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International Agricultural Research Centers
Supported by the CGIAR

Centro Internacional de Agricultura Tropical (CIAT)

Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR)
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Centro Internacional de la Papa (CIP)

International Center for Agricultural Research in the Dry Areas (ICARDA)
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International Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics (ICRISAT)
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Addendum to Business M eeting Agenda

Science Council and SC Secretariat Matters
(To be discussed in closed session* at the end of the Business Meeting on Thursday, October 30).

*All observers are kindly invited to leave.
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Main Decisons

Agenda Item 3.a. ISNAR EPMR Follow-up

The CGIAR Chairman invited members to endorse a statement consistent with ExCo's
recommendations as well as with the views of IFPRI and ISNAR before opening up the
item for comments and discussion. The statement read as follows:

1.

3.

The CGIAR approves the recommendations of the IRT as endorsed by ExCo and
requests the boards of ISNAR and IFPRI to carry out the transfer of governance
and relocation of ISNAR’s programsto |FPRI.

Consequently, the CGIAR requests the ISNAR board to adopt a resolution
dissolving ISNAR and to submit to ExCo a plan for the disposition of ISNAR's
assets for approval by the CGIAR.

The World Bank is committed to mobilizing the necessary resources with other
donors to ensure a smooth transition.

The Group approved the statement. The CGIAR Chairman thanked the Group for its
speedy decision and noted its importance for clarity for the future of the Center.

Agenda Item 3.b. External Program and Management Reviews of ICRISAT

1.

2.

Genera support was expressed for the bulk of the recommendations in the reports
and ExCo recommendations.

There is no doubt that a resource shift to Africa should take place, but that an
ICRISAT presence in other parts of the world is still germane and it is important
to maintain such a presence.

There is a need to examine how politically sensitive issues can be managed by
external reviews, and how stakeholders should be brought into the process.
Empathy was expressed for the position of the Government of India.

The Group endorsed the recommendations of ExCo, and requested ExCo to
follow-up ICRISAT’ s proposal for the establishment of a Task Force, building on
suggestions prepared by ICRISAT and including time bound targets.

The Chairman repeated the ExCo recommendations, including launching a discussion at
the AGM on a push for arenewed focus on SSA and the larger strategic issues facing the
System. He suggested that discussion of Agenda Item 4 should include a proposal to
handle the larger issues brought to light in the ICRISAT discussion.

The Group agreed.

viii



Agenda Item 3.c. External Program and Management Review of | PGRI

The Group endorsed ExCo’s recommendation, and agreed that ExCo should request the
Center to follow up with action on individual recommendations of the EPMR.

Agenda Item 4. Structure of the CGIAR

The CGIAR Chairman noted the intense interest generated by the topic. Asaway
forward, he suggested that agreement be reached on the following formulation, which
represents a consensus of views expressed.

1.

2.

Two Task Forces will be established, and their work will be synchronized.

Task Force 1, dealing with programmatic alignment, will be chaired by the SC
Chair and a FARA nominee to be identified by FARA. Task Force 2 will deal
with structural options/organizational alignment. It will be chaired by Mr. Jochen
de Haas and Mr. Moise Mensah.

The co-chairs will be empowered to come back to the membership with detailed
draft TORs for approval, with redlistic detailed timeframes, and demonstrate
synchronization of efforts. Clear benchmarks must also be established. The need
to move as quickly as possible must be kept in mind.

A detailed budget should be included in the proposed TORs.

If afull report is not completed by AGMO04, a detailed progress report would
certainly be necessary.

The co-chairs should be asked if it would be beneficial to establish a small
Advisory Committee, linking the work of the two task forces. If they agreed, the
role of such a committee should be included in the proposed TORS. If an
advisory committee is not recommended, ExCo should play that role, and in doing
s0, it could decide to set up a small group to facilitate its work.

Task Force 2 should be mindful of the current ongoing reforms and keep in mind
that progressis being made. This exercise should not put all of those efforts on
hold.

The Group agreed.

Please see Attachment 1, page 42, which sets out the names of the chairs of the two Task
Forces and, if necessary, the Advisory Committee; as well as the timelines and process
for their composition and work.



Agenda Item 7. CGIAR Financing Plan for 2004

The CGIAR approved the 2004 Financing Plan, with three provisos:
1. The System Office will clarify its reporting of the Syngenta Foundation
contribution.
2. The best formulafor reporting the financing of CPs will be determined.
3. Reporting of non-CGIAR member funding will be presented with greater clarity
in future financing plans.

10.a. Future CGIAR Meetings

October 24-28, 2005 were approved as proposed dates for AGMO05.



CGIAR AGM 2003—Business M eeting
(October 30-31, 2003)

Agenda ltem 1. Opening Session
(a) Chairman’s Opening Remarks

CGIAR Chairman lan Johnson welcomed members and opened the meeting. He noted
that a new timing device would be used during the business meeting to help members
keep within the time allocated for discussion of agenda items.

The Chairman noted that:
- Uwe Werblow of the European Commission (EC) is retiring.
Shellemiah Keya has retired from the position of Executive Secretary, interim
Science Council (iSC)
Sam Dryden is stepping down as Private Sector Committee (PSC) Chair, and
ending his committee membership.
Usha Barwale Zehr will be the new PSC Chair, following AGM..

The service rendered to the CGIAR by those who are leaving their positions was
acknowledged by the Group, and incoming successors were welcomed.

The Chairman informed the Group that the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) isjoining
the CGIAR. The GCC was welcomed to the CGIAR by acclamation and the head of
delegation was invited to join the business meeting as a member. The Chairman also
noted that, as requested by the Group, a nhote on CGIAR membership was drafted, and is
on the CGIAR website for comment. A revised draft, based on members’ comments, will
be reviewed by the Executive Council (ExCo) and forwarded to the Group for approval.

(c) Adoption of the Agenda
The draft agenda was adopted with two modifications:

1. The Group agreed to consider the IPGRI external review before discussing the
ISNAR External Program and Management Review (EPMR) follow-up and the
ICRISAT external reviews, as the two latter items could serve as appropriate
background to Agenda Item 4 (Structure of the CGIAR).

2. The Group also agreed to include an item on Assessment of Agricultural Science
and Technology for Development, presented during the Stakeholders meeting.

Please note that items are reported in this summary in the order in which they appear on
the agenda.



The Chairman introduced the PDK technology, which enables members to assess various
aspects of each agenda item when discussion of that item is concluded, and record their
assessment electronically. A brief demonstration of the technology followed.

Agenda ltem 2. Progresswith Implementing the CGIAR Reform
Program

(a) Overview of Reform Program I mplementation: Progress Report from ExCo

CGIAR Director Francisco Reifschneider noted that the period between AGMO02 and
AGMO03 had been one of substantial activity. Progess was made in developing all four
pillars of the initial Reform Program. All System components emphasized
communications, transparency, and increased virtual operations. The regular “Letter to
the CGIAR” from the Chairman and Director, as well as the nrewly designed “CGIAR
News’ were important items of communication. He noted, too, that full consultation had
preceded the formulation of the AGM agenda.

ExCo had been fully engaged, through the two face-to-face meetings it held in Paris and
Washington, aswell as through virtual communication. The Washington meeting was

held as scheduled despite the impact of Hurricane Isabel on life in the Washington area.
Compl eted or ongoing items of ExCo included:

Appointment of a new Science Council (SC);

Appointment of a new Genetic Resources Policy Committee (GRPC);
External reviews of Centers;

Review of partnership committees;

Membership guidelines;

Study on compensation by CBC;

Developing a Performance M easurement System for the CGIAR,;
Appointment of CGIAR nominees to Center Boards;

Rotation of ExCo, which will take place following AGMO03.

ExCo had submitted a series of recommendations to AGMO03 to facilitate decision
making.

Implementation of the approved Challenge Programs (CPs) was progressing, asis final
formulation of the CP on Sub-Sahara Africa (SSA). CPs have resonated well among
CGIAR partners, and lessons learned from implementation of the current CPs can guide
the Group in the future.

The System Office was developing greater cohesion. He introduced the new Director of
Special Advisory Services on Human Resources, N. P. Rgjasekaran, to the Group. He
reported as well that System Office activities included work on performance
measurement criteria, a continuing membership drive, and sustained public awareness
and resource mobilization by the System’s Marketing Group.



The main issues raised in the discussion included the following:

The need for more information on the study on compensation.

Appreciation was expressed for the reforms that are being undertaken, but it was
not clear if any measurable financia efficiencies have been gained in the System
Office.

Inadequacy of time allocated for discussion of some agenda items.

A perception that the ExCo’ s Finance and Program Committees had not been
aufficiently active.

Concern over the delay in appointment of the SC Chair, which delayed important
activities.

The need for the SC to establish a strategic framework within which CPs can be
handled, as soon as possible.

Concern that some of the functions of the former Oversight Committee have been
lost.

The CGIAR Chairman and Director provided clarification on the issues. They pointed
out, inter aia, that:

- On the compensation study, additional input was received recently from CBC and
the study is continuing but its first stage will take 6-9 months as it is an in-depth,
multi-step study.

