new CGIAR

We recognize that the current CGIAR performanceagament system has been through
several cycles of review and improvement, and tthetwery nature of the CGIAR’s work
— diverse research portfolio, uncertain outcometerogeneous research management
structures across 15 geographically dispersed rsertenakes the design of a unified
system-wide performance management process chiateng/e also acknowledge that
the donor reporting burden imposed upon researdhetsven mainly by donors’ own
reporting mandates and organizational processesvettsr, we believe that the CG
reform process, and the design of the Consortiurfic®©fin particular, present an
opportunity to increase the value of performanceagament to all stakeholders while
decreasing the burden of reporting work in centé&ssigned and executed well,
performance management in the new CGIAR can a@teléne process of learning from
research and make programs nimbler and more eféecti

The aim of performance management in the new sy®dmbalance accountability for
the results of CGIAR research with the approprietel of oversight, and build a greater

19 The report also mentions that the Science CoumalrBcognized the need for closer contact, leading
a suggestion by its Chair that it should exploeefbssibility of relocating closer to a clusteicefters.
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level of trust and partnership between those ire@ln performance management at the
“system” and “center” levels.

It is our belief that in order to develop an adagtiflexible process, the Consortium
should lead a performance management system that:

1. Employs more relevant and informative metricst thill contribute to learning,
drive enhanced impact, and intelligently informaese allocation decisions

Standardizes reporting requirements and streasthe reporting process

Promotes greater dialogue and more value-addiedactions with and among
centers

In this subsection 4.3, we explain these principdesl the thinking behind them.
Subsection 4.4. then outlines the key tools andgs®es that will make up the new
performance management system.

Principle #1. Employ more relevant, informative nmest designed to contribute to
learning, drive enhanced impact, and intelligemtiform resource allocation decisions.

Lessons from the current CGIAR Performance MeaseneénBystem highlight the

inherent tension between performance managemeht @hathe one hand, seeks to
promote honest appraisal of research progress Her pgurposes of learning and
improvement, and, on the other hand, uses the a@tina “scores” of programs or

centers as the sole basis for resource allocatemisidns. In the past, the use of the
CGIAR Performance Measurement System for the lgp@mpose appears to have
impeded its utility for the former.

In the new system, the following changes in appgiedmuld help to resolve this tension:

Using program-specific metrics In place of global metrics to assess and comirezre
progress of centers or programs, the new approalthutiize tailor made, program-
specific metrics, derived from information collettat the project level and logically
linked with the CGIAR’s overall strategic objectsrzand results as defined in the SRF.

In looking at corporate agricultural research orgations, we have found it is common
for projects and programs to be measured agaitsstoaed set of milestones and metrics
designed to accommodate different types and phasesearch. Corporate performance
managers also provide very clear guidelines toarebeunits on the range of metrics to
be supplied. These metrics typically include boitestones that measure the progress of
scientific research and those that gauge the “@taka product by the market and the
degree of internal buy-in from the company’s comeismarketing and sales functions.

In an analogous way, performance managers in tms@bum (Mega Program Officers
and the Head of RS&P) will need to partner withteento form a view of the types of
metrics that need to be covered in Mega Progranortiag, including both “hard
science” milestones and those covering capacitigiogi and uptake.

Scientists in CG centers advocated for an operogli@ about the most appropriate
outputs and milestones for the particular kindsrefearch being undertaken in each
program (“the challenge...is defining the outputsyvelearly to enable a proper set of
milestones”). As one scientist noted, regular eegant with his donor foundation
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program officer about milestone reporting “produeebealthy exchange of ideas...and
forces a healthy debate on eventual impact.” SigildPOs can play a critical role here,
serving as “thought partners” to Mega Program gpigdnts, and advising on the
appropriate metrics to ensure that Mega Prograrastaihes are robust.

Incorporating qualitative discussion The use of “hard” metrics should be
supplemented with qualitative dialogue to parse th& main drivers of scientific
performance.

While using relevant metrics in performance meawserd is critical, it is equally
important to supplement these measures with qtieétaliscussion to determine the
underlying reasons for performance results. As sointist observed, the future
performance management system “should not just pesao exercise in performance
management. You need to understand why things n&rechieved, because there can
be valid scientific reasons for why this occurs1’the words of the Head of R&D of a
global agricultural research company, “the arhisvhat variances to allow or not allow”.
Scientists we spoke to in centers emphasized thed'no provide latitude for creative
thinking...if you define how much is spent exactlyegy month, it makes it impossible
...you need to promote innovation, not a tick-the-baxtine.”

Distinguishing “well-executed failure” from poor @sution is necessary for learning, and
for ensuring that donors’ funding decisions areugaed in a full understanding of the
difference between the two. Mega Program Officand Mega Program participants
should have a level of engagement that allowsdoh sliscussion, and enough flexibility
to “change course” from the original plan wherettiga warranted by the scientific
process. This engagement will encourage apprepriak-taking, because researchers
will feel that they have a channel for debatingf@@nance and approaches, rather than
simply being “scored” on a narrow set of indicators

This adaptive process will allow the Consortiunplay a critical “translator” role for the

system as a whole by helping to arrive at a comonmherstanding of what constitutes
“good performance,” and providing an informed vi@ivy as to why certain programs
fail and others succeed. This will be critical teoing many of the mistakes of the
current process (e.g., the disincentive to tak&sriand be forthcoming on program
performance). It will also help the CGIAR encouradenors to take a long-term
perspective on performance, fund allocation andr¢tetionship between the two, rather
than simply basing their funding decisions on ahpeaormance indicators.

Informing resource allocations “holistically.” Performance measurement should be
only one of a variety of considerations that infaesource allocation decisions.

Funding decisions should not rely merely on the maadstic application of performance
measurement outcomes, but also incorporate whiaarsed from dialogue and debate
about performance. In addition, the Consortium Gi@ Board, supported by the RS&P
team, will need to consider the context in whiclMaga Program operates, including
factors such as temporary funding needs, emergsiges in the external environment
(e.g., the food crisis), and the need for a re$eaipeline that balances start-
up/innovative projects with more mature researalrnihg again to the corporate analogy,
it should be noted that the “business case” fordifug projects typically takes into
account not only technical performance milestomes, broader considerations such as

69



availability of distribution channels, likely comjieve responses, and what skills and
capabilities the organization needs to succeed.

Principle #2: Standardize reporting requirementsliatreamline the reporting process

Although the types of performance metrics usedate tailored for each Mega Program,
there are still benefits in standardizing the farmad types of information required in
Mega Program performance reporting. Standardizatioreporting requirements could
greatly reduce reporting burdens on centers. Intiadd the Consortium Office should
define a clear set of guidelines governing repgrtiaquirements and a clear process for
reporting at the system levéPAs part of this effort, the Office should keep eért
objectives in mind:

Reporting should be standardized to the greatest ént possible Over time, the
Consortium Office, in cooperation with the Fund @edaters, should build a standardized
set of reporting requirements, replacing multipeparting formats dictated by the
requirements of different donors. Bilateral donsinsuld be encouraged to use the same
standard reporting templates as are used for Meggrdms.

Our analysis indicates that ~$46M of Centers’ anm&sonnel cost is dedicated to
“center interface costé® — i.e. the costs of interacting with donors and ®©GIAR
system. Of this amount, ~60%, or $27M, is the cdsinwe spent by research personnel,
particularly senior scientists, on donor relatioadivities, including reporting. The
importance of decreasing this workload through ddiatized donor reporting has been
reinforced in interviews. One scientist expresseddoncern that “unless the funds given
to the Consortium come with reporting that is in @ctepted format, it will create
additional headaches.” The Science Council, in @epan “M&E in the New CGIAR”
also cautioned against the creation of paralletesys of MP and bilateral reporting that
“could place additional burdens on centers andarebers that the current change
process is trying to alleviate.” This paper als¢edothat “measures for monitoring and
enforcing accountability that are designed for tlewv System can satisfy also the
bilateral donors’ needs. Where legal commitment[s] donors demand very specific
project-specific accountability this should be agi¢o be met by relatively simple audits,
complemented by existing evaluation materials.”

We acknowledge that there is some skepticism, empént of scientists as well as donors
themselves, about donor acceptance of standardepeuiting. One scientist pointed out
that “donors tend to shift the goalpost regularkg they won’t accept anything
standardized since their views will keep changir@ountering this viewpoint, however,
one DDG-Research noted that much of the contedbnbr reports is similar and that it
is the formats that differ, so that — in theoryt-shhould be possible to move donors
toward largely common sets of metrics and perfogeandicators. The reform process

%0 Below the Mega Program level (i.e. at the sub-paogor project level) it would be up to Lead Centers
to define the tools, processes and templates apptefor that Mega Program and its participants,this
should be done with the Consortium’s requiremeatsMega Program level reporting in mind, to ensure
that there is an efficient “roll-up” from the subelga Program level.

2L For further details of this analysis, refer to tea 6 of this report.
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should be regarded as a critical opportunity topen discussions with donors on
standardized reporting, making it clear that teisisource of major efficiency gain for
the CG system.

Each report’'s level of detail should be tailored toits purpose and its intended
audience to avoid “information overload™ In best-practice agricultural research
organizations, project performance reporting artddis gate” reviews are typically part
of a consistent and well-understood process. Ascongorate R&D executive described
it, the performance reporting process should bdl“sefined but not heavy.” In addition,
stage gate decisions on projects are typically matlerelevant points in the
project/program lifecycle rather than automaticadigch year, and the granularity of
review varies with the audience. For example, wiescutive teams and Boards review
the performance of portfolio projects or prograihss often by exception — focusing on
larger or riskier investments, identifying whata#-track, what needs an injection of
funding, or what needs an extension of time — rathan measuring every project’s
progress against milestones. (Individual programmagament teams tend to perform
more granular reviews of projects.) The head oht8gy or Portfolio Management
typically plays a role “triaging” which projects programs to highlight to the Board or
executive for formal “stage gate” review and action

However, in the CG system today, some donors regdentical reporting and scrutiny

whether the investment is $50K or $5M, and ingiat it be performed on a regular basis
regardless of the stage of the project. In the Gdinsn, Mega Program Officers, under

the leadership of the Head of RS&P, will help tdotaeach Programs’ reports to the

Consortium Board (and in turn the Fund). They wl8o work with MPs at a granular

level to “triage” performance problems, resolve enarinor issues, and highlight topics
that need special attention of the CEO and Boardetp avoid the need to provide the
same degree of reporting at every stage in theweprocess.

Parallel reporting systems and processes should iminated: Under the current
system, there is too much duplication between pexdoce management processes at the
center level and the Consortium Ie¥elWherever possible, systems and processes should
be integrated so that reporting inputs and out@itshe more granular (center and
partner) levels roll up to those at the highestngotium) level. Some centers have, in
recent years, integrated their annual planning ge®avith the revision of MTPs, which
in turn inform program and project level milestatefinition and work planning. This
integration, along with the development of an arelsystem for capturing and sharing
information, appears to have significantly redutiedse centers’ workload for system-
level reporting. The Consortium should, as a fpsirity, identify opportunities to
develop streamlined systems and platforms for usesa Mega Programs, leveraging
lessons from centers’ experiences with current &g@llreporting mechanisms.

22 For example, between System level (MTP, PMS) psesand center level annual planning and project
reporting processes.
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Principle #3: Promote greater dialogue and moreuehdded interactions with and
among centers.

The existing lack of trust between centers andSbience Council and CG Secretariat
appears to have been exacerbated by a lack ofdngqgdirect interaction between these
groups, and by the perception that system functesasout of touch with what happens
on the ground in centers. As noted above, perfocaaeporting should not be an end in
itself, but a means of facilitating dialogue abehat is actually driving a program’s

performance and how each program can best achgedesired results. (As one scientist
put it, in the future system “we need to avoid tleater scientists feeling it's a one-way
communication between them and the Consortium.i$ Dltcome, in turn, can best be
achieved through regular interaction between thesGdium Office and Mega Programs,
and a relationship of mutual respect and trust.

The establishment of such a relationship will debkmgely on the extent to which the
Consortium Office’s interaction with Mega Progranss seen as value-adding. For
example, the Office must provide Mega Programs wséful feedback on their strategic
and operational plans, milestones, and so fortle €arentist stated: “As a project leader,
| would love to get comments back; instead, | speihat of time on reports without ever
knowing what happened to them.” Dialogue about @wgperformance should occur
frequently and not be limited to “formal” fundingsdussions and performance reviews.
This will help ensure that necessary course caamgtor omissions are addressed far
ahead of crucial decisions or reviews, resultingfawer surprises when investment
decisions are made. Finally, dialogue between @omsortium Office and Mega
Programs should seek not just to measure progoesslso to facilitate the sharing of
best practices across Mega Programs.

4.4 Key elements of performance management in thew CGIAR

In order to deliver on the principles describedaydhe new CGIAR will need to focus
on the following four key elements of performancanagement.

a) Performance contracts/agreements

b) SRF and Mega Program Portfolio development
c) Mega Program officers

d) Performance reporting

These elements will require further detailing as @onsortium develops. Some elements
will require legal review; in other cases, detailgbign must await final clarification of
the other parts of the system. Further discusslmtsveen Consortium Office staff,
centers and the Fund will therefore be requireccampleting the design of the new
performance management system. However, its bageces are outlined here.

a) Performance contracts/agreements

One of the most important changes in the new systeiimat the Consortium, unlike the
current Alliance, will be a legal entity that islalo sign contracts. Performance contracts
will be the formal mechanisms for establishing actability among participants in the
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new CGIAR performance management system: the Ftmdugh the World Bank as

trustee), the Consortium, Lead Centers and Meggr&mo participants (Member Centers
and partners). The ability to sign these contractse of the key benefits of Consortium
creation, since it offers the potential for greasecountability, and that in turn can
generate additional funding.

