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Background paper 4Governance and managemeént

Basic information

1. A4NH is led by IFPRI, and includes 11 other CGIAR Centers and numerous other research and
development partnerglFPRI, 2011)CRPs are not legal entities and therefore legal and financial
responsibility for A4NH ultimately rests with the lead CGIAR Center and its Board of Trustees (IFPRI
BOT).

2. IFPRIis legdly accountable to the Consortium Board for the use by A4NH of W1/W2 funds, through a
Program Implementation Agreement (PIA). The PIA sets out roles and responsibilities for the
submission, approval, funding and reporting of the CRP. In its turn,H&P&ntractual Program
Participant Agreements (PPAs) with each collaborating A4NH Center. The PPAs describe the workplan,
budget and expected deliverables to be supported from the CGIAR Hihese are planned with and
monitored by A4NH, but any actida enforce the contract (if required) is the responsibility of IFPRI.

3. Other funders support research activities that are mapped to A4NH via direct contracts either with
IFPRI or with one of the other 11 collaborating Centers. The A4NH Director ddes/aany
authority over these contracts or the use of the funds, and depends on Center management to report
against them as part of the monitoring system.

4. AA4NH has the following management and governance structures, with responsibilities as detailed in
Tablel:

Management

1 AProgram Management UnfPMU)located in IFPRI that undertakes ttiay to day management
and administration of A4NH.

1 APIlanning and Management Committ@@MQ with seven CGIAR members and two external
members with the responsibilityot “ over see t he planning, managem
monitoring and evaluation of A4NH”. Maj or dec
PMGCCenter Focal Point meetings.

1 NineCenter Focal PointCFPs) sel ect ed by their respective Cer
to both the CGIAR Center management and the CGIAR Research Program
Director on activities rePated to this CGI AR F

Governance an@dvisory

1 ThelFPRI Board of Truste@EPRI BOTHas ultimate legal and fiduciary responsibility for A4ANH
along with other IFPRéd programs

1 AnIndependent Advisory CommittAC)t hat “provi des advice to the
to the A4NH Planning and Management Commiti@eresearch program performancessearch
priorities, and management and partnership iss

! This background paper was prepared by Julia Compton
2 One of the focal points (for ILRI) is also a Flagship leader.
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http://www.a4nh.cgiar.org/our-people/program-management-unit/
http://www.a4nh.cgiar.org/our-people/planning-and-management-committee/
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https://www.ifpri.org/board-trustees
http://www.a4nh.cgiar.org/our-people/independent-advisor-committee/

Tablel: AANH management and governance structugsomposition and main responsibilities

Composition

Meetings

Main responsibilities (shortened from ToR)

Planning and Management Committee (management)

A4NH Director, Four Flagsh
leaders, two other Center
Focal Points and two
members external to the
CGIAR

Face to face twice
a year, and
additional virtual
meetingsevery 6
8 weeks The
Director of A4NH
is responsible for
convening
meetings.
Minutes are not
public, but are
available to all
A4NH-related
staff via the
internal website.

Coordinating strategic foresight and planning of the
program

Managing evaluation activities

Providing leadership on plannimgd implementation
of the program gender, partnerships, capacity
strengthening, communications strategies, and
impact pathways

Facilitating collaboration and partnerships across
A4NH partners

Providing insight into new funding initiatives

ProgramManagement Unit PMU (management

and administration)

A4NH Director, Program
Manager, Senior Research
Fellow (M&E), Research
Analyst, Communications
Specialist, Contact and
Grants Administrator,
Gender Research
Coordinator, and Program
Assistant

Work togetrer
daily,
supplemented by
a weekly team
meeting and
annual retreat.

Support the i mplement a

A4NH Flagship leaders

Four leaders: Program
Director of HarvestPlus, two
from IFPRI, one from ILRI
(see text)

On PMC, and as
needed

Leadership: foresight, set priorities across Flagshi
and develop Flagship impact pathway
Coordination: work with Centers to develop Flagsh
workplan

Evaluation and assessment: timely reporting on
Flagship, participate in evaluation and impact
assessmet activities.

Partnerships: including supporting CFPs to develc
the Flagship

Communication: engage with Centers and CFPs,
communicate strategic direction

Fundraising: Help leveraging resources for the
Flagship and for A4NH

Meetings: active member dhe PMC, and others,
helping determine the allocation of resources to
Flagships and activities

Accountability: Accountable to th&4NHDirector on
contracted work

A4NH Center Focal Points C

FPs (managemen

t)

Nine Center representatives
selected by theicenter DG.
Most atriemé’f ul
researchers with an interest
in ANH. AVRDC (an
important partner not in the
CGIAR) also sends a Focal
Point to most CFP meetings
IFPRI does not have a CFP

Faceto-face

twice a year, once
in Washington
DC, once
inaCGAR
hostcountry.
Minutes as for
PMC above

Coordinate the Center
A4NH, engaging appropriate Center staff
Facilitate Center contracts with IFPRI/A4NH
Coordinate and prepare technical and financial
reports from the Center to A4NH

Responsible for communication both within the
Center and to/from A4NH for information relevant t
the management of the (
relevant to the agriculture, nutrition, and health

S|

agenda”
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Composition

Meetings

Main responsibilities (shortened from ToR)

Independent Advisory Committee (IAC)

8 recognized expts, plus
DG IFPRI and DG IITA (ex
officio members). Areas of
expertise represented
include:

Understanding key clients/
partners of the program
(donors, governments,
implementers and the
private sector) ; A4NH key
research areas;
Representation from
targeted geographical
regions— (2 current
members are from sub
Saharan Africa and 2 from
South Asia); plus
representation from the
HarvestPlus PAC (currently
overlaps)

Face to face once
a year (in
Washington DC)
for 1-1.5 days
Minutes are
public (on A4NH
website) Also
meets virtually as
needed.

Review and provide advice on the plan of work ang
budget and on the overall Program portfolio and
resource allocation.

Review program impact pathways, milestones,
outputs and outcomes

Review planning and impigentation for gender,
partnerships, capacity development and
communications. Provide advice on program
management.

Review research priorities and quality of science.
Advise on needs for external review or support
Help promote the program to partners amtbnors.
Provide a concise annual report to the A4NH Progr
Director and IFPRI Director General.

The PMC, through IFPRI and the Program Director
will be required to formally respond to the
Independent Advisory Committee recommendation

Sources: AdNitebpages\(Vho We Argaccessed 1 July 2015 and unpublished A4NH Terms of Reference, some of which were

provided to us still in draft form from 20,1@pdated to incorporate corrections by PMU on firstfidra

Management structures, systems and challenges

Structures

5. The structures set up for management and advisory input on A4NH are shéuguiel, linked by the

6.

blue dotted lines. (If this looks complicated, it is.)

The AMNH Director is at the center of the diagram, and leads both the Planning and Management
Committee (PMC) and the RM The four flagship directors and 9 Center focal pointerntép him as

regards the CRP.


http://www.a4nh.cgiar.org/our-people

Figurel: Responsibility without power: current management and governance structures of A4NH
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account abi Center Focal Points also regoreto r

Ceni

their own Centers. At the moment, the A4NH Dice has no formal input into the performance
management of any of these individuals, although he has been asked informally by the IFPRI DG for
views on performance of IFPRI staff working with the*CRP

8. The incentives tprioritize Center/HarvestPlus intests over those of the CRP are strong, and for most

leaders in A4NH their role in their Centers long predates the invention of the CRPs.

It is therefore a

3 One Flagship leader is a Divisional Director in IFPRI, reporting to the IFPRI DG and sitting on the IFPRI Management
Group, and her Flagship-teader is a senior researcher in her division, reporting to her. (It is instructive to note that
| Fdamdyrans theoA4NH and PIM programs are shown alongside and at the same level as the 6 IFPRI Divisions

i n
and

t wo

Regi onal

Of fi ces.

) A

second Flagship

|l eader i

Division, most of which is mapped to aher CRP (PIM), and reports to that Divisional Director. The third Flagship
leader is one of the 10 Research Program Directors in ILRI and reports to the ILRI DG. The final Flagship leader is the
Director of a large and wedlstablished program (Harvest®) which has its own management and governance

structures, and reports jointly to the IFPRI and CIAT DGs.
4 PMU staff also work for IFPRI, although they do directly report to the A4NH director as regards performance
assessment.
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tribute to the vision and dedication of the AANH leader, Flagship leaders and CFPs that they have
invested so much in supporting the A4NH CRP.

9. Despite individual efforts, there are some major management challenges inherent in the current matrix
structure. These include

Challenges for Flagship management:

1 Flagship leaders have no responsibilitypower, and little incentive, to manage, monitor or
mobilize resources for research activities which are mapped to their Flagship but carried out in
other Centers. This is not just a theoretical problem: leaving aside HarvestPlus, the other three
Flagshigeaders were unable to describe to the evaluation team the activities being undertaken in
“their” FIl agshi ps °olfiunedolded, this fetup poseman axist€ndiah threat s
to the entire Flagship concept. The problem exists to somenefor all CRPs, but it is probably
worse in A4NH due to the large number of Centers involved and the lack of substantial W1/W2
funding that could pose an incentive for Centers to work together.

1 Principal Investigators (PIs) for research projects mappedNH report to their own Centers,
through the Center management system. The Flagship leaders have no formal role in setting
objectives or monitoring performance of Pls outside their own Center. A4NH Center Focal Points
have (in their CFP role, tha) iso management responsibility for other Pls in their Centers.

9 There are also potential conflicts of interest embedded in the structure, in that most Flagship
leaders are leading research groups in their own Center that are potentially competing with othe
Centers working on topics in the same Flagship for a limited pool of funding from the CGIAR fund.
This means that Flagship leaders are unable to take on the key management function of review and
arbiter of priorities within their Flagship (outside thewn Center).

1 Finallythe time needed for Flagship (particularly crgSenter) management is a significant
disincentive for flagship leaders, given that the individuals are also wtats researchers who
need time to provide intellectual leadershiprftheir own research groups and write up research.
A4NH has already taken some steps to remedy this with the appointment (or planned
appointment) of Research Coordinatbts work with Flagship leaders.

Challenges for Center Focal Points:

1 MostCenterFoal Poi nttismear er e sfeualrlcher s with @dablel) ntere
describes their key roles as being planning, monitoring and reporting Adldted activities in
their Center, as well as maintaining communications about ANH work. Most have carried out a
conscientious job, with timely and higjuality submission of Center workplans, budgets and
reports to A4NH

1 Inthe judgment of the evaluatioteam, there is there is a mismatch between the current
responsibilities of CFPs and their roles, interests and level of administrative support in their
Centers. With one exception, CFPs are not in top management positions, and cannot fully speak
for their Center in AANH decisiana ki ng meet i ngs. (Some of them
this, for example by working in close association with a senior Center manager.) Several CFPs
expressed frustration to the evaluation team at their role being teshnicallyfocused and more
administrative than they had originally expecteéspecially since many CFPs do not have any
administrative support to help shoulder the considerable administrative burden of the role.

5 The exception was faflatoxin research, wherE| agshi p 3 has funds for an ‘“afl at
challenges of cros€enter coordination in aflatoxin work are discusgethe A4NH evaluation report
6 Research Coordinators are less senior researchersalmohave strong management skills and can support Flagship
leaders.
" Source of information: individual A4NPhase 1 Center Performance Summa#iess for collaborating Centers
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Furthermore, the huge burden of commuatmons being generated by AANH (and the CGIAR)
both technical and managerialcannot be left to CFPs, who have many other tasks. There is
evidence both from our minisurvey and from interviews with staff in collaborating Centers that
poor internal commauication (e.g. on how decisions have been taken by A4ANH management) is
weak, and can sometimes generate tension and distrust.

Program Management Unit (PMU)

10. ThePMUis the dayto-day management and administrative body of A4NH. It is a small, effiaisht
(based on observation by the evaluators) very overstretched unit, with unpaid overtime being routine
for all staff members. The average cost of the PMU in 2014wésof total A4NH expenditure
slightly less than the relative cost of PEMPMU (20%).

11. The PMU is currently financing and providing staff time for some core technical activities which in the
judgment of the evaluation team should not be c«
mainstreaming gender into A4NH researBa¢kground paper 3 Gender and equiy and working
with researchers to develop detaddechnical theories of change.

12. The Raluationspecialist in the PMU is currently responsible for managing@Rrimissioned External
Evaluation®, the importance of which is discussed in the main report. To ensure evaluation
independence, she needs to be backed up by an independent governance bmifyocommissions and
oversees the evaluations. The IAC (see below) has made comments on evaluations, but currently has
no formal oversight role or any designated individuals for this.

13. Resource mobilization functions are mainly with Centers and alsonditidual researchers (with an
opportunity cost in lost research time). The A4NH Director has been personally active in resource
mobilization (RM) for research connected to A4NH, but this needs to be supplemented with mere day
to-day RM supporte.g.spating calls, writing applications). There is a strong argument for
strengthening A4NH RM, as this is a cremstoral area. We suggest that the PMUke on additional
capacity for resource mobilizationto supportboth the core research areas and akbe wider
program of v a | u e AN&l dvatkeadross the CGlfgRe main report) It would be important to
employ a highly experienced perdprople who understands the market in which A4NH / the CGIAR is
operating(it could be a virtual position) Any RMin A4NH howeveneeds to work closely with wider
efforts onresource mobilization in the CGIAR

14. Internal communications have been highlighted as a weak pointaiptbgram by many A4Nk¢lated
staff. Branding and recognition of A4NH is also weak, with many partners and researchers not even
aware they are involved in an A4NH program. Good progress has been made, for example with an
A4NH website and regular repsrttas well as a blog on gender and nutrition research. However this is
severely constrained by resources: A4NH PMU currently has only one person working half time in
communications, insufficient for a large and complex program which needs to communithte b
across the CGIAR and externally.

8 The PMU got very positive feedback from a variety of staff in oursoninéy and interviews, for being both efficient
and helpful.
9 Note that most of the dayo-day administration of the research is carried out in the participating Centers and
HarvestPlus, so the PMU costs form an additional overhead.
10 Including this evaluation: please see Section XXX of the main report which describes the measures taken to ensure
independence.
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Planning and Management Committee (PMC)

15. The PMC is the main management decigioaking body of A4ANH. It consists of the A4NH Director, the
four Flagship leaders, two Center Focal Points and two externals.

16. The two eternal members of the PMC are both distinguished leaders in the fields of ANH who can
make a significant input into planning and technical discussions. The inputs of the LIDC Director in
particular have been very valuable, based on our observations efings. Nevertheless, the role of
the ‘“external s’ i s ambiguous. They both come f
funding, but neither institution has an official role in AANH managemegtds Flagship leader or
official partner at he level of a Flagship), so institutionally (as opposed to personally) their role on the
PMC is not cledt. This is likely to become an issue in Phase 2, if A4NH takes on external partners to
co-manage Flagships.

17. Collaborating Centers have a direct interest in the program, but are currently not represented on the
PMC. In the judgment of the evaluation team, DGs/DDGs would be a valuable addition to the A4NH
broader management committee (there would need to be sae@resentation/rotation, due to the
large number of Centers with an interest in A4ANH). The Consortium agreements put DGs on the
Independent Steering Committee rather than on the PMC, and we are not sure if there is scope to
revisit this decision. Someit er n a l CGI AR discussion papers on t
2015) have also raised the possibility of DDGs being part of CRP management commidegsuld
suggest that A4NH explore this possibility.

18. The PMC meets on a regular basis, eithigually or in person.Strategic @cisions on the direction of
the program are submitted to a larger group involving the Center Focal Points. However, there are
many decisions that need to be taken on a more regular basis. Rather than the qraetite of ad
hoc, informal communications across the whole group, we suggest that A4NH could adopt a standard
management practice thatis to nominate a Program Executive Committee drawn f8380f its
members(some rotatingthat could be responsibl®r day to day decisions aridr givingmore formal
regular feedback to a wider group.

19. The PMC normally takes decisions by consensus, although there is provision for voting. In practice, the
evaluation team has noted (from both interviews and obseostalackof challenge about key issues,
such as whether and to what extent to support certain areas of research and the (perceived) quality of
the research being undertaken in some parts of the program. Individuals express doubts about
particular isses in personal conversations or evaluation interviews, but then fail to raise/push these
guestions in the PMC. The lack of challenge has a number of possible roots:

1 A very fast moving program and context together with high workloads and consequenf k&wie o
for scrutiny and challenge (it is hard for everyone to keep up with developments and read all the
documentation thoroughly).

9 The broad nature of the A4NH program: PMC members are skilled in very different areas (ranging
from economic analysis tovestock disease epidemiology), and may lack confidence to challenge
each other on technical points

T A“culture of politeness"”: good personal rel at
of ANH research (and the CGIAR) is small; and theneigh upset enthusiastic colleagues can
override personal doubts about the value or quality of their research

1 A lack of positive incentives to overcome the above disincentives.

1 In fact the home institutions of some IAC membkase at timegeceived more A4NH funding than those of the
‘ext ertheaPME"’ on
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20. For these reasons, the lack of robust challenge in the PMC will be diffiaiiange, and means that
the ‘“challenge function’ for A4NH prioritizati ol
functions of governance and oversight structufes

Governance and advisory structures, systems and challenges
IFPRI Boardf Trustees (IFPHAOT)

21. Legal responsibility for oversight rests with the IFBET (se&igurel). Like other CGIAR Boards of
Trustees, the IFPIBIOT members receisome compensation and also receive training in board
functions through the CGIAR Board Induction Program. TheBeFPRis conscious of its legal and
financial responsibilities towards A4NH. It is concerned for example with issues of managing legal
risks for the programe(g.Intellectual Property and the possible risk of being sued for health
outcomes). However, the BOT does not currently see its role as detailed technical oversight ef A4NH
it sees that as the responsibility of the IAC. UntWndiscussion of A4NH in IFFBOT meetings has
been limited to very brief presentations and discussténgiich make it impossible for BOT members
to give effective oversight of the CRP. The minutes of the-BBREare not made public.

