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1. Introduction A first version of this document was discussed with stakeholders during the period March-June (ISPC, CRP leaders, FC, Center DGs and Board Chairs, CB). This second version is dated November 2013 and now available to be shared widely with CGIAR stakeholders and partners, after an initial round of feedback with Centers / CRPs and ISPC. In October-November 2013, the CB and FC have considered proposals to extend and synchronize all current CRP contracts, and to initiate a second call two-stage proposal process. It has been decided to Extend (and refresh) the current CRPs to the end of 2016 (with Extension proposals to be developed for 2015-16 in 2014), and to develop proposals for the second stage with the benefit of the conclusions and recommendations of both the Mid-term Review of the Reform, and forms of external evaluation for all CRPs. The Intent is to table the draft Guidance document in the CB and FC meetings in March-April 2014, following a round of consultations in early 2014. After taking into account CB and FC comments, a new version of the Guidance document will be prepared and, following another round of consultation, should be ready for final approval by the CB and FC in the October-November 2014 meetings. The “companion document” to this Guidance document is the SRF Management Update, also available in draft form before the end of the year, which lays out the more quantified accountability framework that this Guidance document presumes will be in place when the 2nd Call for CRP proposals is issued. Timeline for further development of this Guidance document:   



 



December 20, 2013: Release of Version 2 of the draft Guidance document for consultation with internal and external stakeholders until mid-February. Late January / mid-February, 2014: Workshop with CB (science committee) and FC (interested delegation) representatives to discuss comments and feedback on the draft Guidance and SRF Management Update documents. End-February, 2014: Release of Version 3 of the draft Guidance document, taking into account comments received on Version 2, for discussion with the CB and FC in March-April 2014. End May, 2014: Release of Version 4 of the draft Guidance document, taking into account CB and FC comments, for consultation with external and internal stakeholders until end September 2014. Late 2014: Release of the final Guidance document for approval by the CB and FC – following release of MTR conclusions (dates to be finalized). 1.1 Why Guidance for CRP 2nd Call



The development of the first generation of CGIAR Research Programs (CRPs) was a major institutional change program as it reorganized a large number of Center-based research projects and programs into a relatively small number of large programs that cut across the Centers. The focus during this process naturally was on re-arranging most existing Center based groups and activities to maximize leverage of past and ongoing work and minimize disruption. Each program was developed individually, some of them years earlier than others, and most proposals were developed before there was an overarching Strategy and Results Framework (SRF). While all CRPs were designed as programs of at least ten years duration, only the first three years were funded1and had detailed work plans and budgets –but not linked to measurable results mapped to the System Level Outcomes (SLOs).
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With the exception of GRiSP and CCAFS that had 5-year contracts.
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As a result there are a number of opportunities to improve the overall quality of the CRP portfolio during the development of the proposals for the next stage with: 



  



 



 







Improved overarching accountability framework, i.e. the SRF supplemented by the SRF Management Update, that provides clear indicators and targets at system or “SLO” level – representing the demand for the contribution of agricultural research for development, linked directly to the new Sustainable Development Goals, as well as a common set of CRP-level Intermediate Development Outcomes in terms of which the CRPs will define their contributions to the SLOs. Improved likelihood of achieving impact through definition of Intermediate Development Outcomes (IDOs), together with the associated Theories of Change, Impact Pathways, and targets for each CRP. Improved accountability with a small set of common IDOs that form a CGIAR scorecard, mapped to Sustainable Development Goal targets, as proxy indicators and targets for CGIAR SLOs. Increased coherence across the portfolio: CRPs using the same terminology, structure, reporting templates etc. to improve strategic alignment, synergies, efficiency, effectiveness and understanding across the portfolio for Centers that participate in multiple programs; for partners, reviewers and investors. Increased coordination and integration across CRPs, including in geographic locations where multiple CRPs are active. Increased coherence of the whole CRP portfolio, through strategic linkages among the CRPs (e.g., agreed division of programmatic responsibilities among relevant CRPs to arrive at greater impact than individual CRPs could hope for; shared baselines where relevant; linkages between commodity and system CRPs and between system and NRM CRPs that deliver more than the sum of individual outputs/outcomes). Increased internal coherence for some CRPs, reducing the number of themes and activities to focus on a smaller number of strategic targets clearly mapped to IDOs. Increased focus on value for money and results based management, integrating substantive programming and reporting with budgeting and financial reporting – with payments linked to achievement of outputs and outcomes. Improved, effective partnerships that are required for the CRPs to be able to deliver development outcomes at scale as well as collaborate on research.



The first set of CRP proposals was largely developed bottom-up, with limited guidance, and ahead of the finalisation and approval of the SRF. The improvements referred to above will result from:   



the natural evolution of the CRPs, including their development of IDOs (with associated Theories of Change, Impact Pathways, targets, and progress indicators) and, for some of them, their internal reorganization into a smaller number of strategic “flagship projects”; the SRF Management Update, which will provide a more quantitative overarching accountability framework for the portfolio as a whole; and this Guidance document that will provide clearer indications of the expectations of the FC, ISPC and CB for the next stage proposals.



Once approved by the CB and FC, this Guidance document, together with the SRF Management Update, is intended as the reference document for development of the next generation of CRP proposals, i.e. providing all necessary guidance on substance and process, templates and answers to questions for CGIAR Centers as well as their partners.
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1.2 What is Different in this Call The following is a brief overview of what is proposed for the new round of proposal development that is different from the process used for the first round: 1. A largely quantitative overarching SRF accountability framework will be in place when proposals are written, once the SRF Management Update has been approved. 2. Approved gender strategies in place for each CRP ahead of proposal writing will ensure adequate and enforceable gender mainstreaming. 3. Strict page limits enforced through an on-line proposal tool. 4. A two-stage proposal development process, with review and feedback on a short preproposal, followed by a full proposal. 5. A single independent, external review process under the auspices of ISPC. 6. Harmonized vocabulary and structure for all proposals across the portfolio. 7. A limited number of Flagship Projects (or Flagships) form the key components of each CRP proposal to shape and direct the strategic priorities of each CRP. 8. Clear alignment of identified CRP W3/Bilateral projects within each CRP, directly contributing to CRP IDOs, and managed and reported as part of each CRP (i.e. more explicitly dividing bilateral project portfolios in those that are and are not part of each CRP). 9. Budgets in the proposal will be both in the traditional “natural (accounting) classification” and in terms of results (costing outputs and outcomes). 10. Resource mobilization scenarios, once approved by the FC, will provide guidance for the total budget in the portfolio that can be approved in each year, as well as harmonize the growth rates in W1-2 budgets for each CRP. 2. Review and Approval Process for Pre-Proposals and Full Proposals Presuming the CB and FC will have approved the SRF management Update and this Guidance document before the end of 2014, the 2nd round call for CRP proposals can be initiated by the end of 2014. The two-stage proposal development, review and approval could be organized as laid out in this section. Proposals would be requested from the 15 current CRPs2. In addition, the CB and FC will consider whether there is interest to see additional proposals (see separate section on “New CRPs” later in those document). If there are new proposals to be developed, it is presumed here that there will be a separate proposal development process for those, i.e. the process described in this section is intended to apply for second phases of the existing CRPs only. The proposal development process could be timed and structured as follows [Note that this timing needs further discussion over coming months, as part of the upcoming consultation – and as the MTR schedule is clarified]: 1 December 2014: The CB calls for Pre-proposals to be submitted (10 pages) by the end of March 2015. 31 March 2015: CRPs submit Pre-Proposals (following the templates outlined in appendices to this document) on-line. July 31, 2015: CO, FO and ISPC complete their review of the Pre-Proposals and submit their recommendations to the CB (for the CO) and FC (for FO and ISPC); the combined reviews and
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Not the Genebanks CRP, which was conceived as one-off 6-year effort ending in 2016.
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recommendations of the CO, FO and ISPC will be available to CB and FC (possibly meeting together or in parallel).. As discussed with ISPC3 , the intent is that ISPC will provide its own independent assessment of the science and partnership quality of each of the proposals (through review of the Council itself, and/or external reviews commissioned by ISPC), commissioned by the FC, and is expected to comment on the overall quality and coherence of the portfolio as well. ISPC will manage the process of independent, external, peer review of the science and partnership aspects of the proposals but will not get involved in the management side of proposal development (assessments of what is fundable or not, for example) as that is the role of the Consortium and both the ISPC and Consortium are keen to ensure that ISPC’s independent role is maintained. The ISPC reports to, and advises, the Fund Council, but the timing of the reviews is such that both the CB and FC have access to the ISPC reviews in time for their decisionmaking (so that the CB does not commission its own separate sets of external reviews). In a two-stage proposal process, the review of the pre-proposal would necessarily focus on the strategic positioning of the proposed research, and the potential value added of the CGIAR, as well as the nature and relevance of proposed partnerships. This review can comment on strengths and weaknesses in the proposed portfolio, and on proposed substantive and geographic linkages among CRPs – but the review of pre-proposals cannot delve into the science quality of the proposals. In-depth review and evaluation of the science quality would be dealt with at the full proposal stage. At the time of the development of the Full proposal, all CRPs will need to have the results and recommendations of a form or external evaluation available to them, so it can be taken into account during proposal development. For ten CRPs the IEA will undertake a full external evaluation and the remaining five will be expected to commission their own “evaluation light” on the basis of the methodological guidance provided by the IEA. In order to ensure that the pre- and full proposals provide the information ISPC deems necessary to enable their ex-ante evaluation, ISPC will participate in the further development of proposal templates (and indeed, this Guidance itself). Similarly, to ensure that the proposals also provide an accountability framework that best positions IEA to carry out the ex-post evaluation, their participation in the further development of this Guidance will be sought. The CO also reviews the pre-proposals and develops recommendations regarding all relevant aspects of the proposals, particularly the management and funding aspects that ISPC will not be dealing with, as well as the overall coherence and balance of the CRP portfolio as a whole. It does so from the perspective of the SRF and of its on-going interactions with the CRPs, including field visits and attendance at CRP meetings.. The CO and FO should jointly develop resource mobilization scenarios, to be agreed by the CB and FC, and review the overall financial implications of the portfolio of proposals against one or more resource mobilization scenarios. 15 September 2015: The CRPs submit a response to the reviews and recommendations of the ISPC, CO and FO to their pre-proposals, indicating their willingness and ability to take on board the recommendations.
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ISPC provided feedback to the draft Guidance document in its meeting on September 10-11, which has been taken into account in this draft.
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30 November 2015: the CB and FC determine which proposals, and/or key components of proposals they wants to see developed into full proposals, and issue requests for Full Proposal development, accompanied by detailed guidance and recommendations. 31 March 2016: CRPs submit Full Proposals, maximum 40 pages length; in the format provided by online templates (see the appendices). Proposals will be submitted online. April - September 2016: six months for ISPC, CO, and FO and to review the proposals. The process during this period should be further developed with ISPC and others, to enable ISPC to avoid peak workloads. It is likely that during this period there may be feedback (or questions) to the CRPs, coordinated through the CO, and that CRPs may be asked to provide answers to questions or additional information to back up or improve their submissions. 30 September 2016: A full set of (a) CRP proposals; (b) ISPC reviews; and (c) CO FO, IEA recommendations is available for review and feedback from CB and FC members 15 November 2016: CB and FC complete funding /approval decisions. The approval process by CB and FC could be organized as a joint CB-FC meeting specifically around discussion of proposals, reviews and recommendations – either as separate meetings, during the same week, in the same location, with some joint sessions to discuss results, or as joint sessions. 31 December 2016: all new CRP contracts in place; this presumes that contracts follow templates that have been established well in advance, and that the FO, Trustee and CO can prepare the draft paperwork on contracts in line with the full documentation and recommendations (available from end September). 3. Funding A critical flaw in the first round of CRP proposal development and approval process was that it approved CRPs budgets individually that collectively were well beyond reasonably expected resources (with the usual footnote: “subject to fund availability”). It also did not “regulate” growth rates in individual CRP W1-2 budgets which, as approved, varied between 0 and 100%. This created both unreasonable expectations, as CRPs assumed that the FC would make the approved W1-2 budget available, as would be the case for an approved bilateral multi-year grant. The preparation for the CRP extension through the end of 2015 led the CO to reconsider the approach in the annual CGIAR Financial Plans, and to propose to shift to a true multi-year financial plan, to begin with a two-year plan for 2014-15. It is therefore important that the CB and FC agree on one or more realistic resource mobilization scenarios for the CRP portfolio as a whole. This would enable the CO to issue guidance on overall budget availability to the CRPs, as well as to prepare portfolio-level resource allocation recommendations for the CRP approval process. The CB and FC could also set target proportions of W1-2 funding as part of the overall budget (currently 37% in 2013). Assuming W1-2 will continue to grow modestly during the current CRP phase (2014-15) to 40%, with good planning, implementation and accountability, W1-2 funding could grow to 55% over the next three years (45% in 2016; 50% in 2017; and 55% in 2018). It is noted here that the Second Phase External Governance Review (the PwC report issued in September 2013) recommends that the CGIAR prepares an overall “business plan” which would provide guidance related to issues such as these. 6



