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1. Opening Session
Welcome by Host Institution

International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) President Lennart Bage
welcomed the CGIAR Executive Council (ExCo) to IFAD and expressed strong support
to the work of the CGIAR, and looks forward to a continued dialogue with the System.
He also noted the importance of focusing the work of agricultural research on poverty
reduction.

Comments by Host country (Italy)

Stefano Pontecorvo welcomed ExCo to Rome on behalf of the Italian Government. He
expressed Italy’ s continued support to the CGIAR and noted his government’s pleasure in
having the headquarters of IPGRI located in Macaresse, outside of Rome.

Chairman’s Introduction

lan Johnson thanked Lennart Bage and IFAD for hosting the meeting and thanked both
IFAD and Italy for their support to the CGIAR. He welcomed ExCo members and
formally opened the meeting. (Meeting participants are listed in Attachment 1)

Election of Meeting Co-Chair
Afework Aklilu (SSA) was nominated and elected Co-chair of the meeting.
Adoption of the Agenda

The draft agenda was adopted without changes. During the course of the meeting three
items were added under ‘ Other Business.” These are reflected under that agendaitem in
the summary of proceedings.

2. CGIAR Status Report

Report from Director
Francisco Reifschneider updated ExCo on developments in the CGIAR since ExCo 6:

Follow-up of ExCo 6 decisions:

- 2003 Financial Report: letters were sent to Centers with red- flagged indicators,
Science Council (SC)/SC Secretariat financing: a sustainable financing
mechanism is being discussed with donors, and informal discussions will continue
a AGMO4.

Lessons learned on pilot CPs. SC and CGIAR Secretariat are preparing a report
for presentation at Annual General Meeting (AGM)04; an oral report will be
provided at ExCo 7,



CGIAR Charter: the final draft from the fine-tuning group is ready for
submission to the CGIAR for approval;

CGIAR nominees on Center Boards of Trustees (BOTS): anew timetable agreed
to by the CGIAR Secretariat and Committee of Board Chairs (CBC) will be
presented at ExCo 7,

Partnership Committees Review: will be discussed at AGM04;

ExCo Committees reorganization: aproposa will be presented at ExCo 7;
Timing of future AGMs: asurvey is being conducted and a proposal will be
made to the CGIAR at AGMO04 for decision.

System Office Developments: The third System Office (SO) workshop is scheduled to be
held on September 16-17, 2004, at FAO. The Internal Audit Unit (IAU) has issued good
practice notes on severa topics including Center-wide risk management and business
continuity. The Strategic Advisory Service on Human Resources (SAS-HR) has begun
operations, and five Centers are participating in the service together with the CGIAR
Secretariat. Major outputs are being shared with all 15 Centers. An SAS-HR video clip
was shown to ExCo illustrating a database being built on human resource (HR) policies
of the participating Centers.

Leadership and Change Management Training: A custom program is being designed by
the Harvard Business School and will be held in December 2004; approximately 40

participants from Centers, SC, Challenge Programs (CPs) and SO units are expected to
attend.

Compensation Sudy: Philippe Viaatte briefed ExCo on activities since ExCo 6. Phase|
of the study is near completion. Phase |l (survey of comparator organizations) has started
and the entire study should be completed in the second half of 2005. As agreed at ExCo
6, the final report will be released at the completion of the entire study; however an
update on Phase |1 will be given at AGMO04. ICARDA and ICRAF were requested to
provide missing information to the consultants as soon as possible to allow closure of
Phase I.

Communications (May-September 2004): Recent events where the CGIAR participated
include the World Bank Environmentally and Socially Sustainable Development Forum,
(Department for International Development) DFID briefing to the House of Commons,
dialogue with new European Union (EU) member states, launch of Japan Forum/
Fellowship Program, workshop on the Global Open Agriculture and Food University
(GO-AFU) at IFPRI. Thiswill also be discussed at AGMO04. Publications include:
- Chairman and Director’s letters

CGIAR News and e-CGIAR News

Partnership brochures

CGIAR website (major update currently taking place).

AGMO04 Highlights: AGM will be preceded by Centers Members Day on Monday and a
field day on Tuesday. Highlightsinclude presentation of Science Awards, Crawford
L ecture to be given by Hernando de Soto, a Ministerial Roundtable, an expanded



Innovation Marketplace, a dialogue with founders of the CGIAR, a dialogue with
farmers, and Centers and partners exhibitions.

CGIAR Membership: The CGIAR currently has 63 members and ended 2003 with
contributions of US$381 million. For 2004, estimated contributions total US$428
million, and are projected by Centers to reach US$459 million for 2005. The level of
funding for the top 10 donors as well as overall funding continue to increase. The number
of membersis aso expected to increase.

Discussion:
- ExCo and the CGIAR should focus on making progress as a System. They should

look at independent Centers and how they collaborate and work in mutually
reinforcing ways as a System. Our aim should be to increase the efficiency and
effectiveness of the entire System and make real impact on agricultural
productivity, sustainable use of the natural resource base, and poverty reduction.
It is good to see income going up. It is aso important to track how the increased
income is being used. Performance measurement should help track the impact of
the CGIAR. A critical question iswhat is happening to the financing of research
conducted by National Agricultural Research Systems (NARS) while the income
and work of the CGIAR is increasing.
The Chairman noted that the link between the work of the CGIAR and that of the
development agencies should be examined in order to increase synergies between
research and devel opment.

3. Program Matters

3.a. Report from Science Council

Per Pinstrup-Andersen briefed ExCo on SC activities, including the priorities and strategy
exercise and the outcome of the SC meeting held September 6-9, 2004. He gave a brief
overview on the SC panel members and their qualifications to serve, and introduced
Ruben Echeverria

The SC isfocusing on helping the System develop a more cohesive and effective
approach to the work of the CGIAR so that it can have a greater impact on reduction of
poverty, hunger and malnutrition. There are five elements to this approach: (1)
identification of a set of clear System priorities and objectives, (2) a new approach to
monitoring and evaluation, (3) integration of performance measurement in Medium-term
Plans (MTPs) and logframes, (4) strengthening MTPs and logframes to set redlistic goals
and monitor progress towards their achievement, and (5) encouraging regional
programmatic alignment, starting with the ongoing effort of the CGIAR task forces on
SSA. These efforts will build on Center Directors Committee (CDC)/CBC activities
toward a strengthened and improved alliance.

He noted that for this to work, the meeting schedule for the System needs to be modified
in order for there to be adequate time between SC, ExCo and CGIAR meetings to enable



effective discussion of issues, with appropriate documentation. For example, SCis
unable to provide a written report to ExCo 7 from its meeting held during the previous
week.