There are some inherent limits to contracting ferfgrmance in the world of science. As
we have discussed in the previous section, mucheotcientific research conducted by
the CGIAR is — by its very nature — experimentaid ahe outcomes uncertain. For
precisely this reason, we have advocated for aopaence management process that is
adaptable, builds in learning, and encourages @pipte risk taking that is beneficial to
the pursuit of scientific innovation. Contracts eify formal documents that bind the
parties for a set period of time - tend to be aftexible mechanism for creating
accountability for very specific research outputsl @utcomes, and we would caution
against using them for that purpose. They canherother hand, be effective in creating
accountability for the broad objectives of reseafohdriving discipline around financial
planning and performance reporting, and for clangyhow the parties will handle certain
issues, e.g., dispute management or the use diectteal property. It is critical to ensure
that performance contracts/ agreements in the n&@AR do not create a litigious
dynamic between parties, but simply provide an edngoon framework that clarifies
roles and responsibilities. We would advocate #iaparticipants in the system work
towards building relationships of trust and parshgy, underpinned by frequent dialogue,
and that they rely on these informal means to vesahy disagreements or conflicts.

Three types of performance contracts/ agreemeastgrarisioned between the Fund and
the Consortium:

* Frame contracts/agreements: These would covergenghts, obligations and
remedies - issues such as general reporting reqemnts, the process for dispute
resolution, management of IP, and contract ternanat

» Performance contracts/agreements: These would cagets, obligations and
remedies specific to each Mega Program and wouldde, for example, a high-
level strategic plan containing the objectives, legyivities and budget for a
particular Mega Program.

» Transfer contracts/agreements: These would cowepthcess for the technical
transfer of funds from Fund to Consortium.

These Fund-Consortium agreements would most likelymirrored by a similar set of
agreements between the Consortium and the cemiteggdetails of Fund-Consortium and
Consortium-Center contracting should be articulaea@ next step with the input of legal
advisors. These details include the structure ofreating (e.g., whether the Consortium
would contract with a Lead Center who would thehascgeneral contractor with other
Member Centers and partners, or whether the Cousortvould contract with all
participants directly). For the purposes of ConsartOffice design in this report, we
assume the former model.
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b) SRF and Mega Program portfolio development

The Consortium Board and CEO (supported by the R&%m) will be responsible for
developing, and refreshing on a regular basisSthategic Results Framework (SRF) and
Mega Program portfolio. A separate workstream igeruly focusing on detailing the
initial SRF and Mega Program Portfolio. Here, wdl wierely provide an overview of
the key processes that the Consortium CEO and Beidlrdeed to oversee in connection
with SRF and portfolio development.

Regarding strategy setting and review of SRFthe Consortium Board and CEO will
need to lead:

* Formal events with stakeholders every few yearg¥ew CGIAR priorities and
to “workshop” updates to the strategy and SRF-.

* Regular interactions - both formal and informaletween the Consortium CEO
(supported by the Head of RS&P) and center leagetshdiscuss the strategy
and SRF.

* Analytical work within the RS&P team to develop @&w on priorities and the
CGIAR strategy, harnessing external and internalABGexpertise.

Regarding Mega program portfolio developmentthe Consortium Board and CEO will
need to lead:

* A process for gathering relevant input to informe tdevelopment of Mega
Programs every few years (or as funding becometabig). This could involve a
call for proposals, or a process similar to thatrently being employed in the
draft development of the SRF and Mega Programssiwiises both an analytical
and consultation process.

* Development and updating of a CGIAR “investmentnpldor review and
discussion with the Fund.

» Selection of MP Lead center(s).

c) Mega Program Officers (MPOSs):

Mega Program Officers have a particularly criticale in performance management in
the new system. MPOs are the embodiment of Priacipl3 articulated above: the

promotion of greater dialogue and more value-addistactions with and among centers.
They are to be “honest brokers” between donors @amders, challenging and stress-
testing Mega Program plans and progress while alssuring that donors have an
accurate understanding of programmatic progress aomdmit to stable, long term

funding where performance warrants it.

MPOs’ judgment will need to be informed by both aiative reporting on key

performance metrics and qualitative understandihgMega Program performance.
Consequently, they will need to interact on a ragiasis with centers and Mega
Program partners, and develop relationships of &md mutual respect. It is not essential
that MPOs have deep expertise in all topic aredisivva Mega Program. As agricultural
research and/or development “generalists,” they meed to be smart enough to ask
challenging questions, but also smart enough tavkihey don’t have all the answers. In
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addition to performance management, they will neednsure that Mega Programs are
learning from the process, making changes, andnghbest practices across programs.

d) Performance Reporting

As articulated earlier in this chapter, reportinghsumes a significant proportion of
scientists’ time in the current CGIAR. There areltiple performance management
systems and processes in place today, with botierseand individual projects treated as
units of evaluation. There is a risk that Mega PPaagreporting could be layered on top
of current project and center-level reporting, @asing the overall reporting burden. It is
therefore critical to agree on what the most imguatrtunit of evaluation will be in the
future CGIAR, and to focus most of the oversighd affort in that one area.

Overall, we envision a shift in focus from centprejects to Mega Programs as units of
evaluation. Accordingly, we would recommend a reuncin monitoring and evaluation
activity associated with centers, and replacemérthat activity with monitoring and
evaluation of Mega Programs, as the unit mostcatitto determining impact and
capturing overall learning. In the same spirit, wauld strongly encourage donors (both
Fund and bilateral) to comply with Principle #2ieutated above, concerning the
standardization of reporting requirements and silieing of reporting processes. By
agreeing on Mega Programs as the primary unit aluetion and accepting standardized
reporting, donors can enable the redeployment asfigaificant proportion of center
resources back towards research.

In the new CGIAR, the majority of funds will be eated toward either Mega Programs
or bilateral projects. We have articulated in tbiapter a process for determining the
allocation of funding for Mega Programs that weidaad overcomes the shortcomings of
today's performance measurement system. For tlafgoject funding, donors will
most likely continue to have their own processesdgtermining the allocation of funds
and evaluation of bilaterally-funded projects. Ardharea of funding - center-specific
investments through the CGIAR fund - is anticipatedbe a smaller proportion of
funding in the future CGIAR®. This center-designated funding will presumablyubed

to fund “innovative” projects outside of Mega Pragrs, or to fund center infrastructure
needs, and will be relatively “unrestricted” in ma. We would encourage the level of
planning, monitoring and evaluation of center-alecd funding to be relatively low, to
be commensurate with their expected share of totaling, and their unrestricted nature.

In what follows, we discuss the requirements fdeafve reporting of Mega Programs,
followed by discussion of those aspects of the endrreporting system that should
remain or be ramped down. In this way, we seelsuee that accountability is balanced
by an appropriate investment of researcher timerasaolurces in reporting.

1) Mega Program Reporting As a first priority, the Consortium RS&P team shib
develop a streamlined system for review of indiadiMP performance, and the

23 Center-specific funding and would presumably beviged through Category 1 (unrestricted) and
Category 3 (institutional) of the Fund, althougle threcise definitions of these categories at thme tof
writing this report were yet to finalized.
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performance of the Mega Program portfolio as a @hohis new system would involve
two types of events:

Individual Mega Program Annual Progress Review Mgt These would involve a
review of Mega Program performance against keystalees and other indicators.
Review meetings should involve Mega Program Leaat€s, the Consortium CEO,
Head of RS&P and the relevant Mega Program OffiEkey should be characterized by
robust debate in the spirit of learning and progitesvards common goals, not just a
“check-the-box” or “policing” interaction. Theseraml meetings would be held against
the backdrop of frequent informal dialogue througiithe ear between MPOs and Mega
Program leader centers and participants.

The Consortium Office should provide clear guidedirand standard templates to guide
regular MP reporting in preparation for these dsstons. These templates should be
designed in collaboration with MPs and should “cgdl’ metrics from the sub-MP/project
level rather than being part of a parallel syst&here possible, the aggregation of
metrics should be automated through reporting systand should leverage common
MIS and data systems (potentially housed in Sh&8esgtices). Consistent with Principle
#1 articulated above, Mega Program reporting watéhdardizeypesof performance
indicators used (e.g., annual output milestonedijcators of capacity building and
partnership), but would provide latitude as to $ipecific metriceemployed to measure
outputs, as these would vary for different prografnesearch.

Enabling centers to define milestones and methes are meaningful for the kinds of
research they are doing within Mega Programs, awihg MPOs discuss and stress test
these metrics, will not only ensure the relevano mbustness of progress measurement,
but will also build greater ownership and accouititgbby those responsible for delivery
of results.

Portfolio Review MeetingsThe Consortium Board and CEO should also develop a
process for the review of MP performance at thefplo level These meetings should
involve the Consortium Board, CEO, Head of RS&PJ ali MPOs, as well as Mega
Program Lead Center representatives.

The purpose of these meetings would be four-foldst,Rfhey would be used to review
the general progress of all Mega Programs againeistones and sign off on their
financial/institutional health. Second, and morepamantly, they would focus on
reviewing in greater depth those Mega Programsateaat critical points in their funding
in order to revise, build on and update the oveZ&8IAR investment plan. Therefore, it
is not envisaged that every Mega Program wouldevéewed in equal depth in each
review meeting. Third, they would provide an oppaity to review and take stock of the
overall impact of the Consortium’s portfolio. Lasiit not least, these meetings would
provide an opportunity for all Mega Program repn¢éatives to meet collectively with the
Consortium Board and CEO to present findings aratesiprogress and best practices.
Portfolio review meetings should occur annuallyt Imay also occur “off cycle” - e.g., if
significant new monies come into the Fund and radedation.

The data used for portfolio level reviews should add incremental burden to centers
and other Mega Program participants. Rather, tHernmation provided in review
meetings should leverage the standard Mega Progegporting that will be in place as
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part of the Individual Mega Program Annual Progrie@esiew Meetings. Consistent with
Principle #1, discussed above, the data reportedMsga Programs would be
supplemented in review discussions by Mega Progr@fiicers’ qualitative
understanding of what is driving MP progress. Idiadn to Mega Program performance,
a “holistic” set of considerations would be empldyie reviewing allocation of funds
across the entire portfolio. These consideratiangdccinclude temporary funding needs,
emerging issues in the external environment and pgbtntial need to invest in
innovative/start-up projects outside of existinggdd>rograms

2) External reviews: External Program Mgmt Reviews (EPMR) are now pentxl
every 4-5 years and provide external evaluationsaofenter’'s scientific research,
governance and management. We still see a congmole for center-based EPMRs to
inform the decisions and actions of center Bodvdateral donors, the Consortium Board,
and donors to the CGIAR Fund (for instance, to suipgecisions regarding institutional
funding). We would propose that the Consortium ceffitake over the role of
commissioning center EPMRs from today’s SciencernCibu

External reviews of Mega Programs would also beessary. It has been proposed that
all evaluation activities commissioned by the F@alincil be handled by an independent
evaluation arrangement. This would include a CGiA&pendent system review every
5-6 years and independent evaluations of Mega Bnogelevance and research quality
every 4 years. We believe that it is appropriate for the Corisont CEO and Board, in
their central role as performance manager of Megmrams, to be involved in the
commissioning of the Mega Program external revi¢gwish the Fund Council having
final say in choosing the evaluator). This wouldigaite the risk of the Fund Council
duplicating the work of the Consortium in comingawiew of the requirements for the
evaluation of Mega Programs. We acknowledge thatationale for recommending an
independent evaluation arrangement is in part toage any potential conflict of interest
that could arise in having the Consortium both selWlega Programs on strategies and
priorities and evaluate the effectiveness of sucktegiesHowever, we do not think this
risk would be great, particularly if the Fund Colineere to make the ultimate decision
on the choice of external evaluator.

In addition, we would advocate for the independaraiuation arrangement being an ad-
hoc outsourcing arrangement commissioned jointlyHgy Fund and Consortium, rather
than a standing capacity or unit dedicated to eatezvaluation. Given the tendency for
organizational units to expand and self-perpetuate,outsourced model would help
manage the risk of the independent evaluation gement becoming — de facto —
another monitoring and evaluation body duplicating role of the Consortium Board,

CEO and Office.

3) The evolution of other current performance managment elements There are
several other performance management mechanisnpage in the current CGIAR

24 Noted in the draft paper on the ‘M&E Framework lire tNew CGIAR’, 19 September 2009, written by
members of the Accountability workstream.
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system, including: Medium Term PI&A$MTPs), the CGIAR Performance Measurement
System (PMS), center-commissioned External Revi@ERS), system-wide external
reviews, and reviews of cross-center programs okwe.g. external reviews of SWEPs
and Challenge Programs).

As noted above, wherever possible, monitoring araduation systems that are no longer
relevant in a Mega Program-focused world shouldedevaluated and, to the greatest
extent possible, subsumed or replaced by the Meggrédm performance management
process articulated above.

Medium Term Plans. MTPs drive useful disciplines in the linkage aputs, outputs,
outcomes, and impact. The discipline of the MTRetypgical frameworks should be
applied in the design of Mega Program strategiogl&owever, MTPs asaenter-level
strategic planning mechanism should continue omlthe extent that centers find them
valuable for their own strategic planning purposBse Consortium Board, CEO and
Office should not review or try to shape centereleMTPs (as the Science Council does
in today’s CGIAR). Instead, they should primarityctis on rigor testing and reviewing
Mega Program strategic plans, treating this aptimeary unit of evaluation.

Overall, the importance of center MTPs in systerdenperformance management would
likely decrease over time.

Performance Measurement System (PMS)r'he PMS should be phased out as funding
shifts from individual centers towards Mega Progsaio date, the PMS has been used
as a mechanism for measuring and comparing therpeghce of each center along
certain global dimensions in order to inform reseuallocation and influence center
internal practices (e.g., in impact assessment) réasons already articulated above, the
PMS has not provided an effective basis for fundiegisions, and improving it in this
regard would require turning it into a far morea@xe-intensive process than it is today.
More importantly, if center-specific funding in theture proves to be of a relatively
unrestricted nature, this level of monitoring ot outcomes would probably be
overkill. Like many donors of unrestricted fundslay, Fund donors in the future could
leverage center annual strategic plans and repmitform and evaluate center-specific
funding decisions, making a continuing PMS systedundant.

The PMS’s purpose in influencing center internagtices has been in two separate
spheres. First, the PMS’s scientific indicators emtended to encourage robust center
science monitoring and evaluation practices. Inftitere, providing that Mega Programs
make up a large enough part of a center’s totatligy we anticipate there will be

sufficient incentives in place to encourage goodcfices through Mega Program
performance management processes.