Recognizing that there are many links between W1-2 and W3-Bilateral funding (because both funding sources may support different components of the same research program along the discovery to development continuum), it is very important to clarify the relationship between W12 and W3-Bilateral funding that makes up a given CRP. Both will need to contribute directly to achieving CRP IDOs. Therefore, all CGIAR centers will be asked to explicitly identify which bilateral projects in their portfolio are part of the CRPs (and will be treated as such) and which are not. It is assumed here that W3 would (could) only be used for “bilateral” projects that do fully align with the CRPs. Once the bilateral project portfolios are split into a CRP- and non-CRP projects the following could be implemented:  







CRP W3 and bilateral projects would need to be fully integrated into the CRP reporting process and contribute to the achievement of IDOs (and be part of the CRP results based management system). CRP W3 and bilateral projects can leverage W1-2 funding (e.g. to pay for CGIAR staff) – but non-CRP bilateral projects cannot leverage W1-2 (i.e. cannot be subsidized by W1-2, and need to recover costs fully). A separate issue for discussion is whether non-CRP bilateral projects are required to contribute to the system costs, the CSP levy currently set at 2%. 4. Elements for Proposal Development



The 15 CGIAR Research Programs (CRPs), plus the Genebanks CRP, are currently the main instruments for planning and conducting research for addressing the four system level outcomes (SLOs/SDGs; to be decided). The CRPs have to deal with complex issues that need a diverse and responsive range of skills and knowledge that single Centres alone cannot offer. In addition, these 16 programs are effectively reconciling boundaries across Centres, NARS, ARIs, NGOs, farmers’ organizations, SMEs and others stakeholders, with the aim of optimizing research efficiency. To facilitate planning, management, implementation and reporting within and across CRPs, it is important to develop a common vocabulary and a clear understanding of priorities and expectations of donors and other stakeholders. 4.1 CRP Structure and Terms For reaching their objectives and intermediate development outcomes (IDOs) each CRP set up its own organisation and, sometime, terminology for explaining how the research projects are designed and managed. For instance, in their Annual Reports 2012 (May 2013), some CRPs described their programs referring to different “components” as Themes (FTA, GRiSP, RTB, L&F), Strategic Research Themes (Humid Tropics) or Strategic Initiatives (MAIZE, WHEAT). During the “Discussion with Donors and Partners” (June 2013), the CRP “components” were at times also mentioned as Product Lines (Dryland Cereals, Grain Legumes), Flagship Projects (Humid Tropics, MAIZE, WHEAT, L&F), Research Areas (A4NH), R&D Themes (GriSP), Research Themes (FTA) or a combination of Delivery, Discovery and Cross-cutting Flagships (RTB). 



Why is a shared terminology necessary?



Since innovation is a key process for CGIAR as an international organisation committed to sustainable agricultural development, one important feature is the common understanding and use of key terms for the management of innovative projects. When correctly used, the key terms of the programs become self-explanatory and do not need to be described at length but they are linked systematically within the CRP structure and its various levels of organisational hierarchy. Having similarly structured research projects which are harmonised both within and across CRPs will facilitate linkages across CRPs, planning and providing relevant information on progress for 7



internal project management, monitoring or evaluation. It helps foster a coordinated approach to project planning, management, monitoring and evaluation. Shared understanding of key terms such as ‘themes’, ‘flagship project’, ‘output’ or ‘outcome’ allow clear communication between staff and teams. Inversely, confusion about key terms inhibits coordination across the organisation, increases transaction costs for all, reduces transparency, accountability and the quality of management information. This guideline is consistent with the previously released template for CRPs on annual Plan of Work & Budget (POWB 2014). It uses the same standard terminology compatible with both the on-line management system being established and the requirement of the annual reporting process. The CGIAR Research Program is denoted as “level n,” and includes its entire portfolio of research activities for addressing common and/or more specific Intermediate Development Outcomes (IDOs) aligned with the four CGIAR system level outcomes (SLOs/SDGs; to be decided). 