The establishment of the System Office has not yet given an indication of savings,
but integration and streamlining can be demonstrated, and savings will follow.
Comments on the ExCo committees, including functions of the former Oversight
Committee, will be taken up by ExCo.

The delay in appointing the SC Chair and SC was unfortunate, but the goal was to
make the best possible selection and this has been done.

A little more time is needed before CPs can be judged and, in any case, CPs will
be separately discussed during the business meeting (Agenda Item 9. Lessons
Learned from Challenge Program I mplementation)

The floor was given to CIMMY T Board Chair Alex McCalato clarify discussions that
are underway between CIMMY T and IRRI. He informed the Group that IRRI and
CIMMYT have agreed to explore alternative arrangements for closer collaboration,
ranging from aformal strategic aliance to afull merger. Thisis being undertaken with
help from the Rockefeller Foundation and it is expected that a report for action will be
presented at ajoint meeting of the Boards of Trustees in mid-2004. Reasons for this
exploration include scientific, financial and administrative gains and economies of scale
that may be achieved by such arrangements. Together, conducting research on al three
cereals in their mandates, the two Centers could create a powerful scientific endeavor.
Discussions will proceed, and the Group will be fully informed when/if any decisions
have been made. IRRI Board Chair Angelina Kamba noted that these discussions are at
an early stage, and said that IRRI will report back at an appropriate time and welcomes
the opportunity to do so. The Chairman thanked both board chairs for their
forthrightness, and willingness to share information.



Agendaltem 3. Evaluation

(@) ISNAR EPMR Follow-up

The CGIAR Chairman introduced the item with a brief overview of the ISNAR EPMR
follow-up process thus far. Marina Puccioni (Italy), Co-Chair of the most recent ExCo
meeting reported the following ExCo recommendations to the CGIAR on the
Restructuring of ISNAR:
ExCo endorsed the recommendationsin the final report of the ISNAR
Restructuring Team (IRT) (dated September 5, 2003).
The recommended alliance isimportant as it can serve as a model for the System
going forward.
The recommended transition should proceed as quickly as possible. IFPRI and
ISNAR should report to the CGIAR at AGMO03 about progress, taking into
consideration ExCo’ s concerns on finance, governance, and the headquarters
(HQ) of the program.
ISNAR should report to the CGIAR at AGMO3 specifically on financial
implications of the restructuring and on location.
Asit appliesto the ISNARIFPRI case, theterm*® alliance” refersto forming a
bond between two parties that are members of the same “ family,” with the result
that one of the parties would cease to remain as a sovereign entity.
On anissue triggered by the ISNAR case, ExCo recommends to the CGIAR the
creation of a task force to conduct a broader study on rationalization of CGIAR
operations across the System (starting with Africa).

ISNAR Board Chair Moise Mensah supported the Restructuring Team’'s
recommendations that call for ISNAR’s program to be maintained, and places special
emphasis on Sub-Sahara Africa (SSA), while the mandate remains global. ISNAR
supports the undertaking of the restructuring under administrative arrangements with
IFPRI and noted the significant potential cost savings. He noted that ISNAR was asked
to provide areport on financial implications and the restructuring arrangements:

If the ISNAR Restructuring Team (IRT) recommendations are approved, the

ISNAR Board will begin the process to start closing down ISNAR. He noted that

the CGIAR should endorse an ISNAR resolution to close down the Center.

The program headquarters (HQ) should be based in SSA.

He stressed the importance of maintaining the program, and commended IRT Chair Grant
Scobie for a positive report and CGIAR Chair lan Johnson for his support throughout the
process.

ISNAR Director General (DG) Jacques Eckebil reported to the Group on the implications
of finance and location as requested by ExCo5. Two papers have been prepared and
included in the documentation on costs for closing and moving the HQ, and operations
costs until closing is completed. Under the most likely option, operations would cease in



The Hague after five months. He also noted the inclusion of aletter in the documentation
from himself to the CGIAR Chairman and Director on transition arrangements. He
concluded by stressing the need to move quickly to reduce the stress on ISNAR staff
caused by ongoing uncertainty.

IFPRI Board Chair Isher Ahluwalia noted that, as requested by ExCo, atransition team is
at work to close ISNAR as an independent Center and to create a new program under
IFPRI’s mandate. She informed the Group that IFPRI’s Board will put in place a
mechanism to carry forward the mandate of the ISNAR program. A small program
advisory committee will guide the continuing program, and will report to the IFPRI
Board. The new program director will be internationally recruited and report to the
IFPRI DG. IFPRI agrees that the program HQ should be located in Africa. She noted
that, of the two proposed sites, South Africa has withdrawn its offer as a potential HQ
site, and supports locating the program in Addis Ababa or another suitable location.
IFPRI has noted donor interest in the new program and recognizes synergies of the new
program with existing programs.

IFPRI DG Joachim von Braun noted that the IRT Report has been endorsed by the
Boards of IFPRI and ISNAR. He stated that the recommendations for institutional
change must fit with donors’ and Centers agendas and not just IFPRI’s, and therefore the
focus should be on ingtitutional strengthening. He concluded by highlighting the positive
interaction IFPRI has had with ISNAR’s board and staff.

Given the role the World Bank may play in financing the transition, Bank representative
Kevin Cleaver was invited to comment on the financing arrangements. On the financial
costs of closing down ISNAR, he noted that it amounts to several million dollars and the
World Bank iswilling to put up part of the costs, as part of its annual contribution to the
CGIAR. Heinvited other donors to contribute as well. He also stressed the need for a
Speedy transition. The longer it is debated, the more pain it causes as it takes away
resources from other CGIAR activities.

Decision:

The CGIAR Chairman invited menbers to endorse a statement consistent with ExCo's
recommendations as well as with the views of IFPRI and ISNAR before opening up the
item for comments and discussion. The statement read as follows:

1. The CGIAR approves the recommendations of the IRT as erdorsed by ExCo and
requests the boards of ISNAR and IFPRI to carry out the transfer of governance
and relocation of ISNAR’s programs to |FPRI.

2. Consequently, the CGIAR reguests the ISNAR board to adopt aresolution
dissolving ISNAR and to submit to ExCo a plan for the disposition of ISNAR's
assets for approval by the CGIAR.

3. The World Bank is committed to mobilizing the necessary resources with other
donors to ensure a smooth transition.



The Group approved the statement. The CGIAR Chairman thanked the Group for its
speedy decision and noted its importance for clarity for the future of the Center.

The following points were raised in the course of discussion:

IFPPRI will take all options into account in deciding where to locate the HQ of
ISNAR’s program. These include an offer by Morocco and the suggestion that
Addis Ababa would make a good site.

A long term strategy is required for Centersin Africa, rather than piecemeal
decisions.

ISNAR’s transition arrangements should not ignore the important contributions it
has made to SSA, Latin America, and other regions of the world. Its services and
efforts as atraining ingtitution are valuable and must continue. In addition, the
accumulated experience of ISNAR needs to be conserved and the individuals
trained there need to be utilized as teachers, lecturers, etc.

Although the costs of closing down the Center are available, the re-startup costs
and implications of these costs to SSA and other regions are not clear. It might be
possible to look at some of these issues as part of the transition and how to
measure the progress/impact of the program.

Several members expressed their intention to support transition costs and their
desire to be involved in transition arrangements, and urged other donors to
support the transition as well.

The new program director should be identified as soon as possible, and an
individual from FAO should be invited to serve on the program advisory
committee for ISNAR.

IRT Chair Grant Scobie said that his team had been handed a difficult task. They realized
from the start that significant change, and not small adjustments would have to be made.
He thanked the IRT for its work and commended team members for their collegiality and
noted the participation of the ISNAR Board Chair and another ISNAR board member.
He was pleased that the Group adopted the recommendations and looked forward to a
revitalized program. The members commended the IRT team and Chair for their efforts.

The CGIAR Chairman thanked the Group for a constructive discussion. He appreciated
the support expressed for funding the transition, but said that the meeting should not be
considered a pledging session. He reminded members that the financing paper included
in the documentation estimates the costs of the transition. He noted the importance of
speeding up the process, and said that a small group of potential contributors could meet

Separately.

Subsequently, a group consisting of Belgium, Canada, Germany, Italy, Netherlands,
Norway, UK, U.S,, the World Bark, and representatives from ISNAR and IFPRI, met
under the chairmanship of Finance Committee Chair Kevin Cleaver. He reported a
funding gap (for transition costs) of some $1.3 million, taking into account contributions
aready pledged. Most of the members who attended the meeting reaffirmed their
continuing core support to ISNAR for 2004.



(b) External Program and Management Reviews of | CRISAT

The CGIAR Chairman introduced the item, and briefly explained the separate but linked
external program and management review process.