Second, the PMS’s non-science indicators were dpedl to measure the financial and
governance health of centers. In Chapter 3, we latieulated the role that the
Consortium Board, CEO and Office would play in ntonng centers’ financial health,

% MTPs can be regarded as part of the “performaraeagement system” in the broadest sense, since they
define the research activities and outputs, outsoamel impacts that are measured ex-ante througtusgar
monitoring and evaluation systems.
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replacing the role the CG Secretariat has playedate through the PMS system. This
process, in contrast to today’s, would be lighteuch, leveraging centers’ existing
reporting outputs (annual budgets and independenitijted financial statements) rather
than requiring additional system-level reportingriBdic center EPMRs should thus
continue to reinforce this oversight of center goa@ce and management health.

Center Commissioned External Review (CCER) Center-initiated reviews should
continue to the extent that centers find this aiaiale use of time and resources. CCERs
should continue to be the responsibility of cef@eards and be used for center learning
and improvement.

System-wide reviews These should continue for the new system ent{fesd Office,
Consortium, ISPC etc) and should be commissionethéyrund Council on a periodic
basis.

Monitoring and evaluation of cross-center programgInter Center Thematic Reviews,

External Reviews of SWEPs and Challenge Prografi@se should continue if and only

if these programs of work are continued in the r@@&lAR. To the extent that cross-

center programs are folded into Mega Programst, gegformance would be managed as
part of the Mega Program.

4.5 Meeting the challenges of assessing CGIAR imgac

Given the nature of CGIAR research, assessingpact will continue to be a challenge.
As the Science Council has stated, “good reseaecfonmance does not necessarily
equate to high levels of impact, since impacts ddpan numerous factors outside the
control of the research that have entered the impathways over time.” Identifying
these factors is a major part of the challenge.

There is no “magic bullet” solution to this pereardifficulty. Ultimately, a large part of
the solution is for centers (and in the future, BleBrograms) to continue their
commitment to better define their impact pathwayalect relevant baseline data, and
document outcomes and impact over time. Howevergtls also a clear role here for the
Head of RS&P and his team as a system resourcedhat

* Help manage donor expectations about time to impenxt educate donors about
how to interpret performance results for the pugsasf guiding investments.

* Reinforce, through performance reporting, best tpacsharing and other
interactions, a rigorous focus on CGIAR developnmemact.

* Provide institutional continuity in reviewing andchderstanding the impact of
Mega Programs over time.

» Assess impact on a system-wide basis by buildiognéral team of MPOs who do
not “own” particular Mega Programs, but can, as#i& Head of RS&P in
assessing outcomes and impact across the porti@gpite the diversity of Mega
Program impact pathways.

» Support donors and development partners (e.g. NARseveloping their own
delivery capacities and strengthening the pathvitays research to development
impact.
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Chapter 5. Estimated size and costs of the Consortium Office na
Board

5.1 Introduction

This Chapter outlines the analysis that we havépeed to estimate the size and costs
of the Consortium Office under different scenarids. be successful, the Consortium
Office needs to have sufficient resources to catryits day-to-day responsibilities. At
the same time, staffing of the Office should strieebe as lean as possible, so as to
maximize the resources available for researchffigidevels also need to scale up or
down depending on the size of the Fund, the nurabdrsize of Mega Programs, and
other factors that drive the Consortium’s work load

In order to perform this analysis, we focused itadl@ipon the work that would need to
be done by each of the units in the Office. Waidied a set of work drivers for each of
the units, and estimated their impact on resourtgngls based on inputs from several
sources, including: stakeholder and other expegtrvwrews, findings from organizational

analogues, and staffing and cost data for existystem functions and the CG Centers.

5.2 Sizing scenarios

Our analysis addressed a set of Fund-size scenamesded by the TMT. There are

three scenarios that correspond to different “stesdte” Fund sizes in the future (or to
three different phases of Fund growth). In thesmnarios, the Fund size ranges from
$150M to $600M, and the number of Mega Programgesitirom five to ten, as shown

in Exhibit 4:

Exhibit 4: Scenarios used for Consortium Officengjz

Starting position "Small" Fund "Medium" Fund "Large" Fund
Parameters Scenario 0 Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3
Total CGIAR Fund ($) $150M $350M $600M

No assumptions about
Fund size or mega

No. of MPs in programs made 5 7 10
portfolio (#)

This scenario describes

the first set of positions
Avg size of MP ($ per to be recruited once the $30M $50M $60M
MP) CEO and Board in

place

CGIAR Fund as % of 29% 67% 114%

2008 funding levels

Small, medium and large Fund size scenarios as defi  ned

by the CGIAR Transition Management Team (TMT)

Source: TMT

We have also included a fourth “starting” scend@sed on an estimate of the positions
that would need to be filled in the Consortium €dfiwhen it first comes into existence.
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The purpose of the “starting” scenario is to hightithe required roles and associated
costs at time of launch.

5.3 Estimates of Consortium Office & Board Sizing

Our sizing and cost estimates for each of the fma@narios are summarized here. The
supporting details and explanations follow in SetsiA & B below.

Exhibit 5: Estimate of Consortium Office FTEs aatal costs by scenario

Estimated amount of Consortium
Office costs by Scenario ($M)

Estimated number of Consortium Office
FTEs by Scenario (# FTES)

26 8.0

|
|
|
|
|
|
: [ Personnel
19 | [ Non-personnel 6.3
Board costs 4.7
| I Board
13 |
| 3.2
8 [
|
|
I i B B BB =
Starting Small Medium Large : Starting® Small Medium Large
|
|
CEO 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Recoarch | Personnel 17 2.4 32 42
Strat & Perf 2.0 3.0 6.0 8.0 |
Finance : Non-
& Admin 20 5.0 6.0 9.0 | Eggsonnel 0.7 1.5 22 3.0
|
Comms & I
SH Relations 1.0 2.0 25 4.0 I
| Board costs 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
Strat. HR & |
Change Mgmt 1.0 1.0 25 3.0 |
Total 80 130 190 26.0 I Total? 3.2 47 63 8.0

1. Startup phase does not include change mgmt costs 2. Numbers may not sum due to rounding
Source: Baseline FTE estimates provided by CG Secretariat, Alliance Office, and Science Council Secretariat; Framework Document for the CGIAR Fund; Aug. 2009 ITG report on the establishment
of ISPC; ICARDA, ILRI, IRRI, and WorldFish 2009 budget personnel data; TMT assumptions for Consortium Office sizing; BCG analysis

This level of resourcing is consistent with a numlmd benchmarks for other
organizations that play similar roles in researenfggmance management. Refer to
Design Note #2 for lessons from organizational @giaés that helped guide the design
and sizing of the Consortium Office.

A. Explanation of FTE estimates

The staffing of the Consortium Office, under thé&eatent Fund size scenarios, would
range from 8 to 26 FTEs. This is driven by the niedyreater resource requirements in
each of the four organizational units as Fund gmens. A brief description of the
growth dynamic in each unit is provided below.

CEO/Unit Heads: The CEO and all of the organizatiamit heads are present in all four
scenarios. Given the nature of the Consortiumc®ftand the desire to have a lean
organization, these officers need to be strong r&foas well as active managers. The
size of each of their teams varies across the sosna

Research Strategy & Performance (RS&P):

 Mega Program Officers would vary with the numberhPs, and to a lesser
degree, with the size of the Fund. Our resourasgumption here is based on the
view that one MP Officer would be required for ev@3 Mega Programs. This
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level of resourcing is comparable to that of simitssearch funding organizations.
Having each MP Officer cover multiple programs enages the identification of
synergies across Mega Programs and lessens thefridie Officers becoming
“siloed” in their thinking. We also believe this & manageable ratio that will
allow MP Officers to maintain the appropriate lesélengagement with the Lead
MP Center and other key participants. As discussetthe detail of Chapter 3,
these activities are important in helping MP Off&ceachieve an informed
understanding of the drivers of MP performanceh&y tcan provide meaningful
feedback to the Consortium, the Fund and others.

The second role is the Portfolio Development & bEasibn Manager. We would
recommend leaving this position open until the Fand Mega Programs reach
critical mass. As a result, we have assumed 12aR@Es for the medium and
large size Fund scenarios, respectively.

Finance & Administration (F&A):

There are three roles reporting to the head of dwhis. two different Finance
Officers - one to oversee the financial reportaspects of Mega Programs and
another to focus on Centers — and also a Consofinance Manager to manage
the Office’s own financial planning and budgeting.the smaller Fund scenarios,
we have assumed that these roles can be sharesk dctd FTEs, and that the
roles would become more distinct only as the Furavg to the Medium-size
scenario.

The work of the Contract Administrators also vanggh the number of Mega
Programs. Here we have projected one FTE for thalls and medium-size
scenarios and a second in the case of the Largessenario. We have also
assumed no FTEs in the starting scenario.

Communications & Stakeholder Relations (C&SR):

This unit is anticipated to be very lean. The He@&SR will draw support for

communications activities from other professionalfsin the Office, and from

resources in the Centers. For instance, the Hea8tmftegic HR & Change

Management would provide content for internal comioations to Centers about
the change process, while the Head of Researcke§yr& Performance, Mega
Program participants and individual Member Centgoslld contribute content

toward other CGIAR publications. It would sourcédkparty services in some
areas, for example printing and website developmafet therefore estimate that
only one Communications Assistant would be requfoedevery ~$300M in the

Fund. This leads to no junior FTEs for the startiegnario, 1 for the Small and
Medium-size, and 2 for the Large Fund scenarios.

Strategic HR & Change Management SHR&CM:

One Project Manager would be needed for the mecdamoh large size Fund
scenarios, and none for the small-size and stago®parios. This individual
would support the Head of the unit.
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Note that there would also be a need for adminiggaupport as the Office grows. We
have projected that the Office would add 1 assistanevery 5-7 professional FTESs.
This assumes administrative assistants are sha®dedn units in the smaller fund
scenarios. In the large Fund scenario we havea#idcan administrative support role to
each of the units, plus a receptionist for the pizgtion.

The exhibit below summarizes the number of FTEsoby in each Fund size scenario:

Exhibit 6: Estimate of Consortium Office FTEs bierm each Fund-size scenario

FTE estimates by Fund size scenario

Consortium Office role Start? Small Medium Large

0 — Chief Executive Officer

0.0-CEO 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

0.1 - Executive assistant 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
1 — Research strategy and performance

1.0 —Head of research strategy & performance 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

1.1 —Portfolio development & eval. manager 0.0 0.0 1.0 2.0

1.2 —Mega-Program officers 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0

1.3 — Administrative assistant 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0
2 —Finance and administration

2.0 —Head of finance and administration 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

2.1.1 - Finance officers - Mega Programs 0.3 0.6 1.0 2.0

2.1.2 - Finance officers - Centers 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.0

2.2-CO Finance Msnager 0.4 0.8 1.0 1.0

2.3 —Contract administrators 0.0 1.0 1.0 20

2.3.1 - Admin services - admin assistants 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

2.3.2 — Admin services - receptionist 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
3 —Communications and stakeholder relations

3.1-Head of comms and SH relations 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

3.2 —Media and communications officers 0.0 1.0 1.0 20

3.3 — Administrative Assistant 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.0
4 — Strategic HR and change management

4.1 —Head of strategic HR and change mgmt 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

4.2 —Project manager 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0

4.3 — Administrative Assistant 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.0

Total 8.0 13.0 19.0 26.0

1. Positions to be filled first once the ConsortiGBO and Board are in place
Source: BCG analysis

B. Explanation of cost estimates

As mentioned above, the total costs of the ConsortDffice and Board range from
$3.2M to $8.0M across the different Fund size sdesaThe three components of this
cost, i.e. personnel costs, non-personnel costisBaard costs, are described below.

Personnel costs:

Except in the case of the CEO, projected persoooss for the various positions were
based on current full-cost estimates for similasifpons in the system functions and
centers today. It is important to note that a nendd factors — including Office location,
cost of living, and tax status — could alter thetsgrojected below.

The following full-cost assumptions were used fo¥ positions indicated:

* In order to recruit a world-class leader for theQCpgosition, we have assumed a
level of compensation that is higher than for angifoon that now exists in the
Centers or system functions. As a proxy, we haezluhe VP role at the World
Bank, with an annual cost estimated at $425K.

» Compensation for the Head of RS&P is also basedoomparisons to the current
system. In this case, we have estimated the tagtpgoximately $250K. This
figure is higher than the costs for most DDG-Red®eauositions in the centers,
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but at the low end for costs of the DG positionge have also assumed that the
heads of the other organizational units will eareator-type compensation levels
of approximately $200K.

e MP Officers are also assumed to have compensafi@2@0K per year. This
figure falls below most of the DDG-Research posiiin the system.

* Managers, finance officers, and contract admirtisinaprofessional staff would
be compensated at similar levels to CG Secretartdéssional staff or senior IRS
positions below director level within centers todakull costs would therefore
range from $150-160K.

e Administrative assistants would range from $75-83kqwever, this could
decrease significantly in a low-cost location.

These assumptions and project function sizes yieldonnel costs ranging from $1.7M
to $4.2M across the different scenarios. Salariesb lzenefits per position do not vary
among the four scenarios, so the only driver ofaasing personnel cost with Fund size
is the increasing number of FTEs for each unit.

Since the initial positions to be filled in the Gomntium Office are the more senior (and
therefore the higher paying ones) personnel castead grow as quickly as headcount
across the scenarios. For example, in the smaliisecenario, the Office has only 50%
as many FTEs as the in the large-fund scenariojtbytersonnel costs equal 60% of
those in the large-Fund scenario.

Non-personnel costs:

Non-personnel costs were estimated based on sefa@rs: external benchmarks,
comparisons to similar costs in the system funetimaay, and expert interviews.

The non-personnel costs comprise several differ@miponents that we have estimated in
different ways:

* Rent & utilities, IT services, finance services, Hervices, and professional
services were sized by taking external benchmarksetermine unit costs, and
conducting expert interviews to assess the quaotigach resource required. For
rent & utilities in particular, an average costdtion was us€d. This amount
could increase or decrease by as much as $200Kgazer (for rent & utilities
alone), depending upon where the Consortium Offidecated.