CRP, Themes, Flagship Projects & Cluster of Activities



Each CRP has been composed by a set of research ‘themes’, most often defined as specific topics selected on the basis of the SRF thematic areas in which the CGIAR had strong competencies to carry out the research needed to pursue the SLOs/SDGs. These thematic areas have focussed on production systems, social science research and policy that ensure access to agricultural resources and markets, crop and livestock improvement, enhanced nutrition and health through agriculture, natural resources management for sustainable agriculture, and climate change adaptation and mitigation for agriculture and food security. Such a structure may have been useful for individual centers, but it has not always proven so for efficient management, monitoring and evaluation of CRP activities which cut across different Centers. In the new approach, each CGIAR Research Program (level n) is broken-down at the level n-1 into structured Flagship Projects (FP) rather than research themes. Each FP has specific objectives and may produce several outputs and research outcomes in order to achieve in due course two or three Intermediate Development Outcomes or IDOs (rarely more). Each FP is broken-down in a defined number of Cluster of Activities (CA) which are sub-projects (in general 5 to 8). This structure in CAs at level n-2 allows multiple teams and partners to work simultaneously or sequentially on different activities necessary for the completion of the FP. A CA has its own objectives and produces outputs and research outcomes. A CA can be decomposed into further sub-components as necessary for CRP management. However, the information regarding these (level n-3 and beyond) are not requested to be submitted to the CB/FC for the 2nd call proposals, the POWB 2014 or the annual report – rather, it is expected to be necessary for the management of the program (i.e. CRP internal use) Hierarchical organization of a FP into different CA allows efficient management of the different steps of activities necessary for the completion of a project. Therefore, it is important to ensure the integration of the work of each CA within the broader FP framework. The relationship of CA to other CA, both horizontally and substantially, can be made explicit by stating how the actions of the CA build on or contribute to the results of other CA. The interrelation between the CA can be made explicit via a Gantt chart, diagram, or flowchart. The CRP needs to make clear which partner is responsible for each CA and which CA will be carried out by whom and in collaboration with whom, including of course when it is an external partner. Thus the CRP planning process clearly identifies all parties engaged in implementing the CRP as well as the individuals responsible for ensuring the outcomes at each level in its structure. The person in charge of a CA may be a CA leader (or manager, or supervisor) o At n level n: the CRP Director o At level n-1: the FP leader (5-6 per CRP) o At level n-2: the CA leader (5-6 per FP) 8



The structure of each CRP (level n) into its respective FPs (level n-1) and CAs (n-2) will provide an increased readability and transparency for management, monitoring and evaluation for the whole CRP portfolio, in turn responding to the urgent need to link research and measurable outcomes (deliverable) as highlighted by donors and partners during the meetings in June 2013. 



(research) Outputs:



The activities of the CA should result in specific research outputs, which are the products, services or attributes resulting from the research activities and linked to the objectives. The CA plan – note that this would be for CRP internal use only, not to be submitted and approved to CB and FC should clearly state which outputs are foreseen to be delivered in relation with a specific objective, e.g. a report, publication, DNA sequence, molecular markers, new methodology, new policy, new soil management practice,, newsletter, tool, website, conference, etc... 



(research) Outcomes



They represent adoption or further use of research outputs by the immediate users targeted by the CRP, such as smallholder farmers, NARS researchers or national policy makers. Research outcomes are generated as a result of research, capacity building and advocacy activities by the CRP and include Capacity changes, the changes in knowledge, attitudes and/or skills, of the beneficiaries and intermediaries and Behavioural changes , in actual practices that occur in the beneficiaries and intermediaries; beneficiaries and intermediaries do things differently or use the research outputs. 



Monitoring:



Monitoring is an essential part of the research for development process. Its goal is to test the theory of change upon which the CRP is predicated. It tracks how the whole CRP is progressing toward the delivery of its IDOs, in order to make nessecary adjustments when progress is different from expectations. The adjustments be they in terms of research dirctions, research methods, partnerships, including with development stakeholders, reflect possible amendments in the CRP’s theory of change. Each CRP thus needs to design and implement a robust monitoring and evaluation system which provides necessary information to the CRP leadership, as well as to the Consortium and donors on the rate of progress and ability to adapt of the CRP. Monitoring is a continuous process of data collection, analysis and drawing lessons to determine how a CRP is progressing along its impact pathways and whether adjustments are called for. Progress is assessed by keeping track of how an activity is progressing in terms of resource use (inputs), implementation and delivery of outputs and outcomes. This tracking is applied at different levels of the CGIAR system: for the whole CRP portfolio, at the CRP (level n), at the FP (level n-1) and the CA (level n-2) levels for purposes of reporting to donors and for RBM, and of course at more detailed levels, for purposes internal to the CRP, including managing risks. The central element of the proposed research structure for the CRPs is the hierarchy of objectives which should reflect, through rigorous monitoring rules, on how the CGIAR portfolio, CRP, FP and even CA are supposed to contribute to a solution of the challenges addressed by the CRP by addressing several of the SLO/SDGs. 4.2 Guidance on proposal elements The pre-proposals (10 pages) will contain the following sections: -



IDOs, impact pathways, theories of change Flagship projects Partnerships 9



-



Phased workplans (high level) Budget request Note: Each of the sections above should refer to the explicit gender dimensions of the work proposed and to its explicit expected gender results, as appropriate.



The full proposals (40 pages) will contain the following sections: -



Strategic goals Impact pathways, theories of change, key hypotheses Justification of the international comparative advantage of the CRP IDOs, targets and indicators Flagship projects, clusters of activities (with linkages to other CRPs, gender, capacity development, long-term sustainability research) External partnerships strategy M&E and risk management CRP governance Intellectual assets Open access and data management Budget request Note: Each of the sections above should refer to the explicit gender dimensions of the work proposed and to its explicit expected gender results, as appropriate.



The actual templates for pre-proposals and for full proposals, along with instructions on how to complete the templates, are in Appendix XYZ. What follows are guidelines concerning different dimensions of these proposals templates. Substantive guidance for the CRPs is provided in the SRF and SRF Management Update which describes the System Level Outcomes the CGIAR aims to achieve and lays out a quantitative accountability framework linked to the targets associated with the Sustainable Development Goals. Each CRP proposal is a statement to propose and demonstrate the contribution of the CRP towards achieving the CGIAR System Level Outcomes and its value for money. The conversations with the donors in Montpellier in early 2013 have provided feedback regarding their expectations and, in turn, helped shape the current guidance for the proposals for the next phase of the CRPs. Key guidance elements, identified for the next round of CRP proposals based on donor feedback, are presented below. By end of September 2013 each CRP will have submitted a 10-pages update on progress to date and their future plan of work. These reports are expected to reflect the June 2013 discussions and therefore should provide valuable input for the next round of proposals. It is understood that some CRPs may not have all the elements identified by the donors available at the end of September – or not in as much detail as will be available in March 2014. The preparation for the CRP 2nd round is intended as an iterative process – demonstrating progress from the best thinking in June (round 1) to the pre-proposal in March 2014 (round 2). i) Key guidance elements based on donor feedback a. Intermediate development outcomes (IDOs), Impact Pathways (IPs) and Theories of Change (ToCs) remain very important elements for the donors. CGIAR Working Groups have developed guidance on these which is provided separately. Based on these guidelines each proposal is expected to summarize the IDOs, IPs and ToCs, and indicate how the CRP will contribute to common CRP IDOs and so to achievement of the SLOs. b. The June discussions also led to a general convergence around the concept of Flagship projects. It is being envisaged that each CRP will deliver its work through a limited number of large "flagship projects" with a value of between US$20-100m over the course of the project. These projects may be either geographically or thematically focused. Each proposal should summarize these flagship projects and show how they will contribute to 10



c.



d.



e.



f.



the IDOs. It is intended that the pre-proposals submitted in March 2014 will have by and large the same components as the presentations in June 2013, and that these flagship projects will be further developed into specific concept notes for each of the flagship projects in the full proposal due later in 2014. The donors stressed that CRP’s ToCs depend on effective partnerships and it is therefore anticipated that the next round of proposals will provide greater detail on how the CRPs are working through partnership to achieve the IDOs. The proposals should therefore highlight partnership successes and lessons to date and how these will be built on in the coming phase, preferably being explicit about the role of partners in research (leadership on components, for example) and management / governance (membership of steering or management committees). There was some desire expressed to see indicative shares of budget by partner or partner category. As part of the partnerships discussion it was also indicated that each CRP should show how they are working with regional partners to pursue effective regional processes through which the CRPs can achieve greater impact at scale. A phased workplan covering the 9 year period from 2016-2024 has emerged as the timeline for the CRP 2nd call. This will allow providing the donors your current best sense of the future development of the CRP. This will necessarily be pitched at a high strategic level, but should aim to convey to donors what they can expect to see happening at what time, and when we expect to see results of different types and at different scales. For example you might show in which three year periods you envisage the CRP expanding into new geographies or developing new product lines. Current best estimates of budget for the flagship projects, the clusters of activities and each of the IDOs should be provided, covering the 9 year from 2016-2024. It is understood that there will not be a detailed budget, and that not all CRPs have a good sense of the costs of each IDO, but it is expected that CRPs will share their current best estimates and improve these between June 2013 and March 2014.



As indicated CGIAR Working groups have done an excellent job in fleshing out the details of IDOs, IP and ToC and there is no need for further separate discussion of these elements. However, it will be important to reflect upon some of the other elements and other considerations. PIM has led efforts to map all CRP research sites. This work will contribute to effective regional partnerships of CRPs with other CRPs as well as with external partners in the regions. Key aspects of CRP sites, research pipeline, partnerships, capacity building and gender are discussed below. ii)



CRP Sites



During the development of the CRPs each program established its own sites independently, resulting in more than 120 sites of various scale and magnitude. The Policy Institutions and Markets CRP has mapped where all CRPs are currently active (report expected by the end of September). The intent is to select a number of high priorities or focus sites among the portfolio where multiple CRPs are active and that jointly:    



represent a reasonable selection of agro-eco and farming systems, and target populations are reasonably aligned with CAADP and similar national government development priorities, and represent a common problem – set – with solution elements delivered by multiple CRPs offer an opportunity to go to scale.