A4NH IndependenAdvisory Committee (IAC)

22. ThelACis a committee of distinguished professionals who have been selected in their individual
capacitie$’. It also has the DG (IFPRI and DG (IITA}affica members. The IAC is positioned
somewhat awkwardly. It does nbave a formal governance function, and some of its members see it

purely as a helpful and somewhatn f or mal advi sory group to support
a sounding board” for the A4NH Directorcuredm t ake
IAC Terms of Reference (SE&blel) ext ends beyond this, to functio
program of work and budget, progress and quality of scier®éNH is also required to make a formal

response to | AC recommendations, and has consi st

are more of the nature of general suggestiomal§le2). Notes from the IAC meetings are publicly
available on theA4NH IAC webpage

23. The current processes of the IAC at the moment make it difficult forfiilfitl its ToR effectively, in
our judgment First, IAC members are only paid expenses, which reduces the incentive to spend a lot of
time on complex analyses, especially givesat thhost of them have demanding fulltime jobs. Second,
there is only a single annual fat®face one day meetirt§ the agenda of which is set by the A4NH
Director and the PMU, although it is informally agreed with the IAC Chair. Most of it is takethup wi
presentations from A4NH, at the end of which IAC members meet for about an hour alone to prepare
their recommendations (before flying back across the world). IAC members told us variously that this
process was tiring and confusing, and did not alloenttto get to grips with the complex material
presented (including the “sea of acronyms”) or
frequent meetings (which could be virtu&ijve beersuggested, although remuneration woudtso
need to be consiered. Third, there is no clear provision for decisiaking or reconciling opposing
opinions in case of need, although the IAC are supposed to put forward a unified view.

12 The ISPC also provides an important technical challenge function for CRPs, but only at a high level (of the overall
A4NH proposal), and at long intervals. Another suggestion we have made in the main evaluation report is that A4ANH
could contra¢ some independent external reviewers teview research proposals.
13 For example, about half an hour in the most recent {thay IFPRBOT meeting was devoted to an update by the
A4NH Director and questions
“The ToR state that “The Independent Advisory Committe
| FPRI (the Lead Center) taking into account advice fro
not aware of any formal prass of selection and approval.
5 The meeting was extended to 1.5 days in 2014 on request from members
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Table2: IAC recommendations and suggestions, wAHNH response

IAC recommendation or suggestion, with year of IAC meeting

A4NH response (usually in
following IAC meeting)

Health

1 Clear plan to strengthen connection to health, 2012; need for more project
with distinct health outcomes, 2013; addsearch on urbanization, NCDs an
links between irrigation and health, 2014

1 Development of strategic partnerships in the public health sector, 2012; 2(

1 Build internal research capacity on health, 2012; consider recruiting a meg
doctor to the resears team, 2013

Document on progress of health
research drafted for IAC and
discussedPublic health
consultations conducted;

Brief on research options on
NCDs to be prepared
Collaboration with IWMI to be
explored Phas® proposal in
2016

Gender

1 Genderstrategy should be limited to precise priority questions, 2012, 2013
1 More emphasis on gendédrealth relationship, 2012

91 Gender strategy should include the role of men 2012, 2013, 2014

T Devel opment of a Women’ s Empower m
1 Mainstream genderather than present as a separate theme, 2014
9 Gender team should address operational issues by working with centers, 1

Gender strategy updated and
approved;

2015 |1 AC meetin
presentation to take into account
how gender is mainstreamed an
the relationship between men
and women;

Partnerships

1 Improving partnership strategy: interenter and CRP partnerships, 2012,
2014; management of partner list, 2012; across portfolio, 2013

More thinking on how to incentivize private sector to build partnépeshi2012
Development of a shorter strategic innovational partner strategy documen
addition to the more detailed version, 2012

9 Clarify on focus areas, 2014

1 More collaborations with INGOs and strengthen relationship with WFP, 20

f
f

Partneroriented annuateport
prepared;

Shorter partnership strategy
document prepared in addition tq
the longer one;

Focus areas, partnerships with
centers and CRPs and with ING
to be included in Phase 2 pre
proposal

Communications (internal and external)

1 Clear communicatio of research portfolio of each flagship to outsiders 2011

development of an effective external communications, 2013

Simple summaries of research projects to be regularly provided to IAC, 20

Development of a practive response to Zambia Vitamirfidding by

HarvestPlus, 2013

1 Involvement of A4NH in developing strategic communication on the issue
disease epidemics, 2014

1 Clarify how the A4NH evaluation will be used and by whom, 2014

i Tailoring of strategic communication to different donors, 2014

1 More articulation of capacity building in communication strategy

f
f

Draft communication strategy
presented in 2014 meeting;
Capacity building to be
articulated in the communication
strategy in the Phase 2 proposal
Tailoring of strategic
communication for diffeent
donors is in progress and will be
presented in 2015 IAC meeting;

Research program

1 Development of new research ideas and building synergies between legad
newer flagships, 2012; provide stronger sense of priorities and explanatior
new initiatives,2013

1 Developing cohesive narrative on integrating different programs in Flagshi
2013; refinement of Value Chain flagship, 2014

1 Consideration of implications of research results on food safety in
supermarkets versus informal markets, 2014

1 Provide evidace to development of 2015 SDGs, 2014

Food safety in formal vs informa
market to be included in Phase 2
pre-proposal;

Value chains work to be refined
Phase 2 prgoroposal;

Theory of change and impact

1 Determining target audience for theory of changed impact pathways work
and communicate in language accessible to-spacialists, 2013

1 Measurement of impact in ways others than paerviewed publications, 2014

ToC work measures impact in
additional ways than peer
reviewed publications

General managment
1 Full time, senior leader should be appointed as Value Chains flagship lead
2013

1 Assess and document the implications of W1/W2 budget cuts, 2014

New leader appointed for
Flagship 1 in 2014;

Budget cuts reflected in 2015
POWB

Source: Extracted arslimmarized by evaluation team from IAC meeting records
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24. In contrast to the IAC (and somewhat confusing, from the point of view of A4ANH governance), the
HarvestPlus Prograrmow A4NH Flagship-has for over ten years had its own, strdAghgram
AdvisoryCommittee (PAC) seeFigurel. The PAC has delegated authority from the BQiRd in
practice is run like a Board, with an Executive Committee, Nominating Committee, Science Committee
and Audit Committee. It meets face to face once a year and also has three quarterly virtual meetings.
The processes established for the IAC, uiclg voting rules and conflict of interest rules, are set out in
the HarvestPlus Management and Governance HandldakvestPlus, 2012)inter alia the PAC
approves the work program anditiget for HarvestPlus, checks financial probity and risk management,
and discusses policy on things like intellectual property and whether genetic modification (GM) should
be allowed in the breeding progrdm Minutes of the meetings are not publicly dahle, as far as we
are aware. Independent members for the PAC are formally selected with the help of the Nominations
Committee. Both the IFPRI DG and the A4NH Director also sit on the PAC.

25. Linkages between the IFPRDT, IAC and HarvestPlus PAC aedainformally by overlap of individuals
belonging to two or more of theti. However, according to our interviews there does not seem to
have been any regular repebiack from one committee/Board to another.

Addressing Potential/Perceived Conflict of Irmest (COl)

26. While the evaluation team has not come across any evidence of actual instances of conflict of interest
in the A4ANH management and governance structures, some potéatigbtentiallyperceived)
conflicts of interest do exist. For example:

a. IFPRIis the highest management and governance authority for the CRP, as well as being a
significant user of CRP (W1/W2) funds.

b. The independent experts on the PMC and many on the IAC come from institutions that are on the
current list of contract partnes for A4NH. Some of them potentially have access to sensitive
commercial information (such as cost structures) and technical information.

c. Our interviews and surveys revealed some dissatisfaction and suspicions of possible COI in A4NH
governance and mnagement, from both internal and external stakeholders. Some people posed
guestions about how PMC and IAC members were chosen, while others raised direct suspicions of
CORmainly involving the role of IFPRI in deciding on the use of funds, but @smrguestions
about whether particular partner organizations were favored for A4NH contracts.

27. The issue of COI has been addressed at length in the PIM eval(@GdAREA, 2015) While
HanestPlus has a clear COIl policy, neither A4NH nor IFPRI have an appropriate policy in place (the IFPRI
policy relates to individual rather than institutional interests). This is important not only to avoid actual
COl but ao to protect individuals anishgtitutions against the possible perception of COI.

16«Both the CIAT and IFPRI Board of DiredtdesvestPlus is a joint programiive delegated their authority and
related responsibilities to the Pgnpam Advisory Committee (PAC) to undertake their mandate as an independent
expert body. The DirectoiGeneral of CIAT and IFPRI and one Board member from CIAT and from IFPRI comprise four
of the seventeen members of PAC. They are responsible for reptotthgir respective Boards on progress made
under HarvestPIus (HarvestPlus, 20123).1
7 So far, the decision has been no GM.
8 Three external individuals are on both the IAC arel®#C, and one is also on the IFBRT.
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Discussion
Based on the above evidence:

28. We recommendhat A4NH should adopt a clear policy on managing (institutional) Conflict of Interest
and operationalize this in its management and governamieetires. The policy could be written by
IFPRBOT as lead Centaagrecommended by the PIM evaluation) or by the Consortium.

29. In our view, the two key issues foranagementthat need to be addressed before Phase Il are:

a. The lack of power and incentives Flagship leaders to lead and coordinate the Flagship work
across all Centers. This issue is not unique to A4NH. We suggest that A4NH tackle this in the Phase
Il planning discussions with the Consortiand collaborating CenterfResources for diréc
payment of Flagship leadeby A4NH~vould be usefu) but large amounts afinrestricted research
resourcesvould also help t@vercome the incentives of Centeaiad individuals to attract their
own bilateral research funding and ignore the &RP

b. The lack of power and resources for CFPs to fully/easily carry out the administrative functions
envisaged in their ToR, together with the opportunity cost in time of using their technical skills
more fully in AdNH. We suggest that the @RIAter managem liaison functions should be
transferred to Center management structures (for example the B)Gvho have the authority
and resources to handle the decision making and communications, while the current group of CFPs
be kept on instead in a technical Gagity, becomindechnicalfocal points for a new CGIAR ANH
Community of Practice (see Sectidvand recommendationsf main evaluation repojt

30. As regardgiovernance given the absence of any other detailed oversight body for A4NH, there needs
to be adecision as to whether the IAC will be strengthened to take on this role, or continue in its
current relativelyinformal mode of operation. This decision will be affected by decisions about
governance structures for CRPs taken at the Consortium leswing lessons from an IEA
commissioned review of CRP governance and managefRefiinson et al., 2014 well as several
IEA CRP evaluations. The currentBlarfor an Independent Steering Group for each CRP, broadly
similar to the IAC in composition (including participation from DGs of aoliéing Centers as exfficio
members) but which has stronger reporting lines and internal processes, and delegated responsibility
from Center Boards for some tasks such as approving the Plan of Work and Budget. Given this context,
we do not feel we shodlmakedetailedrecommendations on governance for A4NH in this evaluation.
Our two suggestions are:

a. Itwould be valuable, if feasible, to include institutional representatives of UN agencies and key
regional bodies on any governance committas wellas one or two key donors

b. The governance body should take on a clear responsibility for commissioning and managing CRP
Commissioned External Evaluations, and allocate this responsibility to specific individuals

Recommendations and suggestions

Recommendton: Strengthen A4NH governance and management to support the Phase 2 agenda

i) AANH/CGIARonflict of Interest policieshouldbe operationalized imanagement and governance
structures

19 Mobilization of significant resources to support a few large cazsger programs-as discussed elsewhere in this
report —would also change incentives

20 Source, with further details: CGIAR Consortium Offdday 2015): CRP Second Call GuiddacPreProposals:
Section & Background papen Governance and Managememtepared for the A4NH evaluation
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i) [We assume that governance structures for Phase 2 wilvid@onsortiumiFund Councibgreements.
The CRP governance structure should be adequately resourced to carry out its agreed functions. Inter alia
it should take on the oversight of AdNH M&E, with this responsibility allocated to nominated individuals.

(S) If feasible, include key donors to A4NH and institutional representatives of UN agencies and key
regional bodies on the governance body

iif) Strengthen theA4NHmanagement structures, in alignment with central CRP agreements.

(S) Wherever feasib] fund the positions of Flagship leaders and other key A4NH staff through
A4NH W1/W2 funding. Where not feasible, negotiate with the relevant Centers for the A4NH
Director to have a formal role in recruiting and performance management for key positions f
A4NH.

(S) Create a Program Executive Committee that deals with day to day decisions and reports to a
wider Program Management Committéleat takes strategic decisions

(S) Move the Center Focal Point (CFP) planning, reporting and budgeting funcienttw
management, eg. the DDRB. Existing CFPs coultkn become focal points for the ANH
Gommunity of Practice

(S) Consider including DGs/DDG representatives iwither Program Management Committee,
instead of in the Governance structure

iii) Strenghen the Program Management Unit to support the A4NH agenda, in particular resource
mobilization and communication

(S) Rvisit which functions need tbe included in the PMU. Technical work'ow al ue added’
by A4NH (see main repoghould be manaed separately and not counted as an administrative
overhead,

(S) Take on additional capacity for resource mobilizatitmsupport the core research areaghis

needs to work closely with wider efforts easource mobilization in the G&R

(S) Conduct a review of A4ANH communications and branding, both internal and external, with a
view to strengthening this area
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ICARDA,ICRAF, ICRISAT, lITA, ILRI, IWMI and WoAd&iktble from:
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Background paper 2 Partnerships, capacity building and human
resourcesnanagement!

Partners and partnerships

Key findings

A4NH has a wide variety of partnerships and the PMU is active in forging githatiygic partnerships

that are onsistent with the principles set out in the partnership strategy itself (A4NH 2013). However, the
A4NH partnership strategy is not ygperationalizedthere is no A4NH specific policy for engagement with
the private sector; the choice of partners in easch projects is not controlled by A4NH; partnering
sometimes lacks transparency or appearsstnategic, and partnership brokering competencies are
unevenly distributed among senior managers. Some partnerships are akin-tmatriacts in which
partnersmay not have an equal voice in the partnership and may feel unable to challenge.

Key findings and supporting evidence

Number and types of A4ANH partners

In a similar way to other CGIAR Research Programs at the time, the 2013 A4NH partnership strategy
summary (A4NH, 2013proposed that partners be classified according to four broad categories: Enablers
(policy and écision makers), Development Implementers (e.g. government ministries, NGOs), Value Chain
Actors and Represent at i v e srgalizmtionsand RasdarchaParnesgo mpani e
NAROSs) Some partners play different roles and feature in ithaire one category. The last list using these
categories was prepared in 2012, and indicated that A4NH had approximately 150 external partners at that
time: 23 enablers, 52 development implementers, 15 value chain actors and 62 research institutes.

11 Ceters collaborate in A4NH (see main report). Based on interviews undertaken with key CG Center
stakeholders and the review of documentation, the way in which partnersaegorizediffers by Center
with no consistent use of a classification systeme Thnsortium Office was not able to provide any
comparable data for partnerships across CRPs

Getting data on current A4NH partnerships was challenging for the evaluation team. Some information is
held on partners in the A4NH project database, but safevdifficulties meant that lengthy manual

extraction of this data would be required, not possible in our timeframe, and in any case there are reasons
to think that this is not complete and correct (see below). Insteadmadyzedhe information on A4ANH
contracts provided to A4NH Program Management Unit by Certategorizinghem by type of country
(OECD/developing). We were not sure how representative this list of partners, was so wehexds=d

this information for a small sample (project partriaformation provided by two Centers: ICRISAT and
Bioversity).

21 This background paper was prepared by Ben Emmens with additional inputs from Julia Compton

22The Consortium Office hopes that the inconsistent approach to classifying partnerships will be addressed in the
second round of CRPsas part of the second round call for ppeoposals, and at the point where full proposals are
submitted, CRPs will be pacted to give details of their partnership strategy and plan for implementation, along with
a list of partners classified according to 3 types i.e. partnerships at the discovery, proof of concept, and pilot level (if
relevant) and partnerships at the sta-up phase
https://library.cqgiar.org/bitstream/handle/10947/3915/Guidance%20Note%20for%20CRP%20Pre
proposals.pdf?sequencespp 2223)
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The analysis of A4ANH contracts is showRigurel. It shows a good spread of partnerships both national
and international, although academicshink-tanksfrom OECD countries are dominant in funding terms
(over % of total contract funding). Itis important to note however that this data excludes smalcs
(below $0.5 million) which areery important in some Centelsut for which no information is available.

The sample crossheck showed inconsistencies in the reporting of key partners to A4NH in the work plan
for research projects: for example the case of ICRISAT, less than a third of partners were common
between their work plans and financial reports. Similarly, for Bioversity, about 45 per cent of the partner
names were found in both work plans as well as financial reports. About-ftitlee of ICRISATSs partners

were found in their financial reports only. For Bioversity, this was true for only about a quarter of all
partners.

Figurel: Types of A4NH contractual partners by number and amount of funding
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Figure2 shows the distribution of A4NH contract funds by the Centers with most partriecan be seen
that there is no very clear pattern across Centers, although IFPRI spends most on OECD partners and also
has the largest spend on small contracts.

Figure2: Distribution of contract funding by Center and brgatner type
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Operationalizationof the partnership strategy

The draft A4NH partnership strategy (A4NH , Sept 2012) and the A4NH partnership strategy summary
(A4NH, 2013) both reference the important elements of a partnership strategy as set out by respected
experts in this field such as the Partnering Initiativel #me Partnership Brokers Association and reference
these and other useful resources. The draft A4NH partnership strategy sets out the principles for
partnership and a framework for smart partnership identification (A4NH, 2012: 13, 15) but it lacks the
practical guidelines fooperationalizatiorwhich are typically found in a partnership strategy and guidelines
document, such as procedures for the selection of partners, capacity assessment of partners and the
elements of a partnership agreemeritgblel).

Tablel: Analysis of the A4ANH partner strategy in relation to best practice

Best practice strategy should contain:) How the A4NH draft stratgy fares:

Principles, for example The draft strategy contains a section on
9 Vision principles
1 Values
1 Expectations
1 Respect
1 Strategy
1 Responsibilities
1 Accountability
1 Flexibility
1 Communication
Selection of partners The framework for Smart Partner
Identification addresses this point but stops
short of offering guidance on partner
selection.
Set up & partnership agreement, There is reference to partnership agreeme

including details on how disputes will | but no guidance on establishing an
be addressed, and how risks will be | agreement or what an agreement should

managed contain

Management / Operational issues/ | There is reference to working with the

Review Coordinator of Partnerships in IFPRI but th
is not elaborated.

Evaluation of partnership Thee is reference to a regular (external)

review of partnerships (A4NH, 2012:21) by
we could not find evidence of this having
taken place in the first part of 2015.