» Supplies, equipment, travel, communications, faedimanagement, and meeting
expenses were estimated based on comparisons natbgaus system functions
today. However, we took the different nature af tbonsortium Office’s roles
and responsibilities into consideration as wellor Example, we adjusted the
projected expenses for communications and trawekugb from today’s levels to
reflect the assumption that the Consortium Officaffswould travel more

2 The average office rent per year for 200 citiesbglly, based on Cushman & Wakefield’'s ‘Global
Office Market Report 2009’
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extensively and use communications services moaa #taff in the current
system functions today.

It is important to note that our estimates for mamsonnel costs focus solely on the
Consortium Office. We have assumed that centergdaamntinue to cover the costs they
currently incur (except costs that may be absoithesl Mega Program budgets) in the
future. For example, our estimates cover Consoritifice staff travel, but not Center

staff travel. Another example is the cost of cemteMega Program reviews. Today,
EPMRs and CCERs are included in center budgets.a¥¥eme that the costs of future
center and Mega Program reviews would come out after and MP budgets

respectively.

Using these assumptions, the total non-personngts coould range from $0.7M to
$3.0M across the different scenarios.

Board costs:

As described in the Constitution, the ConsortiumafBlowill consist of ten voting
members (including a chair and vice-chair) and twem-voting observers, and will
convene twice per year. As a reference, this s@pmately the same size and format as
the current Science Council. In order to estimat ¢ost of the Board, we made the
following assumptions:

» Compensation for board members will be honorarseaat an average of
$850/day, which is roughly 250% of the current &tice Board honorarium;

* The Board chair and vice-chair will be requireddievote 25% and 15-20% of
their time respectively toward Board activitiestiwother members contributing
about 15% of their total time;

» Travel and per-diem costs will be similar to tho$éoday’s Science Council

» Consortium Board meetings costs and fees will lpgapmately 150% of today’s
Alliance Board meetings & fees

Employing these assumptions, we estimate that tres@tium Board will cost $0.8M
per year. This figure is not expected to changaicantly regardless of Fund size. A
key uncertainty in this estimate is whether Consort Board members will be
compensated by honoraria or by salary. At the timsereport was being finalized, a final
decision had not yet been made on that questi@aldiries are used instead of honoraria,
the total costs of the Consortium Board would iaseemarkedly.
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Chapter 6. Net cost impact of the new CGIAR

6.1 Introduction

In the new CGIAR system, the Consortium, Fund a®8BQ will replace the current
Alliance, CGIAR Secretariat, and Science CouncWhile the new model has the
potential to increase the effectiveness of theesysénd to draw new resources into
agricultural research for development, many stakkdie have also expressed a strong
interest in what the new system will cost. As pdirdur scope of work, we were asked to
assess the net cost impact of the new systempamdhlight the factors with the greatest
potential to affect the costs going forward.

In this section, we are providing two types of casalysis:

1. An apples-to-apples comparison of the costshef durrent system functior(ghe
Alliance Office & Board, the CG Secretariat, ana tBcience Council and Science
Council Secretariat), versus the new system funstighe Consortium Office & Board,
the Fund Council & Office, and ISPC Council & Sdarat, and the Independent
Evaluations Arrangement) . Our analysis assumeistiismnew system functions will
replace the old ones. As a result, it does notesat the transition period when the new
institutions are emerging as the old ones are phase The analysis yields an estimate
of the “net cost impact” of the new CGIAR systemdtions (in a given Fund scenario)
when compared with the old.

The results of this comparison are described ini@e6.2 below.

2. A set of analyses that highlight how the newesyscould impact the costs of the
centers, specifically around “interface activititssWe usée‘interface activities” here as

a shorthand term for all activities centers condbet involve interactions with donors

and CG system functions. This is an important @®wf cost in the system today; in

aggregate, center “interface costs” are severadiharger than the direct costs of the
system functions themselves. To understand thests,ove estimated the time that the
staff in four sample centers spend today on intertactivities from a sample of centers,
calculated the personnel costs associated withethesvities, and then analyzed the
factors driving this time and cost. We then hightisome opportunities the new system
can seize to drive down these costs in the futuamd-point out some risks that could
lead them to rise.

A detailed explanation of what constitutes integfaosts, and the results of our analysis,
are set forth in Section 6.3 below

6.2 Scope, assumptions and caveats

At the outset, it is important to clarify the scopkour analysis and to keep in mind
certain caveats. Many important elements of the sgstem are still in the process of
being designed, and choices around those desigid gield different costs. Because of
these uncertainties, our goal here is not to aeht®mplete precision in the forecast, but
rather to give a sense of the future costs undetainescenarios, as well as an
understanding of the factors that drive those cogts a result, we have sought to be
conservative in our cost assumptions.
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A few other caveats are important to highlight:

* In calculating current system costs, we have cansitlonly the system functions
named above. The other system offices (CAS-IP,rateAudit, Gender and
Diversity, CIO/ ICT-KM) are included as part of tebared services consultancy
and therefore excluded from this analysis to awmdble-counting. It is hoped
that the shared services analysis will point tmidicant potential cost savings for
centers in the near term.

* In estimating future system costs, we have usedCiwesortium Office sizing
projections for the medium Fund size scenario. N&\ee also relied upon inputs
from other work streams involved in the CGIAR champgocess. At the time of
writing this report, many of these inputs, incluglthe potential costs of the Fund
Office, Independent Science and Partnership CouieRPC), and Independent
Evaluation Arrangement were still in flux. Therefp our estimates of future
system costs should be considemddceholdersto be revised as other work
streams provide more information.

* The location of the Consortium Office could potahyi have a large impact on
both its personnel and non-personnel costs. Irapalysis, we have not assumed
a low-cost location; instead we assumed averagalreost that is between that of
high and low-cost locations. If the Consortium ©dfiwere to be situated in a
low-cost location, these costs could be signifigafdwer than those indicated
here.

 We have not included any potential impact on theexu Challenge Programs
and their costs. It is unclear at this stage déx&dw those current Programs will
be affected by the upcoming system changes.

* We have developed our view of center interface scégim a sample of four
Centers: ICARDA, ILRI, IRRI, and WorldFish; centeore personnel and non-
personnel costs and Challenge Program costs armglotied. Center interface
costs and their drivers may vary widely, based awtdrs such as the nature of
each center’s funding and how they interacts withdystem. Generalizing from
this sample could therefore be misleading for ajvidual center.

6.3 Comparison of the costs of current vs. futureystem functions

FTE Comparison

In the medium Fund size scenario for the Consortiififice, the new system functions
are estimated to have around 39 full-time-equivaldfRTES). This compares quite
closely to what exists today across the Alliancéd®f CGIAR Secretariat, and Science
Council — which together add up to around 38 FTEs.

However, the aggregate picture masks a significaahge in the mix of those resources.
Today, the overwhelming majority of staff in systéunctions resides in the CGIAR and
Science Council Secretariats. However, in the navdel, the resources will be split
more evenly between the Fund/ISPC and the ConsartiThis more even balance of
resources is reflective of the spirit of the redasit acknowledges the separation of roles
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for funders and “doers”, and also provides the itars of the new model with a
comparable level of resources.

Exhibit 7: Estimated FTE impact of new CGIAR sydiamstions

ISPC and Fund entity

sizing are
placeholders based
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| Secretariat  Council & office, system current } IMPACT | future system and office®  office & |

I SC board, & costs system | } system costs board }

} Secretariat BOP } | |

Current system Future system

1. Assumed to be an outsourced cost 2. Based on ISPC report as of August 3, 2009, and assumes 0.8 long-term consultant FTEs (same level as current SC Secretariat) 3. Based on ExCo16 Back
to the Office Report

Source: Baseline FTE estimates provided by CG Secretariat, Alliance Office, and Science Council Secretariat; Framework Document for the CGIAR Fund; Aug. 2009 ITG report on the establishment
of ISPC; BCG analysis

Current system functions total approximately 38 E;T&mprising;

22.5 FTEs in the CG Secretariat, which includes $eoonded FTES
12.8 FTEs in the SC Secretariat, which includeddng-term consultant FTEs
3.0 FTEs in the Alliance Office

Future system functions, in the medium-size scenamould total approximately 39
FTEs, comprising:

7.8 FTEs in the ISPC Secretariat: The ITG repoggssted a 4-5 FTE reduction
in moving from the SC Secretariat to the ISPC Seda, and we also assumed
no change to the level of long-term consultant ETAs the Alliance is reviewing
and responding to these ITG recommendations, auermiestimates are likely to
prove conservative, i.e. it is likely the final nber of ISPC FTEs will be lower
than what is presented here.

12.0 FTEs in the Fund Office: This is based omeges provided at ExCo16 in
which the Secretariat was quoted as saying thatekpect the Fund to be 11-12
FTEs. To be conservative, we took the higher number

19.0 FTEs in the Consortium Office, as describethaprevious section for the
medium size Fund scenario.

At the time of writing this report, the precise-sgtof the Independent Evaluation
Arrangement was still under discussion. Consequem have not assumed any
FTEs in our estimates, but rather have accountedh® potential costs of an
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Independent Evaluation Unit — including personnests — in our total cost
estimates.

Cost Comparison

In the medium-Fund scenario, the new CGIAR systenttions will be more expensive
than in today’s model. Our estimates suggest da&ianal cost may be as much as $3.5
million. This represents an ~30% increase oventadsystem function costs.

The difference in cost is driven by both persorerad non-personnel costs. While the
number of FTEs is comparable under the currentreewd systems, the average costs per
employee will be higher in the new model, reflegtthe higher levels of skills sought in
the new model. In addition, some non-personnelscast expected to grow in the new
system to reflect the changes in the work the sy$tmctions are doing.

* Three-quarters of this increase is driven by add&l non-personnel costs
associated with the activities required of ConsontiOffice staff. For example,
Consortium Office executives and MP Officers wi# bxpected to engage in a
substantial amount of travel, and this has ledaustrease our estimates for
travel expenses. Also, based on estimates matleedG Secretariat, $500K has
been budgeted for independent external review ajdvierogram and the overall
CGIAR system by the IEY.

* The remaining quarter of the increase reflects dnigiersonnel costs, i.e., higher
average costs for Consortium Office staff thantfmse staffing today’s system
functions. In addition, average costs in the I1SP€anticipated to be higher than
in the current Science Council, reflecting a simfthe mix of personnel.

> The CG Secretariat provided BCG with a range ofscés the IEU from $0.5M - $2M annually. This
range is a point-in-time estimate and the final antowill depend on a number of factors including th
final set up of the independent evaluation arrareggs) the number of Mega Programs in the portfalia
the frequency of review.

89



Exhibit 8: Estimated cost impact of new CGIAR sydienctions

ISPC, IEU and Fund
entity costs are

placeholders based

Total annual cost ($M) on info from other
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1. Due to increased system bodies and related direct costs of activities (including increased travel and review costs), increased outsourcing of support functions, IEU 2. Due to small increase in # of
FTEs and increase in average FTE costs in Consortium Office and SC Secretariat 3. Includes $25K estimate for services provided by FAO 4. Numbers do not add up due to rounding

Source: Baseline FTE estimates provided by CG Secretariat, Alliance Office, and Science Council Secretariat; Framework Document for the CGIAR Fund; Aug. 2009 ITG report on the establishment
of ISPC; ICARDA, ILRI, IRRI, and WorldFish 2009 budget personnel data; TMT assumptions for Consortium Office sizing; BCG analysis

This projected increase in costs over today coald lbery worthwhile investment for the
CGIAR. Indeed, it will be a modest price to payheé new model succeeds in drawing
significant new funding into agricultural researfdr development and adds greater
effectiveness and developmental impact to the wbtke centers.

However, since the increase in costs projectedibdyased on conservative assumptions,
vigilant oversight of costs will be important, esjadly as the designs of other elements
of the system are completed. Organizations hatendency to grow over time, and
checks will need to be in place to counteract thihe CGIAR cannot afford to run
operations that are larger than absolutely necgssErere are a range of activities, such
as monitoring and evaluation, that could potentiedad to overlap and duplication in the
new system. We therefore urge stakeholders, aslésgyn process goes forward, to
scrutinize the new system functions to identify aluplication and to ensure that each
function has the resources it needs to perfornt thées effectively, but not more than it
needs.

This analysis also highlights the importance of shared services effort. An effective
process for delivering high-quality, low-cost shtargervices to the Centers holds the
promise of offsetting some of these added systamtion costs. It will be incumbent

upon the Alliance and its advisors to press aggrelys for cost savings in these

operations.

The analysis also raises questions about the ingfaitte new model on the costs and
economics of the Centers. Indeed, as detailedwhédlme costs that the Centers incur
from dealing with the system functions and fundeday are much greater than the direct
costs of the system functions themselves. As @treshile it is important to make sure

the system functions are as “lean” as possibisg, even more critical to understand how
the system generates costs at the Center leveth tMs understanding, steps can be
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taken to reduce the risk of those costs being drihigher — and perhaps even to lower
them by streamlining certain activities.

6.4 Analysis of current center interface costs

In this section, we describe our approach to estngathe size of center interface
activities and related personnel costs, and distesdactors that produce those costs.
We also highlight some thoughts about how to mariagerisk of these costs growing
significantly in the new system, and offer some gasgions for how they might be
reduced over time.

Before proceeding further, however, it is importemtlarify what we mean by a “Center
interface activity”.Center interface activitiesare any activities Centers conduct today
that require interactions with the “system,” whtre system is defined as:

» System functions (SC Secretariat, CG Secretari#lli@nce Office), and
* Donors, including both CG and non-CG members
Center interface activities fall into a number afegories:

* Donor relations and reportingDonor fundraising activities, development of
proposals and concept notes, contract negotiatiams| scientific/financial
reporting. (Donor reporting varies greatly in itsdegree of complexity, across
both small and large grant sizes.)

» System-level monitoring and evaluatidkctivities conducted in connection with
various system-level reviews (e.g. PMS, EPMRsp8#rietc.), creation of MTPs,
and other strategic planning activities.