For each of these sites the CRPs are expected to jointly develop site plans that demonstrate their coherence and offer an opportunity to engage with partners.
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iii)



Research Pipeline



Most CRPs will have Flagship Projects at different stages of the research pipeline, ranging from discovery research, proof of concept, pilot, and upscaling innovations demonstrated to work. As it can take many years for innovations to move from the discovery phase to going to scale it is important that this process is well and transparently managed. There are at least the following considerations CRPs are expected to take into account. It is understood that innovations ready to be scaled up and out today may have been developed by earlier programs. It is up to each CRP to plan and manage a balanced and healthy pipeline. A healthy pipeline is defined as one that (i) delivers a steady stream of innovations in the short to medium term, and (ii) at the same time invests in upstream research that will be the basis for innovations in the long term. The two key risks to mitigate are either to run a pipeline dry to achieve short term results at the expense of discovery science, or to over-invest in discovery science and to neglect results in the short to medium term that provide the resources to keep up investments. Each CRP is expected to balance its investment portfolio and indicate this balance in its proposals. Additionally through the annual reporting process, CRPs should describe the evolution and the corresponding management of its pipeline effectively and demonstrate that it is balanced and will remain healthy.



Research Pipeline iv)



Partnerships to generate world-class science for impact



While the CGIAR’s comparative advantage is research, a key aspect of the reform process has been to design the research programs with the objective of achieving the SLOs of reducing poverty and hunger, improving nutrition and health, and sustainable management of natural resources. Impact toward these objectives can only take place with closer alignment and coordination with downstream delivery and development partners. To facilitate the flow of research outputs and outcomes into the impact pathways, the CRPs are expected to have identified and included appropriate partnerships in their research programs. The nature of these partnerships will vary depending on the research focus and the goal of the partnership. Some partnerships may require coordination of activities without any transfer of funding, while others may require the CRPs to allocate some funding for the partnership. An illustrative list of partnerships is provided below. a. Partnership at the discovery research level: These are to improve the quality of results produced and/or shorten time for producing outputs. These partnerships can be with NARS, ARIs, private sector and other appropriate research entities. These partnerships 12



may involve little transfer of funding and can range from joint call for research proposals with other agencies such as NSF, BBSRC and EC’s DG Research or collaborative research programs with researchers from various national research agencies and universities to joint research with local and regional research centres in the focus countries. The latter may require support from CRP funding. b. Partnership at the proof of concept and pilot level: The CRPs are expected to implement partnerships which can facilitate local adaptive research. These will include local or regional organizations such as AGRA, local universities, private sector and other appropriate non-government organizations. These activities may require funding support from CRPs, although bilateral funding from other donors may also support participation of local entities in these research activities. Good planning and early involvement of partners and other stakeholders in the planning process can facilitate alignment of donor funding for such partnerships. c. Partnership for scaling-up: To ensure that the technology and knowledge transfer is self-sustaining, CRPs should also engage many other actors, such as local business communities, policy makers, farmers’ organizations in the planning. As in the prior case, this will require initial external funding but the goal is that this phase will eventually become self-sustaining. CRPs may not be able to provide full funding for these programs and are expected to work in partnerships with non-research focussed development projects funded by other donors or the local governments. All CRPs are required to consider and include partnerships at the discovery, proof of concept and pilot level (if relevant) and scaling up phase in their proposals. The CRP proposals must allocate a credible percentage of their total project funding to these different partnerships, justifying (i) those that are self funded, (ii) those co-funded between the CRP and the partners, and (iii) those entirely funded by the CRP. During the further development of this Guidance document a key question is whether providing a target percentage allocation of a CRP’s budget to non-CGIAR partners, including national partners in developing countries, will more rapidly and effectively bring about a scale and quality of partnerships in keeping with some of the ambitions of the reform. For instance, would the use of a target of a 30% budget allocation to NARS partners, with an additional 15% to non CGIAR and non NARS partners (for a total of around 45% funds allocated to partnerships) bring about the expected changes in partnerships in the reformed CGIAR? v)



Capacity building



Every CRP is required to consider capacity building as an integral part of its proposal to ensure a lasting impact for its investments. It may be logical to combine capacity building activities with those partnership programs which have been entered with local and regional entities. Such CRP designs will allow leaving behind local and regional institutions better equipped for research, development, manufacturing, marketing and delivery of food and agriculture related products. As in the case of partnerships, capacity building can be considered at the same levels: discovery; proof of concept and pilot; and scale-up. The nature of capacity building activity will vary based on the nature of research. At the discovery phase, capacity building could include scientific exchange programs or academic programs such as funding masters or doctoral research programs aligned with the CRPs. At the Flagship Project level, budget allocated for capacity building should be a credible share of the total project budget. Capacity building at the proof of concept and pilot phase may include non-academic training for lab technicians, government officials, or others involved in assisting with development research 13



programs in the local research centres. Budget allocated for capacity building should be a credible % of the total project budget. Capacity building at the scale-up level should involve training of local entities engaged in CRP partnership programs such as farmers, extension agents, private sector and other relevant agents. As in the case of partnership, funding for capacity building can be fully or partially accounted for through funding support from other donors directly to CRP or to collaborating partners. vi)



Gender



A key aspect of the CGIAR reform process has been to integrate consideration of how the research programs will contribute to delivery of gender-responsive (or gender-transformative) outcomes, with the understanding that consideration of gender inequalities is critical to achieving the SLOs (reduced poverty and improved food security, nutrition and sustainable resource management). By December 2013 the Consortium requires all CRPs to have developed an approved Gender Strategy, as per the Consortium Level Gender Strategy and laying out how consideration of gender equality is integrated into the CRP’s research and development activities. Gender research was not universally built into the first round of CRP proposals. Approved CRP Gender Strategies should be used by CRPs as a foundation for the integration of gender into their next proposal. The CRP’s approved Gender Strategy will be appended to the full proposal it will submit, so external reviewers can assess how effectively gender research is mainstreamed in the full proposal. The CRPs are expected therefore, to integrate implementation of their existing Gender Strategy into their research proposals. This naturally implies that a healthy and balanced pipeline will include consideration of gender across the research cycle i.e. in defining and prioritizing target beneficiary populations and agro-socio-ecosystems; in setting objectives for discovery research; in the design and pilot testing of innovations and in going to scale with innovations demonstrated to benefit women as well as men at the pilot scale. Corresponding outputs and outcomes that have an explicit gender dimension should then ensue. The external reviewers will be asked to assess whether the outputs and outcomes and IDOs in the full proposal reflect an effective mainstreaming of gender research, as indicated in Annex XZ. Examples of outputs and outcomes that have an explicit gender dimension. Portfolio IDO



CRP IDO



CRP outcome



CRP output



Improved productivity in pro-poor food systems



Improved productivity of women’s livestock



Women adopt improved technologies



Pro-poor technical and institutional innovations increase productivity of women’s livestock



Increased consumption of safe, nutritious foods by the poor, especially among nutritionally vulnerable women and children



Increased consumption of safe and nutritious foods by the poor in aquatic agricultural systems, especially among nutritionally vulnerable women and children.



Improved policy and formal and informal institutional structure and processes to support pro-poor, gender equitable and sustainable development.



Policies analyzed to facilitate exchange and scaling up of institutional innovations that support pro-poor, gender equitable and sustainable development.



Increased and more equitable income from agricultural and natural resource management and environmental services earned by low



Increased and more equitable income earned by low income roots, tubers and bananas value chain actors, with an increased share captured by women.



Research aligned with farmers’ and end-users’ priorities: breeders incorporate gendered information on end-users needs and preferences into decision-making .and



High-yielding hybrids with multiple resistance and desirable agronomic traits developed and deployed (2015) Initial evaluation trial planted, at least 5 hybrids selected based on
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income value chain actors



Increased control by women and other marginalized groups of assets, inputs, decision-making and benefits



Women are better empowered and gender equality in decision making and control over [forest, tree and agroforestry]resource use, management and benefits is improved



gender sensitive farmer participatory selection into breeding schemes.



men and women’s choices, planted in advanced trial (2012, 2013, 2014)



Decision makers at the local, national and international levels adopt effective portfolios of strategies and gender-sensitive guidelines for conservation and sustainable use of genetic resources of priority tree species to meet the needs of men and women stakeholders.



Methods and approaches for incorporating and/or recognizing local-level institutions (including rights and access) that are sensitive to genderdifferentiated needs and priorities



Sources: Guide for Developing CRP Intermediate Development Outcomes (IDOs); CRP 2013 POWBs; CRP Gender Strategy



vii)



Governance and management



An External Review of CRP Governance and management is being undertaken by the IEA in 2013 and is expected to provide a final report in February 2014. Its conclusions and recommendations will need to be taken into account in later versions of this Guidance document. Preliminary findings of the review, discussed with the review team in November, are along the following lines:   



The overlapping roles among steering committees, independent entities and management committees reduces the efficiency of CRP management. Most CRP management and governance structures do not have sufficient authority and indepence to manage for results, including determining research priorities and resource allocations. CRP leaders see their authority and involvement in decision making as insufficient to be able to manage for results.