External Program Review (EPR)

The EPR report findings were presented by Panel Chair Paul Vlek. He commended the
expertise of both panels. The EPR Panel took a retrospective and prospective view and
focused on strategic and programmatic matters, mission relevance and quality of science,
and accomplishments and impact. 1t noted the Center’ s excellent science output, but also
that it is losing its competitive advantage in Asia. Its international public goods (IPGS)
impact/delivery in Africais not clear and the Panel felt that ICRISAT had not followed
the recommendation of the fourth EPMR to focus on and contribute to Africa. The
Center does not have a solid footing in Africa, and is even losing ground, i.e. it lacks a
critica mass in Africa. Management problems that were apparent include excessive
changes in management, unstable organization, shifting vision and mission, dwindling
support, and lack/weak fundraising strategy. In addition, it's new vision/mission is rather
broad. Global themes will, however, help integration.

He gave an overview of the recommendations in the report, and noted that thisis a
defining moment for ICRISAT. Many activities need to be phased out in Asia and
moved to Africa. It should rethink the Virtual University, which does not appear to have
any comparative advantage, lacks critical mass and is not delivering IPGs. Strategic
upstream activities should be maintained in Asia, but its main activities and HQ should
be moved to Africa. Most importantly, it needs a strategy for SSA.

He concluded by thanking the ICRISAT staff, field teams, and the CGIAR for the
opportunity to serve the System.

External Management Review (EMR)

The EMR report findings were presented (via video) by Panel Chair Julie Noolan She
noted the separate reviews, but collaborative nature in which the two review Panels
worked and successful interaction between the two.

She took note of the stresses the Center has experienced recently but said the Panel
believes this is behind the Center which is set for a successful future. She commended
the current management for creating a more stable environment but cautioned that serious
challenges remain. The Panel is concerned about some decisions taken by management
that makes the Board less informed and therefore lack oversight. Thereis currently too
much uncertainty when and where the Board should assert itself and its responsibilities.
There is also a concern of too many host country nationals on the Board. The Board
needs to offer difficult advice to the Director General on certain activities of the DG



himself and other activitiesin the Center. Human resource (HR) issues are a big concern
as well, including conflict resolution, morale, etc.

The recommendations include a Board that is knowledgeable on governance matters,
improved HR policies, and strategic planning that reflects financial realities.

The Center has achieved some stability and with adequate management mechanismsin
place it is well-placed to carry out its mandate. The Panel believes the Center deserves
full support of the donors and members.

ICRISAT Board Chair Uzo Mokwunye commended the work of the two panels. He
stated that ICRISAT accepts the challenge to enhance its impact in Africa. However, he
highlighted the major cost implications of the EPR recommendation to move the HQ to
Africa. ICRISAT fully agrees with the view expressed by ExCo that activities and
resources could be shifted to Africa but for the time being the HQ should remain in India
and that a potential move should be part of a broader strategic study. He pointed out the
Center’s ideas on a task force for studying the programmatic restructuring issues,
included in the meeting documentation.

ICRISAT DG William Dar noted the positive aspects of the Review Panels. He gave an
overview of the Center’s responses to the recommendations. He listed the actions
ICRISAT has undertaken since the completion of the reviews. He reiterated acceptance
of the challenge to find a scenario to enhance impact in SSA and noted that 43 percent of
ICRISAT’ s resources are currently being spent in SSA.

ExCo Recommendations to the CGIAR

Finance Committee Chair Kevin Cleaver presented ExCo’s recommendations which were
asfollows:
ExCo supports and endor ses the recommendations of the two reviews (8 of the 9
EPR recommendations) and the recommendations of ExCo/FC and PC on these
reviews, including the establishment of a task force to study the restructuring of
ICRISAT. ICRISAT should suggest ideas at AGMO03 on the composition of such a
task force.
The ICRISAT reviews provide an opportunity to launch a discussion at AGMO03 on
a push for a renewed focus on SSA and the larger strategic and structural issues.
The business meeting of AGMO3 should be adjusted to create space for this
discussion. At AGMO3 the CGIAR should consider creating a mechanism (such
as a task force) to assist the CGIAR address the issues that will emerge from the
discussion.
The CGIAR leadership should initiate dialogue with the Government of India
prior to AGMO3 on the recommended restructuring of ICRISAT.

He noted that both ExCo committees were impressed with the reviews and endorsed all
of the recommendations with the exception of one. ExCo accepts the movement of
programs and resources (with the exception of the strategic plant genetic resources



program) to Africa, but believes the HQ move should be studied in alarger strategic
context in terms of costs of leaving India, where the HQ would be located, demand for
such a Center HQ, and the implications of moving ICRISAT programs in addition to
ISNAR’s and others. ExCo concluded that a separate task force to study these larger
strategic issues was needed. The potential move of ICRISAT HQ would be explored in
the context of this larger strategic study. ExCo proposes all recommendations be
approved with the exception of moving the HQ to Africa, and that a task force be
established to look at the move of the HQ. Further, that a second task force be
established to study larger Systemwide strategic issues and activities of CGIAR in Africa

The main discussion points included the following:

Many members expressed support for the review recommendations, but cautioned
against underestimating the importance of ICRISAT's activities in Asia and other
regions, and the presence of ICRISAT in Asia However, Asian nationa
agricultural research systems (NARS) could be used as a bridge to transfer
experience and knowledge to Africa

In the same vein, although there was general agreement for most programs to be
moved to Africa, ICRISAT HQ should remain in Indiaasit ill has alot of work
todoin Asa Itisimportant for the CGIAR to maintain a presence in Asia and
moving too many Center HQs to Africarisks estranging Asia

Agreement was also expressed for maintaining the genetic resources and
germplasm programs in India, even if most other programs move to SSA.

The issue of moving the Center HQ should be discussed as part of alarger
strategic discussion.

Broad support was expressed for atask force to study the restructuring of
ICRISAT, however, it was suggested that the terms of reference (TOR) and
composition of such atask force be further examined and devel oped.

It would be difficult for ICRISAT to focus on Africa without also being located
there. ICRISAT had not responded to recommendations by previous EPMRs that
it should expand the Center’ s focus on Africa.

To ensure a positive response with the current review recommendations, going
forward, clear targets would be necessary to monitor progress and would include:
1) set a minimum share of overall ICRISAT resources allocated to Africa,
reflecting a significant increase over current levels, 2) set a minimum share of
ICRISAT s resources in Africathat are core, again reflecting a significant
increase over the current core share; and 3) demonstrate a high level of autonomy
for ICRISAT’ s Africa-based management in strategic planning and resource
allocation.

The delegate from India stated general agreement with most of recommendations,
but objected strongly to the proposed shift of the Center’s HQ to Africa. He
deplored the fact that the Government of India (GOI) was not consulted on critical
issues. He noted the in-kind contributions of GOI, including the land for
ICRISAT activities which is very valuable in terms of soil types for research. If
the CGIAR wants to move the HQ, the GOI would not agree but it's the CGIAR’'S
decision.



Some members stated that the task force that will explore issues of structure of the
CGIAR should be left in the hands of the SC and the task force on ICRISAT in
the hands of the ICRISAT Board in consultation with the SC. Both could then
report to ExCo. A question was aso raised as to whether the task forces would
work in paralléel or in sequence.

Other members noted that there is a clear difference between the two proposed
task forces and the task force on ICRISAT needs to begin its work soon.

Concern was also expressed that a strategic review from the SC may be necessary
before work of the task forces move forward.

The CGIAR Chairman noted that Agenda Item 4 (Structure of the CGIAR) would enable
the Group to focus on Africa. However, he urged members to think in terms of the
CGIAR asaglobal institution. Issues of global impact and the potential of beneficiary
countriesto become donors in the future need to be considered.

Decision:

1. Genera support was expressed for the bulk of the recommendations in the reports
and ExCo recommendations.

2. Thereisno doubt that a resource shift to Africa should take place, but that an
ICRISAT presence in other parts of the world is still germane and it is important
to maintain such a presence.

3. Thereisaneed to examine how politically sensitive issues can be managed by
external reviews, and how stakeholders should be brought into the process.
Empathy was expressed for the position of the Government of India.

4. The Group endorsed the recommendations of ExCo, and requested ExCo to
follow-up ICRISAT’ s proposal for the establishment of atask force, building on
suggestions prepared by ICRISAT and including time bound targets.

The Chairman repeated the ExCo recommendations, including launching a discussion at
the AGM on a push for arenewed focus on SSA and the larger strategic issues facing the
System. He suggested that discussion of Agenda Item 4 should include a proposal to
handle the larger issues brought to light in the ICRISAT discussion.

The Group agreed.
(c) External Program and Management Review of | PGRI

Panel Chair Michagl Gale presented the findings of the EPMR Panel and acknowledged
members of the Panel. He noted that it was a positive review, reflecting considerable
achievements and expansion with a background of significant change in technologies,
including genomics, bioinformatics, geographic information systems (GIS), etc. The
Panel 1ooked at staffing issues, the Center’s mandate, and also reviewed its strategic

planning processes. The Panel believes the Center is on the right track but will take time
to mature.
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He noted that a stakeholder survey was also conducted. General support was shown from
its congtituencies, however most felt that they did not have adequate access to the
research priority setting agenda and participation in research and training.

Other recommendations in the review included:
- Develop amore formal and transparent planning and decision making process.
Designate a key senior individual to focus on fundraising.
Ensure the Board' s governance role by establishing a more formal relationship
between the Board and management. Financial oversight needsto be emphasi zed.