The outcomes of the SC meeting (including those that are discussed in later agenda
items) include the following:
1. Recommendation to approve the Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) CP for a diagnostic,
inception period;
2. Continuing work on the development of System priorities;
3. Recommendation to approve al Center and CP MTPs, with specific
recommendations for each MTP,
4. Recommendation to continue the Generation CP beyond the inception phase;
5. Development of a new approach to monitoring and evaluation of Centers and
CPs; with more responsibility to be placed on Centers and CPs and on Center
BOTsto participate in evaluation of CPs, and to lighten the load on External
Program and Management Review (EPMR) panels,
Commissioning of EPMRs for ILRI and ICARDA;
Agreement to be afull partner to the task force on programmatic alignment in
Africa;
8. Agreement to participate in a specific set of collaborative activities with FAO;
9. Adoption of apolicy on conflict of interest for SC and standing panel members
and review of the existing policy for EPMR panel members;
10. Decision to write a statement of support for GO-AFU;
11. Request to have CGIAR/ExCo clarify arrangements for representation of CGIAR
and SCin IAASTD.

No

Development of Srategic Framework for Assessing Prioritiesin the CGIAR

A draft paper on the strategic framework was distributed to ExCo. SC Chair noted that
thisis avery rough working document. Two of the priority areas, policy and national
capacity strengthening, cut across all of the others for the most part. SC is examining
how to address thisissue, in particular for policies, as some activities in the policy area
arein the form of free-standing research generating global public goods (GPGs). An
additional topic covering policies at the macro level might be added.

The SC suggests that a sharply focused set of System priorities be developed and 80-90
percent of CGIAR' s resources be allocated to those priorities. 1t will invite Centers,
outside experts and interested donors for consultations on priority topics. To maintain
flexibility and encourage innovation, 10-20 percent of resources should be left
undedicated to specific System priorities.

He clarified that the exercise is entirely on programmeatic priorities, after which
discussions on structure and form would follow. However, it is imperative that
discussions of a programmatic nature take place first.

Discussion:
One member asked if progress has been made on long term funding of the SC.



The focus on reducing poverty should be stronger, and the statement on natural
resource management (NRM) is not as focused as it should be. The issue of
capacity building and partnership development should also be clearer.

How will the priorities that are developed find their way into each Center’s
programs and activities? The priorities need to be trandated into outputs, and it's
unclear whether it will be done at the System or Center level.

Has the consultation been widespread enough, including consultations with
NARS? Maximum participation to the extent possible should be a goal.

Are the priorities sharp enough to focus the myriad activities of the CGIAR and is
there a mechanism in place to have influence on autonomous Centers to cut non
priority programs back?

Some members commended the SC for its work in this area and look forward to
working with SC to help it focus the priorities.

Clarification was requested on whether the exercise is focusing on high value
crops, commodities or products.

Has a gap analysis been undertaken to determine what is missing in the System in
terms of the priority areas identified? What are the needs for the future?

Is this reflecting priorities for the CGIAR, or for international agricultural
research broadly?

Is the intention to have the indicated priority work to be done only by CGIAR
Centers or could some activities be carried out by centers/institutions/networks
outside the CGIAR?

P. Pinstrup-Andersen thanked members for a rich discussion and comments which will be
taken into account. He clarified that afinal set of priorities can not be set in each of the
priority aress identified until consultations are completed. SC can only recommend, not
force implementation of the priorities. Donors will be asked to fund priority activities on
an unrestricted basis but ultimately thisis a donor decision. Priority areas are not yet
fully focused and need refinement. He clarified that the study talks about both high value
crops which are not covered by the CGIAR, as well as adding value to commodities
which are covered by the CGIAR (e.g., vianew products). He also noted that genetic
conservation of livestock and fish stocksis not excluded. Center staff may not be able to
cover al areasin all cases, so they may have to build capacity in some new areas. He
explained that the priorities were not limited to the 15 Centers, but it is too early to guess
what other institutions will be involved.

F. Reifschneider addressed the issue on long term funding of the SC and the decision
taken at ExCo 6. Severa donors have been approached and in afew cases the conditions
that would have been placed on funding were not acceptable and therefore unable to be
considered. Dialogue continues with potential donors. The basic principleisthat SC
must be able to perform its activities independently of any conditions imposed by its
financiers.

Conclusions:
I. Johnson thanked SC and noted that it is off to an excellent start. The priorities
study will be discussed at both the Stakeholders and Business Meeting at AGMO4.
He cautioned that the Systent' s priorities should not be set through a popularity



contest. The process of consultation should be documented for transparency so
that all could see how the recommended priorities were deter mined.

3.b. MTPs and 2005 Financing Plans

P. Pinstrup-Andersen reported on SC's assessment of Center and CP MTPs. He stated
that overall MTPs were better this year than last. However, he noted that in some cases
the projects being undertaken are not integrated in a way that makes it clear they will
deliver agloba public good. Milestones need to be strengthened to produce a more
cohesive work plan. SC will finalize its commentaries and send them to Centers with an
invitation to submit a short note in response, which will be attached to the SC
commentaries and submitted to the CGIAR for consideration at the AGM. SC
recommends that all MTPs for Centers and CPs be approved by the CGIAR.

Ravi Tadvalkar gave a presentation on the 2005 financing plans of the Centers on behal f
of the Center (ILRI) and CGIAR Secretariat team that prepared the consolidated report.
The financing plan for 2005 is for a proposed research agenda of US$464 million, which
includes the CPs. He noted that investment requirements of CPs are projected to increase
to approximately US$48 million by 2007.

The planned aggregate investment for all programs in 2005 is nearly $64 million (16
percent) over the actual 2003 level. Fourteen Centers propose an increased budget over
2003 and one a decrease. Investment by region also shows a dlight shift, with relative
shares increasing for Central and West Asia and North Africa (CWANA) and SSA and
decreasing for Asia and Latin America and Caribbean (LAC) regions.

Discussion:

- There was a recommendation that the tables should include the estimates as well
as actuals for the last two preceding years (2002 and 2003 in this case). It was
also suggested that restricted/unrestricted funding levels also be included in the
MTPs.
The plan shows a relative decrease of investment in activities geared towards
LAC; therefore, it was suggested that there should be an increased effort to
establish stronger partnerships with NARS in LAC in order to help increase the
total investment in LAC. Such collaboration is important for the System as a
whole and not restricted to NARS in LAC. The Secretariat clarified that that the
decrease for LAC was a decrease in percentage of overall funding and therefore
does not necessarily represent a decrease in absolute terms.
The increase in funding resulting from finance mobilization was commended and
praise given to all those responsible.
One member noted that the increase should be looked at in the context of a
weakened US$ which may show an increase in funding but not necessarily an
increase in the purchasing power of the Centers. It was noted that thisis an
interesting issue, but since Centers make most of their purchasesin US$ terms,
they do benefit in real terms aswell. A note on this issue should be included in
the version that goes to AGM04.