In the current contracting structure, a single CGIAR center is the “lead center”. A critical question is whether the lead center is: 1. the “penholder”, the primus inter parus, for a consortium of partners that is jointly responsible for the implementation and delivery of the CRP (and the CRP is de-facto a joint venture of the participating organizations); or 2. the main contractor, and in the final analysis, the sole responsible organization for the delivery of the CRP, with all other partners reduced to sub-contractors. It would appear that while many CRPs have elements of both approaches, the intent of the CGIAR reform was to create strong partnerships among CGIAR Centers and outside partners that would jointly deliver a CRP – while the de-facto arrangements are in quite a few CRPs that the CGIAR lead center behaves more as the main contractor. It would appear necessary to craft guidance for the second round of CRPs that ensures that there is a single, sufficiently strong and independent body that provides governance oversight on behalf of all partners, not just the lead center. It would also appear necessary to create a sufficiently strong position of authority for CRP leaders to ensure that they are able to manage for results for the whole program. 15



viii)



Guidance on Intellectual Assets (IA) and Intellectual Property (IP)



One of the consequences of the SRF is that more partnerships are being set up between different CRP stakeholders, requiring a more prominent role of the management of Intellectual Assets (IA) and Intellectual Property (IP) in line with the CGIAR Principles on the Management of Intellectual Assets approved in March 2012 (“CGIAR IA Principles”) and their Implementation Guidelines. Considering the CRP structure, each FP is set up in collaboration with different partners and stakeholders (other CG Centres, NARs, ARIs, SMEs, etc...) contributing to the FP their own resources (i.e. inputs) with specific IP characteristics. In addition, each FP is expected to generate new outputs and outcomes, with possible IP issues. Consequently, before starting any collaboration with stakeholders, two key documents have to be carefully reviewed: (1) the CGIAR IA Principles and (2) the Implementation Guidelines (see http://www.cgiar.org/consortium-news/managing-cgiar-intellectual-assets-for-the-benefit-ofsmallholder-farmers/). For each FP, the research activity will be aligned with these two key documents, taking specially into account the Implementation Guidelines for Farmer´s Rights (Art. 3), the Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture (Art. 4), the Sound Management of Intellectual assets and IP Rights (Art. 5), the Prompt Dissemination of Research Results (Art. 6.1), the Limited Exclusivity Agreement (Art. 6.2), the Incorporation of Third party Intellectual Assets (Art. 6.3), IP Rights (Art. 6.4) and Fees (Art. 7). All CRPs are required to provide an Intellectual Assets Management Strategy (IAMS) which identifies the Intellectual Assets management mechanisms, resources (capacity and funding) and tools that will be integrated into the CRP. Lead Centers are expected to assist CRPs develop and implement the IAMS. For reporting by the Centers to the Consortium, two documents will be provided: (1) Center Board Assurance of compliance and (2) Center IA Report. The information contained in the Center IA Report will be treated as confidential and will be useful for monitoring intellectual asset management and, in particular, Limited Exclusivity Agreements, the Restricted Use Agreements, and IP applications of a Center within a CRP. ix)



Open Access and data management



The open access and open data for agriculture movement is progressing swiftly and the CGIAR Consortium is committed to taking a leading role into the future. CGIAR wants to make all of its data and research outputs open and harvestable, with the Open Access mandate being in place since March 2012, when the CGIAR Consortium approved the CGIAR Principles on the Management of Intellectual Assets. The CGIAR Open Access and Data Management Policy (the “OA Policy”), approved October 2, 2013, aims to go further than any other institution in making all of its information products open access over the next 5 years. All CRP proposals should provide a clear plan and appropriate budgeting to ensure that as of January 12, 2016, all operations of the CRP are in compliance with the Open Access and Data Management Policy and the Open Access and Data Management Implementation Guidelines (see Annex X). It will be the responsibility of each CRP to budget for all Open Access activities, including staffing, repository development and management, author fees (if the CRP chooses to go the “gold” rather than “green’ [self-archiving] route), and data management. Please note that for publishing articles and associated data, many donors now are willing to subsidize publishing fees to ensure that the research outputs they fund are made openly accessible. It is the responsibility of the CRP to negotiate those arrangements. 16



Finally, as stipulated in the Implementation Guidelines in Annex X, each CRP must develop its own Data Management Plan as part of its proposal. x)



Guidance on budget preparation



CRPs are required to submit budgets as set out in the annexed pre-proposal and full proposal templates (Annex X). Although CRPs are designed as programs of at least 10 years duration, budgets will be approved on a three-year cycle, so you are required to submit a 3 year budget. The budgeting structure is shown below. Every cost should be linked, through this hierarchy, to an outcome by way of cluster of activities. The Consortium Office may only ask for Cluster of Activity level, but Lead Centers will need to budget at least at Activity level, and should have this information available if requested. Each budget should clearly link an activity or cluster of activities to an output or outcome Each budget should also clearly identify the funding source by W1/2, W3, bilateral or Center own resources and each budget should be broken down between participating CGIAR Center. Budgets should also be by natural classification; i.e. Personnel, Collaborator Costs, Supplies & Services, Operational Travel, Depreciation/Capital, Institutional Overhead (% of direct cost). Both types of budget presentation will be used by CO/ISPC/FO to analyze the CRP proposals. In addition, the intent is to use the budget by results for the management of the CRPs following approval. 5. Results Based Management The CRP accountability framework and proposed results based management framework will be fully described in the SRF Management Update. A summary will be added to the next version of this document to show the linkages with the management framework to be used for the second stage of the CRPs. Five CRPs have been provided with funding to test alternative performance based management frameworks in 2014. The CO intends to build on this pilot, to gain experience with results based management, in 2015 and 2016, open to all CRPs with an interest to participate. 5.1 Reporting- Financial and Programmatic As will be set out in the section on results based management in the SRF Management Update, the (revised) Performance Indicator Matrix would become the core accountability framework for each CRP and reporting is described below. Reporting on progress and results / outputs / outcomes The Performance Indicator Matrix (PIM) is the core accountability framework for each CRP. It is based upon the IDOs of the CRP, with their associated indicators, targets and metrics. The CRP will report on its progress through:   



Annual Program of Work and Budget for the coming year, to be submitted on November 1 and approved by the CO before the end of December (linked to a W1-2 budget allocation). The template for the POWB is in the appendices Six-monthly (mid-year) progress report (narrative, indicators and financial) – to be approved by CO as condition for disbursement. Annual report (narrative, indicators and financial) – to be approved by CO as condition for disbursement. The template is in the appendices.



Depending on cash flow requirements, if there are two disbursements per year then each of these will be subject to approval of the CRPs reporting. If there are more than two disbursements (each 17



quarterly) then additional disbursements can be made presuming the CRP is not behind or delinquent in any of its reporting requirements. For CRPs that do not achieve planned progress according to the Performance Indicator Matrix (PIM), or where costs differ significantly from the result-based budgets, the Consortium and the CRP will establish and agree the reasons for the variations and will adjust disbursements or initiate contract amendments or revisions. The POWB and mid-year progress report are internal to the Consortium (but will be publicly available on the website). The annual reports are submitted by the Consortium to the FC. In addition to the CRP level reports, the Consortium will prepare an annual CRP Portfolio level report in which it will report on all aggregated common IDOs and System Level IDOs, provide a CGIAR system level score card, and an analysis of overall value for money of the funds invested in the CGIAR. The portfolio report also analyses portfolio level risks and their mitigation, and potential re-orientations of research, depending upon the CRP level reports. The Consortium will prepare an annual Financing Plan, based on the CRP POWBs as well as their reporting on progress to date and a forecast of available funding4. Annual allocations will take into account progress achieved by CRPs as well as their value for money. 6. New CRPs The CB and FC could decide to call for proposals for new programs – or to expand the focus of existing programs – to cover research not yet (well) covered in the existing portfolio. The aim of this section is to open up the discussion on possible candidates for new programs (or program expansions) – and to determine what preparatory work would have to be undertaken before such a decision could possibly be taken. Before making decisions on new or additional CRPs, the resource needs of the current portfolio of CRPs would have to be examined carefully, in light of expected resource mobilization strategies and scenarios. One option is, of course, for the CB and FC to open up a completely open or semi-open competitive call (potentially from inside and outside the CGIAR) for new CRP ideas (possible preproposals) and to select from among those a very limited number of ideas to be invited to move to full proposal stage. Any form of new CRPs should be considered in the light of overall resource mobilization scenarios – ensuring that the full approved portfolio can indeed be funded. That also means that the question of possible new CRPs cannot be seen completely independent form the question of “closing down existing CRPs”. The FC members have raised the concern that the second round of CRP proposals should not turn into “automatic extensions”. It is also clear that very much of the efforts of the Consortium in 2012-2013 have been focused on increasing the overall quality of the portfolio, both in terms of its accountability framework and the reporting. This Guidance document is a key part of that effort. The ability for the system collectively to ensure that the overall quality of the portfolio is high, and that weaker, or lower priority, components can be weeded out is critical. The CB and FC will consider the desirability of new CRPs separately.



4



The annual calendar of planning and reporting deadlines will need to be further thought through, and aligned with the meeting calendar of CB and FC. 18



Annex 1 - Glossary AGRA



Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa



ARCAD



Agropolis Resource Centre for Crop Conservation, Adaptation and Diversity



ARIs



Advanced research institutions



A4NH



CGIAR Research Program on Agriculture for Nutrition and Health



BBSRC



Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council - UK



BeCA



Biosciences Eastern and Central Africa. A shared agricultural research and biosciences platform that exists to increase access to affordable, world-class research facilities. Located at and managed by ILRI in Nairobi, Kenya.