The Panel also concluded that the Center plays an “honest broker” role, a new name
should be explored, the Center’ s mandate should possibly be extended beyond plants
provided it can find the right lead partner, but not necessarily beyord genetic resources.
The need to maintain balance as the Center has expanded should continually be addressed
aswell.

IPGRI Board Chair Benchaphun Shinawatra Ekasingh thanked the panel for a
constructive review and the iSC for its supportive commentary. She also conveyed
thanks to IPGRI staff for contributing to a good review. She stated that IPGRI accepts al
of the report’s recommendations and is committed to implementing them.

IPGRI DG Emile Frison paid tribute to former DG Geoff Hawtin, IPGRI staff, and the
Panel for an analytical and comprehensive review and the numerous valuable
recommendations. He listed some of the Center’s actions to date in response to the
review recommendations. He aso noted that several of the recommendations that
concern long term strategic issues will be part of the upcoming strategic planning
exercise and/or have already been addressed. The Center sees the report as an
endorsement of the Center’s mission and an endorsement of its way of working as an
innovator, a catalyst, and facilitator of partnerships and honest broker.

ExCo Recommendations to the CGIAR

Marina Puccioni presented ExCo’'s recommendation, as follows:
ExCo recommends that the CGI AR endor se the recommendations of the IPGRI
External Review.

The main discussion points were as follows:

Members commended the report for its clear and limited number of
recommendations.

Some disagreement with Recommendation 5 was expressed with regard to the
issue of genetically modified organisms (GMOs) and the concern that the Center
will play an advocacy role rather than maintain its role as an honest broker of
plant genetic resources (PGR).
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Concern was also expressed about implementation of international treaty and
material transfer agreements and to whom and how organizations report, i.e. to
their individual boards or to the general assemblies of such bodies.

Agreement with the recommendation for the mandate to be extended beyond
plants was also voiced.

IPGRI’s DG responded that he agrees that the Center should maintain its status of honest
broker and that IPGRI does not intend to become an advocate promoting the spread of
GMOs. On comments on expanding the mandate, the Center has decided to hold broad
consultations for the development of the new strategy and in that process, it will decide in
which areas to expand beyond plants. He noted that decisions on international
agreements are taken by the Center in the context of whether they are helpful to the
System.

Decision:

The Group endorsed ExCo’' s recommendation, and agreed that ExCo should request the
Center to follow up with action on individual recommendations of the EPMR.

Agendaltem 4. Structure of the CGIAR

The CGIAR Chairman opened the discussion by referring to ExCo’ s recommendation
that the CGIAR should create a Task Force to conduct a broader study on rationalization
of CGIAR operations across the System (starting with Africa, initially SSA). EXCo’'s
recommendation was triggered by the issues raised during discussions about the future of
ISNAR and ICRISAT. Review recommendations for both Centers accepted by the
Group provided atimely opportunity for taking stock and brainstorming about the future
of the CGIAR, initialy in Africato meet urgent development needs, but across the board
aswell.

He noted thet at its founding the CGIAR focused mainly on Asia because of the threat of
life-threatening famine in that region. Some focus has since shifted to Africa, with close
to half of the CGIAR budget devoted to addressing African problems, but there is a case
to be made for further shifting the focus of international agricultural research to Africa,
given the development and related problems spread across the continent. He had referred
to some of these issues in his Opening Statement
(http://www.cgiar.org/pdf/agm03/agm03 chairman opening address.pdf).

He pointed out the importance of agriculture as an engine of growth in Africa.
Agricultura research would be critical in this process, and the CGIAR System had an
important contribution to make, together with regiona and national partners. He
cautioned, however, that in refocusing CGIAR research on Africa, the Group should not
forget its international role as a major producer of global and regional public goods.
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The Chairman drew the Group’s attention to aninformal background note included in
AGMO03 documentation. The note was drafted with substantial inputs from members and
in keeping with the sense of comments made at the fifth ExCo meeting. He said that a
second informal note setting out the chronology of the expansion of CGIAR Centers had
also been distributed to members. The meeting was open to comments, thoughts, and
discussion.

A rich discussion followed the Chairman’s introduction, and numerous issues were
highlighted. For clarity, the issues raised are presented under two headings: “Programs”
and “A Task Force.”

Programs

The opportunity to discuss the programmatic directions and the future structure of
the CGIAR was widely welcomed, particularly in the context of changesin the
external environment, which included multiple demands on official development
assistance (ODA).

The discussion is really about cost effectiveness, and this is a good opportunity to
discuss how to make the best use of funds for research. There is a perception that
the System is expensive and not cost effective. The System needs to think in
terms of what can be sub-contracted, etc. in order to reduce costs.

One suggestion was to reduce the number of Centers to eight: four would be
regional/ecoregional, and four would deal with subject matters including water
and fisheries, forestry and agroforestry, livestock, and plant genetic resources.
Strategy should be identified before structure is considered. There was a strong
sense, with wide support, that the SC should be mandated to take the lead in the
envisaged review of programs, and should advise the Group as early as possible
on program priorities.

The SC should also look at CPs in the context of System priority-setting. The
experience of partnersincluding GFAR and FARA should be tapped in priority-
setting.

The SC Chair said that the SC would be pleased to take the leadership in
analyzing programmatic issues in Africa and other regions, in collaboration with
appropriate regiona partners, e.g., FARA in Africa. He aso noted that form
should follow substance. Global public goods need to be globally generated and
implemented across regional boundaries.

Change within the CGIAR should be meaningful, deliberate, timely and
homegrown; and it must be practical and doable. Marginal and incremental
changes will not suffice.

The challenge for the CGIAR is to understand as quickly as possible what is
needed and to do what is needed efficiently. Reform should be active and
participatory, rather than imposed in a top-down manner. The experience of other
organizations should be examined for best practices.

Thisis agood opportunity to balance homegrown reform with external idess,
which could aso include viewpoints from the private sector. In terms of change
management, it is very important to get the big ideas right first.
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The proposed processis in no way incompatible with the CPs.
A Task Force

Several members expressed support for a task force to study structural issuesin
the CGIAR, starting with Africa. Programmatic ideas need to be worked out first,
and then the question of structure addressed. However, it is not alinear process
but rather iterative.

The process should be deliberate, with a clear set of objectives and not done on an
ad hoc basis. It should be done in atimely manner, i.e. sooner rather than later.
Thisis particularly necessary to reduce uncertainty in the Centers.

The experience gained from past activities should be drawn on. Such activities
include the “Meeting of Minds’ consultations between CGIAR DGs and African
NARS, studies initiated by GFAR, and specific recommendations by external
reviews that were not implemented fully.

DGs and CBC/CDC should be fully engaged in any Task Force exercise.

Proposal

The Chairman and CGIAR Director, taking note of the sentiments expressed in the
discussion, proposed the establishment of two Task Forces. The first would deal with
programmatic alignment, beginning with programsin Africa. The second would consider
structural options and organizational aignment. Both Task Forces would be supported
by an Advisory Committee. The reports of the Task Forces would be integrated for
consideration as a composite set of recommendations.

The proposal suggested co-chairs for both Task Forces—SC Chair and a FARA
representative for Task Force 1; Jochen de Haas (Germany) and Moise Mensah (ISNAR
Board Chair) for Task Force 2—with members to be identified. The proposal also
suggested co-chairs for the Advisory Committee, with members to be identified later. A
tentative timetable was included. CGIAR members would be invited to nominate
members of the Task Forces and Advisory Committee. The TOR and composition of the
Task Forces and Advisory Committee would be approved by the ExCo. Additionally,
ExCo would endorse draft reports and submit them to the CGIAR for action at AGMO04.

The following main points were made during a full discussion of the proposal:

Members requested clarification on the composition, reporting requirements,
TOR, etc. of the Task Forces. The point was urged that TORS should be approved
by the CGIAR, and not only by ExCo.

The CDC/CBC proposal of some time ago for afederated CGIAR may be worth
re-visiting. Ongoing bilateral consultations in the System must be taken into
account.

Two views were expressed as to whether Task Force 1 should (a) deal with al of
Africaor (b) concentrate on Sub-Saharan Africa. The SC should be relied on to
undertake this effort and not be sidelined.
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The two Task Forces should work sequentially and not in parallel, because
programmatic issues must be dealt with first, before the second Task Force can
undertakes its activities.

Thefirst responsibility of Task Force 2 should be to prepare an inventory of
structure and reorganization in the CGIAR.

The value-added of the Advisory Committee is not clear and it may contribute to
slowing down the process. ExCo could possibly serve as the Advisory
Committee instead.

There is a great need to align the CGIAR with other efforts going on in Africa
Therefore, the programmatic study should definitely precede any discussion on
structure. The timeline needs to fit in with others efforts, such as NEPAD and the
UN, and therefore a rapid timeline is needed.

The timeline is too compressed; on the other hand, a rushed schedule could lead
to a negative outcome.

Concern was expressed about the independence of two proposed co-chairs also
serving as members of ExCo.