Conclusions and ExCo Recommendationsto the CGIAR:
ExCo recommended CGIAR approval of the 2005 Financing Plans. The
suggestions made on the presentation should be included in the submission to the
CGIAR

3.c. Challenge Programs
3.c.1. SSA Challenge Program Proposal

P. Pinstrup-Andersen informed ExCo that SC recommends the first phase of the SSA CP
be approved, funded and implemented. It presents a new paradigm for agricultural
research in SSA, but it does not permit clear specification of research priorities upfront
because priorities would be based on information obtained from data generated in the
field during the first phase. The first phase consists of a diagnosis of information
collected from three sites and SC proposed this phase be approved for an 18 month
period. It suggests the Forum for Agricultural Research in Africa (FARA) to bring back
information that SC needs in order to make a recommendation on the subsequent phases.
SC will review the work after 12 months while the proponents work an additional six
months, at which time the CGIAR will make afinal decision. The funding requested for
the first phase, which is part of the discussion planned for AGM04, is US$4.9 million.
SC’s full commentary on the SSA CP will be available soon.

Before opening the item to discussion, I. Johnson noted that approving the CP for an
inception phase has been done before with the Generation CP.

Discussion:
- It was noted that the G8 recently recognized the importance of international

organizations such as the CGIAR to help find solutions for devel opment
problems, and it is important for the CGIAR to take this opportunity to show its
commitment to SSA and generate political support for such activities. However,
the CP proposal does not make clear how it would efficiently utilize CGIAR
resources and add value to the CGIAR.
General support was expressed for the innovative nature of the CP, but there are
still questions on management issues, the focus on development rather than
developing knowledge as such, and it seemsto take along time to develop
priorities.
There are a'so concerns about how the CP would relate to Systemwide activities,
the CGIAR task forces on SSA, the proposed Centers Alliance, and other ongoing
activities in Africa (e.g., New Partnership for African Development (NEPAD));
and how they will add value to the CGIAR System as well as help achieve the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGS).
Preparatory or inception phases—similar to what was done with the Generation
CP—should be done as an exception and not become the norm when approving
CPs.
The CP proposal is not clear on external actors, the role of the private sector and
the extent to which the activities are market-driven.
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General support was expressed for moving forward with the diagnostic
preparatory phase recommended by SC, but a clear set of outputs should be
developed for the 18 month diagnostic phase before it is submitted for approval
by the CGIAR. The CP has potentia for high benefits but comes with high risk
and needs to be carefully considered.

The SSA CP should undergo a broader discussion by the CGIAR at AGM04.

Conclusions and ExCo recommendationsto the CGIAR:
SSA regional needs are high; therefore, thereisa clear sense of urgency.
ExCo supports the innovation embodied in the CP, but recognizes the risks
involved.
Thereis a need for the SSA CP to demonstrate added value by contributing to
efficient utilization of CGIAR resources with clear linkagesto other CGIAR
activities (e.g., CGIAR task forces on SSA, CP lessons learned, CDC Collective
Action Framework, Systemwide Program (SWP)—African Highlands).
ExCo recommends to the CGI AR approval of the SSA CP for an 18 month
inception phase incor porating the following three steps:

1. AGMO04 discussion to thoroughly enrich SC and ExCo-raised issues.

2. FARA will be requested to respond to the consolidated AGM04
conclusions and recommendations by providing ExCo, every 6 months, a
progress report on actions taken to address CGIAR conclusions and
recommendations and by providing the SC, 12 months after the start of the
inception phase, a detailed report on the pilot sites work plan and
priorities. SC will then commission an on-site review and advise ExCo on
adequacy of progress made by FARA.

3. ExCo makes a recommendation to the member ship on whether or not to
continue the SSA CP beyond the inception phase at the end of the 18
month period.

3.c.2. Lessons Learned on Pilot CPs

Thisis afollow-up item to ExCo 6 where ExCo requested the SC and CGIAR Secretariat
to synthesize lessons learned thus far on CP implementation in the areas of science,
finance and governance. A report is being prepared for presentation at AGMO0O4. P.
Pinstrup-Andersen and F. Reifschneider updated ExCo on preliminary findings and plans
for next steps.

Science

P. Pinstrup-Andersen noted that a CP is a time-bound program of high value research that
addresses problems of global or regional significance and involves partnerships with
various organi zations.

The SC has determined that the three pilot CPs have met the main criteriaof CPs. The

nature of the challenges are different, but all are time-bound, science-based and aimed to
provide international public goods of globa significance to reduce poverty and hunger.
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On partnerships, he stated that establishing partnerships is not an end, but a means to
delivering research. They should not be agoa in and of themselves. One of the CPs has
made development of partnerships agoal. The lesson learned is that partnerships have
been developed for different reasons. They should be considered at the planning stage
and CPs should ask why they are being developed. The focus should be on intrinsic
added value of partnerships on the effectiveness of CPs, rather than as an end.

CPs should identify and remove roadblocks. Based on experience thus far, clarity is
needed on what the roadblocks are and what can be done to remove them through
construction of appropriate road signs and/or other measures, such as institutional
change.

A large number of new partners can create arisk of lack of focus. Two of the CPs are
arguably not sharply focused. Two are using competitive bidding to help set priorities.
SC believes priorities should be set first, and then start competitive bidding to help
compl ete the process, but not the other way around. This needs to be addressed in future
CPs. Priorities must be right in order to create a cohesive program to devel op global
public goods.

Preliminary findings suggest that the following are needed to help make CPs successful:

1. Clear specification of the roadblock(s) to the challenge, i.e. what is the roadblock
that the CP wants to remowve?

2. Thereisan additiona 7-9 percent of overhead and transaction costs to undertake
CPs, additional added value needs to be realized to cover these costs, which
require clear priorities to drive the CP,

3. Partnerships to access expertise to overcome roadblocks and deliver outcomes,

4. Time-bound, science-based outcomes that deliver global public goods; and

5. Fast moving science often requires provision of centralized services.

Finance and Governance

F. Reifschneider briefed ExCo on examination of lessons learned on CPsin the areas of
finance and governance. The CGIAR Secretariat is working closely with SC on this. A
consultant has been engaged to examine data available publicly and conduct interviews
with CGIAR stakeholders. Some of the general highlights of feedback from stakeholders
include:

1. CPsareuseful and add value;

2. They offer an innovative approach to problem solving;

3. They are helping open the System by attracting new partners who would not

otherwise be engaged,;
4. Thereisno single, optimal model for governing and managing CPs.