» System governance and coordinati®neparation for and involvement in AGMs
and Alliance meetings, PR and media activities, arass-Center educational
efforts.

To estimate center interface personnel costs irsyeem today, we used a methodology
in which we:

* Interviewed, and in certain instances surveyedpsasesection of research staff, as
well as management & support staff from each of &ample centers (ICARDA,
ILRI, IRRI, and WorldFish), These 4 centers werkested by the Consortium
Planning Team (CPT) because they are diverse igrgpbic location, size and
activity;

» Asked center teams to divide their time into twifedent categories for interface
and non-interface activities;

» Took personnel cost and FTE data from center fie&#ie and combined it with
interview data to determine total interface costd BTEs at each sample Center,
and to break out interface costs and FTEs by staéf and activity type;

» Used a weighted average of the sample center dag@rierate an estimate for
overall Center interface costs across the Alliansag 2008 costs.

Results from one center are shown in Exhibits 9htdelow
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Exhibit 9: Example base data: Center C

Research staff:
Allocation of time by activity grouping

% of time
100 4 g 7 5 2
15
20
80 - 28 5
13
60 - 15
40
20 A
0+
Senior Scientist  Jr. Scientist / Research Science
Post-Doc Assistants Technicians

[ system level M&E

[ Donor relations & reporting
[ Internal overhead

[ core research

Source: Center C staff interviews; Center C 2009 budget data; BCG analysis

Management and support staff:
Allocation of time by activity grouping

% of time
100 - 1= —
6
33
80 - @ 41 39
60 -
43
40 A
62 58 61
20 +
23
0 T T T 1
Senior Science Finance Bus. Dev. &
management  Coordination Comms.

[ system governance & coordination
[ system level M&E

"] Donor relations & reporting

[ Internal admin

Exhibit 10: Example analysis of interface actistias a proportion of personnel costs

and FTEs: Center C

Interface activities
31% of personnel costs

% %
100 100 4
26% Support
80 50 -
74% Research
69% Non-interface
60 - 0
% By staff
~ Sys. Gov.
40 1009 & Coord
23%
Sys. level M&E
20 + 50 1
Interface 7% Donor relations
0 0

2009 Budget By activity

Source: Center C staff interviews; Center C 2009 budget data; BCG analysis

The results for the four sample Centers is showixhibit 11.

Interface activities
16% of FTEs

% %
100 100 1
31% Support
80 - 50 -
69% Research
60 1 84% Non-interface 0
% By staff
100 - /Sys. Gov.
40 - 19% \& Coord
Sys. level M&E
20 - 50
81% Donor relations
0 0

2009 budget By activity

In these centers we,

approximately8% of center employee time is devoted to interfadéevities. Since the
center employees involved in interface activitiead to be more senior and therefore
more expensive (e.g. DGs, DDGs - Research, DirgcBenior Scientists, etc.), their time
involved in these activities represe@% of total center personnel costs. According to
the 2008 CGIAR Financial Report, total personnet @zross the 15 CG Centers in 2008
was $229M. Applying 20% to this total cost yields aniesited total center interface

costs of approximatel$46M.

92



Our analysis also estimated the costs across @ifferategories of “interface activities”.
The largest cost category was donor relations epdrting activities, comprising roughly
75% of the center interface costs. This proporheld across the 4 centers we sampled,
with some modest variation within the sample. tiecapplies this percentage to the
personnel costs of all 15 centers, it suggestsdbaor relations and reporting activities
are responsible for more than $30M in costs atémer level, annually. This is roughly
2-3 times the costs of the system functions toolegggregate.

Of the remaining costs, the largest were relatedsystem-level monitoring and
evaluation activities, at about ~20% of center fiaige costs.

Exhibit 11: Results across 4 Center sample: Infactivities comprise ~8% employee
time, ~20% personnel costs

Interface FTEs as Interface personnel costs as
% of total Center FTEs % of Center personnel costs
% of FTEs % of personnel costs
Interface
100 100 1 it
[] Non-interface activity BEMITES tend
|:| Interface activit e il
Y senior
75 75 personnel, so
% of costs
greater than %
of FTEs
50 - 50 -
Weighted sample
25 1 25 1 average = 20.1%
Weighted sample 7 _ T T _-359;_ g =i
average = 7.8% .
- . heow 19.7% 15,80 17.9%
7.9% 6.7% 5.8%
0 T T T 1 0 T T 1
Center Center Center Center Center Center Center Center
A B c D A B c D

When applied to personnel costs across 15 Centers,
20% corresponds to $46M in total interface activity costs

1. 2009 budgeted personnel costs
Source: Staff interviews and financial data from sample Centers: ICARDA, ILRI, IRRI, WorldFish; BCG analysis

In interpreting this analysis, one needs to ackedg# a number of limitations and
caveats:

» Each center is quite different, so the true praporof interface costs across the
15 Centers may be quite different than what thepdauof 4 centers suggests;

» Within the centers sampled, we interviewed onlybsgt of the research staff —
as a result, the true burden of interface costs Ioeapwer or higher than what we
are reporting; and

* Our data relied on individuals providing estimatédime spent on interface vs.
non-interface activities, often estimating time rgpby other members of their
team. This technique, while probably directionadtyrect, is not as accurate as
time and materials studies or other approaches.

For these reasons, it is appropriate to think abw$46M in center interface costs as an
estimate, and one with large error bars aroundrhat said, it is quite clear that center
interface costs are large and significant, thay e effectively “hidden” because they
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are not tracked and reported in a consistent maramel that the majority of them are
linked to donor relations and reporting activities.

The new system has the potential to achieve saamfisavings for the centers — savings
that can be redeployed into research — if it calnee these costs through streamlining of
donor relations and reporting activities and othterface-related work. At the very least,
steps need to be taken to make these costs amddthars transparent, so that donors
and others do not unwittingly impose activitiestthause these costs to grow sharply.
We believe it is critical that donors and centandarstand the drivers of these “hidden”
costs and work collaboratively to reduce them awvee.

6.5 Interface costs in the new system

In the new CGIAR, centers will continue to incuterface costs. They will still have to
engage in donor relations and reporting work, adgons with system functions, and
system-level monitoring and evaluation activitieddowever, many of the current
mechanisms for these interactions will change ipartant ways. How these changes are
implemented will determine whether the interfacstsdorne by centers will expand or
contract.

The process for reporting on Mega Programs provaleseful illustration. One can

imagine a model where Mega Program performancertiagas very standardized. In

this model, centers who participate in a Mega Rmagwould work with the Consortium

Office to compile progress reports using standadlitemplates, which would then be
shared with the Fund and subsequently the donocshakie provided their support. In
this model, the costs of donor reporting are gyeegduced; the centers still have to
report their progress comprehensively, but onlyeosred relying on a single template.

Unfortunately, one can also imagine a model whedévidual donors insist on separate
ad hoc reporting on the progress of the Mega Prmogirabove and beyond the standard
reporting to the Consortium and Fund. In this niotlee centers not only have to

contribute to the standard reporting for the Coinsor and Fund, but also provide

additional reports for specific donors. In thigiation, despite the attempt to streamline
reporting through standard tools, the interfacetscoseated by the system are actually
increased.

Responsibility for managing down these interfacstsdalls not just to the Centers and
the Consortium, but also to donors. If donors abde and willing to adjust their

expectations and behaviors, they can play an irapbrble in reducing interface costs.
This would allow the centers to redeploy valuablaet and expertise into research
activities. Failure to do so runs the risk of gasing the administrative burden on
centers and distracting them from their mission r@search focus.

Establishing the right expectations about donaati@hs and reporting will be important
from the start. It is anticipated that much of ihiéal contribution to the Fund will come
from funding that is currently unrestricted. Tod#yese unrestricted funds have very
low transaction costs, as they often require litdporting beyond what centers already
provide in their Annual Reports. As these fundsyenmto Mega Programs, the level of
reporting cost associated with them will rise madlgedue to the standard reporting
requirements for Mega Programs. It will be impottéor the donors to for the view that
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standard Mega Program reporting is sufficient foeit needs. If additional ad hoc
reporting to individual donors is expected on téphe standard reports, the result could
be quite damaging; the system effectively will havaded very low-transaction-cost
funding for very-high transaction-cost funding, lhwitenters bearing the increase in
expense.

Over time, there is the potential for the new mddelkeduce this interface cost. Bilateral
funding currently constitutes the majority of CGIABding. Much of this funding is
restricted, and in many cases there are significepbrting requirements for a large
number of small projects. This funding currentBngrates large interface costs for the
centers who receive it. To the extent that thredfng can, over time, be shifted into the
Fund and directed into Mega Programs, it has théeenpal to lead to lighter
(standardized) reporting requirements and lowetsdos the centers.

We acknowledge that donors sometimes have legislatiquirements that constrain their
flexibility around funding and reporting. Similgrldifferent centers will have different
burdens based on their mix of research and fundmgces. However, to the extent
possible, we urge donors, centers, the Consortand,the Fund to work together in a
collaborative manner to streamline the activitlest igenerate these interface costs across
the system. Doing so will allow the system to ®as resources on research and enable
the donors to achieve greater developmental impabttheir funds, a goal shared by all
CGIAR stakeholders.
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Chapter 7. Consortium office location

7.1 Introduction

One of the first and most important decisions the rConsortium Board will have to

make is where to locate the Consortium office. Ast pf our design work, we have

performed some analysis to help inform this deaisim this chapter, we discuss the
approach we took to this analysis and then sethmuhext steps in the location decision
process.

7.2 Analysis of potential Consortium Office locatias

Our analytical work on Consortium Office locatioashbeen aimed at providing a “fact
base” to the Consortium Board on the locations imated by stakeholders as part of the
design process. We first sought nominations of gi@klocations from the Alliance and
donors through an e-survey. The survey was launahmddte July and closed on 21
August, though some additional nominations wererlaent via email to the Alliance
Office. Each nominated location was assessed dgaisst of criteria, described below.
These criteria reflect important strategic and apenal considerations that the Board
should weigh in deciding on the Consortium Offigedtion.

Stakeholders have nominated the following thirtedres, listed here in alphabetical
order:

Addis Ababa, Ethiopia Nairobi, Kenya

Bangkok, Thailand New Delhi, Indi&®

Bonn, Germany Ottawa, Canada

Geneva, Switzerland Rome, Italy

Los Bafios, Philippines Wageningen, Netherlands
Montpellier, France Washington DC, USA
Montreal, Canada

Each nominated location was filtered against thievieng criteria, selected as the most
important strategic and operational consideratittreg should influence the choice of
Consortium Office location.

1. Hub for global Agricultural Research for Developnent work: The Consortium
Office will in many respects represent the CGIARtlba global stage. Operating from a
location that is a “hub” for international agriauial research for development ideas and

%8 |ndia as a country was also nominated as a locatidhout specification of a particular city.
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talent would be beneficial to the Consortium fromrecruitment and knowledge
perspective, and would also generally enhancelévance in this domain.

2. Host country receptivity to international organizations As an entity that will have
International Organization status, the Consortiuithrveed to be located in a country that
is receptive to international organizations andviking to confer the benefits of that
status to the Consortium (e.g., immunities, finahcand technical support, civic
amenities).

3. Quality of life: The Consortium Office will need to situate itsaifa location that
provides access to people who are capable of agroit its mission effectively. In order
to attract high caliber talent, the Consortium CHfiwill need, among other things, to
provide its staff with a reasonable quality of lifaking into consideration such factors as
safety, environment, and health care.

4. Operational readiness To ensure the safety and well-being of ConsortiDffice
staff and reduce the risk of disruption of its wotlke Consortium Board will need to
consider the operational readiness of each poterdimtry: for example, the quality of
its communications infrastructure and the religpiéif utilities and transportation, and to
be aware of any cultural or political barriers he teffectiveness and efficiency of the
Consortium Office’s operations.

5. Operating Costs In order to keep the Consortium as cost-effectisepossible, the
Board will need to consider the relative costs @érmting in various locations, balancing
cost considerations against operational readimpssity of life and talent availability in
cases where there may be a trade-off between thotes

6. Mobility to Member Centers. The staff of the Consortium Office will need to
maintain regular contact — including in-person esht— with Member Centers.
Consequently, mobility — measured in terms of thenber of direct flights, and the
duration of travel time — to each center is an irtgut factor. Consortium Office staff
will also need to maintain contact with CGIAR dosicaand the Fund, but this is a
secondary consideration, since contact with thedFaimd donors is more likely to be
virtual, and will affect fewer staff members (pripally the CEO, and Board members,
who are likely to be situated in different locascemyway).
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Exhibit 12: Criteria used to evaluate nominated €amium Office locations

Criteria Rationale for inclusion Data used to evaluate candidate locations
o Hub for global Agricultural Proximity to ARD hub has symbolic and practical Number of Agricultural Research for Development
Research for Development value (e.g., access to thought-leadership, talent organizations with a global mandate located in
work etc) each nominated city
o Host country receptivity to Consortium will most likely seek international Number of existing international development
international organizations organization status hence the need to locate in a organizations located in each nominated country
host country receptive to international as a proxy for the relative attractiveness of a given
organizations host country
o Quality of life Quality of life a consideration in attracting senior Intemational quality of life survey taking into
talent to the Consortium Office account factors e.g. socio- cultural environment,
political and economic environment, safety,
medical and health, education etc. by nominated
city
o Operational readiness Operational readiness factors such as political Data comparing governance, infrastructure and
A. Political stability stability and quality of infrastructure and technology technological readiness by nominated country
B. Infrastructure and have the potential to impact the efficiency and
technology effectiveness of the Consortium Office's operations
e Operating costs Relative operating costs of the consortium office United Nations Cost of Living Adjustments (COLA)
should be kept as lean as possible used to determine comparative cost advantages by
nominated country
o Mobility to centers Optimization of travel time/cost to center locations Data on number of direct flights and flight duration

facilitates access and communication

between each nominated city and the 15 CGIAR
centers

In addition to the above criteria, stakeholders ehaommented on the symbolic
importance of the Consortium Office’s location. 8&atl have made the point, for
example, that locating the Consortium Office in theveloping world would send a
strong positive message reinforcing the CGIAR’skweith, and for, poor farmers. It has
also been noted that, conversely, locating the @dins in the developed world could
send a resounding message in the opposite directhdm fully acknowledge the

importance of this issue in determining the logat@and encourage the Board to consider
this as well as the other criteria in making tlugcision.