BMGF



Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation



CA



See Cluster of Activities



Cluster of Activities



Subprojects within a Flagship Project



CAADP



Comprehensive African Agricultural Development Programme



CB



CGIAR Consortium Board



CCAFS



CGIAR Research Program on Climate Change, Agriculture and Food Security



CRPs



CGIAR Research Programs



CO



CGIAR Consortium Office



EC



European Community



Evaluation: occurs on a 4- 5 year basis. It is an assessment of the value of the impacts or developmental changes brought about by a CRP’s results, outputs, outcomes and impacts by comparison with the investment in/costs of the CRP. It includes an assessment of the effectiveness and efficiency of the CRP’s management. FC



CGIAR Fund Council



FO



CGIAR Fund Office



FP



See Flagship Projects



Flagship Projects



Flagship Projects are large research components which add up to make a complete CRP. Flagship projects have specific objectives and each FP may produce several outputs and research outcomes in order to achieve, in due course, specific IDOs. 19



FTA



CGIAR Research Program on Forest, Trees and Agroforestry



GRiSP



The Global Rice Science Partnership, or CGIAR Research Program on rice



IA



Intellectual Assets



ICRA



International Centre for development oriented Research in Agriculture



IEA



The CGIAR Independent Evaluation Arrangement (IEA) is the unit responsible for external evaluations of CRPs and of other elements of the system, as well as the system level evaluations conducted every 5 years.. TR Policy for Independent External Evaluation was adopted by the Fund Council and became effective on Feb 1, 2012.



IP



Intellectual Property



ISPC



Independent Science and Partnership Council



IDOs



Intermediate development outcomes. IDOs play a pivotal role expressing the ambition of CRPs and providing the building blocks for Consortium-level achievement through the Strategic Results Framework (SRF)



Impact



The ultimate positive/negative, direct and indirect consequences of the CRPs work on the status and state of selected development variables concerning the SLOs - which are themselves related to the attainment of Millennium Development Goals and the SDGs. These development variables, specifically related to each SLO, may include decreases in rural poverty rates at transnational level, increased household food security levels, including increased nutritional quality of diets of the poor, increased resilience of the most vulnerable agricultural systems to climate change and other external shocks. Impacts are the overall and long-term effects that a CRP contributes to.



Impact Pathway



See IP



Impact Assessment



The Standing Panel on Impact Assessment of the ISPC conducts Impact assessments of various research undertakings (e.g., crop improvement research) to determine the extent to which a program has caused changes (i.e., in conditions), such as improvements in nutritional status at the beneficiary-level. Results from impact evaluations, generally conducted when a program is over, are critical to guide the planning of current activities, to inform resource allocation decisions across program components and to support the design or re-design of future interventions to maximize their potential impacts.



IP



Impact pathways describe how a project will develop its research outputs and who outside the project needs to use them to achieve developmental outcomes and impact.



iPlant



A community of researchers, educators, and students working to enrich all plant sciences through the development of cyberinfrastructure - the physical computing resources, collaborative environment, virtual 20



machine resources, and interoperable analysis software and data services– that are essential components of modern biology. L&F



CGIAR Research Program on Livestock and Fish



MAIZE



CGIAR Research Program on Maize



M&E



Monitoring and Evaluation



Monitoring



A continuing process of data collection and analysis to determine how well a CRP is progressing along its impact pathways, toward expected ultimate impacts. Progress is assessed along a sequenced hierarchy of outputs and outcomes and their respective indicators. Monitoring provides regular feedback and early indications of progress or lack thereof in the achievement of intended results.



MTR



Mid Term Review



NARs



National agricultural research systems



NGOs



Non-Government Organizations



NRM



Natural Resources Management



NSF



National Science Foundation - USA



POWB



Plan of Work of Budget (annual)



QTL



Quantitative Trait Loci



RTB



CGIAR Research Program on Roots Tubers and Bananas



SLOs



System level outcomes



SMEs



Small and medium enterprises



SRF



Strategy and Results Framework



Sup Agro



Centre for graduate level Education in Agricultural Sciences (Montpellier)



SupdeCo



Montpellier Business School



Theory of Change



See ToC



ToC



Theory of Change: A Theory of Change is a specific and measurable description of a social change initiative that forms the basis for strategic planning, on-going decision-making and evaluation.



Sustainable Development Goal



See SDG



SDG



One of the main outcomes of the Rio+20 Conference was the agreement 21



by member States to launch a process to develop a set of Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), which will build upon the Millennium Development Goals and converge with the post 2015 development agenda. SDGs must be based on Agenda 21 and the Johannesburg Plan of Implementation; Fully respect all the Rio Principles; Be consistent with international law; Build upon commitments already made; Contribute to the full implementation of the outcomes of all major summits in the economic, social and environmental fields; Focus on priority areas for the achievement of sustainable development, being guided by the outcome document; Address and incorporate in a balanced way all three dimensions of sustainable development and their interlinkages; Be coherent with and integrated into the United Nations development agenda beyond 2015; Not divert focus or effort from the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals; Include active involvement of all relevant stakeholders, as appropriate, in the process; Be action-oriented; Concise; Easy to communicate; Limited in number; Aspirational; Global in nature; Universally applicable to all countries while taking into account different national realities, capacities and levels of development and respecting national policies and priorities. WHEAT



CGIAR Research Program on Wheat



W1-W2-W3



CGIAR Fund Donors may designate their contribution to one or more of three funding “Windows”: W1, W2 or W3.



W1



Window 1 - Contributions represent the least restricted type of funding. The Fund Council allocates Window 1 Funds to CGIAR Research Programs (CRPs), based upon a request from the Consortium Board for specific allocations to each CRP. It also decides upon appropriate payment of System Costs and any other use required to achieve the CGIAR mission.



W2



Window 2 – Contributions are designated by Fund Donors to one or more specific CRPs. For each approved CRP, a sub-account is created to which donors may allocate funds. Once Window 2 funds are allocated to a given CRP, they flow to the Lead Center implementing the CRP, based upon the specific requests from the Consortium Board.



W3



Window 3 – Contributions are the most restricted type of funding, consisting of funds that Fund Donors wish to allocate to specific Centers. Neither the Consortium nor the Fund Council makes decisions about the use of Window 3 funds. Within 2 years after the CGIAR Fund’s establishment, the Fund Council will review the use of Window 3 in consultation with the Consortium Board.



WUR



Wageningen University
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ANNEX 2 - CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL OF PRE-PROPOSALS AND PROPOSALS, FROM THE COMMON OPERATIONAL FRAMEWORK This guideline for reviewing proposals draws upon the common criteria for the first round of proposals, now a chapter of the Common Operational Framework. To avoid conflict of interests and reflecting the independence of bodies and functions, it had been agreed that a common set of criteria would be used by CO, ISPC and other parties engaged in the evaluation of CRPs. The 2010 agreement also recognized that the common criteria may need to be adjusted in the future as the System learned from the experience of the first round of CRP. Accordingly the SRF was modified in 2013 and, reflecting these changes to the SRF, the current criteria have also been modified from those in 2010. As indicated in the Guidance for 2nd Call, there will be a two-step process in the CRP 2nd call. The first will include a 10-page pre-proposal followed by a second step of a 40-page full proposal for those pre-proposals which were approved. The pre-proposal will be reviewed simultaneously by the CO, FO and ISPC. The recommendations will be submitted to the CB and the FC who will then request the full proposals for the selected pre-proposals. The full proposals will once again be reviewed simultaneously by CO, FO and ISPC. ISPC will organize a panel of external reviewers. Both the 10-page pre-proposal and the full proposal will be assessed based on the same set of criteria provided below with the full proposal undergoing a more in-depth scrutiny. The set of criteria provided will be used by CO, FO and ISPC in evaluating the pre-proposal and the full proposal. Out of the 7 criteria provided, only the first 4 are relevant for the pre-proposal. Each criterion will have a score ranging from unacceptable (zero) to fully acceptable (10), with total obtainable scores of 40 for a pre-proposal and 70 for a full proposal. With synchronized review of proposals, the CRPs can thus be ranked relative to each other using a standard set of evaluation criteria. Common Criteria for Evaluating CRP pre-proposals and full proposals (2nd Call) 1. Proposal is well-linked to SLO (or SDG?) The proposal succinctly describes how the proposed CRP will achieve the established IDOs which in turn are clearly linked with the SLOs (SDGs). The Impact Pathway and the Theory of Change presented are clear, logical and achievable. 2. Scientific merit The proposal addresses an existing important gap in the current state of science and will either further scientific knowledge or complement existing knowledge without duplicating current efforts on the same topic by other external institutions. The full proposal demonstrates that the proposed research program is of high quality and both proposals demonstrate that the CGIAR system has an international comparative advantage to undertake it. 3. Partnership for faster and greater impact The proposal has been designed in consultation and in alignment with appropriate research and development partners to enable faster and greater impact. The full proposal clearly identifies the role of its research and development partners along the impact pathway. While research partnerships with highly esteemed research institutions in developed countries have an important role, proposals are expected to also demonstrate strategic partnerships with local and regional institutions in the focus countries. 4. Clear accountability and value for money The proposal has provided a plausible budget and timeline for anticipated IDOs for medium (3-6) and long-term (9-12 years.) These and the anticipated annual outcomes indicated for the 3 years during which the CRP will be implemented are good value for the proposed research investment. The full proposal has a sound component for monitoring and evaluation, with clear and achievable set of outputs, outcomes and IDOs. As research 23