Overal, the day-to-day management of CPsis an issue and linkages to other aress of the
System raises the issue of governance. On research management, there is an indication
that CPs have been successful in developing new partnerships and mobilizing new
science to the CGIAR as awhole. It is necessary for CPs to have a balanced research
portfolio and be able to directly commission research, in addition to competitively
allocating funds to selected projects.

12



CPs have beenable to attract resources of all kinds (human, knowledge as well as
financial), including for example the support from the Gates Foundation for HarvestPlus,
CPs have also attracted additional funding from traditional donors.

CPs do come with significant transaction costs, but these must be seen against transaction
benefits. The adoption of competitive funding mechanisms adds to costs, but it also helps
mobilize the best talent from the outside.

He noted that a joint report from the SC and CGIAR Secretariat is being prepared and
will be presented at AGM04 for discussion. ExCo’s views from this discussion will be
reflected in the report that goes to the CGIAR.

Discussion:
- New partnerships have the potential to bring new science, but more partnerships

are not always better; in some cases fewer may be better because of transaction
costs. More in depth analysis on transaction costs should be undertaken.
It is important to bring in more partners from the private sector and NARS; how
effective have CPs tgpped these areas?
If Systemwide Programs are an alternative to CPs, why haven't the Centers
created such programs in the areas the CPs are operating now?
There is overlap on governance between some CPs and the Centers; this issue
should be analyzed in the paper.
Although CPs have attracted additional funding, traditional funding has also been
diverted from Centersto CPs. This has potentia long term impact on Centers. It
isimportant to place CPs in the proper context and realize they are only one
vehicle to change and not the only solution; they are not necessarily an efficient
alternative to research by the Centers.
Impact of CPs on Center programs has not been included as a component of
lessons learned. What is the reaction of the Centers?
CPs are not without controversy and mid-course corrections should be made, if
necessary.

Conclusions:
The Chairman summarized the points made by ExCo members and suggested that
these should be taken into account in finalizing the paper on lessons |learned from
the pilot CPs.

3.c.3 Generation Challenge Program

Comment from SC

P. Pinstrup-Andersen informed ExCo that SC recommends continuation of the
Generation CP. It isimportant for the System to have a platform for work on genomic
technologies of related crop species and this activity should be doneasa CP. The

Generation CP has established organizational structures and is on its way to achieving
what it set out to do, but the SC is concerned that the CP may be moving beyond what is
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absolutely necessary in terms of organizational and governance structures. The CP has
made good progress on establishing a platform for bioinformatics and the milestones for
two subprograms are precise, quantitative and time-bound. Whether the CP is successful
will depend on funding more than capability to do the work. The CP has built a high
profile in scientific meetings and gone beyond traditional partnersin the CGIAR,
involving world leaders in the genomics field. SC is concerned that the CP is trying to be
everything to everybody and should focus on the genomics platform and activities for
genetic improvement. It should be recognized by all that drought tolerance is a worthy
goal, but it is hard to achieve. The CP should be mindful of the balance between
commissioned and conmpetitive research. He reiterated the point of setting clear priorities
and then determining whether to commission research or undertake competitive bidding.
A more detailed commentary will be available based on SC’'s September 2004 meeting.

Comment from CGIAR Secretariat

F. Reifshneider noted that the CP is being carried out by a formidable consortium of 14
institutions. An interesting feature is that the CP is facilitating collaborative research
among CGIAR Centers, an origina goal of the CPs. The CP has attracted significant
additional resources, especialy from DFID. An unknown factor is whether this increase
would have been forthcoming without the CP and just a traditional inter-Center research
program. It is also important to note that the CP has mobilized significant in-kind
contributions; it is estimated that in-kind contributions from partners to competitive
grants represent about 50 percent of the total. The complexity of governance is an issue
that needs to be tackled.

Comment from CP Coordinator

Bob Zeigler responded to the comments made. He agreed with the comments on
governance and noted the complexity of the consortium involved, but aso highlighted the
resources and support received from the private sector. In terms of the competitive grants
program, he agreed that it must be done carefully to avoid problems and retain focus,
especialy focus on the research program. He stated that the CP is part of the CGIAR
System and in no way should undermine the strength of the Centers.

Discussion:
- Members expressed support for the CP and recommended it for approva by the
CGIAR; proponents of the CP were also commended for their work.
The CP offers a unique platform in which to try new things and provides a
valuable opportunity to move some private goods into the public domain.

ExCo Recommendationsto the CGIAR:
ExCo recommended approval of the Generation CP beyond its inception phase.
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4. Evaluation
4.a. Working Group on Performance M easur ement—Progr ess Report

Luis Arango, Co-chair of the working group (WG), updated ExCo on the activities of the
WG since ExCo 6 and highlighted the next steps. The WG plans to complete its
recommended set of indicators for these elements during 2004. The measurement system
would be piloted in 2005, using 2004 data. Full implementation would start in 2006
using 2005 data.

WG Co-chair Kevin Cleaver noted some of the issues discussed by the WG, including
balance among the indicators and the use of the system for resource allocation. He noted
that the primary purpose of the system would be to assist Centers and their Boards in
performance management. The indicators generated would be only an input for decision
making by donors on resource allocation. A related issue is the verification of data.
Many sources would be used, e.g., EPMRs, financia audits, the SC and MTPs.

Discussion:
It is not clear that indicators would measure impact on the ground.
Concern was expressed about the possibility of having the Centers ranked in
terms of performance.
It is important to operate with full transparency when deciding what indicators to
use in a performance management system. SC input is key to creating an
effective system. It has the potential to help Centers focus their research and help
allocate funding to activities within a Center’ s portfolio.
There is a concern about some of the indicators (e.g., HR) and it would be useful
to understand the background and the rationale. For example, the number of
women research managers in different Centers should be examined on the basis of
the percent of women managersin that country.

K. Cleaver responded to the comments and made clarifications. The system is being
designed to look at outputs and outcomes in an objective way to determine why targets
are met or not met. It can be taken even further to look at impact. On allocation, donors
will continue to use whatever allocation system they want. The World Bank will use this
system for part of its allocation. Other donors, however, may or not use this system. The
WG will respond to Centers by attempting not to burden them on the data collection
exercise. He noted that CDC has had significant input in the process. The number of
indicators have been reduced from over 100 (suggested by SC and CDC) to under 40.

L. Arango noted that the system will not rank the Centers, but will give information about
the Centers to donors, who will use the information as they see fit.

I. Johnson noted that performance management is very important to many donors and this
is an endeavor that seeks common metrics and will help the System tremendously.
Establishment of such a system is comforting to many donors. If the CGIAR had not put
such a system in place, several could have been imposed onit. The key isto use such a
system sensibly, not mechanically.