SourcesBest practice referencesivicus.org, thepartneringinitiative.org, and partnerstiokers.org

However, the evaluators were not able to find a finalized version of the strategy, nor evidence of an
implementation plan/s, or generic partnership tools such as templates for partner assessment and
development, and partnership agreements. Thus, witrelitVidence of iteperationalizatiorsince 2013,

the draft partnership strategy is more a statement of intent than an operational reality, and there was little
evidence that the draft was informing day to day practice with regard to identifying, deve|opengaging

and evaluating partnerships. In stakeholder interviews, familiarity with the A4ANH partnership strategy was
lacking in most cases, except where the interviewee had some responsibility for partnerships, and it was
only referenced by 5% of the daments revieved as part of this evaluation (see Anrex

At the time of the evaluation, a newly appointed and dedicated partnerships role in Harvest Plus was
concentrating on developing consistent tools, frameworks and processes to guide the identification,
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assessment, development and management of partnerships, initially for HarvestPlus, but ultimately it is

hoped that such resources will benefit A4NH as a whole. This work is still at an early stage although the
evaluators saw a ‘Stswuctesefahdpproheciohg’ fodocume
by Harvest Plus and World Vistd(December 2014) and through interviews and reference to partner

capacity assessment tools under development it was evident that guidance had been sought from

recogiized partnership experts such as the Partnering Initiative and the Partnership Brokers Association

and resources were being adapted by both Harvest Plus and World Vision. A4NH stakeholders interviewed

as part of this evaluation made reference to a cleanmitment to partnerships by the CRP Director and
those associated with Harvest Plus were clear tha
the CRP, partnerships in all categories would be essential.

Selection of partners

It was claimedhat the strategy of A4NH is to choose partners that align with the theory of change,
however, we were unable to verify this through our interviews with A4NH staff, and interviewees in the
lead and contributing Centers, or through our document review. Cbesortium office and the CRP Second
Call Guidance for PreroposalgCGIAR ConsortiuOffice, 2014inake it clear that this is a desired state,

and the intent is reflected in the A4NH draft partnership strategy (A4NH 2012). However, in this evaluation,
a small number of interviewees in both scientific and operational roles suggesied4MNH partners

tended to be organizations that are well known to researchers or Principal Investigators, or the contributing
Centers. We were unable to verify this.

Equity in partnerships

With few exceptions, the general approach to A4NH partnershiperibesl by interviewees is

characterized by timeonstraints on the part of A4NH and a need to get things done quickly, meaning that
selecting partners is often hasty and not always transparent. In some cases partnerships are actually
contracts or sukcontracts, and while this can be an entirely acceptable arrangement, it is has the potential

to limit partnership potential and mitigate against being able to build trust and develop a partnership of

equals. When work is contracted by A4NH to individuals withmar t ner ™ or gani zati ons
consultancies, and contracted hastily due to the short timeenes for delivery, then due diligence

processes were described by interviewees as being limited to financial vetting, and ensuring a partner is not
on the UNSC sanction [#%t No examples of due diligence templates or processes were shared with the
evaluators and interviewees described sgiants and financial agreement as being typically handled by

| awyers or the cent er’ sedlwighgha &im a ensuring theé partnerdorsute gal | vy
contractor) could fulfil its contractual obligations. Such approaches imply an imbalance of power and a one
sided relationship i.e. not a partnershipofequals n whi ch t hose beifeelng' contr a
unable to challenge A4NH or CGIAR on practices. For example, in several of our group interviews,
researchers from partner organizations made criticisms relating to CGIAR Center research quality or
management®, but when asked why they had not clesiged this, explained that they felt uncomfortable

22The Harvest Plus global partnership with the INGO World Vision was mentioned a number of times in stakeholder

interviews and is also highlighted in the 2014 A4NH Annual Report <A4NH, 2014: 10>. This partnership is still in its

infancy¢ the Hawest Plus Director and WorldVision CEO signed an MoU at the World Economic Forum in Davos in

January 2014 ( http://www.harvestplus.org/content/newpartnershiplauncheddavosimprovenutrition-millions)

although a degree of equity in the partnership imdeastrated by the joinfunding of a key post at the outset

(Partnership Coordinator) and the fact that WorldVision has set up an biofortification working group, to actively

stimulate the exchange of biofortification knowledge to the whole organisation.

24 http://www.un.org/sc/committees/1267/aq_sanctions_list.shtml

25 Examples of specific criticisms included: poor training of enumerators leading to ethical as well as resktgirch qu

problems; a decision to work with farmers for only one season, so that it could not be checked whether adoption was
16



http://www.un.org/sc/committees/1267/aq_sanctions_list.shtml

about doing so given that they were subcontractors. However there were also some positive exafoples
example theMama Sashpartners interviewed all (separately) praised the annual partnership review
processes undertaken in that project, which were initiated and managed by CIP (with A4NH funding).

Responsibility for partnerships

A major challenge for A4NH is that the responsibibtyrhanaging CRRlated contracts typically resides

with the collaborating CG center, i.e. where the legal, financial and contractual responsibilities lie. Although
several CG centers (for example ILRI, ICRAF, IITA) have a relativédyveleppjed approde to partnerships

that references good practice partnership principles, and have partnership strategies that have been
effectivelyoperationalizedo varying degrees by suitably qualified and competent staff with resources at
their disposal, approaches fmartnership and partnership brokering skills vary substantially across most of
the other Centers involved with A4NH, and there is plenty of scope for improvement and alignment.

Competencies for brokering partnerships

Based on the interviews undertaken with partnership Box1: Whatis a partnership broker?

specialistsas part of this evaluation, and the lack of practical
implementation guidelines for the partnership strategy
covering the selection, brokering and developing of

Key skills of a partnership broker
cover the following areas:

partnerships, the competencies required to successfully brok T Neggtlgtlon
and manage the kind of partndrgps A4NH requires in order to Med_'_at'(_)n
Facilitation

deliver on its objectives and achieve scale are not widely
distributed orincentivized In other words only a handful of
staff in senior partnershipelated roles have had professional
development with regard to partnershigrakering, and
performance incentives within CG centers tend to be aligned . -

ducing tanaibl out in the 1 f bublicat 1 Evaluating / revieing
pro. u-cmg angl_ e oulputin the Orm_o publica |ons,.new Sourceshttp://partnershipbrokers.org/w/wp
varieties or strains and not partnerships. Competencies relat| content/uploads/2010/07/brokersleaffinal.pdf

toolbookseries/thepartneringtoolbook/

Synthesizing information
Coaching / capacitpuilding
Institutional engagement
Institution-strengthening

=A =4 =4 =4 =4 =

The centers mentioned above (ICRAF, IITA and ILRI) and

interviewed as part of this evaluation, together with Harvest Plus, have taken steps to strengthen internal
capaity with regard to partnerships, but other than this, there was no evidence of partnership brokering
skills or competencies being developed by other Adidhhborating Centers. The consortium office is
seeking to meet with the Partnering Initiative in threonths ahead (July December 2015) with a view to
developing a closer working relationship and developing tools and guidance to support CG Centers and
CRPs that depend on partnerships in order to achieve their objectives. The process of updating and
operationalizingthe A4NH partnership strategy could be one way of clarifying responsibility for
partnerships and identifying capacity gaps.

Diversity in partnerships

One consequence attributed in part to the challenging funding environment, interrupted funding flows, and
del ayed deci sion making / project approvals is th
partners which can typically result in fewendar partnerships and/or a large number of small low risk
partnerships. In our analysis of A4NH contracts (above) we calculated that 41% of funding went to very

sustained; and annual delays in arrival of funds for transport to the field, meaning that the only farmers available to
work with werethe last ones to sow (which informants felt was often synonymous with poor farm management).
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small partners, with the remainder being allocated to fewer larger partnerships. When weigatesit

further, researchers and other interviewees in a@search roles (finance, partnerships, capacity
development) involved with A4NH described how there appears to be a tendency to choose long standing
and/or welkknown partners, as there is often uf§icient time to identify and onboard a new partner, or to
choose bigger or long established partners with strong cash flow who are able to work for several months
without receiving any funds). There is also often a rush to find partners for grant ampiea response to
donor calls. While focusing on existing partnerships, personal networks and estalgigla@izationghat

have a good track record is understandable given these pressures, on occasions this approach could be
criticized for not beingufficiently transparent, and could leave the CRP open to accusations of nepotism or
unfair discrimination. Additionally, and over time, favoring the safe, convenient and quick option may result
in new, potentially innovative or high value partnershipsnigebverlooked and may make it harder for

A4NH to achieve the scale and impact it (and its donors) desire.

Private sector partnerships

Although engaging with the private sector wasognizedy those interviewed and in various documents

(draft AANH partneship strategy, 2014 Annual Report) as being of fundamental strategic importance, we
were unable to find evidence of an A4NH specific private sector engagement strategy or policy, and this
was verified through interviews with senior stakeholdéfigrvest Ris has informal guidelines that frame

its engagement with the private sector, and these could provide a useful starting point for A4NH to develop
guidelines that are relevant to the whole CRPthe absence of a consortium wide CGIAR policy or position
statement, policies for private sector engagement and partnerships are developed at by CG centers, and in
the case of A4NH pdicy§ EPRFPRI 280p06uitdongaBdinci pl
Policy Advic®) that guides A4NH. As A4NH moves into work with food systems where private sector
organizations are important partners but may also have significant differences of interest as well as specific
conflicts of interest, it will be important for A4NH to review ¢xig policies and their application to its

work.

Realizing the potential of partnerships

Successful collaboration through partnerships invariably requires a certain amount of funding to enable
and facilitate the face to face and ongoing virtual intei@t which is vital for building trust, and

maintaining a high performing partnership. The evaluators heard through focus groups and individual
interviews how relatively small amounts of money were needed to cover transport and per diem costs for
face to Bice meetings, Hrountry and how such measures had been instrumental in enabling partnerships
such aDDDAo thrive, and how CG centers such as Bioversity had hosted learning events and/
meetings over several days which enabled rich opportunities for networking and sharing of experience,
insights and ideas. At a time when unrestricted funding is under pressure and susceptible to being cut
further, creative ways of facilitating (and siray the cost of) interaction between partners will enable
partnerships to survive and be strengthened for the future and these could include strengthening online
communities of practice, and simultaneous events in one location to achieve economies o $eaies of
hospitality and enable more people to be in one place at one time, thus increasing the opportunities for
networking. This should be encouraged to ensure partners with fewer means at their disposal (particularly
financial), are still able to pacipate in discussion and debate, attend networking events and play an active
role in any partnership.

26 https://www.ifpri.org/privatesectorquidelines
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Suggestions

1. Detailed management guidelines to support the implementation of an updated partnership
strategy would help frame various important acties such as identifying appropriate partners,
assessing partner capacity, and adjusting due diligence processes so they are in proportion to the
risks (opportunities), value ($), and duration of the partnership. Both ILRI and ICRAF have useful
example$’ 2that can be of assistance in terms of guidelines, and consultation with key staff in
terms of what constitutes reasonable due diligence processes should be undertaken as part of the
development of implementation guidelines.

2. Partnership brokering skillsean important competency for senior staff, especially for those
working in the CRP, and these skills could be substantially strengthened either by the CRP or by

centers themselves. Again, Il LRI'"s partmed ship
accessible guide in this regard and other useful guidance can be found at partnershipbrokers.org
for example.

3. Inview of the increasing importance of private sector partnerships for the CGIAR and specifically
for AANH, there would be value in reviewithe A4NH Partnership Strategy to ensure it is up to
date and adequately covers private sector partnerships, including risks such as intellectual
property. In the absence of Consortium Office private sector engagement strategy guidelines,
AdNHmayneedtb ook f or examples more widely in which
partner ships wi ®iva usefukstanting pointtdgethersvithctite &N Standing
Committee for Nutrition polic3f and discussions with other CRP Directors would be useful to
ensure a degree of coherence among CG centers.

27 partner Strategy and Management Systtps://cgspace.cgiar.org/handle/10568/566
28 http://worldagroforestry.org/downloads/Publications/PDFS/MN15943. pdf

2 http://www.fao.org/docrep/018/i3444e/i3444e.pdf

30 http://www.unscn.org/en/mandate/private_sector
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Capacity Development

Key findings

A4NH has no capacity development strategy or strategic framework for capacity development of external
partners; capacity development tends to beproject level and the focus tends to be on developing
individuals rather than strengthening institutions. Monitoring and evaluation of capacity development is ad
hoc, and in the time available the evaluators were not able to review the impact or gaets of

capacity development activities as part of this evaluation.

Key findings and supporting evidence

1.

T

T

Capacity development strategy and leadership

Among those interviewed as part of this evaluation there was wide recognition of the importance
of capacity development to A4NH. However the CRP has no capacity development strategy or
strategic framework for capacity development. Responsibility for capacity development is
identified as a responsibility of the A4NH PMC in their ToR, but otherwisgacifisally assigned

to an individual. Unlike in other CRPs for example L&F and PIM, the Head of Capacity
Strengthening of the Lead Center (IFPRI) has had minimal involvement inrélddd capacity
development to date. Flagship leads and senior sisentlescribed capacity development as being
largely dealt with at a project level. Often, capacity development relies on individual leadership or
interest in order to materialize and be prioritized; at best this could be described as ad hoc.

Some Centersuch as [ITA and ICRAF have notably recently restructured internally to give higher
profile to Capacity Development (inter alia), and interviewees from these centers described a slow
but positive transition towards more consistent planning, implementatod evaluation of

capacity development activities. Some other CRPs also have useful strategies that A4NH could
learn from, such as CCAFS Capacity Enhancement Sttategy.

At Consortium level, a CGIAR Capacity Development Community of Practice is athas an

pushed for stronger commitment to capacity development in the second round of CRPs, in the form
of a strategy and designated budget for capacity development. They have developed a CGIAR
Capacity Development Framework (CGIAR, 2014:4) with nine elsrfégure3) which would

provide a useful basis for A4NH to frame and develop its capacity development strategy. Some of
the capacity development specialists from oenstthat support A4NH (for example ILRI and ICRAF)
are working to elevate the status of capacity development and uptake in line with the Strategic
Results Framework and the CRPs they are involved in through the CGIAR Capacity Development
Community of Praate.

31 https://ccafs.cgiar.org/publications/capaci#yhancemensstrateqy#.VZIVCmBclsw
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Figure3: The nine key elements of the CGIAR capacity building framework
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2. A4NH capacity development activities

1 Many A4ANH research projects undertake capacity development activities. These include training
for project staff and partners, in research methods and techniques (ranging from laboratory
analyses to running focus groups).

9 The projects interviewed alsaic | uded a surprising amount of “
training of farmers and community workers in topics such as how to grow particular crops or how
to teach mothers to prepare certain complementary foods.

1 The evaluation team was unable to warthke an inventory of capacity development activities in
A4NH as the information is not readily available. However in the sample of A4NH projects
reviewed by the evaluation tealfsee Annex of the evaluation repojt4 7% mentioned
undertaking capacity delopment in research methods, 58% mentioned capacity development
activities related to the use of the products/technologies developed in the project and 37%
mentioned capacity development activities related to policy.

3. Capacity development budget for gaers?

1 As with other CRPs, expenditure for operational costs such as travel and staff tends to be grouped
and reported in aggregate and not on a project by project or activity by activity basis, so it is
difficult to estimate the amount allocated to cagty building in A4NH. In an interview with the
Heads of Capacity Development from ILRI and ICRAF it was suggested that Capacity Development
related activities typically accountforat’52 % of a CRP’' s budget.

1 The CGIAR Capacity Development CommuniBradtice suggested a reasonable budget figure to
guide the development of second round CRP proposals was approximately 10% although this was
not verifiable and no figure is mentioned in the Guidance forgm@posals, simply that the amount
shoul d ibbd e”cr(eCdGl AR 2015: 50) .

4. Monitoring and evaluation of capacity development

1 In A4NH, we found that capacity development activities were not consistently recorded or
evaluated. Interviewees from CG centers described this as being the case across CRPs.

1 Generally, some monitoring takes place of individual capacity development activities at project
level: for example surveys of people who have taken part in training activities (these are generally
developed by individual projects and do not benefit froomeoon formats). However, as far as we



could ascertain, there is no attempt to collect aaklyzethis information either at Center or
A4NH level.

1 There is potential for the CGIAR Capacity Development Framework (CGIAR, 2014) to form the basis
for monitoring, although the framework itself does not yet contain indicators.

5. Staff development

9 Staff training and development is managed by individual centers, usually as part of an HR / People
strategy, though some centers such as have assigned staff developom@apacity Development
specialists or a capacity development unit such as IITA, rather than to Training / Learning specialists
within HR or support services (such as ICRAF).

9 Budgets for technical training are typically held by technical units or witltiject teams and it
was not possible to quantify these. However, budgets for general staff development (usually held
by HR or Training & Development) vary but are typically2@050of staff cost as evidenced by the
figures provided by the lead center adoarticipating centers as part of this evaluatidralle2).

Table2: Examples of staff development budgets in A4NH collaborating Centers

IFPRI | CIAT Bioversity ICRAF
Percentage of staff cost| 0.5% | 1.5% Approx.1% | 2%
allocated to general staff (down from 2% (up from 1% in
development in 2012/13) 2012)

Source: Interviews with HR Directors in (April & May 2015) as part of this evaliddimnthese percentages do not
include technical training as these budgets are not held centrally / by HR.

1 A small number of interviewees suggested that training / staff development in A4NH supporting
centers is typically aimed at junior to middieientists-this was not possible to verify. There were
very few examples of learning and development or training opportunities for senior scientists given
to the evaluators ; two which were highlighted and praised by interviewees were the Leadership
Awad for African Women (ICRAF) and the Leadership Matters program at WorldFish).

6. Institutional versus individual capacity development

1 Capacity development specialists within participating centers felt that capacity development
continued to be interpreted im fairly narrow or traditional way by CGIAR centers, with
interviewees describing it as often being focused on end of project workshops or training of
partners, or providing individual opportunities such as post doc / PhD placements and intethships
Whilethe outcome of a continued reliance on providing opportunities for individuals to develop
can be very positive i.e. individuals go back to their institutions and play an important role, it is
neither easy nofinancially viable to scale this approach nder to achieve the objectives of the
CRP which include strengthening the capacity of partners (institutions). Moreover, plenty of
research over the | ast ten years from reputed
International Development (DP), thelnstitute of Development Studies, the Overseas
Development Institute, SNV, the FAO, the United Naf®msiows that individual capacity building
that ignores institutional realities and public service reform is practically useless.

32 In the case of the latter, interviewees reported that funding for internships and post doc / PhD placements was
decreasing despite them continuing to be seen as important, though it was not possible to obtain figures to support this
in the time availabléor the evaluation.