The SC Chair addressed some of the issues raised by stating that it is paramount
for the SC to work in collaboration with a regiona ingtitution in Africa, and the
SC is definitely not being sidelined. Asfor looking at SSA and North Africaasa
whole, he said the two are different with different problems and should be looked
at separately. Thisis not to downgrade North Africain any way, but reflects the
reality of the situation. Heisin favor of an Advisory Committee, but iswilling to
look at various options.

The SC Chair said that Task Force 1 should proceed alittle ahead of the second,
and it would be an iterative process. A sense of urgency is important, but he was
alittle concerned about the timetable of needing to get everything done in four
months. On chairing the Task Force, in his view the arrangement of having a
regiona ingtitution co-chair the task force is the best modality.

Decision:

The CGIAR Chairman noted the intense interest generated by the topic. Asaway
forward, he suggested that agreement be reached on the following formulation, which
represents a consensus of views expressed.

1. Two Task Forces will be established, and their work will be synchronized.

2. Task Force 1, dealing with programmeatic alignment, will be chaired by the SC
Chair and a FARA nominee to be identified by FARA. Task Force 2 will deal
with structural options/organizatioral alignment. It will be chaired by Mr. Jochen
de Haas and Mr. Moise Mensah.

3. Theco-chairs will be empowered to come back to the membership with detailed
draft TORs for approval, with realistic detailed timeframes, and demonstrate
synchronization of efforts. Clear benchmarks must also be established. The need
to move as quickly as possible must be kept in mind.
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4. A detailed budget should be included in the proposed TORs.

5. If afull report is not completed by AGM04, a detailed progress report would
certainly be necessary.

6. The co-chairs should be asked if it would be beneficial to establish a small
Advisory Committee, linking the work of the two task forces. If they agreed, the
role of such a committee should be included in the proposed TORS. If an
advisory committee is not recommended, ExCo should play that role, and in doing
S0, it could decide to set up a small group to facilitate its work.

7. Task Force 2 should be mindful of the current ongoing reforms and keep in mind
that progressis being made. This exercise should not put al of those efforts on
hold.

The Group agreed.

Please see Attachment 1, page 42, which sets out the names of the chairs of the two Task
Forces and, if necessary, the Advisory Committee; as well as the timelines and process
for their composition and work.

Agendaltem 5. World Bank OED Meta-Evaluation of the CGIAR

The Meta-evaluation conducted by the World Bank’s Operations Evaluation Department
(OED) was fully discussed at AGM02 when it was till in draft form. It has since gone
through internal discussions by the World Bank management and Board and is now a
public document. The Chairman presented the Group with an update on the Meta-
evaluation process and outcome, and reported on the ExCo'’ s discussion of Meta-
evaluation recommendations.

The Chairman highlighted the recommendations endorsed by the World Bank’s
Executive Directors, and outlined the status of follow-up on these recommendations, all
of which are set down in a background note as a basis for discussion at AGMO3 (See
Attachment 2).

The following were among the issues raised by members:

OED recommendations for separating oversight and management of the CGIAR
in the World Bank, so asto eliminate a “conflict of interest” perceived by the
Meta-eval uation.

Reversing the trend towards restricted funding.

The Meta-evaluation’ s emphasis on productivity-oriented research , and the views
expressed by members that work on productivity has to be coupled with natural
resources management as well as with market expansion.
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The status of the CGIAR Charter, and the possibility that it could include an
orientation for newcomers to the System.

Opportunities, if any, for CGIAR members to respond directly to Meta-evaluation
recommendations.

The Chairman took note of the points raised, and offered clarification and explanations
on them. He said that on the issue of “conflict of interest,” Bank management
fundamentally disagreed with OED. The concerned department in the World Bank, in
this case the Vice-Presidency for Environmentally and Socially Sustainable
Development (ESSD), would report back to the Committee on Devel opment
Effectiveness (CODE) of the Bank’s Board of Executive Directors on follow-up to the
recommendations. Input from the CGIAR is welcome and will be used, and the results
will be reported back to the CGIAR.

He also urged members to write to their respective Executive Directors in the World
Bank so they will understand that feedback is also coming from the members directly.
Moreover, writing to Executive Directors on various CGIAR matters would help to
further raise their interest in the CGIAR.

Commenting on the issue of increased unrestricted funding in the System, he noted that
the World Bank Executive Directors understand that there are degrees of restriction.
ExCo has also taken up thisissue at its fourth meeting and requested its FC and CDC to
conduct an analysis of necessary levels of core funding, and prepare degrees/definitions
of unrestricted funding. He noted the importance of this issue and the need to continue
working on it. He aso noted, however, that a move towards increased unrestricted
funding would aso go hand in hand with the need for more streamlining, the shift
towards systemwide programs, and re-inforcing accountability throughout the System.

The CGIAR Charter was in an advanced state of preparation, and would be modified to
take into account comments made at AGMO03, as well as comments made on the draft
Membership arrangements document which constitutes a section in the Cherter.

The Chairman undertook to keep members informed of future action taken in response to
the Meta-evaluation.

Agenda Item 6. Report from iSC/SC Transition Team
(a) Report from iSC/SC Transition Team

The coordinator of the iISC/SC Transition Team, Richard Harwood, presented an
overview of the status of the iISC at the end of its term (September 15, 2003), and
outlined the agenda items that will be handed over to the new SC. He noted that three
iISC members have been working as consultants to facilitate the transition from TAC to
the SC.
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Mr. Harwood commended outgoing iSC Chair Emil Javier, and noted his multi- faceted
engagement in the System over many years. He also commended Shellemiah Keya,
recently retired iSC Executive Secretary, for his contributions. The Group concurred and
applauded their efforts.

The maj or ongoing issues outlined in the report include:
Development of tools and procedures for Systemwide priority setting;
Development of tracking procedures to link inputs to project outputs and to their
impact;
Rationalizing the CP process,
Streamlining science quality assurance;
Development of effective assessment of impact for a broad range of CGIAR
research and to more fully capture the System’s goals.

Mr. Harwood said that the challenges for the SC in 2004 included staying abreast of and
adapting to continually advancing scientific knowledge and changing external conditions.
Although SC will learn and borrow from the past, in the end it must reflect a new way of
doing business.

(b) Report from SPIA/SC

SPIA Chair Hans Gregersen presented the SPIA/SC report. He noted that the panel’s
mandate is to provide members with information on ex-post impacts at the System level,
provide guidance and advice to Centers, and support the SC in carrying ou its planning
and monitoring and evaluation functions.

Recently completed SPIA products include:
Multi-Center germplasm improvement impacts study;
Proceedings of the Costa Rica conference on impact assessment methods and
usefulness;
Benefit-cost meta analysis of the CGIAR—first phase;
Multi-Center study of impacts of the CGIAR on poverty

He highlighted some of the main points of the Poverty impacts study and the Benefit-
Cost Meta Analysis.

OngO| ng SPIA activities include:
Impacts of CGIAR training activities,
Impacts of CGIAR NRM research;
Strategic guidelines for impact assessment in the CGIAR,;
Development of an impact assessment website for the CGIAR and its Centers.

He noted some of the impacts of CGIAR training activities and NRM research.

Pipeline activities for the future include the following:
Follow- up of the impacts of the CGIAR in Africa;
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Impacts of the CGIAR in Latin Americaand in Asig;

Expand the assessment of the impacts of the capacity strengthening activities,
Assist the development of “ingtitutional learning and change” strategies and
approaches as a complement to ex-post impact assessment.

He noted that SPIA welcomes ideas from members and others on topics that should be
dealt with by SPIA in the future, and looks forward to receiving such feedback. He
acknowledged the work of Tim Kelley of the iSC Secretariat and his support to SPIA.

The following points were made during the ensuing discussion of reports from the
iISC/SC Transition Team and SPIA/SC:

The System should be accountable to poor farmers and not only to donors and
Centers. Such a sentiment should be built into the System.

SPIA activities currently appear to be undertaken on an ad hoc basis, and should
grow into a more systematic approach to analyze the impact of the CGIAR.

The iSC paper on monitoring and evaluation needs to define a clear accountability
structure and mechanism. Perhaps the ExCo/PC and SC could clarify such a
structure and present it at the next AGM.

Impact assessment, especially on poverty reduction, is needed as this kind of
reporting allows the System to understand what kind of research actually makes
the most impact.

The performance measurement exercise currently underway is linked to the issues
of monitoring and evaluation and impact. Such indicators would help Centersto
mobilize and allocate resources and stimulate performance. However, in addition
to impact measures, management and financial performance measures are also
needed.

An item on impact should be included in every annual report of the CGAR.

The Chairman said that he was impressed with the quality of the work of the iSC/SC and
SPIA and believes the CGIAR should consider a dissemination strategy, including a
trandation policy that would help to get the word out to many different audiences.
Impact is linked to accountability, and the information can be used to showcase the
CGIAR. Asfollow-up, he suggested that the item be placed on the agenda of the next
ExCo, and for ExCo to work with the SC to determine how this information can be used
more effectively. He also urged members to contact the Secretariat to relay their ideas on
this issue.