15



4.b. IRRI EPMR

ExCo Co-chair A. Aklilu asked I. Johnson to introduce the EPMR and its overall
recommendations. lan Johnson noted that the panel has made 10 recommendations that
are relatively straightforward—in that both the Board and the SC has agreed with them.
However, there were no specific recommendations on IRRI activities in Africaand this
represents agap in the review. He noted that IRRI’ s Director General (DG) and Board
Chair were invited to attend the ExCo meeting, but were unable to do so because of the
overlap with the timing of the IRRI Board meeting.

P. Pinstrup-Andersen noted that SC supports all 10 recommendations of the EPMR,
especially the ones on genomics. He noted that IRRI should focus less on upland rice
and instead spend added effort on lowland rainfed rice systems, where IRRI has a lot to
contribute. Other ingtitutions would be better suited to research on upland rice. The joint
commentary from SC and the CGIAR Secretariat recommends that IRRI and WARDA
meet and decide on how to move forward on activitiesin SSA.

Discussion:
- Some members were pleased with the possible expansion of IRRI activitiesin

Africa. It ishoped that IRRI will contribute to an increase in productivity in
Africawith partner institutions such as WARDA. The relationship with WARDA
specificaly should be enhanced, and the decision should be linked with the
outcome of the work of the CGIAR task forces on SSA.
Some members expressed concern about SC's comments that IRRI should not
focus on upland rice because they are high poverty areas where the poorest of the
poor live and support should be given to these areas. WARDA has experience in
upland rainfed rice systems and it believes IRRI has something to offer. The two
Centers have had discussions on cooperation and discussions are moving forward
for the Centers' activitiesto be linked. Thisis a classic case where collaboration
will pay off in poverty reduction.
Upland rice systems are important and shouldn’t be neglected, but funds reed to
be spent where the most benefit can be realized. The funds spent by IRRI on
upland rice could better be used in lowland areas to help the most people. Having
the most impact on the ground should be the main driver of decision making.
Significant concern was expressed about some comments in the Executive
Summary of the EPMR about the CGIAR and on funding for CPs, i.e, that a
significant portion of funds for CPs come from previously expected Center
budgets and Center Boards were not consulted about such changes. The
comments suggest a sense of entitlement, which is entirely contrary to redlity.
Thisis a statement of judgment and not an evaluation and appears to be made not
on the basis of evidence, but rather offered as commentary. Such comments do
not have an evaluative vaue and should not be included in an EPMR.

Conclusions and ExCo Recommendations to the CGI AR:

ExCo expressed general agreement with the EPMR and recommends approval of
the EPMR recommendations by the CGIAR.
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Two additional ExCo recommendations for consideration and approval by the
CGlAR are:
0 IRRI should expand its activities in SSA with the proviso that it work
closely with WARDA, the leading rice research institution in SSA.
0 IRRI should not abandon research on upland rice, instead it should work
with WARDA on a joint activity on this subject.
Panels conducting external reviews should refrain from making judgmental
comments that are not evidence-based.

5. Governance Matters

5.a. Task Forceson Programmatic and Structural/Organizational Alignment—
Progress Report

Moise Mensah, Co-chair of the Task Force on Structural/Organizational Alignment,
presented a progress report on behalf of both task forces. He noted that the main
challenge of the task forcesisto rally the support of key actors around a positive and
meaningful outcome. The objective is rationalization of CGIAR operations across the
System, starting with SSA. Thiswill be done by reviewing the programmatic directions
of CGIAR work in the context of the changesin the externa environment, exploring
avenues for meaningful realignment, and proposing structural adjustments to realize the
identified alignments. The two Task Forces plan to issue a single report.

The main activities to date include formation of a consultant team to assist the task
forces, conduct a major background study reviewing past attempts at examining re-
alignment options in SSA, and conduct two questionnaire surveys—one of CGIAR
Centers and the other of perceptions of various stakeholders. The consultants are
currently in the field collecting data in face-to-face meetings. The task forces will
provide a more advanced progress report to the CGIAR at AGMO04

P. Pinstrup-Anderson, Co-chair of the Task Force on Programmatic Alignment, noted
that the task forces look forward to feedback from ExCo.

Discussion:
Members expressed general support on the progress of the task forces.
It isimportant to thoroughly analyze the bottlenecks and weaknesses of the
System and determine what is needed (e.g., human or ingtitutional resources) in
order to convert them into strengths. To that end, there is a concern that the
quantity and quality of information collected to date may be insufficient for the
task at hand, particularly input from civil society, which must be included in the
dialogue. The dialogue should also go beyond anglo- and francophone countries.
A single prescription will not solve the problems of SSA. Therefore, it is
important that this task be linked with the SSA CP and the collective actionof the
Centers. It isnot currently clear how this will be incorporated in the exercise.
The exercisein SSA isatest case and a future analysis should also be undertaken
in Asiaand LAC. The focus on priorities on programmatic matters is welcome,
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but it should also include an analysis of what the structure of the CGIAR might
look like if it could be re-created today.

This effort isreally a question of survival for the CGIAR. It must ook at how the
CGIAR can contribute best to SSA priorities and therefore those priorities must
be clearly discerned. Thisis essential for donors to have a clear global picture to
understand why resources should continue to be invested in CGIAR activities.

P. Pinstrup-Andersen thanked ExCo for its comments and noted that a large number of

decisions have been made by the CGIAR during past exercises, but no action was taken
on any of the major decisions and recommendations. The System should keep in mind

that if no action is taken this time, it would lose credibility.

I. Johnson commented on nontimplementation of prior recommendations by noting that
ExCo can help in this area as there may be many smaller sensible things that can be done
sequentialy that are not big picture in nature, but will have an overall impact. Easier and
more doable recommendations would be implemented first, followed by more complex
and difficult recommendations.

M. Mensah noted that the consultant team will be visiting 11 countries and should have
ample opportunity to meet with representatives from many other countries as well,
including small NARS. The responses from the questionnaires so far are not yet
adequate, but there is still time for further responses, and they will be complemented by
consultations by the consultant team.

5.b. CGIAR-nominee Process and Schedule

Selcuk Ozgediz noted that ExCo concluded at ExCo 6 the timing of the new CGIAR-
nominee process did not meet Center Board requirements. The CGIAR Secretariat, in
cooperation with CBC, revised the schedule to include two 6- month timetables each year.
The steps in the process are as agreed by ExCo in previous meetings. A database for
submitting nominees has also been established and will be accessible by Centers. The
process will be implemented starting with the March to September cycle. A brief
demonstration of the database was provided to ExCo.