33 dfid.gov.uk lttp://r4d.dfid.gov.uk/pdf/outputs/systematicreviews/Capacity strengthening 2013Posthum)sthelf
Institute of Development Studies
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Suggestions

1. A capack development strategy or strategic framework for the CRP itself, together with an
operational plan and indicative budget to support implementation, would go a long way towards
ensuring capacity development was coherent, aligned to the CRP objectives) hblevaluated
and likely to deliver the results anticipated and given the importance of capacity development in
the second round of CRPs there is no reason to delay beginning work on the development of a
strategic framework for capacity development.

2. The strategy or strategic framework would contain principles, target, methods and approaches and
resource allocation. There are useful resources the A4NH leadership team could draw on as it
develops its strategy, notably the CGIAR Capacity Development Comimyn of Pr act i ce
Devel opment Framewor k'’ (CGI AR, 2014) and strat

(https://www.ids.ac.uk/files/dmfile/IETASynthesisReportMcGeeGaventaFinal280ct2) Iddpdfg
(http://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/odassets/publicationspinionfiles/7524.pdf, snv.org
(http://www.snvworld.org/files/publications/capacity development in_practiceomplete publication.pfif FAO.org
(http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/templates/capacitybuilding/pdf/DAC paper_finalpdii.org
(http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0018/001869/186980e)pdf
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http://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/odi-assets/publications-opinion-files/7524.pdf
http://www.snvworld.org/files/publications/capacity_development_in_practice_-_complete_publication.pdf
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/templates/capacitybuilding/pdf/DAC_paper_final.pdf
http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0018/001869/186980e.pdf

Human Resources Management

Key findings

At the time of the evaluation, an estimated 380 CGIAR staff wdildiiine or parttime with A4NH.

With few exceptions, all staff are employed by Centers. Performance management is the responsibility
of each participating Center; there is no centralized performance management system and no common
HR database/informatiosystem. Participating CG centers are adopting the One Common System (OCS)
at various speeds, which may provide some help towards harmonizing sydeems.

Key findings and supporting evidence

1.

T

Staffing profile for A4NH

Based on data provided by the MM PMU, an estimated 380 CGIAR staff work fulltime or part
time with A4NH in 2015. With few exceptions (for example people jointly employed with
external institutions), all staff are employed by the 11 collaboration CGIAR Centers, as A4NH is
not a legal atity.

The breakdown by staffing type and Center is showhaible3 and Table4). It is important to

note that this data does not reflect how much time individuals work on A4NH (many split their
time between different CRPs and other Center work) so comparisons between Centers and
ratios of staff types would not be reliable.

Staff members normally report to the CGIAR Center in which they are physically located, but
anomalies abound, because not every Center has a MoU with every country in which CGIAR
researchers work. For example, many A4NH staff in Zambia report to Vgbrldfiich has

MoU with the Government of Zambia, even if their work has nothing to do with fish. Matrix
reporting lines are further complicated in HarvestPlus, where Country Directors normally report
to CIAT while their direct staff report to another @an(in Zambia, Worldsh).

Table3: Staffing profile of A4NH by staff role, June 2015

Role Female | Male Total F/M
Director/Team Leader 8 19 27 0.42
Principal Investigator/Senior Scientist | 12 37 49 0.32
Scientist 14 45 59 0.31
Postdoc/Research Fellows 31 26 57 1.19
Other Research and Admin Support | 100 68 168 1.47
staff

Total 165 195 360 0.85

Source: Evaluation team calculations on staff list provided by AANH PMU. This table excludes 20 staff who work with A4ANH b
where information was not available for categorization.
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Table4: Staffing profile of A4NH by sthfole, June 2015
Center Female| Male | Unknown | Total F/M (of
sex known)
Harvest Plus * 53 67 6 126 0.79
IFPRI 44 29 73 1.52
ILRI 22 27 1 50 0.81
IHTA 8 24 6 38 0.33
ICRISAT 5 24 29 0.21
Bioversity 15 8 23 1.88
CIP 7 10 17 0.70
ICRAF 7 9 1 17 0.78
World Fish 2 2 allF
Total Centers 163 198 14 375 0.82
AANHPMU 4 1 5 4.00
Notes: Thdigure for HarvestPlus is the sum of staff marked as HarvestPlus (54 staffl@i&§tPlus (40) , CIAT (17) and
CIMMYT (15).
Source: Evaluation teanalculations on fff list provided by A4NH PMU.

2.

Performance management

1 A4NH like other CRPs, manages very few staff directly. Staff members report to their employing

Centers, and staff incentives are very much set by the Center. For example, judgément
performance of researchers in IFPRI is strongly based on their ISI publications (with a minimum
target of 2 per year) while other Centers set annual performance objectives which reflect the
current research portfolio. The challenge of managing peréoroe in a matrix and the

additional challenge of managing contractors/consultants in research positions who are not
bound by the same employment policies and procedures is significant for A4NH, as for other
CRPs. A4NH generally has little say over indavidisearcher performance and its only (weak)
point of leverage is through its Center performance agreements. So for example, Flagship and
cluster leaders currently have no official input into planning and review of PIs working on the
Flagship in other Ceers. In their turn, Flagship leaders report to their Centers, not to the A4NH
Director (although he reportedly makes informal inputs into their workplans and reports).

There is no common performance management system across CG centers despite thelproposa
being mooted by a number of HR Directors in their community of practice. Unfortunately we
were unable to obtain any comparative data on Center performance management systems and
processes. Based on our interviews, some participating centers have 360npante

management processes whereby staff including senior managers receive feedback from peers
and supervisors (for example CIP, IFPRI) and others centers are moving in this direction (for
example ILRI, ICRAF, IFPRI).
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3. Competency frameworks

G/ 2 Y Léesiafeya signal from the organisation to the individual of the expected areas

and levels of performance. They provide the individual with a map or indication of the
behaviours that will be valued, recognised and in some organisations rewarded.

Competendas can be understood to represent the language of performance in an
2NBFYA&lFGAZ2Y S FNIAOdzZ FGAy3a 62GK GKS SELISOG S
manner in which these activities are carriedift

Some CG centers (for exampleNll) have used competency frameworks for many years and in addition

Box2: Why use a&ompetency framework? to generic competencies (such as creativity and
Competency frameworks are frequently used by innovation, leadership, intepersonal skills),
the public sectok, research institutes and technical competencies have been elaborated.

development agencies, and the benefits include For example, technical competencies relating to
scientific knowledge include relevant scientific

1 Assisting the organisation to take stock of research and implementation practices

staff capabil ity and spanninganumberofcountries and continents;
to deliver against its goals relevant scietific research spanning a number
T Helping to describe what attributes staff nee| of gisciplines; and scientific information
to develop to meet present and future spanning a number of countries of specific
organisational challenges interest to WM.
1 Clarifying expectations in a consistent and
objective way There is renewed interest in some parts of the

f Creating a shared language about whatis | CGIAR in using such frameworks, for example
expected from saff Supporting a feedback | the evaluators understan@IMMYT has recently
and development culture using measurable | -ommissioned work on a gender competency
evidence framework for WHEAY,

1 There is no consistent approach to the use of competency frameworks whether for recruitment,
talent management, performance management, or staff development. One participating center
(WorldFish) gave an example of using psychometric tests during recraitmensure good
alignment with CRP and Center strategic objectives but no other examples of this were given to
the evaluators. The HR and Peopl©&anizatiorDevelopment Directors interviewed as part of
this evaluation, as ssallinteresin deyelbping 3 ar 4 doiie teehidalo r , e
/ R4D competencies that could be used either for A4NH itself, or more broadly by CG centers.
Successful implementation would depend on A4NH being able to insist that the evaluation of
research staff workingn A4NH projects must include reference to these competencies, and
that relevant A4NH staff were able to provide performance feedback to staff employed by
participating centers. These competencies would ideally be more technically focused than those
behavors considered essential in order to be an effective leader and CG scientist in the twenty

34www.cipd.co.uk The Chartered litiste of Personnel and Development
Shttps://library.cgiar.org/bitstream/handle/10947/2714/Accommodating%20spouses%20partners.pdf?sequence=1
36 http://wheat.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/4/2014/05/Catbr-Eotand-ProposaGenderCompetencyFramewerk
Comms.pdf
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first century. The latter are important, and could be consolidated across participating centers;
the competency domains typically include developing and maintaitatigborative

relationships (listening and creating dialogue, working with others), achieving results (ensuring
research quality and impact, working accountably, making decisions) and demonstrating
leadership (setawareness, motivating and influencinghets, critical judgement).

9 Technical competency domains would require more detailed research to scope and elaborate
but might include coll aborative research for d
empowerment’, evaluation and results as well as sifie areas of ANH. This work could be
initiated by the HR Directors Community of Practice with input from senior scientists across the
CG. Ultimately, and when implemented effectively, a clear and simple competency framework
with behavioralindicators ad contra indicators could underpin recruitment and performance
management in CRPs.

4. Workload

1 Interms of workload, there is evidence from our réarvey and from interviews of a
substantially increased planning and reporting burden for those working enf@itled
research. This is not a new problem, and has been reported by other CRP evaluations. When
combined with other responsibilities such as resource mobilization (fundraising / proposal
development) the result is that workloads become unmanageableststainable- concerns
that were raised by interviewees at all levels during this evaluation. In our document review and
interviews with we found that centers were aware of workload concerns through regular staff
surveys and staff forums, and had takemsosteps to address issues through the introduction
of flexible working arrangements, employee assistammgrams(ILRI, ICRAF, CIAT), although
interviewees still maintained the issue of job size, excessive working hours and unmanageable
workload remainsand in the evaluators judgement this assertion is accurate, and presents a risk
to the organizationin terms of sustainability and staff health.

5. Alignment of HR systems and incentives

1 The question of whether HR systems effectively support staff andialigntives with the
objectives of CRP is an important one and while there are various initiatives underway to make
this the case, the current situation, based on the evidence from this evaluation, is that they
generally do not. In general the incentivedleet the approach of each center and are aligned to
center strategies-thus for A4NH researchers in IFPRI published output is still very important
(reflecting | FPRI s apprrelaed pay incaeasds cantoelybe i gh e st
achieved by tbse who have exceeded expectations with regard to published output. Looking
across the CG consortium, and based on the interviews with HR Directors and senior
researchers, the prevailing approach is to reward publishing, although in the last two or three
years some centers (notablyTA, ICRAF, Bioversity, Wéiish, CIAT and CIP) have taken steps

37 Useful references it A4NH could consult includeDBP' s Soci al Devel opment Techni c:
(https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/214123/techiticaipetencies
socialdevelopment.pdf
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towards a more holistic performance management approach which takes into consideration
personal effectiveness, alignment to organizational values, and otheribatitms such as
fundraising and capacity development when evaluating performance.

1 Some interviewees stated that HR Systems in general did not tend to be enabling or adaptive in
other words the focus of HR systems was more on compliance and control tadmer
supporting researchers and projects, and the flexibility required to support a CRP in terms of
resourcing and HR processes was lacking. In our interviews we found limited evidence of this but
a number of centers have had new HR Directors in the éastykars (IFPRI, ICRAF, CIP,
WorldFish) and others are in a state of transition (ILRI) in terms of HR leadership. The HR
Directors interviewed recognized that new HR competencies are required in order to bring
about the internal organizational transformat required to deliver the outcomes in the
Strategic Results Framework and in several centers HR transformation is underway, with ICRAF,
CIAT and WorldFish being notable examples. The challenge relates to mindset as well as
technical skills and HR systerfas, example managing joint appointments requires a ‘'what's
best for the CRP?’ mi ndset, as wel | as simpl e
performance in complex collaborations.

6. HR support to the CRP

1 Inthe course of interviews with HR Directaolisring this evaluation, it was clear that their direct
involvement with CRPs varied widely, and with regard to A4NH, there was little involvement
from HR Directors at Cl AT, | LRI and | I TA, and
CRP as miniah. The only HR Director that described a more substantial involvement in a CRP
project country was WorldFish where as well as recruitment support, involvement had included
supporting strategy development and implementation and change management processes.
Given the complexity and importance of people management related issues that arise in CRPs
(including recruitment strategies where skills are scarce, performance management in a matrix
management structure and managing change such as closure and hamd@reject sites and
staff), and the fact some senior scientists may lack the HR management knowledge and/or skills
required, there is plenty of scope for center HR Directors to become more closely involved in
CRPs and to provide strategic and operaticugdport.

Suggestions

1. A4NH senior staff should negotiatdor example through the Center Performance
agreements-to participate in the performance planning and evaluations of key staff
working on A4NH programs, in particular: PMU, Flagship and cleatgerk, and CFPs (or
their successors). Flagship and cluster leaders also need an input into planning and review
of Pls working on the Flagship in other Centers, especially where the Pls time involvement
with A4NH is more than 20%.
2. IFPRI/ or AANH itdatould pilot a simple online 360 performance management process for
key AANH staff, as a way of initiating a more robust approach to performance management.
3. The A4NH PMU, working with I FPRI's HR Direct
senior gientist representatives, could identify and elaborate 3 or 4 core (technical)
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competencies for R4D for A4NH itself. If successfully adopted, these competencies could be
applied across the CG system and be adopted by other CRPs and centers. These
competendes would be useful for recruitment, staff development and could underpin
performance management within the CRP.

4. Harmonizatiorof key HR systems (including performance management, incentives and
rewards) is fundamentally important and the HR Directors @amity of Practice should
maintain their focus on this and work to achieve breakthroughs for the CG consortium and
at center level. A technical focus on its own is insufficidr@rmonizationshould be
accompaniedy a change management progrdahat suppats a shift inbehaviors practice
and mindset.
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Background paper 3 Gender and equifif

1. Introduction

Gender andequity issues are important crossitting issues for agriculture, nutrition and health.

Gender issues (Section 2) have been a major focus of both A4ANH and the Consortium, with significant
levels of investment and management attention, so gender is gipegial emphasis in this evaluation.

In contrast, wider issues of equity have been given relatively little attention to date, and Section 3
explains why we think they should get more attention.

The following analysis draws principally on evidence from:

1 Aselfevaluation of progress carried out by the A4NH gender team, in response to a request by
the A4NH evaluation team

1 Interviews, including of researchers, partners, the gender specialists and others in the A4NH
Project Management Team

1 Analysis of projet documentation, publications and data held in the A4ANH databasetlisee
eval uat i annexes prethdds asd further data)

9 Observation by one of the evaluation team (JC) of the Second G&hdetion Methods
workshop held in December 2014

2. Gende

Background

Gender is recognized as a key area for A4NH, because the relationships between women and men, boys
and girls, and the practical roles that they undertake inside and outside the household (for example as
farmers and traders, cooks and carega)estrongly affect nutritional and health outcomes. Apart from

this, '‘Gender equality and women’s empower ment'’ i
the CGI AR is committed to promoting this. The ¢
encompasses two different paradigms/approachgender difference s omet i mes cal l ed ‘ p

gender needs’) which addresses current difference
GNIF YyAaT2NXYLF GA 2l fp@ olmoltleNIcthiahywdEes in gender equity (
needs’ ) .

IFPR¥the lead Center for A4NHs an acknowledged world leader in gender and agriculture research

(MeinzenDick et al.,, 2011andi nt er al i a has been instrument al i n
Empowerment in Agriculture Index WEAAlkire et al., 2013; IFPRI, 2012)The CGIAR more widely,
however, has had a patchy track r ecanphdsiekdinC@ender ,

research since mi@ 0 0 (Astby, 2012) The reformed CGIAR has a strong focus on gender, supported

38 This note has been prepared by Julia Compton with inputs &@®lfevaluation byHazel Malapit and the A4NH
gender team
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by a senior gender specialist based in the Consortium Office gad@er and agricultural research
network which started in 2012.

Two gencr strategies: Consortium and A4NH

Consortium Gender Strategy

The Consortium Gender Strate@yGIAR Consortium Board, 20h&¥ two components, with targe
shown in :

- Mainstreaming gender research in the CRPs
- Diversity and Gender in the workplace

Box1 Targets for the Consortium gender strategy

1. All CRPs have an explicit gender strategy that is implemented within 6 months ai¢aption.
This should include inter alia, clear impact pathways, an explanation of how gender will be
considered in all aspects of the research cycle (targeting, priority setting, and design of the
research, implementation and impact assessment); a toang and evaluation plan with clear,
targets; budgeted activities; clear management accountabilities; and an assessment of CRP
capacity. (However, gender strategies were not required to be specifically linked to/nested
under the Consortium strategy.)

2. Ree®arch outputs in all CRPs bring demonstrable and measurable benefits to women farmers in
target areas within 4 years following inception of the CRP

3. By 2014 Staff training and strategic partnerships ensure all CRPs have sufficient gender
expertise.

There was also a Human Resource target on gender (not detailed in strategy).

Key activities under the Consortium strategy are shown in the timelifégure3.

A4NHGender Strategy

The A4ANH Gender Strategy was approved in the first year of thé @RIPi, 2012) lIts stated goal (p.7)
i do fécilitate the achievemeaof our nutrition and health objectives through greater attention to
gender issues along the impgmthways[for A4ANH research].