Agendaltem 7. CGIAR Financing Plan for 2004
(a) Report from the Secretariat

Senior Finance Officer Shey Tata of the System Office (CGIAR Secretariat) presented a
summary of the 2004 Financing Plan. He acknowledged the collaborative effort of the
ILRI finance team in preparing the report.
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The 2004 plan cdlls for atotal investment of US$408 million, which includes Center
investments of $386 million with an additional $22 million for CPs. The center plansare
to be financed by $342 in donor grants, $11 million from Center income and $55 million
from other sources or yet to be identified. He noted that the World Bank allocation is not
yet allocated and not reflected in the $342 million.

He pointed out that funding trends include expected increases from North America
(Canada), Europe, International and Regional Organizations, and non-CGIAR member
constituent groups. Funding is expected to remain level from Foundations, Pacific Rim
and Developing Country constituent groups. Overall projections for 2004 are 10 percent
above 2002.

(b) Comment from the iSC/SC Transition Team

iISC/SC Transition Team member Richard Harwood presented the iSC/SC commentary
on the Centers' 2004-06 medium-term plans (MTPs). He noted that the process was
completed after the end of the iSC’s term and reviews were only conducted where there
was a significant change from previous MTPs. The MTPs reflect an overall optimism for
resource availability and program potential. Many Centers continue to more clearly
articulate their umbrella program and impact framework, as well as their move towards
more consolidation of projects and reduced management costs. Most Centers have a
well-developed logframe in place with increased attention paid to indicators and outputs.
However, reporting in the logframe format is not consistent across Centers.

CPs have led to increased investment in the area of water which is positive for the
System, and water has been afoca area for increased investment in recent years.
Attention is needed as well for nutritionrelated research which doesn’t fit in existing
categories.

He commended the Board, management, staff and investors of WARDA for their ability
to carry on with the Center’s program in the face of extreme hardship. The portfolio for
2004 has been strengthened in many areas with minimal loss. Their resilience isto be
commended.

(c) ExCo Comments

The CGIAR Director presented comments from ExCo. He said that the 2004 Financing
Pan, including the iISC/SC Transition Team’s review of the Centers' 2004-6 MTPs and
the financing requirements of the 2004 CGIAR research agenda, was reviewed by ExCo
virtually following ExCo5. ExCo recommended the 2004 Finarcing Plan for approval by
the CGIAR.

ExCo/FC Chair Kevin Cleaver discussed the ExCo/FC deliberations at ExCo5. He noted

again the restricted/unrestricted funding issue and the degrees of restrictions funding
increasingly carries. This creates problems for the Centers because, although overall
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funding may be expanding, it ties the hands of Centers. He urged donors to expand
unrestricted funding levels.

The discussion highlighted the following issues:

The Syngenta Foundation representative noted that funding from Syngenta is not
clearly indicated in the 2004 Financing Plan, and it should be accurately reported.
Discussions during previous agenda items included calls for an increased amount
of work on various activities, but little discussion of where funding for such
activities will come from.

The presentation showed that germplasm research isin decline. What are the
implications for the future of germplasm research?

Concern was also expressed as to how the CGIAR would finance the management
and other costs of the Global Crop Diversity Trust. Donors are willing to
contribute to the endowment fund, but are not willing to meet overhead costs.
Appreciation was expressed for the pragmatic way iSC has handled the issues of
2004 financing. However, a more complete picture of funding from small donors
would be welcome.

Incoming CDC Chair and WARDA DG Kanayo Nwanze thanked members for their
support to WARDA over last several months. The relationship with the host country has
allowed a continued presence in Cote d’ Ivoire. Over 25 staff remain at HQ and maintain
the Center. Visits are regularly made, including from members of the management team.
Arrangements are underway that could lead to a return of Center staff.

Shey Tata clarified that Syngenta Foundation contributions would be reported in the non
CGIAR members section prior to 2001, and be under Foundations from 2002 onward.
He noted that the numbers come from Centers and contributions may not be reflected
until the funds are spent. Francisco Reifschneider suggested that the Secretariat seek
clarity from the Centers to ensure contributions are accurately reflected.

Hans Gregersen noted that there is not necessarily a decrease in funding for germplasm
research, but rather a declining share of overall funding as funding increases in other
areas.

Decision:

The CGIAR approved the 2004 Financing Plan, with three provisos:
1. The System Office will clarify its reporting of the Syngenta Foundation
contribution.

2. A more transparent formula for reporting the financing of CPs will be identified.
3. Reporting of nonCGIAR member funding will be presented with greater clarity
in future financing plans.
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Agenda Item 8. Perspectivesfrom the Centers
(a) CBC perspectives

CBC Chair John Vercoe presented the CBC perspective and noted that thisis his fina
report, because his term as CBC Chair was due to end. He clarified that among Board
changes he omitted to mention Eugene Terry as the new chair of ICRAF (World
Agroforestry Centre), during the Stakeholders meeting, and apologized for the omission.

He had noted in his report last year that Center Boards are the members’ trustees and
exercise oversight of System resources. They are aso a key instrument of change and
need greater communication and cooperation in order to effectively satisfy the needs of
members.

In the past year, the CBC has:
Developed guidelines for Center grievance procedures,
Developed a process to give members greater input into the selection of CGIAR-
nominated board members (and requests members to help populate the database
with quality board candidates);
Established TOR for a study on remuneration packages across the System;
Developed a board orientation program that addresses changing governance
needs.

He noted that the health of the CGIAR System depends on the interdependent
components of the System and it can only be as hedlthy asits least healthy component.

He highlighted the establishment of the Science Council and the OED Meta-evaluation as
two important advances that the CBC believes will help the CGIAR fulfill its mission
effectively and efficiently. He described the SC as arguably the most important driver, as
well as the most important check and balance of the System. He said that the Meta-
evaluation provided powerful support to the System, and CBC would be willing to
implement some of the suggestions in the Meta-eval uation report.

He pledged that CBC will work to maintain and strengthen the role of SC as a powerful
and independent source for advice to the System. Some of its nost urgent tasks include:
- A rigorous comparative anaysis of the CPs.
Review, validate and approve performance indicators that measure efficiency and
effectiveness of the System. However, indicators should be developed for al
parts of the System, including donors on items such as timeliness of payment,
ratio of restricted/unrestricted funding, etc.
Refine and complete the strategic planning/priority setting exercise.
Take the lead in the proposed Africa Task Force.
Defineitsrole in relation to the ExCo/PC.
Develop performance indicators for donor inputs.
Work with donors to advise them on how best their funds should be allocated.
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He concluded by saying CBC believes that by working together as a System and in
conjunction with trade, health and environmental agencies, the CGIAR can help put
agricultural research, food production and poverty aleviation back on top of the
devel opment agenda.

(b) CDC perspectives

CDC Chair Adel El-Beltagy presented the CDC perspective. He highlighted some of the
key issues of importance to the CDC, including:

Development of a code of conduct for CDC.

Appreciation of the establishment of the new SC, along the lines as recommended
by the SNC.CDC believes an independent SC is critical to its ability to advise the
Centers and position the System properly in the years to come. It isimportant for
the SC to begin its work soon with the appropriate staff to support it.

He informed the Group that CDC has discussed and is working on the issue of the
number of Center offices in various locations. In response to requests by donors,
Centers are working closely with national and regional programs to respond to
priorities, and bringing research closer to the field to increase the speed of
adoption. CDC believesit is necessary to bring technologies closer to
beneficiaries.

In response to the proposed task force on Africa, CDC supports the idea but hopes
it will be tasked to the new SC as part of its responsihilities.

With respect to the World Bank’ s performance-based allocation process, CDC
prefers that implementation be delayed until 2005, but the process be used in an
experimental basisin 2004.

Another element of Center activity aside from science, is the HR dimension.
Results of a 10-year study show that 2000 candidates had received Master and
PhD degrees, with 80 percent from the South and 28 percent female. Thisisan
important resource for building NARS and deserves more support from donors.

On the System Office (SO), CDC and the Centers are looking forward to a
functional SO to serve members and Centers. The Centers are actively searching
for an executive officer for the Alliance, which will help Centersin collaboration
with other SO units and enhance the effectiveness of the SO.

CDC has taken measures to streamline and coordinate resource mobilization and
marketing activities. The Public Awareness and Resource Mobilization
Committee (PARC) was closed and public awareness/resource mobilization
activities will be undertaken by the marketing group.
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The work of the Future Harvest Foundation has aso been frozen to allow CDC to
transfer ownership of the trademark to a Center (IFPRI), after which the name
will be leased to the foundation with a clear set of activities for it to undertake.
This represents a streamlining of public awareness activities. CDC hopesto
strengthen support from traditional sources of funds, and increase those from non
traditional sources, as well as increase the links with partner organizations.

On CPs, he noted the significant additional funding the three CPs have generated
and expressed appreciation for the new funds from the Gates Foundation and the
Netherlands.

He expressed appreciation of having Member and Center Days at AGM and
would like members feedback on the experiment. The Ministerial Roundtable
was aso well received.