Uzo Mokwunye noted that CBC believes the success of the process depends on

members engagement and use of the database. The ICRISAT Board has tested it and
believes it is very helpful. CBC asks members to please nominate individuals and to also
submit names of referees to facilitate the vetting of candidates.

Discussion:

- A strong concern was expressed that (in step 2.b.) each Center’s existing Board,
and not the CGIAR, is to submit the set of names of possible CGIAR nominees on
Boards for consideration by the Boards. This does not respond to CGIAR’s need
to have board members who are truly nominated by the CGIAR. It continues the
old process where Centers both put forth the nominations and select the nominees
to serve on the Board. In effect, CGIAR members (the shareholders) are not and
will not be represented on any Board in the proposed process. Board governance
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structures for private enterprisesin virtually all countries of the world now
provide the shareholders representation on boards. In many cases shareholders
control boards, and there is an increasing tendency to protect shareholders rights
through board membership. The proposal now on the table continues the de facto
existing situation of no shareholder representation on any Board. To resolve this,
CGIAR nominees on Center Boards should be nominated and chosen by the
CGIAR membership, though in consultation with existing Boards.

A member also pointed out that in the proposal on the table, Boards would
identify their recommended nominees on the basis of CBC-identified criteria.
Have these criteria been determined? Do they differ from the criteriaidentified in
the first page of the document for CGIAR nominees to meet? How does this
ensure CGIAR representation on Boards? Having a clear code of conduct for
CGIAR nominees is a'so necessary.

It was pointed out that the agreed process was the result of previous ExCo
decisions, and a similar option to that proposed by the member (above) was
discussed previously and was rejected.

There should not be two classes of board members. Thiswould be divisive. The
Boards have a due diligence responsibility which would be difficult to carry out if
there is no unity. In addition, board members come to Boards with different skill
sets and they are selected based on that skill set, e.g., financial management skills.
This process should exist to select members based on a set of skills that the
existing Boards have deemed of importance. Also, if nominees are selected from
the database, and if that pool meets a certain set of criteria, then there shouldn’t be
aproblem.

Access to the database should be clarified.

Conclusions and ExCo Recommendationsto the CGI AR:
Appointment of CGIAR nominees to Center Boards should be included asa
discussion item in the Business Meeting of the CGIAR at AGMO4.
Three sets of issues need to be resolved through documentation and/or discussion:

1. What should be the selection criteria for CGIAR nominees? What set of skills
and per spectives should CGIAR nominees bring to a Board?

2. How should the CGIAR nominees be identified? In particular what role, if
any, should the Boards play in identification of CGIAR nominees? Should the
nominees have a representational role on the Board (representing the
CGIAR)? How would this affect the liabilities/responsibility of Boards?

3. What protocols would guide the inputting and access to the database so as to
protect the privacy of nominees?

5.c. CGIAR Charter

Franklin Moore, chair of the Charter fine-tuning group (FTG), briefed ExCo on the FTG
meeting held in August 2004. Several issues were discussed and resolved. The CGIAR
Secretariat has revised the document and captured the essence of the discussions. He
noted that part of the discussion was on description of the Centers as “independent”
versus “autonomous’ institutions.
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F. Reifschneider clarified that legal advice received suggested use of the term
“autonomous,” but the group chose to use “independent.” The document has been
modified to reflect the change agreed by the FTG. He showed a history of the process
during development of the CGIAR Charter to date.

The FTG would like to move forward by submitting the Charter to the CGIAR for
approva on ano-objection basis prior to the AGM. Thiswould enable the CGIAR to
celebrate its first ever Charter at AGMO4.

Discussion:
- The CGIAR Secretariat should make sure the word autonomy on page 14, para 3

is changed.
CBC till needs to approve the description of its rules of procedure in volume 2.
It was pointed out that volume 2 consists of rules of procedures of the various
units, and therefore will automatically change if any unit changes its own rules.
It was suggested that there should be a Charter with an annex. The current
volume 2 should become the annex to the Charter.

ExCo Conclusion and Recommendationsto the CGIAR:
The document should be checked for consistency on the word * autonomous’
which would be replaced by the word “ independent” when referring to Centers.
Volume 1 will become the CGIAR Charter, and volume 2 will become an annex to
the Charter.
After these changes have been made, the Charter should be submitted to the
CGIAR for approval virtually, before AGM, on a no-objection basis.

5.d. Proposal on Role of ExCo Committees

I. Johnson introduced the proposal which was developed by the CGIAR Secretariat
following ExCo's decision at ExCo 6. Three options were included as possible
organizational modalities:

1. Maintain both the ExCo Program Committee (PC) and ExCo Finance Committee

(FC), however, modify the TOR of ExCo/PC to reduce overlap of responsibilities
with those of the SC.

2. Dissolve ExCo/PC and retain EXCo/FC as an “ Accountability Committee,” with
expanded mandate to include both governance and finance issues. Establish ad
hoc groups as necessary to handle other issues, including programmetic.

3. Dissolve both the ExCo/FC and ExCo/PC. The CGIAR Secretariat would
continue to analyze ExCo decision items and present to ExCo fuller background
analysis and draft recommendation(s) for its consideration. Ad hoc groups would
be established to handle finance, programmatic and other issues as needed; with
the CGIAR Secretariat providing the necessary support to ad hoc groups.
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Discussion:

A few members were in favor of option 2, but stated that ad hoc groups should be
composed of ExCo members with no additional cost to the System. One member
expressed preference for two committees. one on finance and one on governance
A substantial number of members favored option 3. 1t was noted that in some
cases, both the finance and program committees have had good deliberations but
issues are usualy discussed again by ExCo in detail; therefore, the committees
haven’'t added value and led to duplication of discussionand effort.

If option 3 isimplemented, when ad hoc groups are established, concern was
expressed about additional costs, especially when tapping external expertise. Ad
hoc groups should be supported by the CGIAR Secretariat or other components of
the System Office.

Committees should only be used when complex issues come before ExCo and
require more in-depth analysis. In such cases a small subgroup of ExCo members
with appropriate expertise could be asked to handle the item and present findings
to ExCo.

On programmatic issues, ExCo should first check with SC to seeif it can help do
the work so as to avoid isolating SC from ExCo by creating a parallel mechanism.

ExCo Recommendationsto the CGIAR:

ExCo should abolish its two standing committees and operate in the way
described in option 3 of the background paper. On programmatic issues, SC
would be asked to comment before an ad hoc group is established. On finance
and governance issues, ExCo would establish ad hoc groups of ExCo members,
when necessary, to study issue(s) that require more in-depth analysis and then
present its views at the beginning of the discussion of the item by ExCo. If ExCo
members feel an issue warrants more in-depth scrutiny, they should notify the
ExCo Executive Secretary so that an appropriate ad hoc mechanism can be
established.