The strategy takgsAa broad view of gender issues, includingvbatiien and men. For example:

GaSy FFLOS GKSANI 26y dzyAljdzS aSd 2F &a20AlLf |yR o0A2f
Gender roles in agriculture influence the difference occupational hazards men and women face.....It is

not enough to focus owomen as key to food and nutrition security; they must also be viewed in the
O2yGSEG 2F GKSANI NBfIFIGA2yaKALA 6AGK YSys o6SAy3a Ay

The strategy generally supports aampldparagmaghf(fom mat i on
the policy section) states:

GdddhdzNI I21f gAftf 06S (2 LINROARS SOARSYyOS (2 IR
empowerment in these five domains, as well as close the empowerment gap between men and

women within the sam households. This does not mean that we advocate policies to

disempower men; rather, we want to close the empowerment gap, particularly in regions where
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gender disparities are marked and where they clearly contribute to poor health and nutrition. In
addition, we will examine how different policy instruments can be used to shift power relations
a2 a G2 AYyONBIFaS (G4KS ¢2YSyQa NRIKGA yR RSOAaA
Y20AE AT S NB&a2dzNDODS& Ay &dzLlLi2 NI ya2iA NRK 3 RNIE2 6\ LIOyi i

The strategy identifies three main impact pathways through which gender research can be
operationalizedthrough value chains for nutritious and safe foods, through integrated development

and nutrition programs, and through a supportipelicy environment. It sets out ambitious gender

related objectives and outcomes for each of the four A4NH Flagships, related to these three impact

pat hways. An example of an outcome from the valu
for decisionmaking in the production, marketing, and consumption of nutrient c h and saf e f oo
15)

The strategy then identifies seven main areas of initial focugémder analysis and research:

a. conducting gender analysis to understand the roles ofirard women in a particular context;

b. assessing gendexpecific risks that men and women face through their participation in
agricultural value chains;

c. fostering women
programs;

d. empowering women and increasing their access to and control of assets, so as to reduce the
gender asset gap;

e. promoting equitable intrahousehold food allocation and consumption for all members;

ensuring gendesensitive technology and delivery systems; and

g. buildingcapacity at the local and national levels, among implementation partners, researchers,
and policymakers to be better able to address gender issues in the design and implementation
of multisectoral ANH programs.

s participation in and benefit

o

The strategy sets out how each ofse areas of research potentially fits into the three impact pathways
identified. An example is shown kigure2.
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Figure2: Extract from A4NH gender strategy: Gender questions (in green) in value chain impact
pathway

How do presarvation §
What constraints differby
face inthedistribution and el °"““‘. 4 . =
“mw& 'motmma heakhandnutriion safefoodscanbestbe
: risks? marketed asmost
benefiiaifor women
fvith nd children in the
Activities on the supply Producer - Value chain 1000 doy window of
side opportunity?
How doesgender ‘
influencethechoiceof
what isproduced? Inputsinto production How can these foods be
lde"ﬁvmmm | ) Developandt& new effectveny marketed to
Tiow doswhatls production constraints Food plroo.mon to0lsto improve the target consumers?
produced influsnce that affect the nutrition " I
womenswakiond | | andsafejofthefood | Foodstorsgsandprocesing TR EITEIES
own
andnutrkionalsmus | | 2oossthevaluechain | £ood gistribution andtransport  and safety (of different
andthatof her yourg | . actors alongvaluechain)
children? Test & evaluate Food retai and |abeling
eﬂealvmsuﬂ:'ost- ‘ Characterize diets,
Solitions MORE SAFE, NUTRITIOUS FOODS | marketsandconstraintsto
AVAILABLE accessto nutritious, safe (o
| foods strategiescanbe used
10 engage women
‘ more equeablyin
Consumer Activities on the markets for nueritious
demand side Sndswe

riow doesgenaer R aeTe Domen’sand women's
influence household allotsin ofeeand preferences for thewayfood is
decisiormakingabout oo within | Prepared have adifferentialeffect
what foodsto buy? househoidsdiffer by on nutritionand food safety?
gender?

Source: A4NH gender strate@y4NH, 2012lrig 2 p. 12

The strategy envisages three main areas of activity on gender:

a. Suport to CGIAR research programs to better integrate gender issues into Ad\iied
research particularly for CGIAR Centers that do not already have a strong capacity in this area:
“Our strategy in 2013 and 2014 will be to use additional funding tothefe Centers make
concerted efforts in research that increases their understanding of gender at the household level
YR (G2 ARSY(GAFEe INBFra 2F ySSR Ft2y3a @I fdsS OKIFA
likely be used to hire gender experts, adddgred research components to existing studies, and
SadlofAakK AGNIGSIAO LI NIyYE2RBE KALIA (G2 O2YLX SYSy

b. Identification of capacity needs in gender research, and support for capacity development
G¢KS FoAfAdGe 27T ( gdhdeiiehtedraseaich in eaghREIWNFIWIIHS (G K S
assessed by the respective members of the A4NH management team, building on the initial
consultation, and additional training or collaborators with expertise will be sought, as needed.
...Capacity strength@ng will need to build on efforts of the nutrition community to build a
common set of tools and methods for nutritional assessment..[and make use of other resources
adzOK | a6 2yt AY§.20NF AyAy3 O2dNBSaddDdE

c. Monitoring and evaluating progress toward aeving gendesresponsive objectives in the
researchprogramsd 2 S gAff dzaS LI NOAOALI 02NEB YSGK2RAZ &«
mapping, tailored to each of the impact pathways and their associated theory of change. We will
follow ex ante assessmentacbaseline surveys will be followed by an evaluation. In the value
chains pathway, we will conduct some initial baseline surveys both at the household level and of
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actors along the value chains, in collaboration with value chain partners like otheoICRPs

Centers. For the integrated ANH programs pathway, we plan to do a baseline study at the start

of any intervention to be evaluated, and for the integrated ANH policies pathway, we will

supplement standard surveys, such as DHS, with more targeted basélimzRA Sa > ' a ySSR

Ny

The strategy does not envisage gender research being conductegébythd NH gender ' proj ec

G¢KS 1 bnl R2Sa y2i 02y RdzOG &GN} G§S3IAO ISYRSNI NE
/ wt Qa | 3SYyRI 0 cadalysishsliniedtsed througliout BhérgsBaEcNdo inform and
RSSLISy G(GKS NBftS@lIyOS @@ 20KSNJ NBaSINOK GKSYSao

The theory of change for the gender activities to be undertaken is not well articulated in the strategy.
There is a section on theoof change for each of the three impact pathways, but it is not linked to how
the gender activities will actually be prioritized to strengthen these.

Moreover, the text contains numerous optimistic statements such as:

- GXSPARSYOS ISy SNFAYSRINIEG S nbd RAYAINERSF YR RSOSH
(p. 11)

- GXiKS ySg NBaASI NOK SPARSYyOS 6S LINBOARS (2 RS
ALISOATAO fSHSNI IS LRAYylGa (2 SyadApR4)oSljdzAadGlrof

- AX5AaaSvYRAy! avileyfice fradBnip@®reds@ikaggregated databases on gender,
health and nutrition will increase the attention of poieyr 1 S N D6%

The underlying assumptions in the theories of change presented seem to be, first, that CGIAR
researchers and partneis each of the targeted areas (value chains, integrated programs and policy)
will mainstream gender issues appropriately throughout their research and second, that researchers in
each of these areas will take on the job and be successful in influencimgaiget audiences re gender
issues (inter alia). Both of these assumptions require closer examination. (See Discussion section for
more).

A4NH genderelated resources, activities and results

Resources

Finance: The A4NH proposal described aims tedbto gender research and capacity building, but it was
not linked to budget. In 2013, a budget of $250,000 was allocated from W1/2 funds to support the
implementation of the A4NH Gender Strategy. This budget was increased to a planned $300,000 per
yeda in 2014 and 2015, and then (as a result of general W1/W2 funds described elsewhere) cuts were
made at the end of 2014 and again in early 2015, meaning that some planned activities (such as
technical assistance to flagships) were cut back or have bedpgred to 2016. As in many other

areas of AANH/the CGIAR, the time of the researchers working on gender is financed from a number of
sources, including relevant bilateral projects with relevant overlapping objeétives

3% For exampleéhe Gender, Agriculture and Assets Projéz8 AP
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Human resourcesinitially, respasibility for implementing the strategy rested with the PMU and

Flagship leaders (p. 23). An AANH gemdsearchcoordinator was recruited in October 2013, working

50% of her time for A4Ni A research analyst was recruited to support her in 2014, wgrks% of

her time for A4NH while the remaining 25% of her
taskforce’. The ot kemsmeé mhugaresd o fA4tNHe giemfdemr ma lelayr
20% FTE. These are a senior IFPRI gender reseanchisvo members of the PMU: the Program

Manager and the M&E leader. All are female. All work for IFPRI, where there are strong incentives for

staff to maintain a good research publicatimtord.As a result, the gendeesearchcoordinator and

researccanal yst said that they spend “10 months on re:
organizing the annual workshop, see below).

Il FPRI has a ‘gender task force’” with two research
devotedto integrating gender issues into its work. Other Centers have gender focal points in the

Consortium gender network. There is no formal linkage between these and the A4NH gender team,

although some informal liaison exists and both A4NH and PIM are mqezson the gender taskforce.

40 Confusingly, for the other half of her time the gendesearchcoordinator works for the Poverty Health and
Nutrition Division of IFPRI, the director of whichlsoaa Flagship leader for A4NH, but also has research programs
outside AANH. The incomplete CGIAR reform has led to many such mixed lines of accountability.
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Figure3: Timeline of key genderelated actions in CGIAR and in A4NH, 2dE6L

CrossCGIAR A4NH

Consortium hires a Senior Gender
Adviser

First informal meeting of CGIAR Gend
Network, Delhi
Consortium gender strategy approveo
by Fund Council

Agriculture for Nutritionand Health
Gender Strateggpproved by
Consortium

All CRPs requested to prepare gende
strategy within a year

CRPs required to present gender in
POWB and annual report
Consortium Board agrees resources
be withheld to noscompliant CRPs
Consortium tracking "datasets with
disaggregated data"

CGIAR Gender and Agriculture Netwc
meeting

Recruitment ofAANH Gender
Research Coordinator

1st AANH GendeNutrition Methods
workshop(10 CRPs and partners)

HarvestPlus Strategic Gender Revie
Fund Council approves gender
monitoring framework and Gender
Action Plan

CGIAR Gender and Agriculture Netwc
meeting

A4NHReport:The Status of Gender
Research in A4NEffiliated Centers
GenderNutrition Idea Exchangelog
started

Spinoffs from A4NH strategyg

Tools for mainstreaming gender in aflatoxi
research

2nd A4NH GendeXutrition

Methods workshod 9 CRPs +
partners)

A4NH PMU analyses gender in A4P
project proposals and issues gende
guidance

Gender posdocs appointed to some
CRPs with CO support

CGIAR Gender and Agriculture Netwc
meeting

Gender prominent in new CGIAR
Strategic Results Framework and
guidance on call for new CRP propos
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http://www.a4nh.cgiar.org/2015/01/05/second-a4nh-gender-nutrition-methods-workshop-nutrition-and-womens-empowerment/
http://www.a4nh.cgiar.org/2015/01/05/second-a4nh-gender-nutrition-methods-workshop-nutrition-and-womens-empowerment/

Activities
Figure3 shows a timeline of key gendeelated activities at the level of the CGIAR and in A4NH, which
have developed roughly at the same time.

In practice, agvities have fallen under three main workstreams:

a) Mainstreaming gender into A4NH research
b) Capacity building on gender and nutrition issues across the CGIAR and partners
¢) Research on key gender and ANH issues undertaken by the A4ANH gender team

The activitis, and evidence on progress for each, are described in turn.

Mainstreaming gender into A4NH research

Leadership and messaging has been consistently strong from A4NH about the importance of integrating
gender issues into the research. The A4ANH PMU andiegeéeam have been active in monitoring the
research portfolic- commissioning a gender inventory in 20F4gure3) and including specific

guestions on gender in the A4NH project planning forms. Combined with pressure from the
Consortium and Fund Coundiiigure3), this likely to have contributed to a 35% increase in the reported
gender focus of projects in A4NH since the beginning of Phd&guré4). About half (49%) of project

deliverables were reported as having some’ ofr S
exactly comparable benchmarks from other CRPs, but for example the evaluation of Policigslmstitu
and Mar ket s, the other CRP |l ed by | FPRI, esti mat e

gender (CHARBAeZI5p. xiii)

Figured:  DSWRF 20dzaé¢ NBLRNISR G2 !'nbl KIFa&a AYyONBI&aSRY
t SNOSydFr3S 2F !''nbl NB&aSFNOK RStAQGSNI o6445a 6AGK WwWaz

57% e
70%

None
Some

S | Significant
34% .

28%

2012 2013 2014
n=47 n=130 n=221

Source: Evaluation team analysis of A4NH deliverables database
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Selfr eported “focus”

shown inTablel.

Tablel: Gender integration into project plans, by flagship, 2015

miadycatar, \dwevbre Siree tive €all for thre 2015 waorlix | e
plans, A4NH has been collecting additional information on the standard A4NH project sibeett the
gender research dimension of projeetscluding the gender research questions being addressed and
the type of gendedisaggregated data being collected. From this, the PMU identified 49 projects with
significant gender questions in 2015 (about half of total proj&gts The distribution by flagship is

Flagship

(n=number of projects)

Collection of sex
disaggregated data
% of projects

Genderrelated
research questions
% of projects

F1-Value Chains for Enhanced Nutritig

0, 0
(n=23) 82% 55%
F3_- AgricultureAssociated Diseases 48% 33%
(n=33)
F4- Integrated Programs and Policies 35% 40%

(n=20)

Source: Analysis carried out by A4NH Gender team. The Biofortification flagship (F2) could not be meaningfully analysed, a
this database, the entire $100M HarvestPlus program is recorded as a single project. The analysis does not distinguish

‘realngyv research projects and it i-b&asepprofecswhithevouldna e expectect

to have a gender dimension.

The analysis by the gender team of the 2014 round of workplans also highlighted inconsistencies and
the wider
response,
integrating gender into research plans (an extract is shavwBoix2) and has also given individual
feedback to a number of Principal Investigators.

misinder st andi
guestion’

early to judge.

t he

research

This seems likely to have positive results, but it is too

41 See the monitoring and evaluation section of the report for more details on this sheet.
42 Harvest Plus is counted as a single project and only covered by a few lines
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Box2Y 9EGNI OG FTNRBRY W! nbl DdZA RSt Ay Sa F2NJ wSLE2NIAy3 2
Work Plans

Is this a gender research question?
YES NO

1 Any question that seeks to identify and 1 Number of women involved in the
understand gendebased differencessuch as: project implementatioror in
0 access to information project leadership
decisionmaking power 1 What is the sex of the household
control over income head?
access to assets 1 Everyone is encouraged to
preferences participate in the intervention/use

perception of risk the technology

time use

barriers to entry in value chains

labor in and out of the household

food preparation

food consumption

relative health impacts

access to technology, etc.

T Rel ationship between
nutrition, empowerment indicators (e.g. contro
over income, decisiomaking power, etc), and
woman/child/household nutrition indicators

Source(A4NH PMU, 201%). 2

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OOo

o

The gender team has also recently carried out an examination of integration of the seven focal research
areas identified in the gender strategy in the research projects in the four flagship areas, based on 2015
work pl ans. The mai n Genderahalysistoairderstashceroles offnéneadd wa s
women', included in 44% of all projects and 70% o
i ntrahousehold food ¢ ons unpmjectsam 43%vobpsojedtsdnghe Valueé i e d i

Chain FlagshipThe other five focal areas were only identified in a small number of projects.
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Table2: Integration of specific types of gender analysis in current research workplans

Focal area Value chaing AAD | IPP | Average

N=23 N=33| N=20| N=76
Gender analysis to understand roles of men and women 57% 24% | 70% 44%
Promoting equitable intrahousehold food consumption 43% 3% 20% 19%
Empowering women and stren 17% 12% | 5% 11%
assets
Assessing gender specific risks in agricultural value chain 9% 0% 25% 9%
Ensuring gendesensitive technology and delivery systems 0% 12% | 10% 8%
Fostering women's particip 9% 6% 5% 6%
Building capacity taddress gender issues 0% 6% 0% 3%
Source: Unpublished sedfvaluation by gender team. The denominator is the total number of projects mapped to the Flagship.
The analysis does not distinguish ‘“relevant’ r dasedar ch projec
projects which would not be expected to have a gender dimension. The biofortification flagship was excluded from the analysis
(HarvestPlus is recorded as a single giant ‘project?’)

A financial analysis in the same report (not shown here) indicates that A4N2IfWiding accounted
for a high proportion of expenditure of the projects with a gender research focus.

Integrating gender at the planning stage is not enough, however, as there is ample evidence of

“ ev ap o (Lengwe,d897df gender in the course of implementation. For example, gerafereis

can be lost in the process of data collection (e.g. because interviews are scheduled at an inconvenient
time of day for women, and returning for further interviews is not practical) or in the process of analysis
(rushed researchers may not get routtddisaggregated analysi@)aurila and Young, 2001) For this

reason it is important to monitor the whole process of research, and the ultimate research products,

through a gender lens.

Publications are one of the ultimategearch products, and thus provide some indication of potential
“evaporation” . “Hhadcarried eunal shog genderanalysis afA4NH ISI publications

published in 2014. Most of these are reporting work that started before or at the begimfithe CRP,

so it would be useful to treat this exercise as a baseline. The results (Table 2) present a picture of

relatively low integration of gender research questions and everdsaggregated data. Integration of

gender seems to vary by Flagshafihough sample numbers are too low to draw firm conclusions at the

Fl agship level. One factor in the | ow numbers m
journals—i.e. it is possible that gender differences were explored in a particidaef research, but if

no statisticallysignificant results were found in the analysis, then the result might not be reported in the
journaf,

43 The evaluation team is very grateful to the gender teaparticularly Sophie Theisfor providing an

independent (from us) check on the classification of individual pulidicat

44 For example, in several publications, some-@imaggregated data is presented in summary tables but then not
analyzed.
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Table3: Gender in a clustered randomized sample of A4NH ISI publications published in 2014

Flagship Total no | Number of Number (percentage of relevant publications)
sampled relevant with#*:
publication§ | Women as . Genderresearch
Sexdisagg data .
target group guestions
F1 Value chains 9 5 2 (40%) 3 (60%) 1 (20%)
F2 Biofortification 9 3 0% 0% 0%
F$ Agric Assec 9 7 0% 1 (14%) 0%
Diseases
F4 Integrated PP 9 9 3 (33%) 1 (11%) 1 (11%)
Total 36 24 5 (21%) 5 (21%) 2 (8%)
# This analysis formed part of a wider publications analysis, basedandanized cluster sample see A4NH evaluation report,
AnnexJSome of the publications were highly technical (e. g. Il ab

gender analysis. ## See footnote for definitihs

Finally, it is instructive to consider thmderlying paradigm(practical or transformational) that
underpins research approach to gender issues. The limited evidence we have from documents and our

interviews indicates that many researchers and pa
roles. In the priect document review carried out by the evaluation, 58% of those projects which had
any mention of gender took a ‘practical’ approach

by far the most frequently addressed is the neutral question ofdge differencesTable2). Failure to
address gender research questions can reflect an underlying view of gender roles as immutable,
focusing the research on theaxtical needs of current roles..on women primarily as caregivers and
food preparers). This is something that could be considered nawedutly in the gender strategigee
discussion section).