For future AGMs, agendas should not be too overloaded and agendas with timing
for each item should be made available. CDC appreciates AGMs being held in the
South but in future it hopes that it will aternate betweenthe North and South.

He thanked Hon. Susan Whelan, Minister for International Cooperation for an
excellent Sir John Crawford Memorial Lecture. He also thanked Canada and
other donors who had increased their contributions.

He concluded by noting that this was his fina presentation as CDC Chair. He
thanked the Group for its support, and welcomed incoming CDC Chair Kanayo F.
Nwanze.

The following comments were made by members:

Both presentations were useful and appreciated. The proposal to have an
assessment of donor performance by CBC istimely as donors have alot of room
for improvement.

On the issue of various CGIAR offices located around the world, it was suggested
that there could be an arrangement whereby CGIAR offices are located together
with local organizations and if not, to have one CGIAR office rather than
individual Center offices.

The sustainability of more funding for training, both individual and institutional
training, should be explored.

Agenda ltem 9. LessonsLearned from Implementation of Pilot
Challenge Programs

The coordinators of the three Pilot CPs were invited to share their experiences of lessons
learned during the initial stages of implementation.
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Water and Food

Jonathan Woolley showed a video highlighting the important issues of water and the aims
of the CP.

Biofortification (HarvestPlus)

Howarth Bouis informed the Group that the name of the CP has been changed through a
consultative process to the “user friendly” HarvestPlus: Breeding Crops for Better
Nutrition.

Hi ghl ights of the presentation included:
A year of transition was needed to get up to speed for implementation. It takes
time for staffing, development of program details and structure, organizing teams,
and fundraising.
The review process, World Bank funding, and prospect for other CGIAR funding
lent credibility in discussion with the Gates Foundation.
Competitive bidding makes inter- institutional collaboration difficult.
Comparative advantage of the Centers allows for institutional arrangements to be
tailored to the needs of the CP.
Outreach to the public is essential, and donor interest has to be maintained, as
benefits take time to materialize, and work on transgenics is controversial. These
issues led to the decision to change the name from Biofortification to HarvestPlus.

Unlocking Genetic Diversity

CIMMYT DG Masa Iwanaga presented for Robert Ziegler, who could not attend. He
noted that the CP only received formal approval in July 2003, which was a delay of nine
months compared to the other two CPs. However, the delay was an opportunity to learn
from the other two CPs. Lessonsin four areas were presented: process, science,
governance and management, and resources.

Process:
Proposal development resulted in conflict among stakeholders at an early stage.
Broad participation is essential, but it is difficult to achieve a common vision.

Science:
There is a common perception that genomics = genetically modified organisms
(GMOs).
CP embodies contentious issues, e.g. GMOs, public-private interactions, IPR
management.

Governance and Management:
Three lead Centers (IPGRI, IRRI, CIMMY T) ensure success.
Importance of the role of the host Center (CIMMY T), especially for fiduciary
responsibility.
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Steering Committee includes GFAR.
Stakeholder engagement important to success.
Transaction costs are a magjor concern.

Resources:
Non-traditional resources are being tapped.
Private sector is a key provider of proprietary technology and other support.
Consultation with other CPs to share experiences and ideas.

Members highlighted the following issues in the discussion that followed:

CPs provide alot of lessons to be learned on forming partnerships, reducing
transaction costs, etc. and in each case will be useful going forward. Appreciation
was expressed to HarvestPlus for attempting to analytically look at lessons to be
learned.

It may have been better if a precise set of questions had been sent to the CPs and
it was suggested that a set of issues be identified and asked. Thereisaneed to
learn quickly and share experiences on lessons |learned, and this should not be an
annual exercise but perhaps every six months.

The likely impact of CPs on the System as a whole, including the structure aso
needs to be explored because in some ways it now looks as if there are 19 Centers
and the System is becoming more complicated.

Members look forward to learning more about the lessons learned from the Water
and Food CP.

CPs are not an easy undertaking and there is a need to run cost-benefit analyses.
Time is needed to move CPs forward, to prepare researchers, do a serious
evauation, etc. and therefore it is recommended not to suspend new CPs, but to
be aware of the hurdles these activities would cause for new CPs.

At AGMO2, the Group requested preparation of a draft framework for CPs, but it
was not available at AGMO03 because of the delay in appointing the SC. This
should be a priority of the SC and shared with the Group as soon as possible.
Perhaps it is a bit early to know what lessons can be learned from CPs. Alsp, it
may be the case that there are CP-specific lessons to be learned but also those that
are common across al CPs. It was proposed that by AGM04 an analysis of
specific lessons learned that are generic to CPs be presented.

CP funds should be viewed ot in terms of competing with existing ways of doing
business, but how they enhance impact.

CPs have attracted considerable additional funding and thisis likely to continue if
additional CPs are approved. They are an easier “sell”. Once a strategic
framework isin place, it will highlight areas where the CGIAR may want to
consider additional CPs.

It was suggested that some sort of monitoring of the CPs should be undertaken by
members. The word “supervison”, as used by the World Bank in referring to
monitoring progress, is a strong term and should only be used with caution.
Perhaps monitoring or evaluation are better terms.

26



The SC Chair noted that, as a learning institution, it is important for the CGIAR to
collect information on experience and to disseminateit. However, on
“supervision”, he cautions that care should be taken as it loads new activities on
Centers and increases transaction costs.

It istoo early to have a comprehensive assessment of CPs for determining the way
forward. Patience should be exercised and judgments/eval uations should be
based on facts as they become available.

IWMI DG Frank Rijsberman apologized for showing the video on the Water and
Food CP rather than focusing on lessons learned. However, it is still premature to
examine lessons learned because full implementation doesn’t formally start until
January 1, 2004. He aso alerted members to the briefing note on the CP that has
been prepared and distributed to members. He took note of the helpful
consultations on the CP with the World Bank and looks forward as well to
continuing review/evaluation by the new SC.

The Chairman concluded the item by summarizing the main points of the discussion:

It istoo early to expect impact analysis at this stage of pilot CPs. It would be
more appropriate to undertake such an exercise once the SC has deliberated on
their strategic fit.

There is adesire for a progress report or interim evauation at AGMO04.

CPs show clear evidence of generating new funds for the System.

CPs have introduced new approaches and new partners, and also a competitive
grants program.

The number of meetings necessary to conduct CPs with partners and stakeholders
increases transaction costs. However, greater ownership is possible and could be
worth it in the end.

The connectivity between CPs and Center programs should be examined.
Supervision is a strong term, but regular evaluation or scrutiny of CPsis
necessary, just as the CGIAR is evaluated from time to time by the World Bank.
It's not true that donors don’t want to know how and why money is spent. There
is a case for rationalizing the evaluation in order to avoid increasing transaction
costs. It may result in an increase in the beginning, but if it helps to build
confidence in the donor community, it could lead to reduced transaction costsin
the future.

A template for evaluation and presentation at AGM04 should be developed.

Agenda ltem 10. Other Business

(@) Future CGIAR Meetings

October 25-29, 2004 were confirmed as the dates for AGMO04. Jesus Moncada de la
Fuente (Mexico), speaking on behalf of the Government of Mexico, invited the CGIAR
to hold AGM04 in Mexico. The Chairman announced that offers have also been received
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from Malaysia and Morocco. It was noted that if AGMO04 takes place in an Islamic
country, the dates may be inappropriate as they would correspond with Ramadan.

Decision:
October 24-28, 2005 were approved as proposed dates for AGMO05.
(b) Draft Documents for Comment by the CGIAR

The Chairman reminded members that the documents on “Membership in the CGIAR”
and on “Designing a Performance Measurement System for the CGIAR” have been
posted on the CGIAR website for comments which should reach the CGIAR Secretariat
by December 1, 2003. These will be shared with ExCo and revised drafts circulated at a
later date.

Rotation of ExCo

Selcuk Ozgediz briefed members on rotation in ExCo to date, and explained the desire
for a balanced rotation which would require three ExCo members to extend their terms
for an additional year. The CGIAR Secretariat will contact each constituent group to
ascertain their decision on rotation and report back to the Group on the composition of
the new ExCo.

Some members stated that they were under the impression that a drawing would take
place to ensure a random rotation, but the process seems to have changed. They further
requested a date to be set by which time a decision on rotation would have to be made so
that new ExCo members would have time to prepare for their new responsibilities.

The CGIAR Director said that the process has not changed, but member groups need an
opportunity to consult among themselves to determine the entire constituency’s desire for
rotation at thistime. If necessary, arandom drawing would then be held to determine
which ExCo members terms would be extended by a year.

Mr. Ozgediz showed a slide which displayed the constituent groups that have already
rotated and suggested all groups should consult among themselves and determine the
desire for rotation before making a decision.

The Chairman agreed that a reasonable timetable should be developed and members
informed.