7.3 Next steps in the process

The above discussion highlights the complexity n§ éinal decision about location,
since there is no single city or country that meditshe above criteria equally well. The
Consortium Board will therefore need to make traffe-among the different criteria.
The analysis we have performed should provide terd@®with a robust set of facts it can
refer to as it evaluates possible locations. Howeaecritical input to the final decision
will be the specific offer of support that variobest countries provide. This support
cannot be articulated through a “desk” analysist bwst be determined through
discussions and negotiations with individual hastrdry candidates.

The following next steps will need to be taken rdey to arrive at a final decision about
the Consortium Office’s location:

» Board members, once engaged, will need to reviews’B@nalysis of potential
location choices. If new locations are proposetheinterim period between this
writing of this report and the engagement of thalo further analysis may need
to be performed, using the data sets provided enBE8G analysis as a starting
point.

* The Board, in one of its earliest meetings, wikdeo

— Discuss and debate the pros and cons of each nizileeation

98



— Agree on a process for engaging with potential kcosintries — e.g. .through
either a closed or open tender process

Prior to the decision, the Board will need to erggdepal advisors to assist in
establishing International Organization statustf@ Consortium and to provide
advice on a range of issues pertaining to the Gtinsds location in a host
country, including: the pros and cons of differ@mbcesses for engaging with
potential host countries, perspectives on the ehsstablishment of host country
arrangements in various places, and the typesrdfite that should be negotiated
as part of a host country arrangement.

The Board, a sub-committee of its members, oratainated proxies, would need
to hold negotiations with potential host countraasl reconvene to debate and
discuss various options before coming to a finaisden.

Attaining International Organization status andrgiag out discussions with
potential host countries may take anywhere fronesdwmonths to a few years. It
is possible that in the period between engagenfahtedoard and full staffing of
the Consortium Office, some interim arrangementy meed to be made to host
the start up Consortium Office team (CEO plus fesihitial team).
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Chapter 8. Consortium Office transition planning

8.1 Introduction

As discussed above, the Consortium Office will grewd develop over time. In
particular, Chapter 5 sets out four scenarios umdech the size and cost of the Office
could vary, but these four scenarios are merelpsmats within a continuing and not
entirely predictable process. This chapter dessrdome of the stages and variables in
that process, covering the immediate steps neemlethé Consortium Office to begin
operating, and why and how it should grow from ¢herin addition, this chapter
addresses some particular strategies and strudarresanaging the change process.

It should be noted that this chapter does not gitdam identify exhaustively all of the
implementation steps in the change process. A lddtdransition plan pertaining to
establishment of the Consortium and other Alliarelated areas of work (e.g., the draft
SRF and Mega Programs) is being developed and radriagthe Alliance Office. The
Transition Management Team (TMT), supported by @twss Consulting, is monitoring
cross-workstream dependencies and owns the maspementation plan. BCG has
provided input to planning at both levels in theisa of our work.

8.2 Consortium Office startup

There are several prerequisites for the startupefConsortium Office. First, there must
be a broad donor and Member Center mandate. Tarslate should come from the
Business Meeting in December 2009, and should wevehdorsement of the emerging
system, including the strategy and Strategic Resuthmework, the Fund design, and the
Consortium Constitution. It is also imperative tkia¢ mandate come with some level of
donor financial commitments to the Fund. In sumsigmificant critical mass of support,
in both words and actions, will be needed from eenand donors to get the Consortium
Office off the ground.

Second, the Consortium Board members must be sdleahd the Board in turn must

select the Consortium CEO. Selection of the CEIDbei one of the first decisions made

using “new CGIAR” structures and decision-makingogasses. Choosing a chief
executive is a critical role of any board; in tbase, the Board must find someone who
can both inspire its confidence and help estalthehauthority and the credibility of the

Consortium to the outside world.

Currently, the Consortium Board is scheduled tonbglace by early 2010. However, in
order to accelerate the CEO selection processputidvbe advisable to begin aspects of
the CEO search immediately after the Business Mggsio the vetting of candidates can
begin in parallel with the start-up of the Boarfdthis can be done, in an aggressive but
still reasonable scenario, the CEO could be ingplacmid-2010.

Note As discussed in detail below, we are recommentiiegcreation of a very lightly
staffed Transition Management Office (TMO) functit;mhelp support the transition to
the new structure during the period between thargss Meeting and the hiring of the
Consortium CEO and starting team.
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Once the CEO has been appointed, the ConsortiunceOffiay begin operations in
earnest. Again, some early vetting of candidateskéy roles may happen in parallel
with the CEO search, but CEO involvement and lestdprin the selection process is
critical; in such a small, start-up environmeng tBEO must be able to surround him or
herself with a compatible team. Also, the CEO¥oinement in the hiring process will
better enable the Board to hold him or her accduet®r the team’s performance.

Precisely because it is so critical that the CE@pshthe situation, and because we do not
know the exact circumstances under which the CEIDbei operating, we would not
wish to prescribe exactly how the CEO should filt ohe organization. However, the
CEO must establish momentum by moving quickly tddoa strong team. We believe
that the Consortium Office “start-up” scenario désed in Chapter 5, in which the
Office is staffed by 8 FTEs, represents a nimblacat mass to perform all necessary
early stage roles in each of the four major funiaareas.

We also set forth below some factors that will in@artant for the CEO to consider with
respect to initial staffing of the Office. For emple:

» Research Strategy and Performanttewill be critical to quickly build trust and
establish a constructive dynamic with the centerd athers involved in Mega
Programs, as described in detalil in earlier chapiéthis paper.

* Finance and Administratiorit will be important to manage the establishmeint
the Consortium as a legal entity and the developrokiis relationship with the
Fund.

* Communications and Stakeholder Relatiohse new Consortium will attract a
lot of attention, both internally and externallyjdaits early responses will be
crucial in establishing its credibility and impartze.

» Strategic HR and Change Managemdhis essential that a talented, compatible
Consortium Office staff be hired, and that the geamprocess be effectively
managed and monitored.

All of these requirements are vital to the sucadgbhe Consortium. This underscores the
importance of quality hiring, and points toward geection of a relatively senior early
staff.

However, hiring must be approached with some degfedexibility. While it is
important to build a strong team quickly, it is ilkely that all 8 FTEs will be on the
ground on Day 1. The CEO should be opportunistibis or her hiring, and this may
mean filling out the startup roles in any numbepos$sible sequences. This could entail,
for instance, beginning with combined roles—e.g.,Haad of Communications,
Stakeholder Relations, Strategic HR and Change Nwmant—and/or setting up
temporary reporting structures—e.g., having thetfiMega Program Officer report
directly to the CEO if the Head of Research Strnatmgd Performance is not yet on board.
Even if done out of necessity, there may be vahluhis approach, as it allows the CEO
to table some senior hiring decisions until he be shas a better sense of the
Consortium’s role in practice (as opposed to orepapf technical skills still lacking in
the organization, or of the personalities that witlsh best with the growing organization.
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Because early hires may also be in the runningéa tup one of the Consortium Office’s
functional areas, they should not only be ableexdgoum a certain role in the short term,
but to evolve beyond that role if the Fund growpidly. This entails hiring early
employees who are equally adept as “doers” and agers.” Given the Consortium
Office’s relatively small size even in the longrtera “doer” orientation will be important,
but candidates who have most recently been sezadlels in large organizations can add
particular value. It will also be a plus if at lea®me members of the inaugural Office
have experience in small entrepreneurial or stageaitings.

8.3 Evolution of the Consortium Office over time

As funds begin to flow and the Consortium Officeva® beyond the start-up phase, the
growth of the Office should be managed strategicalhtil the Fund has reached critical
mass, the Consortium Board and Office will haverioritize their activities, focusing on
those tasks that contribute most significantlynte Fund’s growth and the Consortium'’s
success. These activities could include: partgesiith the Fund in fundraising, ensuring
that early Mega Program work is successful so ithatovides a proof point for future
work, and managing internal communications and ghamanagement so those within
the system remain engaged with and supportiveeobiigoing change process.

Even once the Fund gains critical mass and appesaitte medium and large scenarios
described in Chapter 5, the Office’s growth shatitl be approached strategically, with
restraint, and in alignment with the Consortiumlgeatives. Increases in staff will not
necessarily be proportionate to increases in fupdiBome activities, such as managing
contracts and financial transactions, will increasaghly proportionately to funding
flows, but others will not. At the same time, thereay be some cases where it is
strategically advisable for staffing to move outfiant of corresponding growth of the
Fund so the Consortium can reach certain goalsekample, once the first few Mega
Programs are in place, early investments in CGIABing and marketing may be
strategically important in generating new investtaen the Fund.

Another variable in Consortium Office size is hdwe tOffice’s own internal functions
(e.g., finance, HR, and operations/facilities mamagnt) are managed. The CEO and
Consortium Board will have to decide whether thiesestions are to be conducted in-
house or outsourced, and in the latter case, whadtmutsource them to Shared Services,
the Consortium Office’s host facility (if therease), or an outside provider.

8.4 Managing the transition

It is our firm belief that the success of any magbrange effort, especially one as
complicated and difficult as this one, requires lexpattention to managing both the
operational and human sides of change. The timested by the various bodies
involved and actively engaged in the CGIAR changegss to date, including the TMT,
CPT, Alliance Office, CG Secretariat, World Bankdathe various reference groups
representing both Centers and donors, suggestsl algnment with this belief. It is
critical that this focus on managing the changesdus subside once organs of the “new”
CGIAR, such as the Consortium Office, are establishindeed, the importance of
change management will only increase as changerieecmore tangible.
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BCG has developed a framework of six key dimensfongreparing for and managing
through large scale organizational change (Seebixt3). Each of these dimensions will
need to be addressed in the CGIAR change processian to deliver bold, successful
and sustained change.

Exhibit 13: Six key dimensions to manage to debuecessful and sustained change

o Mobilize the o Hardwire e Sustain

organization change and reinvent
* Prepare leadership to « Align organization model « Structure for ongoing

Create the
change agenda
* Build a case for change

« Articulate desired vision, visibly embody change and accountabilities as learning
strategy, culture, and * Set up activist needed = Build and exploit change
behaviors governance * Adjust support capabilities
— Translate vision into  Engage and excite infrastructure and
manageable stakeholders performance

initiatives

* Ensure alignment and
commitment of leaders

« Establish human,
operational and financial

management as needed

» Lock down commitments

and initiatives into
roadmaps

baselines

° Manage for results

» Manage initiatives/programs with discipline, rigor
and oversight

« Arm executives with forward-looking visibility to
bottom-line results

» Reinforce desired behaviors

« Create, monitor and adjust ongoing
communications strategy
— Tailor messaging to specific stakeholder needs
and risks
» Coach managers to be effective communicators

6 Communicate — strategically, consistently

Source: BCG analysis

1. Create the change agendarhe case for change was clearly articulated é2608
Independent Review of the CGIAR System, and thewisor reform was laid out at
Maputo and in the 2008 Integrated Reform Prop@&akte then, the various workstreams
have more concretely described the desired visitvategy, culture and behaviors for the
new CGIAR. As the change progresses, it will béiaai to keep referring back to the
earliest principles and goals of the reform saoaanichor all stakeholders in a core vision
and shared goals for the future. As the new sysseémplemented, baseline measures of
the current system (e.g., the size and cost oeougystem functions) should continue to
be used as a reference point to track the chargjasagore reform principles.

2. Mobilize the organization Individual leaders within every stakeholder graoghe
new system must be willing and able to support eamtbody the change process. Each
and every leader (including the leadership of dasrganizations, the Consortium CEO
and Board, Fund Council and Member Center senioragement) must be prepared to
make necessary changes in their parts of the sytstenake the total reform a success.
They will also need to be armed with all informatiabout the change process they need
to inform and mobilize their own organizations.

3. Hardwire change Certain initiatives will need to get underway imdmately,
including: design and implementation of the futymecess for Fund disbursements,
agreement on Consortium financial and non-finanmepbrting requirements for the Fund
and other stakeholders, and the design of new Megggram reporting templates,
processes and systems as part of the new perfoenmaaicagement system.
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4. Manage for results All change initiatives will need to be managedhadliscipline,
rigor and oversight. This will require clear defian of who is responsible for delivering
results, and the development of plans against wiricgress can be tracked.

5. Communicate — strategically and consistentlyThe importance of clear, regular
communication throughout the change process camm@mphasized enough. Messages
should be tailored to different stakeholders toakp® any specific concerns they may
have or actions they may need to take. In addition“broadcast” messages,
communication through the change process will nedhvolve narrower, informal,
interactions among groups and individuals. Leadeds managers across the system will
need to be coached on the key messages to ddivertheir own questions about the
change must be answered so they can give consitdrdiear messages to their teams.

6. Sustain and reinvent Learning and adaptation as the change processdsn#ill be a
critical component of success. It is impossiblglan for every risk and contingency in
advance, so managers of the CGIAR change processramain adaptable and alert to
risks and issues. To ensure this nimbleness, meseseed to be put in place for
capturing feedback and identifying risks as theigear Specific tools such as regular
stakeholder “pulse check” surveys and an issuewilbdpe valuable for these purposes.

Addressing these six dimensions requires thatcatitthange management roles be
fulfilled. On the operational, or “hard,” side diange, these include:

» Establishing a detailed list of change tasks aitéhiives across all workstreams
and assigning clear responsibilities and delivesbl

» Tracking milestone progress and flagging any issueseas off-track.

» Tracking who will make decisions, how they shouddrbade, and the parties who
should be consulted in the process.

» ldentifying dependencies and interactions among/éi®us change workstreams.
» ldentifying risks and planning for contingencies.

* Following up to keep abreast of workstream progeess issues, particularly if
and when something is off-track or behind schedaré, raising issues to decision
makers as necessary.