A note will be prepared by the CGIAR Secretariat for discussion of this proposal
by the CGIAR at AGMO4.

6. CDC Collective Action Retr eat

Kanayo Nwanze updated ExCo on recent actions taken by Centersin the context of the
CGIAR reform process. CDC iswilling to take a more proactive stance. To that end, it
held aretreat in Addis Ababa in July 2004, the outcome of which is reflected in the
document “Towards a Framework for Collective Action.” He discussed the main
motivations for greater collective action, why it matters to the CGIAR and Centers, and
the approach of the retreat.

The key recommendations from the retreat include:

Eal NN

Create the Future Harvest Alliance;

Transform CDC into the Alliarce Executive;

Constitute CBC into an Alliance Board to oversee Centers;
Adopt a set of guiding principles;
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Create a mechanism for mediation and arbitration to resolve conflicts;
Employ a contract mechanism for collaboration;

Institute an Alliance Secretariat office; and

Develop common standards to streamline policies and practice of the Centers.

O No O

He highlighted some quick wins the Centers have identified:
SSA programmatic alignment pilot;
Country level pilot project for coordination; and
Capacity building strategy.

CDC asks ExCo to:
Note the framework for collective action and provide CDC with suggestions for
improvement; and
Help Centers expedite a convergence between the work of the CGIAR task forces
on SSA and the SSA CP.

Discussion:
ExCo welcomes CDC’s foresight in organizing the retreat and sharing the
outcome. If implemented, the recommendations represent an important step
forward. CBC and CDC are encouraged to move forward and, in the case of work
relevant to SSA, contribute their thinking to the two task forces.
ExCo noted that three Center DGs could not attend the retreat due to the short
notice, but they were given an opportunity to be represented by senior staff,
resulting in Centers being represented at varying levels of seniority. CDC
determined, however, that this arrangement was preferable to delaying the retreat
for many months in order to obtain full attendance. Three Board Chairs were also
invited. All Boards are now being encouraged to empower their Chairs and DGs
to endorse the next steps in developing the Centers’ collective action when CBC
and CDC meet in October 2004 in Mexico.
Collective action is a good idea, but what is going to be the real action on the
ground?
Concern was expressed about the establishment of a Center or Alliance
Secretariat as some felt this may create tension with other SO units, particularly
the CGIAR Secretariat. It was explained that the Alliance Office was aready part
of the SO and its efforts to help the Centers was being coordinated with those of
the other SO units. The rationale behind the creation of this office was to provide
additional support to CDC and CBC and the Centers' collective actions.
Would creation of aformal alliance mean that decisions of the alliance would be
binding on all Centers? In order for this to happen, Center Boards will have to
cede some authority to the Alliance Board. They must be clear what they are
delegating, i.e., authority over small administrative matters or magjor strategic
decisions.
It is hoped that as the Centers move forward, all Centers will be involved and they
move forward based on consensus.
It is encouraging that both programmatic and administrative matters are being
looked at as falling under the alliance.
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Some quick wins should be identified. Country level coordination seemsto be one
such action. Such an arrangement could feed into the work of the task forces.

K. Nwanze addressed some questions and concerns raised during the discussion.
Significant interaction has taken place and is ongoing and support has been received from
al 15 Centers. Past efforts at a federation system did not work because the idea was not
“marketed” appropriately and did not get traction. The Centers seek to demonstrate
actions with small quick winsin priority areas in SSA, as well as to keep building on
collective efforts in other regions such as Central Asia and the Caucasus (CAC). The
intention is for decisions of the alliance to be binding on Centers and effort is currently
underway to get approva from Board Chairs.

Conclusions:
The effort is off to a promising and positive start.
There are still questions that need to be answered, particularly on how binding
versus voluntary the exercise will be (e.g., what happens when one or more
Centers decide not to be bound by the decisions of the alliance?).
Thereis a need to demonstrate to ExCo and the CGIAR that there are efficiencies
to be gained and not just another layer of bureaucracy. For example, binding
decisions may help decision making and be the basis for reducing the number
and/or size of Boards.
On administrative and programmatic issues, there may be some immediate gains,
e.g., on rationalizing activities of multiple Centersin single countries. Early wins
should be identified and shown to the task forces on SSA in order to become
embedded in their work and demonstrate the gainsto the CGIAR. Thisis
especially important in administrative matters in smaller countriesin Africa.
ExCo senses a spirit and desire to positively work out the issues and urges
Centersto find early benefits to counter suspicions that thiswill just add another
layer of bureaucracy. ExCo encourages all Centersto participate at a senior
level to be able to represent the Center in decision making processes.

7. Other Business

The following items were added to the agenda during the course of the meeting:
CGIAR Interaction with NARS

L. Arango raised the issue that the CGIAR often talks about NARS, but it is not clear if
Centers are aware of what strengths and weaknesses NARS have. The CGIAR could
benefit from a new discussion of interaction between Centers and the various NARS, in
light of the recent advances made by NARS. The continuing challenges faced by small
NARS is aso an issue that should be taken up in the future. He suggested CDC to prepare
a document on the topic for discussion at a future ExCo meeting.
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Discussion:
The situation may be unique to LAC, because it is much different in SSA, where
thereis significant interaction. This should be added as topic of discussion to the
CDC agenda during its meeting prior to AGMO04.
ExCo should tag it as an issue deserving review. CDC could submit a
background document on the item for inclusion in a future ExCo agenda.

Information Items on ExCo Meeting Agenda

I. Johnson noted that at ExCo 7 there were several information items on the agenda. He
suggested that the cover sheets should be adjusted to reflect what specificaly is requested
from ExCo for these items. This would impose greater discipline to the discussion of
these items. If the item is purely for information, it could be handled virtualy.

Discussion:
The approach recommended by Ian Johnson was broadly supported. For
example, on the item on WGPM, it would have been useful to include succinct
questions in the presentation that could guide the discussion and act as a
mechanism to provide feedback. In the future, if such items are brought to ExCo,
presenters would be requested to pose questions for discussion.
ExCo should also consider what issues should be posed to the plenary session at
AGM and help shape that agenda as well.
On cover sheets for information items, information on who wants advice, for what
purpose, and the areas that would be worthy of treatment should be included.
The PDK questions should also be adjusted to provide more useful feedback after
each agenda item being considered by ExCo for information only.