(c) Disposition of Contract—TAC Chair
Philippines delegate William Medrano noted the frustration that the Government of the

Philippines felt concerning disposition of outgoing TAC Chair Emil Javier’s contract
with the World Bank.
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He said that the matter was taken up by ExCo in September but the minutes do not reflect
the discussion that transpired. Mr. Javier was also denied the opportunity to make his
case to ExCo on the gounds that he was, formally, an observer at the meeting. The
Philippines contends that Mr. Javier had a covenant with the World Bank and CGIAR,
and the appointment of a new SC does not negate the employment contract. 1t should not
be left to the World Bank which acted only as an agent of employment to resolve the
matter. The Government of the Philippines feels strongly that the matter requires the
Group’s full consideration and is a matter for decision by the full membership.

David Freestone, senior counsel to the World Bank noted that the five-year contract
extended to Mr. Javier was subject to the normal terms of employment of the World
Bank. He also noted that the new SC was constituted by CGIAR with different functions
from TAC, and with anew TOR As a consequence of this transition, the position of
iISC/ITAC Chair ceased to exist, and the need for Mr. Javier's service to the CGIAR ended
aswell. The World Bank notified him and followed Bank rules for termination of his
employment contract. Mr. Javier has since launched an appeal under World Bank rules,
and a decision on the appeal is not expected until mid-November.

The CGIAR Chairman recused himsdlf from discussion because he has been named as a
respondent in the appeal.

During the discussion members acknowledged that the issue is characterized by complex
legal issues. It highlights inherent problems caused by alack of alegal personaby the
CGIAR and, thus, reliance on the legal practices of other institutions. However, given
Mr. Javier's commitment to the CGIAR, and his many years of dedicated engagement
with the CGIAR in different capacities, it was hoped that the World Bank would be as
liberal as possible, and to come up with aresolution of the issue that will be satisfactory
to al paties. Severa members suggested that a message of sincere appreciation for his
service to the CGIAR be sent to Mr. Javier. Mr Reifschneider pointed out that a scroll
expressing the Group’ s appreciation of Mr Javier's work was aready being sent to him
through the IRRI DG. The issue of his employment in no way prevented the CGIAR from
saying “thank you for a job very well done.”

Mr. Freestone said that it is difficult to respond in detail to all comments. He said it is
important to note thisis not a performance issue. He also informed members that the
views of the Group, clearly stating the terms under which the Group saw him to be
employed, could be presented to the Appeals Committee. Mr. Javier is aware that he can
draw on the assistance of colleagues who support his position.

(d) Assessment on Agricultural Science and Technology

The item was added at the request of Germany. Mr. Jochen de Haas stated that, in
principle, Germany and EIARD support the exercise but they are concerned with the high
costs of the assessment and recommend areview in an attempt to reduce the costs and
improve effectiveness. Funds should not be invested in an activity where the value added
is not yet understood.
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Members raised the following points in the discussion:

General support was expressed for the idea of the assessment but there was
concern about the direction it is taking and the costs involved.

Severa Centers lent support to the origina steering committee and in general the
private sector also supports the initiative. They do share concerns with regards to
the focus, budget and structure and agree that it needs further refinement, but
hope it is an assessment that can go forward.

The key issue is how does the CGIAR move forward without complicating
matters and hurting funding for the System. The SC should be highly involved in
the process.

The Chairman noted that the World Bank started about a year ago to examine if thereisa
case for a broad assessment on agricultural science and technology. The steering
committee agreed that there was a case. The World Bank president has written to UN
Secretary General Kofi Annan to ascertain its desire to move forward as well. If thereis
such a sentiment, budgets, etc. need to be refined and then a determination made on
donors willingness to fund the endeavor. He noted that comments are welcome, and if
the process does go forward, a discussion among CGIAR members would be necessary.

Agendaltem 11. Closing Session

The Chairman thanked the Government of Kenya and KARI for hosting AGMO03, and for
the hospitality shown to everyone while in Kenya. He also singled out KARI Director
Romano Kiome for his efforts in helping ensure a successful AGM. In addition, UNEP
and colleagues at ILRI and ICRAF were thanked for their support. The Group applauded
all of their efforts.

The Chairman reviewed some of the important decisions taken by the Group, and
commended the high quality of the Center reviews presented. He looked forward to
continued high quality external reviews. He also commended SPIA’s work and reiterated
the need to disseminate solid impact information.

He highlighted the discussion on program and organizational alignment as the best way
to increase support to Africain the most effective manner.

He noted the 2004 Financing Plan exceeds $400 million for the first time.
The reform program is moving forward, perhaps slower than some would like, but it is
moving ahead. He drew attention to the areas that should be focused on for

improvement.

He commended the Stakeholder meeting, noting its focus on Africa, which was
appropriate given the location of the meeting. He was pleased with the Innovation
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Marketplace and stated that strengthening the work NGOs do in the field is very
important. All finalists were outstanding and it was unfortunate that only two prizes
could be given. He also thanked Centers for their participation in the exhibition and
AGM in generdl.

He commended Canada’ s contributions to AGM, particularly Minister Whelan and
Canada s leadership in helping to put agricultural research on the international
development agenda.

He expressed disappointments that UNDP did not attend AGM for the second year in a
row. He will be meeting with UNDP Administrator Mark Malloch Brown and would
state clearly his position. He regretted, as well, the fact that the NGOC did not
participate in AGM03. He believes a small group took a political decision not to attend.
He noted that the CGIAR went to great lengths to accommodate NGOC, e.g., seats on the
ExCo and ExCo/PC, and it is unfortunate they could not find a way to attend.

The Chairman concluded by thanking members for their attendance and participation, and
gaveled the meeting to a close.
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Attachment 1

CGIAR Task Forces. A Proposal

TF 1 Programmatic alignment — Phase 1: Africa Advisory Committee
(if necessary)
Co-Chairs
SC FARA Co-Chairs

P. Pinstrup-Andersen

F. Moore M. Iwanaga

4-6 Members Size and composition

to be determined

TF 2 Structural Optiong/
Organizational Alignment

Co-Chairs
J. de Haas M. Mensah
4-6 Members
Timeline Process/Steps
End-Nov 03 CGIAR nominates internal/external candidates for members of TF1 and TF2
End-Dec 03 Co-Chairsjointly prepare draft detailed TORs, timeline/benchmarks, budget, and make
recommendation on the need for Advisory Group
Jan 04 ExCo endorses, CGIAR approves TORs and other
recommendations from Co-Chairs
Feb 04 Co-Chairs select members of respective TFSAdvisory Group (if needed) with adequate
consultation
TBD ExCo approves membership of TFs and Advisory Group (if needed)
TBD ExCo comments on the first drafts prepared by Task Forces
TBD Task Forces submit revised drafts to ExCo
TBD ExCo endorses drafts
AGM0O4 Drafts or progress report submitted to CGIAR for discussion

Support: CGIAR Secretariat (Consultants + Staff)
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Attachment 2
October 31, 2003

The CGIAR at 31: Celebrating Its Achievements, Facing Its Challenges- A metaevaluation
of the CGIAR by the Operations Evaluation Department, The World Bank

Recommendations by World Bank’s Executive Directors and CGIAR Actions— An Update

The Executive Directors praised the CGIAR’s achievements in providing globa and regional
public goods and increasing agricultural productivity in developing countries. However, it also
concurred that the CGIAR is facing many new chalenges and generally endorsed OED’s
recommendations for reform of the System in severa areas.

» The Bank should lead an international effort to reform the CGIAR and to encourage donors to
provide less restricted funding for the System. However, the Committee made a distinction
between “restricted funding” as defined by the CGIAR and certain donor “requirements’ (such as
apriority on Africa) that may be consistent with development needs.

Status: A reform program is in mid-stream with new elements added. The proposed
AGMO03 discussion on setting up a CGIAR Task Force to assess strategic and structural
issues, focusing initially on SSA, could very well lead to the sameresult asintended by OED.
CGIAR Members are encouraged to provide their funding with as few restrictions as
possible within their financial policies. Notably Canada’s 100% increasein CGIAR support
in 2003 was provided with minimal restrictions.

» The Bank should separate oversight and management functions within the Bank in order to
avoid any perception of conflict of interest. The Committee welcomed the announcement that the
Senior Vice President and Chief Economist would be responsible for the oversight function.
Status: World Bank Senior Management is discussing detailed modalities.

» The CGIAR should establish a strong and independent Science Council, vested with the role
and resources to establish System-wide priorities and strategies.
Status: A new Science Council (SC) has been appointed.

» The CGIAR should slow down the approva of new Challenge Programs to first see the initia
results of the ongoing pilots and to alow the Science Council to get established.

Status: Approval of new Challenge Programs, beyond the three pilot programs approved
earlier and the onein proposal preparation stage, has been suspended. AGMO03 will receive
initial results of the on-going pilots. Next steps will be guided by the SC-led Priorities and
Strategies Analysisto be completed in 2004.

» The CGIAR should increase its focus on agricultural productivity and on the provision of global
and regional public goods.
Status: The SC is expected to take up this strategic issue in 2004.

* The CGIAR should adopt a written charter, and further analyze and debate the pros and cons of
establishing the CGIAR as an independent legal entity. Many of the challenges facing the CGIAR
(including IPRs and public-private partnerships) require System-level responses and make a
completely decentralized System unworkable.

Status: A draft charter isunder preparation. Thedraft section on CGIAR Member ship has
been shared with the member ship.
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