And on the people, or “soft” side of change, catimles will continue to include:

» Communicating consistently and straightforwardlpaithe change process, key
decisions, and what is ahead. This will becomecatias the new system moves
from the planning stage to actual changes in dajagoactivities

» Strategically determining the right amount of imf@tion and key messages for a
range of audiences.

* Regularly taking “pulse checks” of opinions and @ems for various stakeholder
groups, and feeding the results back to commumsatiod decision makers.

In addition, those responsible for change managemméght plan and oversee a “road
show” of leadership visits to centers to inform amdjage center staff and to respond to
guestions. Depending on the exact timing, thei@pants in such visits might include
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members of transitional structures such as the @Rifor leaders in the “new” system
(e.g., Consortium Board members, CEO).

8.5 Recommended role of a Transition Management Qtfe

Once the change process receives the go-ahead Bettember 2009 Business Meeting,
the existing change management structures shouévdleated to assess how well they
will be able to support both the “hard” and “sdditles of change.

Based on our experience with similar large-scaadiormations, we would recommend
the creation of a Transition Management Office (TMQnction supported by a small

number of full-time staff (likely 2 to 3). The pmary role of the TMO would be to

support the change management process betweerusiieeBs Meeting and the point in
time when the Consortium CEO has been hired aritéristarting team is in place. Core
activities of the TMO would include:

* Developing and maintaining a “master” timeline ateliverables calendar to
track the progress of all initiatives to be implereal as part of the transition to
the new Consortium, as well as interdependenciegda® areas of work.

* Providing project management support to specifitaitives, e.g., initiation and
briefing of the Consortium Board.

* Following up with individual initiatives to trackrpgress, flag risks and escalate
issues to the relevant decision makers.

» Coordinating meetings and other interactions betwdifferent actors (e.g., the
Consortium and the Fund) to ensure effective comaation and alignment as
the designs of different pieces of the new systee fenalized and put into
operation.

* Managing regular communication to stakeholderhiéndhange process to ensure
that they are kept “on board” and informed durifg ttransition, including
planning and supporting the execution of a tramsitroadshow.”

* Initiating regular pulse checks to gauge the lewél buy-in of different
stakeholders in the change process.

* Maintaining a master “issues” list to track andp@sd to concerns and issues as
they arise.

* Providing a point of contact and liaison for vasaexternal parties engaged in the
change process (e.g., legal advisors).

With the TMO handling these tasks, the system g@mviding leadership would be

free to focus on the most important decisions. TN also would serve as a bridge
between the current transitional structures anchévely created structures. It should be
created as a temporary body, but its staff mighttesidered for future roles in the

Consortium Office (particularly within the Strated¢dR & Change Management unit), or
elsewhere in the system.

A TMO could be established just for the “doer” siafethe change process, or it could
cover funders as well. The latter alternative widuhve the advantage of supporting the
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Transition Management Team (TMT) or its succeseomanaging system-wide issues,
but would be more complex from an accountabilityspective. An additional question
would be whether to staff the TMO with new hiresrertasked staff from within the

current system.

*kkkk

Transitioning to the new CGIAR system will requiaehigh level of flexibility and
commitment on the part of all stakeholders. Asrtbe model emerges, so too will new
guestions and new challenges. To be successiulaimaging this change, the system's
stakeholders need to redouble their commitmenth& vision of Maputo and to the
collaborative process of designing a shared futiach progress has been made to date,
and further progress is achievable if the "fundeasid "doers" work together in
partnership to resolve the remaining issues angtmuns. Doing so now will plant the
seeds for another 40 years of successful innovamonmpact in the CGIAR.
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Design Notes

Design note #1: Approach taken in design of the Caortium Office

Approach taken in organizational design of the ©oigm Office

BCG has taken a multi-step approach in developimey drganizational design of the
Consortium Office:

1.
2.

5.
6.

Definition of value-add of the new ConsortiunnéBe 1)

Development of Constitution describing the Cotism's mandate and
CEO/Board responsibilities (Phase I, ongoing)

Identification of broad Consortium Office furantis required to fulfill mandate

Detailed design of the Consortium Office’s fuaos, activities and
organizational structure

Sizing and costing of Consortium Office funcgon
Development of detailed job descriptions for @Hinus 1" level

Inputs that have informed the design are as follows

Analysis of the roles and responsibilities of then€ortium CEO and Board as
outlined in the Consortium Constitution and ase@td in the intent of Maputo

Interviews with representatives of CG System Offiiections (i.e. CG
Secretariat, Science Council and Alliance Office) understand current CG
system-level activities in these areas

Interviews with a subset of research and non-rekestaff to understand current
interfaces between centers, donors and the CGnsyste

Interviews with CG Center Board Chairs and Direst@eneral to solicit their
views on the value-add of the Consortium

Discussion with the Consortium Design referenceigro

Feedback from Alliance members and other stakeh®lole preliminary drafts of
our findings and recommendations

Comparisons to other research institutions of alairsize and scale
Internal and external reviews of Challenge Programs

The exercise of our professional judgment basedoon work with other
organizations
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Process for developing Consortium Office design

Development of

Constitution Identification of Detailed design of Shostie) end PR
Definition of describing the broad Consortium functions, cost'g of e—— ':eference
value-add of the Consortium's Office functions activities and ing 5 .
. . o Consortium for "CEO minus
new Consortium mandate and required to fulfill organization X X .
Office functions 1" level
CEO/Board mandate structure

responsibilities

Completed in Design Phase | ~— —~ —

(February — May); revisions

ongoing Focus of Design Phase Il (June — September)
Inputs into the design process have included the fo llowing:

« Assessment of the roles and responsibilities of the Consortium CEO and Board as outlined in the Consortium
Constitution and as reflected in the intent of Maputo

« Interviews with representatives of CG System Office functions

« Interviews with a subset of research and non-research staff in Centers

= Interviews with CG Center Board Chairs and Directors General to solicit their views on the value-add of the Consortium?
» Discussion with the Consortium Design reference group?

» Feedback from Alliance members and other stakeholders on preliminary drafts of our findings and recommendations

« Comparisons to other research institutions of a similar size and scale

« Intemal and external reviews of Challenge Programs

» The exercise of our professional judgment based on our work with other organizations

1.Staff from "case study" centers approved by the CPT to represent a cross section of CG centers by geography, size and type of research are IRRI, ILRI, WorldFish and ICARDA 2. Interviews
carried out in Phase | of the Consortium Design consultancy (Feb — Mar 2009) 3. Group approved by the CPT comprised of 3 DDG-Research, 3 DDG-Finance from a cross-section of CG centers
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Design note #2: Lessons from organizational analogs

In defining the most appropriate organizationaligiesfor this set of activities, we
considered the organizational set-up of some orgéions with analogous mandates to
the CGIAR, i.e., for-profit and not-for-profit orgeations that do all or some of the
following:

» Coordination of strategy development and prioritgtting for the overall
organization

* Developing and managing a portfolio of researclejuiting determining fund
allocation across the portfolio

» Assessing the performance of the research portfolio
* Raising funds and perform advocacy activities

* Developing and managing contracts between the fgbiort management
organization and research partners

* Managing portfolio-level finances and reportingstakeholders/shareholders

BCG has worked with a wide range of clients aciodsistries to help design corporate
center functions. Corporate centers most commordyige, to individual business units
and the enterprise as a whole, functions such @®cde strategy development, portfolio
management, financial control, corporate commuiunat and shared services. By
centralizing these functions, organizations beriedin:

* An aggregated company-wide view of business undripies and strategies to
inform decisions on the total company portfolio

* An aggregated company-wide view of individual bes unit performance and a
forum for review of overall business portfolio parhance

* Benefits of scope in sharing functional expertigeg( strategic HR, risk
management, IT) and best practices across the iaegem

» Benefits of scale in the delivery of shared serwvisepport activities
» Greater standardization and efficiency across legsininits

Enterprises develop corporate centers under a rahgeodels: “Involved” centers,
which are heavily involved in the operation of trganization and its decision making);
“Activist” centers, which focus on selective valadded activities, and “Minimalist”
centers, which provide only very limited functiofs®lely portfolio management, in most
cases). BCG’s Corporate Center database indidaat&ven the leanest financial holding
companies contain centers of 15-20 people (exojudshared services), which is
consistent with the model being proposed for th@godium. In addition, relative to
benchmarks, the Consortium Office being proposed (FZEs under a medium size
scenario) is very small relative to the total numbieemployees in the CGIAR (less than
0.5%).

We also benchmarked the overall size of the ConsorOffice against some specific
organizations with a similar mandate. For examgie statutory organization established
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to plan and invest in R&D on behalf a national gsaindustry with $110M in annual
income and $80M in annual R&D investment is vemnikir to the future CGIAR
Consortium in that it does not conduct R&D itsdbiyt rather adds value through
identifying research priorities, allocating of resces to research partners on behalf of
funders, and managing R&D portfolio performance.e Téffice of this organization
contains ~50 FTEs and contains the following fumgio

* Lines of Business: Project Management groups resplen for performance
management of the research portfolio

» Corporate Strategy and Impact Assessment
* Legal and Procurement (contract management)
» Corporate Services (Finance, HR & Admin, IT)

Similarly, we investigated a global not-for-profitoduct development partnership with
$50M in annual R&D investment, responsible for Bsaing and managing a portfolio
of R&D activities for malaria treatments and opergiwith an office of ~30 FTEs. Like
the future Consortium, the value-add of this orgation is primarily in pooling funds
from multiple donors and distributing to progranfsresearch. It does not conduct the
R&D, but manages a global network of public andvge partners and contains the
following functions:

« R&D

* Finance

» Corporate Development

* Public Affairs

* Business development (primarily contract managejment
* Global access

* Operations & HR

By comparison with these organizations, we belitheg a Consortium office of ~20
people in a medium fund size scenario is compaeigtiean.

In addition, we investigated some corporate agtical products companies, focusing on
the way they are organized to perform strategyinggttportfolio development and
management and performance management. Organialaioalogues indicate that it is
common for agricultural research enterprises, wHikh the CGIAR, manage a large and
varied body of research work, to centralize thesactions. One large corporate
agricultural research organization investigated &dsan but dedicated team under the
CEO (~ 5 FTEs) focused on Strategic Planning andnBas Development. The value
add of this centralized team is in

» Taking a whole of portfolio view to ensure a bakehportfolio of projects, taking
into account time horizon (short versus longer-tgmmaduct needs) as well as
balancing the research portfolio across other dsioeis (e.g., product traits and
regional balance). The benefit of this group atcarporate” level is that it can
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take a long- term view of the project portfolio mout having to worry about
short-term profitability goals.

Acting as a point of coordination by partneringiw@orporate R&D and business
operations to develop an overall set of stratedieciives and a balanced
portfolio of projects to meet those objectives. ghlinent between the central
R&D function and business units is achieved throaglseries of workshops
throughout the year

Developing project proposals with input from Comger R&D and business
operations, which are then evaluated for consideran an integrated investment
plan.

Identifying and assigning project owners from bass units who will be
accountable for progress of the projects in thefplay, and aligning with these
owners on setting milestones and goals that cdrablked for progress.

Leading the portfolio review process through vasiowestment stage gates.
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Design Note # 3: Methodology for net cost impact atysis

BCG has estimated current steady-state systemidmnobsts estimated at ~$11M, using
the following methodology:

2007 and 2008 cost data for each system functior w@mbined with qualitative
information obtained through discussions with systeinction representatives.
BCG analyzed these findings and combined them teriakne what the right
steady-state size should be, i.e., the portiohedé that was not attributable to the
change process. The resulting baseline costshiorQG Secretariat, Science
Council and SC Secretariat, and Alliance Office &Rl are $4.9M, $3.9M and
$0.8M respectively.

Other system costs total $1.5M and include thectlicests of AGM, ExCO, and
other committee meetings as paid for by the systarctions today. This number
was provided by the CG Secretariat and is baseaVerage historical costs.

The future system function costs were estimatecbattM, based on the following:

The Consortium Office and Board are expected td $68M in the medium size
Fund scenario, as detailed in Chapter 5.

We have relied on inputs from other workstream®sived in the CGIAR change
process. At the time of writing this report, marfytttese inputs were still in flux.
Consequently we have used “placeholder” estimatethe potential costs of the
Fund Council and Office cost, ISPC council and aaffiand Independent
Evaluation Unit.

For the Fund Council and Office, we used FTE edtaeceived from ExCol6
and scaled the costs of the CG Secretariat bas#teamatio of FTES in the future
compared with today, i.e., the estimate of ~40% felEES in the Fund Office
than in the CG Secretariat today would reduce dosteughly 40% or $3.1M.

For the ISPC Council and Office, we sized the FTa&tording to the
recommendations of the ITG report on the ISPC,l@as®d the costs of the future
organization on current Science Council personostsc This resulted in a total
of $3.2M.

For the Independent Evaluation Unit (IEU), we used estimate of $0.5M

provided by the CG Secretariat. At the time of iwgtthis report, the precise set-
up of the IEU was still under discussion. Consetjyeme have not assumed any
additional FTEs for IEU in our estimates, but ratirave accounted for the
potential costs of the IEU — including personnedtse- in our total cost estimates.

Finally, we assumed that other system costs woeldam unchanged and
continue to cover all future governance costs uidiclg the biennial GCARD and
other committee meetings. In fact, because ofrtbee to biennial meetings, it is
possible that such costs may be lower than theytaalay; however, to remain
conservative, we have assumed they will be unclthag$1.5M.
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* With the exception of the Consortium Office, we édaassumed no scaling of
costs of system functions with Fund size.
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Glossary

Alliance of CGIAR-supported Centers Current coalition of the 15 centers supported
by the CGIAR.

Board: Board of the Consortium (unless otherwise sped)fiA legally constituted body
charged with the overall responsibility of provigiroversight for the work of the
Consortium. A description of the objectives, rad@sl responsibilities, and functioning of
the Consortium Board is given in article 6 of then€ortium Constitution.

CGIAR Centers (or CGIAR-supported Centers) International agricultural research
centers of the Consortium that implement the CGBARrogram portfolio. Centers
operate under oversight of their own Board andGbasortium. Also referred to as the
Consortium’s “Member Centers.”