Capacity building on gender and nutrition issaesoss the CGIAR and partners

The gender specialists in A4NH have carried out three main activities in trying to build capacity across
the CGIAR and partners: methods workshops, a blog and providing expert advice.

a. Annual GendeiNutrition Methods Workshoys (two held to date). Each has involved about 40
people including A4NH researchers, researchers fredrother CRPs with nutrition IDOs an@ 7
partner organizations. The first workshop concentrated on establishing common frameworks
(eg for theory of chage around gender and nutrition) and training in particular quantitative and
gualitative data collection tools (such as asset/income survey modules and focus group

di scussions) . The second workshop had a parti
decision-making, and included (inter alia) interactive group work on case studies as well as
‘Research Clinics’ i ndividual consultations w

45 Women as target group the study is focused on women, or women are the target group of the program being
evaluated; Sexlisagg data-the student collects data that is disaggregated by sex; Gender research questibns
least one of the research questions of the study is about gender or the study utilisdssaggregated data or
includes gender in the analysis
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guestions. The second wor ks h oacomanurstyoof had t he
practice on gender and nutrition across CGI AR

Questionnaires were administered at the end of both workshops. Overall reactions were very

positive, e.g. 94% of respondents in the first workshop ratediteer k s hop “excel |l ent”
good” f rpoinhscae (dlbeitvfrem only 16 questionnaires). Participants raised a number

of issues for future work, both in the workshops and in the evaluation forms. These included for
example: interest in broadeéng out the group to agricultural scientists and creating more space

for exchange of ideas; the need to consider further the role of men in nutrition; and a continued

focus on practical methods and tools for application in research projects.

A memberof the evaluation team (JC) observed the second workshop and held informal
conversations with participants. Impressions included:

1 The group was dominated by female social scientists and nutritionists.

1 Most of the group appeared to really appreciate ttieance to talk with likeninded
researchers and share practical challenges, and were motivated to apply the results of
what they learnt in their own research

1 Many of the younger researchers gave the impression of being ratheupported in
their Centersnot only in this specific topic but also in access to support on things like
guestionnaire design and ethics training.

1 The workshop organizers had made an effort to reflect feedback from the first workshop
and give a chance for researchers to share erpees

1  The workshop provided some useful support to many participants, however time
l i mitations made it difficult for everyone’

1 It was challenging to address the varying levels of expertise and experience in the
workshop given the relatively small group.

1 Face to face workshops are very useful for building and supporting a community of
practice; however they are probably not the most ceffective way of capacity building
at scale in the CGIAR or providing a Halgtion for individual researchers.

b. A monthly bloghosted by the A4ANH websiteSénder Nutrition Idea Exchang&NIE) This is
principally a technical and @thods blog, aimed at researchers. So far, posts have been made
by CGIAR researchers and close partners. A few comments have been made on the site by
external researchers as well. However, there has been no systematic response to comments,
with some geestions going unanswered.

In itsfirst 13 months the blogs has accumulated over 11,000 unique page®ieWss is
difficult to benchmark, especially since the target audience is quite specialised, but one

academic blogger has suggested that 1;000000v i ews per year i s in the
rang¢’. Nearly 40% of page Vvi eVhseethimyoe nebdta kndvwwo s pec
about sexdisaggregated data a Dietary“diversity 1071 . These wepogs among t

46 Googleanalytics: May 1, 2014 to June 30, 2015: 11,094 unique page views. Data courtesy of Kimberly Keeton.
47 http://academia.stackexchange.com/questions/7809/statistmsreadershipand-postinghabitsfor-academie
blogs accessed 29 June 2015
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on the blog, which may have generated initial interest, but it is likely they argpalsalar
because they address key practical methods issues of interest to researchers.

c. Individual indepth technical advice on gender for programmes and projects

The gender team has made some strategic technical inputs at the level of A4NH Flag&iniosgn

9 Technical support to a HarvestPlus Strategic Gender AsseséifamestPlus, 2014yvhich has
been influential in getting HarvestPlus to seriously ibvesnainstreaming gender

1 Comments on gender in the Theory of Change for Value Chains and Nutrition

1 Suggestions on incorporating gender into Flagship 3 (4AD)

Project level gender advice, on the other hand has been (according to interviews) sporchdid hoc.
There has not been any systematic attempt to advertise or provide this service on a regular basis due to
lack of resources in the gender team.

Research on key gender issues

As mentioned above, the 2012 AANH Gender strategy did not envisaga4hiit would conduct its

own strategic gender research. However, PMU views on this changed after the first G&ridéon

met hods wor ks hop bedamecapparénttBajtherewdsanterest amorig the CRPs
working on nutrition for more knowledg® gendemutrition topics, such as time use and household
decision making, but not all CRPs had the capacity or methodological expertise to undertake research on
gender and nutrition. Thus, A4NH invested resources in conducting gender research ossieepticrg
G2LIAOAa NBESOFyd "2 +tf 2F GKS Ftl3IaKALA X

So far, research has been undertaken on:

f Crosscountry comparisons of women’'s time use in
consumption and nutrition in developing countries.

1 Measuring womels decision makinglndicator choice and survey design.

T The use of the Women' s Enmpldrevetal 2elBnhditssub Agr i cul t
indicators in understanding nutrition outcomes in different settings.

All these reearch topics appear to be relevant in terms of filling in evidence gaps regarding the
postulated impact pathways between agriculture, gender and nutritional outcqidasis and

Kennedy, 2013) They alscespond to practical needs expressed by the research programddr
empowerment and decisiemaking indicators to measure the IDOs) and by participants in the Methods
Workshops. On the other hand, the specific research projects undertaken alsa ogifertunities that

have arisen for partnerships and funding, and the specific backgrounds and interests of the researchers
involved. The topics have not been subjected to any formal prioritization exercise or wider consultation.

48 All available as unpublished documents
49 Source: gender team sedssessment 2015. Specific gendatrition topics of interest to participants are
mentioned in theworkshop summary repo@nd postworkshop assessment report
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Expenditure from A4NH geer project

Table4 shows the main lines of expenditure from the gender project in 204.3 This underestimates

the total investment in gender activities becauseith are a number of other funding sources. For
example most of the staff time on monitoring gender and integrating gender into impact pathways was
financed by the PMU, as was the staff time to organize the 2013 Workshop.

Table4 Main lines of expenditure from A4NH gender project

Expenditure 2012 2013 2014
Total expenditure ($000) - 26.5 245.1
Gender research - 0 48%
Capacity development & coordination - 100% 52%
Methods Workshop as perc_:ent of Capacity i 86% 40%
Development andCoordination

Source: Gender team selésessment, June 2015

Discussion

This section brings together the evidence above with our evaluative judgments to suggest answers to
the evaluation suluestions and specific queries set out in our inception report.

Is the AANH work on gender relevant? Is the balance right betweem#ie areas of work in

gender?

The evaluation team judges that the various strands of work done by the gender group have all been

relevant to the objectives.

Given that work only started two years ago, very good progress has been made on all three areas

1 Strengthening research across A4Nby monitoring what is being planned and providing

guidance and individual feedback to researchers, and helping integrate gender into theories of
change. The focus on gender in research plans has now significarglysedracross A4NH,
although it is too early to judge results.

Capacity building across the CGLABringing together researchers across CGIAR interested in
gender and nutrition and setting up an incipient Community of Practice. CGIAR research on
agricuture, nutrition and health issues is not confined to A4NNek(Annex L of evaluation

report) and leveraging the wider research capacity of the CGIAR has a huge potential multiplier
effect.

Identifying and making progress on some key crasgting reseach questionsAlthough it was

not originally envisaged in the gender strategy that A4NH would support research at central
level, we agree that conducting / supporting some strategic research is important, particularly
on key conceptual and methodologiaplestions and to develop indicators and tools.

However, setting up a clear theory of change for the A4NH gender work (see next question) would help
to prioritize more clearly between the different strands and sstibands of work, including agreeing on
priority research topics and specific research questions, and also serve as a basis for mobilization of the
human and financial resources needed to implement thatsgy.
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Is the scope and focus of the A4NH gender strategy appropriate?

The A4NH gender strategy was drafted at the start of the CRP. It contains a strong analysis of the issues
around integrating gender into ANH research, as well as useful proposalsifmr. However, it is very

ambitious in scope, given the resources available, and does not set out clear processes for prioritization

or a clear theory of change to underpin the specific activities undertaken. It has also to some extent

been overtakerby events, with new activities being developed by the gender team (in particular a

central research program) that were not originally envisaged in the strategy. Furthermore, some of the
activities which were planned in the strateghargescale capacit building in gender and nutrition, and

investing widely in adding gender components into research projdw@se not taken place due to lack

of resources. Moreover, A4NH is also planning to move into new areas in Phase 2, particularly in health
andfoodsy st ems that will require thengenderowbr hkhkekaos:

For the above reasons, in our view the gender strategy should be revisited for Phase 2. Suggested areas
for consideration include:

a. Constructing a theory of change for the A4ANH gender witedlf, in consultation with Flagship
leaders and other key stakeholders. This should help think through more clearly how specific
gender activities supported by A4NH centrally are expected to raalrges that lead to
desired outcomes, and assumptions and risks, and how this can be done mestfeosvely.
Development of the Theory of Change also needs to consider how to include broader gender,
agriculture and health issues without losing focus

b. Setting out clear criteria and evidence for prioritizing the gender research done at A4NH level (ie
by the gender team) and other research financed by A4dNH W1/W2 funding. This should include
identification of major evidence gaps in the Al§ehder pathwag (in more detail), as well as
work on indicators, tools and metrics, and show where these are not being covered by others.

c. One issue that could be addressed more strongly in a future strategy is the relationship between
different approaches to gendersgesi.e.” pr act i ¢ a |ofteth asbuimimg carrertt e s
gender roles are immutablev s * t r a n s-faimedmtachangmagendér power relations.

Most people working as gender specialists (in the CGIAR or outside) are already convinced of the

need for gender equity and women’'s empower ment,
for nutrition and economic growthand may see little need to revisit old arguments. However

—UN resolutions and Millennium Development Goals to the conttiéugre is some evidence

from this evaluation that many researchers and project partners see things differently, and are
focused on ‘“practical gender differences’. D
analysis. One possibiliywhich would broaderthe audience for the Gendeutrition

Network beyond those already convinced that gender is importambuld be to integrate the

Gender Community of Practice in some way into the wider NH Community of Practice suggested

in this evaluation (Section XX).

d. To what extent/how should other equity issues (see next section) be integrated into the gender
strategy
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Does the A4NH Gender strategy work effectively with the Consortium gender strategy?

While there is no direct link (and no obligation for such a log)veen the two strategies, there has

been some mutual reinforcement between them. For example, the move to increased gender focus in
A4NH projects probably resulted from both from the demesidie pull of Consortium and A4NH
requirements$®to include gendeissues in project proposals, as well as the supply of expert advice and
guidance from the A4NH gender team.

While the A4NH gender team is in good contact with the Consortium gender specialist and A4NH is
represented on the Consortium gender networketé are still areas where work could possibly be

strengthened. One of these is monitoring indicators. The Consortiuradtablishedsome monitoring
indicatorswhich are quite challengingtomeasytee n parti cul ar: “percent of d
gender ", and A4NH together with other CRPs could h
is the establishment of competencies for #kdn gender and ANH (s@agell for more background on
competency frameworks and their use). The Consortium has already proposed some competencies for

work in gender and agriculture (unpublished), and CIMMYT has also recently commissioned some work

on this for the WHEAT CRP A4NH could usefully liaise on this to ensure that key ANH competencies

were included as appropriate, and perhaps also share in the development of appropriate training

programs, which could includeteining programs.

Does the way in which genderbging mainstreamed represent higfuality research?

Ashby (2012) identified theostri'skemde mafiind't reams un:
based research process that wuses quality social s
report rapid progress on mainstreaming.

The evaluation has found that A4NH gender work is consistently promoting high quality research, both
in its own strategic research program and throughout its mainstreaming work. The Geuati&ion

Methods workslops and GINIE blog have concentrated on capacity development in research
frameworks and methods, and detailed investigation of how particular methods and indicators are
applied. The PMU exercises in monitoring A4NH workplans have gone well beyond a génbeo k ’

to investigate the quality of research questions being asked and to provide general guidance and also
individualized feedback to Pls. Integration of gender into theories of change has been heavily based on
research evidence (resulting in pemviewed papers). The gender program can draw on part of the

time of a renowned IFPRI gender researcher, and is backstopped by other renowned researchers. The
gender specialists who are carrying out gender capacity development and mainstreamingeaciigt
involved in gender research themselves and understand not only the conceptual issues but the field
level practicalities.

°Bilateral donors are also a very important source of
51 Call for expression of interest for the development of a gender competency framework and modular capacity
building program for the WHEAT CRP, Dec 2@id://wheat.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/4/2014/05/Caifor-
Eoland-ProposalGenderCompetencyFramewofkomms.pdf
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Is AANH appropriately resourced and structured for work in gender?

The quality of human resources available for the workigs lisee previous paragraph). However, there
is a mismatch between the scale of ambition and external expectations of the gender effort and the
level of human resources allocated to the werinder 3 FTE for both mainstreaming and central
research activies for a very large and complex program (A4NH) as well as for support to gender
mainstreaming and capacity building across the wider CGIAR.

Part of the problem is that gender mainstreaming
overhead r at her than as an integral part of the rese:
gender work has fallen to the Program Management Unit, and the geredearchcoordinator is

counted as part of the PMU. This has a very positive effect inrieigsior example that gender is fully

integrated into PMU planning and monitoring, but in terms of budget, the PMU is counted as an

overhead.

There is also a potential tension for individuals between conducting their own research (which is what
mainly gts rewarded in IFPRI) and mainstreaming activities. While it is clearly important to have
gender mainstreaming done by people who are conducting research themselves (see above), this
severely reduces the time available for mainstreaming work. Therdifferent ways to handle this,
including outsourcing some activities.§.a helpdesk or training).

Scaling up nutrition and health issues across the CGIAR requires a serious effort of mainstreaming and
capacity building. In the view of the evaluati@am this should be properly resourced as a major
workstream for A4NH in Phase 2, as argued elsewhere in this evaluation report. Ideally the gender
mainstreaming work would form one of the components of this workstream.

The development of a revisagknder strategy and theory of change would provide an opportunity to
revisit the human and financial resources required, including through links with other A4Nh and CGIAR
workstreams.

How are other equity issues handled in gender work?

A focus on getler does not automatically mean that other equity issues are adequately considered.
Based on our interviews, many A4NH projects appear to have addressed gender issues in a rather
mechanistic way e.g.disaggregation of data by sex, or separating vilfages groups by sexwhile
ignoring other social differences.

While all the gender researchers interviewed for this evaluation are social scientists who are well aware
of other soci al i ssues, they currentyl’y ihnatvoe ontoh erre
researcher s’ projects. Equity issues are further
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3. Equity (beyond gender)

Equity and discrimination are important issues for A4NH outcofi#ack et al 2013; GNR, 2014;
Haddad, 201p Nutritional levels differ starkly by wealtRigure5), location, and by ethnic and other
social groupings.

As pointed out b yiveH agdalcagls of(altionltte marginal re8uyns to “
development tend to be greatest when investments are made in those with the least [power, wealth
and nutrition]. The question is whether these greater impacts carebtzedin practice and whether

they outweigh the additional cost of working in the areas that are hardest to reach. The answer seems
to be positive..."™ but this is an important empirical question for different contexts.

Figure5: Prevalence in stunting in highest and lowest wealth quintiles for 79 countries
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Source: Figure 5 ifBlack et al.2013)redrawn for the Global Nutrition RepofGNR, 2014)ig 4.1. The longest vertical lines

indicate the largesgaps between rich (blue) and poor (reqBlack et al., 2013)ote that stunting (height for age- Zscores

below median) was on average 2.5 (rangé.&) times higher in the poorest wealth quintile than the richest. They also note (p.

436) that “in 81 countries with data, stunting was 1.45 ti me

Equityissues are explicitly addressed in some areas of A4NH research, and are implicit in others, for
example in the concept of “access” of poor peopl e

9 There is no specific CGIAR or A4NH strategy or framework for addressing eqagyoiser

than those related to gender. The new CGI AR
‘“gender ', but young age is only one of many eq
1T Despite frequent mentions of “the poorih, equit

A4NH proposal and extension docume(gNH, 2014; IFPRI, 201The major exception is the
AgricultureAs soci at ed Di s e as esgerderequsylandgacialandi ch speci
economic fairnesso al5PRy20&h)72)f and embedseuitysndo pr i nci p
many of its research questions.

1 A clustered randomized sample of A4NH research project documents examinegl by th
evaluation team (see Annérf evaluaton repori found that 45% (nearly half) mentioned key
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monitoring indicators being disaggregated by s
groupings’

9 A clustered randomized review of AANH research pakibns from 2014 (see Annéxf
evduation repor) found that of 24 publications which could have been expected to consider
equity issues, only about a quarter presented data that is disaggregated by some measure of
equity, and some of these did not refer to it in the analysis. Equitgsssientioned included
ethnicity, income /consumption, and location (urban/rural). It would be usefaralyzea
slightly bigger sample as a baseline for future comparisons.

T Many A4NH research projects t auogattallymeamthatpoor " ;
they disaggregate data by equity or investigate issues of equity. Our impression from document
reviews and interview evidence is that that a number of technology development projects in
A4NH focus on torihsmme mal kect ar mé evitle(asyet)marnyu ni t y”
little social analysis e.g. who is producing, who is consuming, where consumers get their food
over the year and how they pay for/access it, and withiusehold distribution and
consumptio?. Such an angsis might lead the research and development in different
directions—for example, in biofortification, in some areas, it could mean more focus on larger
farmers who supply the markets from which the poorest people are getting their staples, while
in aflaoxin research, it might mean an increased focus on the informal sector.

In our judgment, the institutional lack of attention to equity (other than gender) issues is a major gap in
A4NH that should be addressed. This holds for the CGIAR generaligtesh&trategic Results
Framework only mentions equ(CGIHR Gomsortium Dffice,20i% t o gen

One of the reasons may be thefcepontialbisgikack ekp
CGI AR, i denti fi ed (Bamettetdal.e200@)AINH doesrotrholdodatd onthe v i e w
disciplnary background of researchers at present, but a rough estithat¢hat only 2 or 3 out 48

senior researchers (<7%) have a social science background. (This figure excludes economists, some but

not all of whom are knowledgeable and skilled in addressiquity issues.) In m2008, social
scientists represented just over a quarter of all/l
whom 60% were economists.

4. Potential recommendations and suggestions

Gender issues

Potential recommendation A4NH should redraft its gender strategy for Phase 2, strengthening the
theory of change for gender work and proactively searching for the resources needed.

Who is responsible:A4NH Director and A4ANH Gendesearchcoordinator

Timing In time to inform Phase 1l resourcing plans

52 |n fact, only 42% of the sample essch projects examined in the project document review mentioned
previously specified a clear target group for their work.
53 Made by senior social scientists examining names in the A4NH staff list.
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Suggestions:

1 See specific suggestions on the A4NH Gender Strategy in Section 2
1  Work with the Consortium gender specialist(s) to integrate competencies arounegandier
into the gender competencies that are being developed

Equty issues

Recommendation Make a commitment to systematically address social equity issues, including
attention to disagregated data and saianalysis.