outcomes are not guaranteed, the full CRP proposals should also explain the potential risks which may impact successful implementation of the programs. Additional criteria for the full proposal 5. Gender is mainstreamed The proposal clearly shows that gender is being mainstreamed. The full proposal provides sufficient and convincing evidence regarding the anticipated gender outputs and outcomes for the CRP. 6. Sound CRP portfolio management The proposal maintains a healthy balance of projects from discovery research to proof of concept, pilot phase, and going to scale with proven innovations and technologies. The proposal also demonstrates that capacity building is an integral component of the proposal, both to ensure lasting development impacts from research outcomes and to ensure a supply of talents for future CGIAR research programs. 7. Sound CRP governance The CRP proposal has to clearly demonstrate that the CRP was designed to address a scientific problem and is thus being developed to solve this problem (rather than being designed to take into consideration the existing research focus of different Centers and the current CRPs). Given that, the CRP draws upon resources and talents across Centers and beyond the CGIAR system. The presented governance/management structure of the CRP has to indicate that it is capable of successfully implementing the proposed program.



24



ANNEX 3 - TEMPLATE FOR PRE-PROPOSALS The pre-proposal should cover each of the following elements: i. ii. iii.



iv.



v. vi.



Intermediate development outcomes (IDOs), Impact Pathways (IPs) and Theories of Change (ToCs). (2-pages) A clear and brief description of Flagship Projects, about 3-6 per CRP or with a value of between and US$20-100m over the course of the project. (2 pages) The pre-proposals should highlight how partnership will be built on in the coming phase, preferably being explicit about the role of partners in research (leadership on components, for example) and management / governance (membership of steering or management committees). Indicative shares of budget, by partner or partner category, would be desirable. (2 pages) As part of the partnerships discussion each CRP should show how they are working with regional partners to pursue effective regional processes through which the CRPs can achieve greater impact at scale. (1 page) To provide donors with your current best sense of the future development of the CRP a phased workplan for the period 2015-2023 should be provided. (2 pages) Current best estimates of cost of each flagship projects and each of the IDOs should be provided, for 9 years. (1 page)
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ANNEX 4 - FULL PROPOSAL TEMPLATE GENERAL NOTES:  



Each proposal should provide evidence of how gender research is mainstreamed in the CRP. Each of the section below should thus refer to the explicit gender dimensions of the work proposed and to its explicit expected gender results, as appropriate. All CRP proposals should follow the following template, strictly adhering to the maximum number of pages indicated for each section.



1. Statement of strategic goals (1 page) Present the strategic goals of the CRP, which should be reachable within 12-15 years, and show how they contribute to fulfilling the System Level Outcomes (SLOs)/ Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Note that increasing productivity or income cannot be assumed to automatically lead to poverty alleviation or food security and that productivity or income growth cannot be maintained in the long term without effective management of natural resources and effective policies. 2. Impact pathway, theory of change, key hypotheses (4 pages) - Highlight the Theory of Change (ToC) and key hypotheses upon which the ToC is based and which the CRP will test, in its own M&E system. - Synthesise the major elements of the CRP’s high level impact pathway. Provide a link to the more detailed impact pathways designed by the CRP, and their supporting assumptions and theories of change. 3. Justification of the international comparative advantage of the CRP (1 ½ pages) Explain why the CRP has a clear international comparative advantage, both current and for the predictable future, to undertake research as part of its high level impact pathway and ToC (e.g., rather than the private sector, an international NGO, etc...). This is equivalent to demonstrating that there are no other institutions better placed to produce the necessary results, given the impact pathways of the CRP. 4. Intermediate development outcomes (IDOs), targets and indicators (3 pages) List the common and particular IDOs which the CRP plans to contribute to within 9-10 years, providing a web link to the impact pathway and theory of change related to each IDO. -



-



-



For each IDO specify the target populations and geographical area concerned and quantify these targets. Provide indication on the level of current uncertainty associated to those targets and if necessary, plans to refine them. For each IDO list the indicators of progress towards these targets that the CRP will use, including the indicators (measures) of relevant outputs and the indicators of relevant research outcomes for monitoring progress, given that the IDO will be fulfilled within 910 years. Robust and credible indicators are expected, including measures of improved access to resources (for poverty) and improved access to food (for food security). In an Appendix, provide a Gantt chart for the next 3, 6, and 9 years, showing the links between outputs, outcomes, IDOs and the Flagships and Clusters of Activities.



5. Flagship projects and clusters of activities, including linkages with other CRPs, pipeline research and long-term sustainability research (15 pages) Using the terminology presented in the guidance document, show how the CRP is organised in Flagship Projects and Clusters of activities within each flagship, highlighting the logic behind this organisation. That is, demonstrating that the CRP is organising its work in the most 26



effective manner to produce the outputs, outcomes and IDOs presented in the previous sections. -



-



-



As you describe the key components of the CRP make sure that you explain how the CRP will ensure a balanced research portfolio with stream of discovery to pilot phase projects/products, so that it does not focus on immediate deliverables at the expense of innovative research with longer-term payoffs For each Flagship explain the linkages the CRP has built with other CRPs to (as relevant): o Realise synergies and opportunities o remedy redundancies, o fill research gaps through an agreed division of labour, o provide outputs to relevant CRPs in real time, for use by these other CRPs as inputs into their own research, o Share data, such as baseline data, survey data, to increase efficiency o Work jointly at strategically selected key research sites to learn jointly, and more rapidly, about selected research issues As you describe the main components of the CRP and the type of research undertaken by these different components along the pipeline also explain the research the CRP is undertaking to address long-term sustainability issues relevant to its specific focus (e.g., long-term system sustainability, by opposition to simply sustainability of one element of agro-ecosystems; long-term environmental sustainability for the crop improvement CRPs)



6. External partnership strategy and IP issues (6 pages) - Explain the CRP’s strategy concerning external partnerships (with non-CGIAR partners), from discovery to scaling up phases. Show how the CRP uses its partnerships to fill gaps and implement activities it does not have the capacity to implement. If the CRP does not have an overall strategy for external partnerships, explain the approach of each Flagship Project. Explain financial arrangements and sharing of responsibilities for fund raising. - Include a typology of your partners, and their functional roles in the CRP including in CRP’s governance. - Explain how IP issues are managed through these different partnerships. 7. CRP’s M&E and risk management strategy (5 pages) - Describe the CRP’s approach to risk management and mitigation - Describe how the CRP tracks its own progress within Clusters of Activities and subcluster levels, how adjustments/alignments are implemented when progress is not as expected, and how this approach fits with the overall RBM implemented at CRP level. 8. CRP Governance (1 ½ page) Provide a chart and language to describe how the CRP management structure draws upon resources and talents across Centers and beyond the CGIAR system. Indicate how the recommendations of the external review of management and governance in the CRPs will be implemented by this CRP. 9. Budget request (3 pages) - Based on the guidance provided in the body of the document explain the budget needed by the CRP to produce the outputs, research outcomes and IDOs that are described in this proposal. Indicate the budget allocated to partners outside of the CGIAR over time. 27



-



Present your budget request (i.e. budget needed to produce the results described in this proposal): (i) In natural classification and (ii) In terms of results produced, using the same table as Table 1 in the Reporting Template
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ANNEX 5 – BUDGET TEMPLATE Summary Budget for pre-Proposal



Outcome 1 Flagship I Flagship II Flagship III Flagship IV Outcome 2 Flagship V Flagship VI Flagship VII Outcome 3 Flagship VIII Flagship IX Flagship X Management and coordination



Total Budget



W1/2 -



2016 W3/ Bilateral* -



-



-



-



-



-



-



Personnel Collaborator Costs - CGIAR Centers Collaborator Costs - Others Supplies and Services Operational Travel Depreciation †



Sub-total of Direct Costs



-



-



-



-



Indirect Costs



Total Operational Costs Capital‡



Total Budget



-



-



Total -



-



W1/2 -



2017 W3/ Bilateral* -



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



Total -



-



W1/2 -



2018 W3/ Bilateral* -



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



Total -



-



* To include Window 3, Bilateral, Center Own Income and any other funding source † Include depreciation on legacy purchases (2013 and earlier) ‡ Cost of future capital purchases should be included here. No provision for depreciation on capital purchases from 2014 onwards should be included above Indirect Costs to include Board, Finance, HR, Corporate Communications, Fund-raising and Facility costs, as specified in FG5.
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W1/2 -



2019-24 W3/ Bilateral* -



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



Total -



-



Total 2016-2024 W3/ W1/2 Bilateral* Total -



-



-



-



-



-



Lead Center Partner Center 1 Partner Center 2 Partner Center 3 Partner Center 4 Partner Center 5