CGIAR (or CGIAR System): The CGIAR is a global research for development
partnership with the aims of reducing poverty andder, improving health and nutrition
and enhancing ecosystems resilience in developmmtdes. The reformed CGIAR
system is comprised of a global network of dontrs, Consortium of CGIAR Centers,
its Member Centers and partners, and other systel@-@ntities including the CGIAR
Fund Council and Office, Independent Science andn&aship Council and CGIAR
Independent Evaluation Arrangement.

CGIAR Fund or Fund: A central multi-donor fund that serves as a st financing
facility for the CGIAR System to provide multi-yeaupport for Mega Programs under
the Strategic Results Framework (SRF). It will ajgovide institutional funding for
Member Centers of the Consortium for activities emdhe SRF while the Mega
Programs are being developed.

CGIAR Strategy: The approach the CGIAR system is taking in otdeneet its overall
development objectives by delivering the outputsl amutcomes as defined by the
Strategic Results Framework.

Consortium of CGIAR Centers (or Consortium): A legal entity established by the

CGIAR-supported Centers to fulfill the objectivesemioned in the Consortium

Constitution. The Consortium provides leadershipember Centers and is the recipient
of funding from the CGIAR Fund for implementatiohtbe Mega Programs through the
Centers and their partners, and the signatory efpgrformance agreements with the
Fund.

Consortium Members or Member Centers Research institutions that enter into a
specific formal association (“membership”) with tl&nsortium. The rights and
responsibilities of Member Centers are detailethenConsortium Constitution.

Consortium CEO or CEO: Chief Executive Officer of the Consortium. A deption of
the roles and responsibilities of the CEO is givanarticle 8 of the Consortium
constitution.

Consortium Office: The Office of professional staff responsible ¢arrying out the day-
to-day operations of the Consortium in supporthef Consortium Board and CEO. The
functions of the Consortium Office derive from tihales of responsibilities of the
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Consortium, as stated in the Constitution. Thedodium Office will operate under the
direction of the Consortium CEO.

Consortium Planning Team: Group established by the Alliance in December 2008 to
lead the process of developing the Consortium bhadStrategic Results Framework and
Mega-Programs.

Donor (or CGIAR Donor): A country or organization (including foundations,
multinational agencies and non-governmental orgdiozs) that provides funding (as
Fund Donor or Bilateral Donor) to support CGIAR grams/activities and the
functioning of CGIAR bodies and research institasio

* Fund Donor: A donor that contributes funding to the CGIAR Fund.

» Bilateral Donor: A donor that provides part or all of its fundirma CGIAR
Center directly, through a bilateral arrangemeat grovides support for Mega
Programs or components of Mega Programs undertthge§ic Results
Framework and for the Centers and their partneitini®ns implementing the
programs.

Evaluation: The systematic and objective assessment of agomy or completed
project, program or policy, its design, implemeiatatand results.

Fund Council: The decision-making body for the CGIAR Fund agton behalf of the
Fund Donors. A description of the objectives anacfions of the Fund Council is given
in section B.4 of the Fund Framework Document (EFD)

Fund Office: The support unit of the Funders Forum and thedFGouncil housed,
administratively, at the World Bank. A descriptiohthe objectives and functions of the
Fund Office is given in section B.5 of the FFD.

Funders Forum: A forum of all donors to the CGIAR over a threkh@amount,
including bilateral donors and Fund donors, caasthosting the headquarters of the
Consortium and its Member Centers and stakehofeesentatives invited by the Chair
of the Funders Forum in consultation with donors.

Independent Evaluation Arrangement: Independent assessors commissioned by the
Fund Council to perform evaluations of individuabya Programs every 4 years and of
the CGIAR System every 5-6 years. One model for ith@ependent evaluation
arrangement currently under consideration is tleateyn of an Independent Evaluation
Unit (IEU) of the CGIAR housed by a multi-lateraanization (e.g. IEG World Bank or
IFAD).

Independent Science and Partnership Council (ISPCAnN independent standing panel
that is the science and partnerships-advisory omgfathe CGIAR, whose primary
responsibility is to enhance and promote the quaidievance and impact of science and
science partnerships in the CGIAR.

Lead Center: Member Center selected by the Consortium Board @B@ to manage
delivery at the individual Mega Program level, umihg development of a Mega
Program’s strategic and operational plans, and MBgagram reporting based on
progress monitoring at the sub-Mega Program (eaegqt) level. Mega Program Lead
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Centers will work closely with the Consortium CE@daBoard — principally through
Consortium Office Mega Program Officers - to reviplans and monitor overall Mega
Program progress.

Mega Programs A set of integrated research activities thatraglsl one or more themes
or components of the CGIAR’s Strategic Results fenaork to be implemented by the
Consortium through the Centers and their partngitutions. They are the subject of the
program performance agreements between the Camsoaind the Fund. Mega Programs
are the key delivery mechanism for the outputs amtomes of the Strategic Results
Framework with due consideration given to mediurm l@mg-term time horizons.

Mega-Program portfolio: The suite of Mega Programs that constitutes aerott
research for development agenda addressing thee éttiategic Results Framework of
the CGIAR.

Monitoring : A continuing function that uses systematic cditat of data on agreed

upon indicators to provide Centre management, thansQ@rtium and the main

stakeholders of an ongoing (development) intereentiith indications of the extent of

progress and achievement of objectives and progmetb® use of allocated funds. Mega
Program performance monitoring is a primary functaf the Consortium in the new
CGIAR.

NARS: A country’s National Agricultural Research Systemhich includes public
research institutions, academia, private sectaitiions, and civil society organizations.

Partners: Groups and entities that work in partnership WitGIAR, including NARS,
regional forums, Global Forum on Agricultural Resba advanced research institutions
in the North and the South, private sector orgditina, farmers and farmer organizations,
non-governmental organizations, and donors.

Performance agreements/contractsBinding agreements between the Consortium and
the Fund Council and between the Consortium and b&enCenters and Partners on

Mega Programs clarifying mutual obligations and extptions, as well as the remedies

for non-compliance.

Stakeholder. An individual or organization who both affectsdars affected by the

actions of the CGIAR, including beneficiaries of A& research and those involved in
agricultural research for development, such asrthgtutions that partner with CGIAR

Centers in the production or delivery of reseaesults.

Strategic Results Framework (SRF)A systematic description of the way in which the
CGIAR focuses its work in order to achieve its ersivia the development of tangible
objectives, effective partnerships, and measuraselts. It includes: (a) intermediate
objectives; (b) expected outcomes arising from oistpin a cause and effect logic with
related performance indicators; (c) critical asstioms that need to be in place; and, (d)
defined timelines. CGIAR’s Mega Programs are tmegmmmatic and operational

expression of the Strategic Results Framework aedtiad to its strategic objectives

through a cause and effect logic.

Transition Management Team: Group established by the CGIAR at the Annual
General Meeting 2008 to oversee the agreed rezatadn of the CGIAR.
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Trustee: A person or organization that carries the fidociesponsibility and liability to
use the trust assets according to the provisiorikeofrust instrument. The World Bank,
in agreement with Fund Donors, is the organizatiesponsible for maintaining the
CGIAR Fund and disbursing funds to the Consortium.

Unrestricted funding (or "unrestricted system funding"): A type of funding that is
provided to the Fund as a whole, available forcatmn by the Fund Council based on its
judgment, following review of funding requests fréhe Consortium.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Roles and responsibilities of the Congtium Board

Based on Draft Consortium Constitution article @stat 23 September, 2009

Although the Board is ultimately responsible fot adles and responsibilities stated
below, it may delegate tasks to the Consortium @B Office as it deems appropriate.

Concerning strategy development and funds allogdhie Board will:

Oversee the development of, review and endorse QB¢AR strategy and
Strategic Results Framework and submit them td-threders Forum for approval.
The strategy and Strategic Results Framework siealieveloped together with
Member Centers and with the input of a broad rafgionors and Partners

Develop a framework for funding, including a resmumobilization strategy, in
cooperation with the Fund Council, to structure dimg flows to address
programmatic and structural financing needs

Engage in fund raising together with the Fund Cdunc

Decide on allocation of funding across Member Qasnend programs, in any
case where funds are given to the Consortium focation

Concerning Mega Programs the Board will:

Set such common criteria, policies, and standad#lega Program execution as
are helpful in ensuring Mega Program effectiversass are consistent with the
Consortium purpose described in Article 2.2

Review and endorse Mega Program proposals from Me@bnters, which shall
address at minimum project leadership and managfersteucture, budget,
performance measures, progress-tracking and tloetireg process

Submit proposals for Mega Programs and the allocanf funds across Mega
Programs to the Fund Council for considerationjngknto account proposals
submitted to the Consortium by Member Centers. eEmito performance
agreements with the Fund Council for Mega Prograplémentation

Review and authorize fund allocation within Megadtams, on the basis of
proposals submitted by Mega Program participants

Enter into performance contracts with Member Cengard Partners involved in
execution of the Mega Programs

Oversee the monitoring of Mega Program performaacéd take appropriate
remedial actions with participants when necessargrisure the success of the
Mega Program. The Consortium’s performance maneagemnole vis-a-vis Mega
Programs shall address development impact as wdlhancial and operational
performance
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Concerning Member Centers outside of those rolesifipto Mega Programs, the Board
will:

e Set such common criteria, policies, and standards Member Center
performance and efficiency as are consistent with Consortium purpose
described in Article 2.2

* Review the performance and efficiency of Membert€en

* Review the general alignment of Member Centersiviigts with the system
strategy and Strategic Results Framework

* Review the current and potential structural orgaindns of and among the
Member Centers, and decide on appropriate actioeiading any opportunities
for Member Center or field asset realignment. Sadleview shall be based on
thorough analysis and shall include appropriatelvement of Member Centers

* Advise Member Centers on best practices in area®minon interest, including
governance, risk management and supporting furstion

* Review and endorse plans for, and, together with @O, oversee shared
functions and research platforms

Concerning reporting and external relations, tharBawill:

» Update the Fund Council on its activities. The iBoghall report at least annually
to the Fund Council, in a form mutually agreealdetlie two parties. This
reporting shall address system performance visethe strategy and Strategic
Results Framework, financial and operational pentorce of the Mega Programs
and Member Centers, actions taken by the Consortmard with regard to
Member Center operations and common services, apdther Consortium and
Member Center activities relevant to the Fund Caisnavestment

Work with the Fund Council to establish common dtads for reporting on
Mega Program and Member Center performance, inrdaeeduce the overall
reporting burden on Member Centers

» Support the Consortium CEO and Consortium Office asivocacy, public
relations, and communications efforts

In addition, the Board will oversee the ConsortiGxifice as a business entity, and in so
doing, will:

» Develop, maintain, and, as needed, update theegicaand operating plans of the
Consortium Office

* Approve the operating budget of the Consortiumdefand Consortium Board

» Select, hire, conduct performance reviews, and roke the continued
employment or removal of the Consortium CEO

Finally, in its governance role, the Board will:

 Assume financial and operational accountability Mega Programs and the
Consortium Office including shared services aneaesh platforms
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Initiate periodically external reviews of Consonidunctioning and performance

Determine criteria for membership in the Consortiamd as warranted, nominate
prospective Member Centers for membership. Thmination must be approved
by the current Member Centers; see Article 9.9.

Propose amendments to this Constitution to Memieerté®s, in consultation with
the Fund Council

Resolve conflicts among Member Centers

Design mechanisms for risk management and comgiaard oversee their
implementation

122



Appendix B: Roles and responsibilities of the Congstum CEO

Based on Draft Consortium Constitution article &slat 23 September, 2009

The Chief Executive Officer of the Consortium shadl selected by the Board. The CEO
will be both a public face of the CGIAR system dhd leader of the Consortium Office
staff, which will be recruited and appointed by tBEO. The performance of the CEO
shall be reviewed by the Board annually.

The internal roles and responsibilities of the C#@ll include:

Contributing to the development of and implementimg overall CGIAR strategy
and portfolio of Mega Programs, in close cooperatiath Member Centers and
Partners

Leading the implementation and ongoing renewal ¢ Strategic Results
Framework

Working closely with the Consortium Board in dey@tagg common policies and
standards for Mega Programs and Member Centedesasibed in Article 6.4

Managing the development of Mega Program proposéisdgets, and
performance contracts with involved Member Cendéerd Partners

Providing day-to-day oversight of the role of thenSortium in managing and
monitoring Mega Program performance

Managing, directly or through staff, the Consortiv@ffice functions and
dissemination of best practices across Member @mecommon areas such as
governance, HR, financial management and risk mamagt

Leading the Consortium Office in gathering the miation needed from Member
Centers in order for the Consortium Board to flitd reviewing and oversight
roles as described in Article 6.4

Identifying and setting up such shared functions @search platforms as needed
to optimize Consortium and Member Center effectegsnand efficiency, and
managing, directly or through staff, the organimatheeded to provide shared
functions and research platforms

Developing an annual Consortium Office budget fon€brtium Board approval,
and ensuring adherence to this budget and prudeendsg as is deemed
appropriate for a development organization

Establishing an effective system for liaising withember Centers to ensure
coordination and alignment

Supporting and advising the Consortium Board aadsihg regularly with its
Chair and members

Supporting Member Centers to enable them to exed¢h&r roles and
responsibilities effectively
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The external roles and responsibilities of the CR@ich may at times be carried out
together with the Consortium Board Chair or othembers of the Consortium Board,
shall include:

* Representing the Consortium and Member Centersegotrations and other
interactions with the Fund Council, Trustee and,ndeded to further the
Consortium purpose or requested by the Fund Cqundividual donors

» Partnering with members of the Fund Council iningigunds for the system

* Building strategic collaboration and relations wahkternal Partners, including
private sector institutions and relevant NGOs, ARigl national agricultural
research systems, to further the pursuit of the ABGVision and Consortium
purpose, as described in Article 2

» Conducting advocacy efforts to expand the CGIARGsifooning and brand,
including representing the CGIAR at top-level in@ional fora and other
relevant meetings

The CEO role shall also include such other actésitas the CEO may find necessary to
further the Consortium’s purpose
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