(S) Commission a study on systems and resources needed to integrate equity more fully into the
program.

incl ude * esdacielequii toyn” ta@s a b asi A4Nidresaaich, Wherevere qui r e me n |
relevant.

i) Build researcher capacity on social equity issues in ANH.

(S)The existing gender and nutrition network could broaden out to cover wider equity issues
or these could be covered by another subgroup in a wikidHCommunity of Practice.

(S) Definition obasic researchezompetencies in ANEsee recommendations inamn report)could
include understanding of basic social equity issuesthen implications for ANH research and
development work.
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Background paper 4 Resarch management and quality afisnceé*

Approach

Thisnote examines the science quality of research supported by A4NH in its first three yearsl@012
The quality of science has been assessed by looking at (1) research management pr@essesr¢h
inputs and (3) research outputs at both program and pebjevels, including strategic and operational
functions.

The quality of strategic research management is the driver to achieving program results along the
impact pathway. It includes applying statéthe-art thinking to problem identification, priorization,

and research design, and ensures that institutional resources and support services are adequate to
implement the research program. It also reinforces information sharing and knowledge management
and coordination/collaboration among research teaamsl partners. The principal focus for strategic
management in this evaluation will be on CRP program and Flagship management, with consideration
given to project management within each Flagship for chosen research lines.

At an operational level, the qugl of science is reflected in the qualifications and composition of
research teams, team leadership, coordination, facilities and support services, resources, and staff
conditions which motivate performance. For high performing science organizationateak seek to
identify innovative and novel approaches and the generation and dissemination of research results.

A combination of primary data collectighand available secondary sources, including recent
evaluations, provides the information for scnquality findings. These are complemented by analyses
conducted by members of the evaluation team on outpans publicationsseed grantand gender.

Research management processes

Science quality is included as part of the systems analysis of regearmdgement undertaken in this
evaluation. It is informed by research evaluation approaches being used in various international settings
(Guthrie,et al2013, REF 2011) and emphasizes the essential elements of research planning,
implementation and resultgeneation and use as noted below:

1. Research planningncluding:
1 Impact orientation of researchts research aligned with higher level objectives and likely to
contribute to impacts at scale? Is there a focus on gender and equity issues?

54This note has been prepared by Diana McLean with &froim Julia Compton

55 (3) minisurveys: all A4NH staff, seed grant researchers and external stakeholders; (38) projects document
review; selfevaluation: CFP/PMC; focus group discussions with researchers and Center leadess;ustaned
interviews: PNC, IAC, CFPs, researchers, partners, donors, stakeholders; country visits of 18 projects: Bangladesh,
India and Kenya; CGIAR Center visits: IFPRI, ILRI, ICRISAT, ICRAF, Biovetsitynamdeiaders of IRRI and CIP;
observation of IAC and technical niegs.
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9 Research priorig setting:Is there a clear and credible priorggtting process?

1 Research design and approvéd: there a clear proposal or conceptualization process which
includes wellarticulated research issues, questions, hypotheses, methods, work plans and
budgets,informed by high quality scientific input and reviewed through an internal or
external peer or expert review process? Have all important clearances (e.qg. ethics,
environmental) been obtained?

1 Research innovationis A4NH research innovative in terms adthrods, partnerships and/or
expectations of uptake?

2. Research implementationincluding:

1 Institutional support: To what extent do A4NH, IFPRI and participating Centers create the
conditions and incentives to ensure high quality scientific output?

1 Scientific expertise and leadershidoes A4NH have the number, quality and level of
researchers and research leaders to deliver relevant high quality scientific output?

9 Coordination:ls there effective and efficient coordination among CG Centers, CGidRxdleer
partners? Are there reasonable administrative overheads and transaction costs?

1 Research inputsDoes A4NH have access to the facilities, resources and other inputs to
conduct quality research? Are financial resources adequate, stable and timely?

1 Performance managementAre there effective and efficient performandmased
management systems, including clearly defined results, work planning and budgeting,
monitoring, evaluation and knowledge sharing/learning?

3. Research resultdncluding:

9 Research otputs: Are research outputs of high quality and do they address A4NH
objectives? Have they been delivered in an efficient manner? Have there been positive or
negative unplanned effects?

1 Gender/equity sensitivity: Do research outputs consider gender asttier equity issues?

1 Information management, communications and disseminatiohtow effectively are
research results stored, communicated and disseminated and are there feedback loops for
institutional learning?

Research Planning: impact orientation, remeh prioritization, design and
approval and innovation

Impact orientation

The Phase 1 A4NH proposal (Oct 2011) outlined an impact pathway that addressed the strategic goal to
“work to accelerate progress in improving the nut
components: value chains, biofortification, control of aghliure-associated diseases, and integrated

agriculture, nutrition and health development programs and policies. These four components were
reportedly selected “based on discussions and bra
centersandawiderag e of pFeom this, A4NBl proposed three impact pathways:vélye

chainsthat provide more nutritious and safer foods; (Bvelopment programghat successfully
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integrate agriculture, nutrition, and health; and @licythat promotes a suppive and enabling
crosssectoral policymaking process and investment environment. The original proposal also detailed a
gender research strategy

Additional work was done in 2013 to further refine the results framew®érk.identified four
Intermediate @velopment Outcomes (IDOs): better quality diet, reduced exposure to agriculture
associated diseases, empowerment of women and poor communities, and betterserctss policies,
programs and investments. This resulted in seven research areas orgarizieadia four Flagships,
with some overlap:

=

Breeding crops with enhanced levels of micronutrients (biofortification)

Improving maternal and child nutrition through integrated agricultagrition-health programs
(integrated programs)

Managing key foodafety risks facing poor consumers (food safety)

Enabling nutrition and healtkensitive agricultural policy (cressctoral processes)

Supporting value chains to deliver healthier dietary transitions (value chains and healthy diets)
Managing infectious dease risks associated with agriculture (agriculture disease risks)
Supporting nutrition and healtsensitive landscapes (nutritiesensitive landscapes)

n

No oMo

While A4NH has made progress to develop and improve upon its results framework in Phase 1, using
thisinformation to guide and inform research requires strong staff sensitization and good performance
management systems. Acknowledging this, more emphasis has been placed since the Phase 1 extension
(201516) to develop the theories of change (2014) neettedlearly situate research on an impact

pathway. Some progress has been made since 2012 to develop better project reporting methods though
this does not yet address results monitoring and reporting in a comprehensive way.

The Phase 2 planning processmaito be more strategic in delineating A4NH Flagships and Clusters.
Consultation is underway to identify areas of comparative advantage and to set priorities. A Flagship
planning tool for Phase 2 was introduced in March 2015 to present thoughts on stragdgyance; the

scale, extent of problem and targets; theories of change; partnerships and capacity development;
expertise, capability and track record; and budget. Strong leadership and a disciplined approach will be
needed to use this tool effectivelincluding coordination mechanisms and clearer communications

both identified as problematic in surveys and interviews with researchers and Center Focal Points.

Research prioritization

A4NH has not instituted a sematic, transparenéx antepriority setting process for developing its
portfolio. Research priority setting and planning in A4NH has been evolving since 2012 when Phase 1
projects were first approved. A4A4NH' s institution

56 AANH (2013Results Framework, Future Research Areas and Potential for Impact Discussion D{8epte,
2013)
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participate. For 201,2he inception year of Phase 1, A4NH W1/W2 funding was allocated by the
Consortium as a Center “entitlement” with approxi
management. A4ANH management worked with Centers to understand their restricted/any2

portfolio using a set of project data forms that included key information, including gender. This was not

a formal proposal process but rather an information gathering process to understand how they were

using their W1/W2 funds. A4NH management sk to suggest some project improvements and

what might be appropriate to include in A4NH flagships.

The process changed in 2013 and 2014 to include m
with semiannual work plan followips as part of thannual funding contract (PPA). There was also an
agreement with Centers that their W1/W2 funding would be maintained in 2013 and 2014 for them to
build their capacity to better participate in A4NH and that additional W1/W2 funding would be used in
three priority research areas value chains for enhanced nutrition, aflatoxins and polieyd to

develop new partnerships. There was also some additional funding for gender research to implement
the 2012 gender strategy.

Resulting from these agreements, A4bdldk several initiatives to address these priorities in a more
proactive way by funding seed grants for value chains work, aflatoxin coordination efforts and new
policy projects to begin in 2014 and 2015. Some targeted funding was also provided to Plavést
establish a Latin American network to concentrate more strategically on a food basket versus a
commodity approach. Similarly, A4NH is aiming to improve |leteger nutrition programming through

a new partnership with IFAD and through several pyilivate partnerships. A nutritionist has also

been funded to work with the AU in CAADP programming. These forward looking, more strategic
decisions address some concerns about A4NH priority setting; they were initiated by the PMU, advised
by IAC and aged with the PMC.

At Flagship level, discussions are held on resource mobilization priorities, financing and research
methods, though researchers describe varying degrees of active Flagship and Cluster management. In
terms of how decisions are made oafirand how resources are allocated, a number of researchers have
commented that the processes are not communicated effectively nor done in a transparent manner:

19% of minisurvey respondents noted problems with lack of trust, tensions and competitiomdmst

Centers and issues of not getting fair shares of funding; 28% noted poor communications between A4NH
and the Centers.

At the present ti me, the A4NH Director —shmescri bes
with Centers and with Flagshipal@ers, then trying to connect the two. The Center Performance

Summaries have led to one major fundingaleocation associated with poor performance. The aim in

the extension and Phase 2 periods is to move to a more coordinated CRP and Flagship planning,
monitoring and evaluation approach.

Given this situation which is compounded by the ending influence of large bilateral projects and
Flagships of variable composition, leadership and momentum, the Flagship portfolios look more like
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compilationsofidi vi dual projecpsogramhewhitbdlani &« Faubper
parts. The exception to this is HarvestPlus which was already conceived and managed as a unified
program and which was blended into A4NH at its inception as the biofattdit flagship.

Research design and approval: proposals and clearances

ProposalsTo assess the quality of research designs, the evaluation tried to obtain research proposals or
concept notes from the A4NH project database or directly from Printipaktigators. The review of

project documentation revealed that most project files did not include an identifiable research proposal.
Concept notes or proposals were available for some bilateral projects, though these did not necessarily
include what wold be considered standard in good research proposals: a clear definition of the

problem, situated in past or ongoing research and supported by a strong literature review; a detailed
methods section; a results chain, identifying assumptions and risks gigetion measures; a detailed

work plan and budget; the performance monitoring and reporting system to be used; and a clear
communications/dissemination strategy. Depending on the research itself, this might also include a
discussion of gender and othegueity considerations, environmental impacts, partnerships and the

effects of and on policies. The document review noted some issues in covering these essential
elements, for example, only 50% had clear outputs and outcomes, of which 13% related toistrateg
impact pathways; only 34% mentioned assumptions and risks and the analysis was often weak; and only
7% of projects clearly described monitoring responsibilities, 55% had measurable indicators and 42%
reported regularly against an M&E framework.

An excetion to the above findings is the awarding in 2013 of seed grants to foster expanded research
capadiy in Flagship 1 (value chaing)hile it is positive that A4NH took this initiative to create a grant
facility, it could have been improved through a mataeuctured and transparent proposal review

process. Expert reviewers were asked to address a set of questions when reviewing proposals, however,
the evaluation team was unable to locate detailed scoring guidance which would be typical of a rigorous
proposal review mechanism; without this there can be considerable interpretation by reviewers.

Clearancedhe next stage of a good design and approval process is obtaining sufficient peer or expert
reviews of the proposal and obtaining relevant clearances, for example, for ethics and environmental
impacts. In addition to weaknesses in the proposals themselirePhase 1 proposal review processes
have been variable. The host Centers have been principally responsible for ensuring good research
designs and the roles of A4NH, Flagship leaders and cluster leaders are less apparent. Researchers
interviewed note avariety of guidance and oversight involvement, with few noting actual peer review of
proposed research. The project document review explicitly noted peer reviews in only 5% of projects.
The PMU has provided comments on individual projects and at the £2@dl1d there was a more

detailed discussion on Center roles and contributions in A4NH as a program, as reflected in the Center
Performance Summari es. I't is not clear to what
to ensure high quality resrch designs.
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The need for clearances is a matter of Center, CRP, donor and national policies and procedures derive
from these. The document review found that only 24% described an ethical clearances procedure, for
example, something critical for many the research areas of A4NH which often involve human and
animal subjects and which aim to ultimately impact on human nutrition and health. Beyond the need
for due diligence, there is a reputational risk to both the CGIAR and A4NH if ethical clearanats a

done consistently and well.

Due to its importance, the evaluation team looked closely at ethics and ethical clearances. Currently,

projects do not have to report on ethical issues/clearances to CRPs, CRPs do not have to report on ethics

or cleararces in their annual reports to the Consortium Office. A4NH does not apply a consistent

standard for ethical clearances across participating Centers for research involving human and animal

subjects. According to the 2014 A4NH Annual Reports, some CeBitarsr§ity, CIP, ICRAF, ICRISAT,

WorldFish) usenlynational ethical clearance processes and these vary a lot in quality by country and
institution within the country. Others use a combination of internal ethical clearance processes with

national or done-required processes (IITA since 2014, IFPRI, and ILRI). IFPRI ditisioestPlus,
MTID and PHNBf ol | ow | FPRI 's internal review process whi
project-specific clearance processes.

Good practice goes beyond setj a standard for internal review and ethical clearances and includes
staff training appropriate to the country and research topic. Since many ethical issues arise in the field,
often with partners or contracted enumerators, research managers need toviryd to improve the

skills of these individuals and factor these additional costs into the research budget.

Examples oéthicalproblems noted in this evaluation were: an enumerator gossiping in a public place
about an interviewed farmer, with seriousmsequences; project partners who exaggerated the health
benefits of CGIAR varieties to sell them to farmers; and farmers encouraged to form cooperatives
around particular technologies without adequate consideration of lorigem risks or social effects.

Other common ethical research issues mentioned included attribution of authorship, the time taken
from collaborating farmers and whether and how much to reward them for participating. It is clear that
the issues of ethical clearance are important and tbeyld pose significant reputational risks if not
addressed.

Innovation

The original A4NH proposal discussed three types of innovation:

A Fostering new partnerships to ensure that agriculture, nutrition, and health are integrated and
delivered—at the community level, in large development programs, and in policymaking.

A Undertaking cuttingedge research to meet emerging challengdar instance, by working with
partners to design mechanisms for enhancing nutrition along the agricultural value chain and
applying new molecular biology tools informed by population biology and social research to
improve the understanding of how agricultural intensification can be more sustainably managed.
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A Investing in designing new tools and approaches to build the evideneetbasefully guide
policy and practice across sectors.

Developing crossectoral programming in agriculture, nutrition and health is itself an innovation within
the CGIAR which, if fully integrated, would result in many new technologies, perspectives and
partnerships. There is evidence from project documentation, interviews with researchers and partners
and the minisurvey that new types of partnerships and collaborations have been forged in A4NH
projects, including technical and social scientists waykimore closely together, public and private

sector partnerships and engagement with informal markets and small producers in value chains of high
economic potential.

This evaluation was not intended to do ardepth assessment of innovation, however, sogxamples

were highlighted in A4NH Annual Reports (2013,14), including innovative pulse research on value chains
inIndiausingpublipr i vate partnerships; progress on women’s
Gender, Agriculture and Assets Praj@8AAP), innovations in communications using video for the
GenderNutrition Ideas Exchange hosted on the A4ANH website; and training and certifying food

processors in informal markets. For 2015, they note the use of a strategic innovation fund to make

smdl grant awards in support of adding more gender perspective to existing projects.

CFPs and researchers note that A4NH has enabled new lines of resefiechmulti-center and mult
disciplinary- which would not have occurred pit@RP. Many think thaihere will be new and expanding
fields in ANH with potential to innovate.

Research implementation: institutional support, scientific expertise and
leadership, coordination, research inputs and performance management

Institutional support

Science quality is dependent on strong institutions to provide access to qualified and motivated
researchers and staff; research facilities and funds; scientific support for designing and implementing
research, including mentoring younger researchers; @hcity development opportunities for staff

and partners. In A4NH this has been largely the responsibility of the 11 CGIAR Centers where
researchers are located. While not tasked with institutional assessments of each Center, the evaluation
team noted vaiability in some of these functions among the eleven Centers participating in A4NH,
including in the quality assurance of research designs and statistical analyses and in human resource
management systems, discussed elsewhere in this report.

IFPRI is #nlead center of A4ANH and manages three of the four Flagships (one of which is HarvestPlus
which has its own research management systems), as well as approximately 60% of the A4NH budget.

As such its systems and administrative structures support muathaf occurs in A4ANH. A 2014
management review of | FPRI drntplace timit geeedated higladuality t i1 s
research that is globally recognized. The majority of issues raised in the review fall in the zones of
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operating capabilie s, | everaging tangible assets and HR man:
changes in how divisions support CRPs and improvements in coordination at HQ and with country
offices.

A4NH management also has an institutional support role, principallydwding scientific support for
research design anchpacity development opportunities for staff and partners. A4NH has helped to
engage research and research assistant staff and has funded some equipment to Centers to improve
research, these to be managdy the host Centerg.he Panning andvlanagement Committee (PMC)

and the Center Focal Points (CFP) meet regularly intfafaee and virtual meetings to update one

another and deal with financial and administrative issues, such as, developing work plans, the extension
to Phase 1, reactions foudget cuts and Phase 2 planning. Interviews with CFPs note a frustration that
these are principally administrative meetings and not science meetings.

The other structures providing institutional support in A4NH are flagship and cluster researchemsanag

In its 2014 Annual Report to the Coprogessadrossuhm Of f i c
four flagships has been mixed, largely due to differences in resources (critical mass of people and

funding) and experience. For the larger and morduraresearch flagships of Biofortification and

Integrated Programs and Policies, there is much more experience and skill in managing all the elements

of resource mobilization, and research planning, management, and reporting required to achieve

r e s u Flagship thanagers and researchers also note variability in how clusters are managed, noting

that they are sometimes just clustered on paper and not led as a researgbhregiam.

When asked an open question about positive aspects of A4ANH in thesumnely, several aspects of
institutional support were noted: 18% cited flexible funding and CRP support, 12% noted opportunities
for learning and 11% cited good systems and management. Conversely, 32% of the respondents noted
increased administrative and regiong workloads and 16% had issues with funding instability.