ExCo Rotation

S. Ozgediz reminded ExCo that, of the 21 ExCo members, 12 are rotating members,
which rotate every two years. After AGMO3, a balanced rotation was achieved, and six
members are scheduled for rotation following AGMO04. Rotating members would decide
among the constituency the member to represent them (and its alternate) and notify the
CGIAR Secretariat of any changes. Members should consider their ability to attend
meetings, and if they are not able to attend to please inform the aternate member to
attend and represent the constituency. Rotation will take place following AGMO04 and
become effective January 1, 2005.

8. Closing Session

I. Johnson closed the meeting by thanking IFAD and the tremendous support received
from Lennart Bage, Rod Cooke, Shantanu Mathur and a large number of other staff. He
also commended ExCo for the amount of business that was done in a short amount of
time and noted that it will contribute to an exciting AGM in October, as well asto the
work of the Centers and in agricultural research and its role in development around the
world. Finaly, he thanked A. Aklilu for hisrole as Co-chair of the meeting.
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Attachment 2

Revised Agenda

1. Opening Session
-- Comments by Host country (Italy)
-- 1. Johnson' s Introduction
-- Election of Meeting Co-Chair
-- Adoption of the Agenda

2. CGIAR Status Report
-- Report from Director
-- Discussion

3. Program Matters

3.a Report from Science Council (P. Pinstrup-Andersen)
-- Development of Strategic Framework for Assessing
Priorities in the CGIAR
-- Discussion

3.b. MTPs and 2005 Financing Plans (P. Pinstrup-Andersen and
R. Tadvalkar)
-- Centers (including Systemwide Programs)
-- Challenge Programs
-- Discussion and ExCo Recommendations to the CGIAR

3.c. Challenge Programs
3.c.1 SSA Challenge Program Proposal
-- SC Recommendation to ExCo (P. Pinstrup-Andersen)
-- Discussion and ExCo Recommendations to the CGIAR
3.c.2 Lessons Learned on Pilot CPs (P. Pinstrup-Andersen and
F. Reifschneider)
-- Progress Report and Discussion
3.c.3 Generation Challenge Program
-- Discussion and ExCo Recommendations to the CGIAR

4. Evaluation
4.a. Working Group on Performance M easurement—Progress

Report (L. Arango and K. Cleaver)
-- Discussion
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4.b. IRRI EPMR
-- Introduction by ExCo Chair
-- Discussion and ExCo Recommendations to the CGIAR

5. Governance M atters

5.a. Task Forces on Programmatic and Structural/Organizational
Alignment—Progress Report (M. Mensah and P. Pinstrup-
Andersen)

-- Discussion

5. Governance Matters (cont’d)

5.b. CGIAR-nominee Process and Schedule
-- Demo on database
-- Discussion

5.c. CGIAR Charter
-- Report from the Drafting Committee
-- Discussion

6. CDC Collective Action Retreat
-- Update (K. Nwanze)

5. Governance Matters (cont’d)

5.d. Proposal on Role of ExCo Committees
-- Discussion and ExCo Recommendations to the CGIAR

7. Other Business
-- CGIAR Interaction with NARS
-- Information Items on ExCo Meeting Agenda
-- ExCo Rotation

8. Closing Session
-- CGIAR Interaction with NARS
-- Information Items on ExCo Agenda
-- ExCo Rotation
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Attachment 3

ExCo Member Feedback on ExCo 7

2. CGIAR Status Report
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3.a. Report from Science Council

1.Time allocated to this agenda item was sufficient. 2 ExCo adequately discussad all substantive
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3.b. MTPs and 2005 Financing Plans

1.Time allocated to this agenda item was sufficient. 2 ExCo adequately discussad all substantive
issuns regarding this agenda ibem
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3.c.1 SSA Challenge Program Proposal

1.Time allocated to this agenda item was sufficient.

2 ExCo adequately discussad all substantive
issuas regarding this agenda ibtem
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3.c.2 Lessons Learned on Pilot CPs

1.Time allocated to this agenda item was sufficient. 2 ExCo adequately discussad all substantive
issuns regarding this agenda ibem
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3.c.3 Generation Challenge Program

1.Time allocated to this agenda item was sufficient.

2 ExCo adequately discussad all substantive
issuns regarding this agenda ibem
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4.a. Working Group on Performance Measurement—Progress Report

1.Time allocated to this agenda item was sufficient. 2 ExCo adequately discussad all substantive
issuns regarding this agenda ibem
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4.b. IRRI EPMR

1.Time allocated to this agenda item was sufficient.

2 ExCo adequately discussad all substantive
issuns regarding this agenda ibem
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5.a. Task Forces on Programmatic and Structural/Organizational Alignment—
Progress Report

1.Time allocated to this agenda item was sufficient.

2 ExCo adequately discussad all substantive
issuas regarding this agenda ibtem
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5.b. CGIAR-nominee Process and Schedule

1.Time allocated to this agenda item was sufficient.

2 ExCo adequately discussad all substantive
issuas regarding this agenda ibtem
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5.c. CGIAR Charter

1.Time allocated to this agenda item was sufficient. 2 ExCo adequately discussad all substantive
issuns regarding this agenda ibem
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5.d. Proposal on Role of ExCo Committees

1.Time allocated to this agenda item was sufficient.

2 ExCo adequately discussad all substantive
issuas regarding this agenda ibtem

T agrea Strangly Avg | 6.3 T agrea Strangly Avg [ 6.23
4 Malthar Agrae Mor Disagres Div | 7.56 4 Malthar Agrae Mor Disagres Div_[13.58
1 Disagres Strongly 5D | 0.76 1 Disagres Strongly 5D [1.36
Part 13 Part 13
15 15
E 10 z “é' 10
=] & =]
P Ta|E ]
[ (-1 [
] £ ]
=) 5 =1
: 1k
= &p = = 4&pF
I
]
i
-
£
a 0.Q Q.0 0.1 oo o a 0.Q Q.0 0.1
1 2 3 5 [ r 1 2 3
A.Cwutcome as summarized accurataly reflects discussion.
T agres Strangly AvD | 66D
4 Maithar Agrea Mor Disagres: Div f.oa
1 Disagres Strangly 50 [ 073
Part 13
15
1.0
8 10k
=]
-
‘B
C
]
=]
E
Z Sf
1.0
gL_0e . or [l oo
1 2 3 4 ]

40




6. CDC Collective Action Retreat

1.Time allocated to this agenda item was sufficient.

2 ExCo adequately discussad all substantive
issuas regarding this agenda ibtem
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ExCo 7 Feedback

1.Crerall, the ExCo maating
was a productive use of my time,

2. Time availabla for the ExCo mesting allowed
for an appropriate level of discusaion and debate.
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3. The documenlation provided enabled me 4 Cwarall, the decision making process
1o discuss and decide matlers adequately. at the ExGo masting was affactive,
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