Total Budget Flagship I Flagship II Flagship III Flagship IV Management and coordination



Total Budget



Personnel Collaborator Costs - CGIAR Centers Collaborator Costs - Others Supplies and Services Operational Travel Depreciation



Sub-total of Direct Costs Indirect Costs



Total Operational Costs Capital



Total Budget



2016 W3 Bilateral -



W1 -



W2 -



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



Budget Template 2017 W3 Bilateral Other -



Other -



Total -



W1 -



W2 -



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



30



Total -



W1 -



W2 -



W3 -



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



2018 Bilateral -



Other -



Total -



-



-



-



-



-



-



Total Bilateral Other -



W1 -



W2 -



W3 -



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



-



Total -



ANNEX 6 - TEMPLATE FOR CRPS PROGRAM OF WORK AND BUDGET The Plan of Work and Budget (POWB), currently an internal document for use within the Consortium, is a standardised tool for all CRPs to present their annual work plan. The POWB is presented at an aggregated level. The aggregated levels we are interested in are: -



level n: the whole CRP



-



level n-1: the components that add up to the whole CRP: Flagship projects



-



level n-2: the components of each Flagship Project, cluster of activities



Each Flagship project (Flagship for short) has specific objectives and may produce several outputs and research outcomes in order to achieve in due course two or three IDOs (rarely more). Each Flagship is structured in Clusters of activities. A Cluster of activities has its own objectives and produces outputs and research outcomes. A Cluster can be further decomposed into subcomponents, but these (level n-3) are not presented in the POWB. The POWB has three sections: 1. Succinct narrative of major work planned towards IDOs and outputs (same as last year); 2. Table of planned work, associated planned progress towards IDOs, outputs, with associated budgets, at levels n-1 and n-2. 3. Table presenting the CRP’s planned gender budget. Table 2 links the outputs and outcomes that have an explicit gender dimension (from Table 1) to a budget. POWB Template Name of the CRP: Official start date of the CRP (as per its PIA): A. Narrative of major planned work (2 pages/1000 words maximum) Reasoned description of major work planned by the CRP in the forthcoming year to achieve expected results as per the CRP proposal. This should include an overview of planned work on the CRP gender strategy, including how the CRP will mainstream gender into its research. The narrative supports the two tables and provides an overall interpretation of the significance of the two tables. B. Tables See next pages.
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Table 1 - Planned key activities for 2014 to produce IDOs and outputs, with associated planned budgets FOR REFERENCE ONLY



Level of organisation within the CRP



Description of planned key activities at each level of internal organisation



Expected results of planned key activities



Planned budget ($ 000s)



Level n-1: Flagship Project



Provide a list of all the Flagship Projects (level n-1) which constitute the full CRP (level n). Indicate, where relevant, the geographical areas where the Flagship is implemented. Number Flagships from 1 to x



Expected progress toward the CRP IDOs, and indicators of this progress



Budget per Flagship Project



For each Cluster of activities, indicate:



Expected outputs (results of discovery and proof of concept phases of R&D, see Annex 1) and research outcomes (results of pilot phase of R&D, see Annex 1)



Budget per Cluster of activities



(Further outputs, research outcomes)



(Further budget per Cluster of activities)



Level as described by OCS Level 3: Theme, and Level 4: outcomes Level 5: outputs



Level n-2: Cluster of activities



5



For each Flagship Project, list the relevant Clusters of activities; use one row for each activity Cluster. Number each Cluster with two digits: that of the Flagship Project to which the activity cluster ‘belongs’ and that of the Cluster itself within the Flagship (e.g., 1.1 for Cluster 1 in Flagship 1)



(further Clusters of activities, one per row)



All other levels in OCS



5



-



objectives pursued



-



geographical location(s) of the work



-



type of methods used (e.g., diagnosis survey, on-farm trial, ...)



-



Gender research dimension (if relevant). If there is a gender dimension, its expected results must be translated in the outputs and research outcomes in next column



(further objectives, locations, methods)



These other levels(activities, tasks,..) are essential for the CRP leadership and for preparing the full POWB of the CRP, but for the purpose of the POWB requested by the Consortium Office these lower levels are not reported



Clusters of activities are designed by the CRP and there should be around 5 Clusters per Flagship
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Table 2 – Planned CRP gender research budget: expected gender research results and associated budget



Level of organisation within the cRP



Expected Gender research results as described in Table 1



Planned gender research budget ($ 000s)



Level n-1: Flagship Projects that contribute to the CRP gender IDO and if relevant other IDOs that have a gender dimension



Expected progress toward the CRP’s gender IDO and if relevant other IDOs that have gender equity dimension. Indicate, where relevant, the geographical areas of focus



Use one row per Flagship (same numbering system as in Table 1) and indicate for each Flagship the type of expenses concerned (e.g., capacity strengthening in gender research, collaboration with other CRPs,...) so it is clear there is no double counting with funds in the Clusters of activities below



Indicate the funds planned for gender research in each Flagship, which are in addition to the funds in the Clusters of activities. No double counting please.



For instance: Flagship 1(title), for capacity strengthening of development partners along the value chain (Further Flagships)



Level n-2: Cluster of activities Use one row per relevant Cluster of activities



(Further planned) Expected research outcomes and outputs that have a gender/equity dimension (from Table 1).



For instance:



o



Gender research outcome 1.3.a : (title)



o



Gender output 1.3.b: (title)



Cluster of activities 1.3 (title)



funds



Indicate the funds planned for gender research in Cluster 1.3, to produce all the research outcomes and outputs listed for this Cluster



..... ( further Cluster of activities )



(Further Funds planned for gender research in Cluster x.y) TOTAL GENDER BUDGET FOR THE CRP (SUM OF ALL CELLS ABOVE)
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ANNEX 7 - ANNUAL CRP REPORTING TEMPLATE This template has nine sections. A.



KEY MESSAGES (1 ½ page) This section provides:



B.







Synthesis of progress and challenges in implementing the CRP, including their significance for the IDOs that characterize the CRP and a brief description of any noteworthy re-orientation in the CRP.







Synthesis of the two most significant achievements/success stories in the year (gender disaggregated where pertinent), with references to associated evidence and website links for more details.







Overall financial summary: actual total spending (from all sources, including bilateral and Window 3) and percentage expended on gender research, compared to expected budget.



IMPACT PATHWAY AND INTERMEDIATE DEVELOPMENT OUTCOMES (IDOS) (1/4 page)



Provide a web link to the overall CRP Impact Pathway and theory of change (including gender dimension) and list the CRPs’ IDOs and their associated targets and indicators. Provide a web link to the baseline data of the CRP. C.



PROGRESS ALONG THE IMPACT PATHWAY



The CRP should complete Table 1, and provide a narrative (C.1 to C.3) analysing the progress measured in Table 1. C.1 Progress towards outputs (2 pages) Summarize the substance of major successes in producing outputs; provide links to additional descriptions of these achievements. Refer to indicators from Table 1, as relevant. C.2 Progress towards the achievement of research outcomes and IDOs (2 pages) Summarise the substance of major successes in the progress towards research outcomes and IDOs. Refer to relevant indicators from Table 1. C.3 Progress towards Impact (1/4 page) If/when relevant major contributions towards understanding impact and impact per se should be summarized, with a web link to more detailed documents. D.



GENDER RESEARCH ACHIEVEMENTS (1 page)



Explain the significance of the main gender research achievements of the CRP with reference to the CRP’s outputs and outcomes to which they contributed and by reference to the CRP’s IDOs. Describe main successes and challenges encountered in mainstreaming gender research and mitigation actions taken by the CRP. E.



PARTNERSHIPS BUILDING ACHIEVEMENTS (1 page) 34



Describe partnership building achievements (if any new ones since last year) and associated strategic partnership issues, including public- private partnerships where relevant. Include a brief description of mechanisms designed to align CRP with priorities in national, regional bodies etc. Include a brief analysis of new strategic interactions with other CRPs and their effectiveness. Include a brief commentary on how different key partners are using the CRP’s outputs and outcomes. F.



CAPACITY BUILDING (1/2 page)



Provide a summary and highlights of training and its outputs and outcomes. Use indicators from Table 1, as appropriate. G.



RISK MANAGEMENT (less than 1/2 page)



List the three major risks that may hinder the expected delivery of results by the CRP and describe the mitigation actions taken to manage these risks. H.



LESSONS LEARNED (1 page)



Analysis of variance from what was planned: i.



Description, if relevant, of research avenues that did not produce expected results, and description of actions taken by the CRP, such as new research directions pursued and their expected outputs and outcomes.



ii.



Lessons learned by the CRP from its monitoring of the indicators and from its qualitative analyses of progress.



G.



CRP FINANCIAL REPORT



Summary Table 1 – Indicators of progress toward the CRP’s IDOs with corresponding actual budgets Indicators of outputs



Indicators of Research outcomes



Flagship 1 (level n-1)



Indicators of IDOs



Actual costs for reporting period Actual costs of Flagship 1



Flagship 2 … Cluster of Activities 1.1 (level n-2)



Actual costs of Cluster 1 in Flagship 1



Cluster of Activities 2.1 ... CRP (level n)



Total actual costs for the CRP



Performance indicators for gender mainstreaming
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