Scientific expertise and leadership

In terms of scientist numbers and qualifications, there is no central database in A4NH which describes its
collaborating scientists by senioritgexor disiplines. These records are held at individual Centers and
times allocated to A4NH are apportioned based on
A4NH has collected staff numbers by type and gentiable5) A4NH has an estimated 380 associated

staff of whom nearly half (168) are research and admin support§tatfarly half are associated with
HarvestPlus. Women comprise 46% of all staff and 26%nimir sientific staff (directors/team
leaders/Pls/senior scientists), including two of the four flagship leaders. The overall proportion of senior
staff (as above) to total scientists (excluding research and admin support staff) is 39% which seems high,
although it is difficult to benchmark this figure in a meaningful way, as the needs of A4NH research
programs vary dramatically, from plant breeding programs to impact evaluations.

57 All numbers taken from evaluation team analysis of staff list compiled by A4NH PMU June 2015
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Table5: A4NH staff by category and gender

Role Female Male Total F/M
Director/Team Leader 8 19 27 0.42
Principal Investigator/Senior Scientist 12 37 49 0.32
Scientist 14 45 59 0.31
Postdoc/Research Fellows 31 26 57 1.19
Other Research and Admin Support 100 68 168 1.47
staff

Total 165 195 360 0.85

SourceA4NH CREommissioned External Evaluation Background paper on gender and equity

These statistics on numbers and levels of scientific expertise are not sufficient to come to any
conclusions on the adequacy of A4NH staffing. As noted eaH&iH management in its AnnuRéport

to the CO (2014) raised some issues with critical mass and funding within Flagships. Observations were
mixed on capacity and disciplinary coverage from project and researcher interviews. Most felt their
projects were adquately staffed, some appreciated the flexibility A4NH had shown to assist with
additional hiring (particularly for affordable research assistants,-goss, etc.) and some noted that

more staff would have extended reach or accelerated scaling up. slhai@d in some interviews that

people were not hired who were needed to complement A4NH researchers in such fields as business
development, social entrepreneurship and food processing. Researchers also noted that budget cuts in
2015 resulted in the delaygkehiring and layingff of some scientific and administrative staff.

Being oveiworked is a common complaint among interviewees and 28% of thesuiney

respondents. The IFPRI Management Review (2014) noted that some staff members are wovking 60
hours per week, allocating their timgro ratain the time recording system beyond ftilne hours.

Some resear cipeosni s & \déestimatad énetiche and costs of project

implementation, perhaps to attract bilateral funding or through an oyeyptimistic position on what is
possible. Some research managers and Pls have noted that they do not record the time spent
administering research, nor do they allocate time in work planning for this. For whatever reason, these
observations imply that A4Nstaff numbers are not adequate for the work being undertaken.

Beyond staff numbers, the evaluation examined available metrics on the quality of A4NH scientists. One
approach is to look at ISI publication ratessaaproxy for quality and performance. Tigh I1SI publication

rates are only one facet of assessing scientific merit, it is illustrative of the standing of AddNkbvis

other CRPs. The 2014 Elsevier stirsearch Performance of CGIAR Research Progranctuded

that A4NH is one of two CRP#wthe most senior researchers and highesindex for publications,

scoring 11.45 within a range of 6.38 and 17.50 for averageék/researcher. This study however was

not comprehensive, referring to only 11 researchers in A4NH.

These rankings do ntdike into account other essential attributessuch as capacities in leadership,
communication and research project managemettibat are also vital to ensuring science quality,
especially in a mukhdlisciplinary, multsectoral researchior-development pogram. Some of these
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issues of staff recruitment, appraisal and reward systerasd how varying Centers are approaching
them - are discussed in the human resources managerbaokground paper for this evaluatioht is
important to stress here that creimg a productive science environment rests on HR policies which
recognize and reward researchers for more than their capacity to produce ISI publications.

In addition to the numbers and quality of research staff, the evaluation looked at scientificdbgue

As with all CRPs involving numerous participating Centersliggersed in A4ANH. The research itself is
directly hosted and supported by the scientists
provide the structures, leadershand processes to ensure science quality. In interviews, researchers

have reported varying degrees of engagement of AANH flagship and cluster managers in terms of

priority setting, technical leadership, resource mobilization and coordination. Researepers that

the quality of research is more often dependent on the strengths of the individual principal investigators
and their teams. In some Centers, including IFPRI, the divisional structures, for example, MTID and
PHND, are providing the principalesttific leadership for A4ANH and other CRP work, depending on how
research projects have been “mapped”. This being
do weigh in on technical matters and on how funds are spent. When askedergkad quesions in the

mini-survey on positive aspects of A4dNH, 28% noted its inspiring mission and leadership. Problems

however were also cited, including 28% being concerned by inefficiencies and/or lack of realism in
management.

Coordination

Good research codination goes beyond information sharing and under best practice would result in
joint priority setting, planning and implementation. To date, A4NH coordination varies within Flagships
and Clusters, across Flagships, and across participating Centers.isTae more evidence to support
information sharing than joint research. Information sharing however is a first step and better
coordination of work between Centers and disciplines was cited as the most positive aspect of A4dNH
(47% of operended respores) in the minsurvey. A4NH management, Flagship leaders, CFPs and
researchers have all noted that much more could be done to prioritize research and develop joint
research areas.

One good example of coordination within A4NH is among the mycotoxéaresers of the CGIAR, most

who work within the food safety/aflatoxin cluster. Mycotoxin research is done by five CGIAR Centers:
CIMMYT, ICRISAT, IITA, ILRI/BecA and IFPRI in three CRPs: A4NH, Maize and Grain Legumes. All but
CIMMYT are part of A4NH. 2012, a formal CGIAR mycotoxin research coordination group was

instituted. Up to that time, collaboration or information exchange was sporadic, regionalized or based

on individual scientist relationships. While progress has been made in Phase 1, thererar

opportunities in Phase 2 for integration and harmonization of research approaches.

This coordination group has constituted three working groups thus far on (i) evidence for risk and risk
mitigation, (ii) diagnostic for use and (iii) population b} for control, and has produced a synthesis
report, CGIAR Aflatoxin Research Synth@siwember 2014). Since 2013, A4NH has provided-andl
international staff position to assist with coordination and communications through its $ 150,000
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Aflatoxincoordination across the CGlpmject, funded entirely through W1/W2. It aims weintify
research gaps in aflatoxin research and provide evidence, risk assessments alet lietstrventions
for policy makers.

The October 2014 PMCPF meetinglentified areas for more coordinationpolicy engagement, effect

of biocontrol on public health, economics, and health triaéd the need to identify gaps and clarify

areas of coordination. For Phase 2 they expressed the needHighlevel convesation on the role of

the CGIAR and A4NH in health research. Furdgfezation by the coordination group (March 25, 2015)

noted an interest in having more regular working level meetings within the CGIAR for science sharing
and a more coordinated approath scaling up and out. The experience of aflatoxin coordination
demonstrates A4NH successes as well as challenges. There are transaction costs to coordination and to
working jointly on research; meetings alone have not been sufficient to bring abautiibe

coordinated work. Having significant amounts of research funding available through A4NH would

provide an important incentive to taking coordination to the next level.

For coordination overall, in its 2014 Annual Report to the Consortium Officd;l Adihagement noted
that budget cuts to W1/W2 funding undermined commitments to partners and interrupted investments
in coordination and management improvements that are central to CRP performance.

Research inputs

Research inputs include the facilitissipport services and financial resources that enable or constrain
quality research. The CGIAR Centers are noted for having good physical infrastructure, laboratory and IT
services, transportation and other support services and this was corroborateddvyiews with

research staff and CFPs. A4NH was credited with providing updated equipment, for instance to analyze
aflatoxins, in several Centers and with collaborating partners.

Another essential aspect of support is the communications and knowledgmgHanctions- critical to
research for development organizations for both internal and external audiences. As with other research
supports, the participating Centers provide some of these services to A4NH and their research teams,
including events fagthtion, producing stories and web content, publications reviews, etc. As the lead
Center, IFPRI provides significant support through its Communications and Knowledge Management
Division to A4NH. A4NH has also engaged aihafCommunications staff meer in the PMUIn

recent years, IFPRI has grown considerabtcording to the 2014 management review, its annual

budget has increased by 170% between 2009 and 2014 while its staff numbers have increased by 53% in
the same period. The staff members reggible for information management, communications and
knowledge sharing at IFPRI are handling considerably increased workloads without commensurate
increases in staff. Without having conducted a workload analysis, it is not possible to know in what
ways hese staff should be supplemented to take on the increased workloads associated with growing
programs. If A4ANH attracts even more funding in Phaswigh concomitant staff increases and
expectations of increased delivepthe need to plan for this expeion in information, communications

and knowledge management is clear.
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They note that more requests are received for communications assistazce usually at the end of

the research process rather than during the planning staged that knowledge maagement is under
serviced. They also acknowledge the need to have more common norms for things like branding among
the CRPs and for better coordination among center communications and knowledge management
specialists. To maximize efficiencies, the Adblidraunications specialist has made some inroads with
participating Centers’ communi cati onsosgwhenups t o
possible.

Less favorable in this analysis is the financing situaidrile W1/W2 funds were used tactigain many
projects to improve research through the provision of equipment or additional staff, the funding
shortfalls of 2014 and 2015 created untenable situations for many projects, resulting in the extreme in
the laying off of research staff (ILRI) andeduced activities with partners. In the msurvey, 16% of
respondents cited problems with unstable funding; the document review noted resource problems in
35% of the projects. A lack of transparency around resource allocation and problems assoifiat
budget cuts were corroborated in interviews with researchers, Flagship leaders and CFPs.

Performance management

Resultshased approaches in research rely on good quality performance management systems, including
clearly defined outputs and outcorsgework planning and budgeting, monitoring, evaluation and
knowledge sharing. A4NH has been improving its processes since 2012 but there are still issues which
need to be addressed. Performance reporting is ttnasuming and would benefit from better

guidance, streamlining, instituting more of a results focus in reporting (beyond deliverables) and more
gender disaggregatiom.racking deliverables is not sufficient to manage for impact and the current
reporting requirements were identified by 32% of ménirvey respondents as contributing to a highly
burdensome administrative system. As many researchers are engaged in more than one CRP and often
a number of projects, their reporting functions are often complex and not Se@quiring in some

cases the ing of additional administrative assistants to comply with the needs of CRPs, Flagships, the
CO, the Centers and donors.

As noted earlier, AANH has been developing theories of change and refining impact pathways for
research outputs since 2014. Thisudgs bringing researchers and research managers more on board
to ensure that activities, outputs and outcomes address the intermediate and strategic objectives of
A4NH. The project document review supports the findings that more work needs to be ddaeifio ¢
outputs and outcomes, including assumptions and risks and to relate them to impact pattiways.

How work plans and budgets were developed and funded was seen as particularly problematic. Done by
researchers using procedures required by Centersdambrs, 28% of mirsurvey respondents found
inefficiencies or lack of realism in the time and amount of funds indicated. Haseealso been a

58 Even in a relatively more coordinated program on aflatoxins, some researchers reported directly to the CRP
Director and others reported to the Flagship.

%9 Only 50% of the project documents had clear outputs and outcomes, 34% discussed assumptions ami risk
13% related to strategic impact pathways.
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number of unplanned deliverables in A4NH projects, perhaps resulting from inadequate work planning

or from cicumstances and opportunities that arose after work plans were approegond the

research itself, the time needed to coordinate and manage A4NH was often not explicit in work plans

and was “borrowed” from other projects. Once appr
allocations to Centers and to projects was not dona transparent way. Similarly, how budget cuts

were dealt with was not understood.

Performance monitoring also needs improvement in A4NH, based on evidence from the project
document review and interviews with research teams, so that managers can dearfnd assess

project situations and progress. From the project document review, only 37% had clear monitoring
roles and responsibilities, 55% had measurable indicators, 32% of indicators were disaggregated by
gender, 8% of indicators were disaggregabgther groups, 45% reported regularly against an M&E
framework, and 5% had external reviews. Interviewees noted problems with the multitude of reports,
reporting formats and timing and the lack of feedback received on these réports

While there isevidence to support the use of performance information to improve subsequent project
level activities, there is a lack of crefsstilization of information and learning across projects, Flagships
and CRPs. There is considerable potential for A4NH twiraghis situation, particularly as ANH is itself
anovel field within the CGIAR.

Research results: research outputs, gender/equity sensitivity and information
management, communications and dissemination

Research outputs

To assess research outputsetbvaluation team analyzed the deliverables database, reviewed A4NH
Annual Reportghe Center Performance Summaries (2048) available evaluatiof's and interviewed
researchers and research managers. Through this a picture emerges of produmime nspired-
research teams who complete a variety of deliverables with impressive reach in some cases.

When analyzing productivityt, is important to note that there are some problems using the indicators
defined for annual reporting in terms of gettimgclear and useful picture of what A4NH accomplishes.
They (1) do not necessarily relate clearly to the outputs and outcomes of an impact pathway, (2) are

60 Cases exist of research managers reporting to several CRPs and multiple donors, sometimes on the same
projects depending on how activities are mapped and funded.
61 Formal, technical program evaluations weavailable foHarvestPlus Phase(i012) and Food Safety Research

(2015).
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open to some interpretation and hard to verify, and (3) are not compardverables are not alays

equi val ent —saosme’ obuetipnugt snfior e synonymous wit-and“acti vi
they have not always been clearly linked to higher order outputs and outcomes along an impact

pathway. This limits their usefulness in assessingtteal progress A4NH has made to deliver its

outputs and ultimately outcomesso saying,he deliverables indicatorsan be used to track progress

against work plans but do not adequately reflect results performance.

A4NH has recently made some progristhis regard, as discussed earlier, to define what is meant by
outputs and outcomes and to situate research more clearly within theories of change. It will be
important for A4NH to continue to improve its project and program reporting. The next stepentib
create performance monitoring systemgreferably systematized throughout the CGHARhich

change the reporting requirements to more closely reflect results at different levels.

The deliverables analyqidnnex lof the evaluation repoitalso siowed that A4NH is generally making

good progress against work although there is some slippaggnetimes up to a yearwhich is more

evident in some parts of the program than otheltss difficult to make comparisons based on
deliverables as Flagshipse port i n di fferent ways and produce di

Publications hold a special importance in research organizations, representing the culmination of a
phase of work, the communicati on cociation fonefereed a n t
publications, the evaluatiodrew on the findings of the Annual Reports to the Consortium Office and
the Center Performance Summaries, the 2014 Elsevier sReearch Performance of CGIAR Research
Programsand a publications analysby the evaluation tear(see Annex J of the evaluation report).

ou

The Elsevier studResearch Performance of CGIAR Research Profffafdy, examined the
publications output of all 15 CRPs and the citation impact ofgeRErated publications for the 2012
2013 period. It is not clear why they based their findings on asstibf publications reported by A4NH
for the same period, nor why they analyzed the output of a-sebof senior researchers. Based on their
analysis, AANH was on par in terms of produitt with other CRPs, and was the highest performer in
terms of citation impact, having a Field Weighted Citation Index (FWCI) of 2.75 within a range of 1.0
2.75. The sampling issues however make deriving conclusions from this study difficult.

The Annual Reports and the Center Performance Summaries give a more interesting view of what A4NH

is doing. A4NH is more complex than some CRPs in that it covers a wide spectrum of disciplines, such as
plant breeding, natural resource management, econ@mwind social science, policy analysis, nutrition

and human and animal health. Assessing science quality for each of these disciplines would require a
diverse team of experts and different approaches and methods. Thus far, A4NH has benefited from only
onetechnicalprogram evaluation (biofortification) and one thematic evaluation (food safety). This is

not unexpectecasA4NH is relatively young and more of these programmatic/thematic evaluations
(CCEEsyould be expected in coming years. Thus sayirgetlaluatiorfindings have been informed

bythe* salssessment” of the Center Performance Summar
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in describing the progress, constraints and ways forward in the various disciplines covered by the 11
Centers.

Thetwo available technical evaluations gave detailed research management and technical
recommendations which are not repeated here. It is important to note that the Harvest Plus evaluation
was very positive on the pr omgttationirstheareaof r i but i on
mi cronutrients for human health?”, contributing
biomarkers, functional indicators, and algorithms to predict biological impact based on diet

composition) and was positive aboité breeding programs with some qualifiers on whether biofortified
cultivars would be sufficiently superior in other desirable traits to be preferred by producers. The overall
assessment of A4NH food safety research was also positiviagiitstrelevanceand contribution to a

growing evidence base.

Unplanned outputs

The evaluation was asked to look at unplanned effedisth positive and negative of working with

A4NH. Some unplanned deliverables were reported to A4NH, such as unexpected presgntation
publications or policy briefings, however these are not systematically recorded. The most noted positive
effects have been the opportunities to work with a more diverse group of partners, many of them novel
in terms of their traditional partnerships.oe of these partners have enabled research in terms of
coverage, access to beneficiary groups and research methods (particularly in nutrition). Individuals have
also benefitted from additional funds in some instances which have allowed them to accelesaite
research or their reach due to supplemental staff, training opportunities and provision of updated
equipment (e.g. aflatoxin analysis). The negative effects have been principally due to reductions in
funding— unexpected in that researchers had wardtood that reforms were supposed to result in more
stable and predictable funding. The secondary effect of this is the increased individual efforts of
researchers to mobilize resources, much of which is not enabled by A4NH or their Centers.

Gender/equity sensitivity

Gender issues are central to CRPs and are reported in the A4NH Annual Report under a separate section,
entitled Gender Research Achievements, including a financial summary of gender by flagship and a
designation of some of the indicatorstierms of explicit targeting and assessment of effects on women.

The latter shows parity and even advantages for women in training programs, though raises some
guestions about technology programs, their targets and achievements, particularly in NRM hesearc

Other equity issues (such as those involving ethnicity, disability, social group, age) have not received
much attention to date and do not appear to be supported by CGIAR or A4NH policies or processes in
terms of provding support to researchers.

Information management, communications and dissemination

Information management, communications and dissemination of research results are critically
important for both institutional productivity and learning and for scaling up within a resefarch
developmaent paradigm. Information provided by subject matter specialists in A4NH, IFPRI and ILRI and
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A4NH Center Performance Summaries were used to gain insights into what is working well and what
might need improvements in these areas. We do not itemize hereldlligerables associated with
information and communications.

Information management is part of performance management, discussed earlier. An aspect of

information management which is evolving in the CGIAR is the institution of open data policies

supporting an open access mandate. In March 2012, the Consortium app&@8&R Principles on the
Management of Intellectual AssetEach Center is responsible to build a repository of data that meets
international standards. The Consortium White Paper (Gasshal, 2013)Shifting the goalposts

FNRY KAIK AYLI OG 22 dpnided s ovérdiewkfledskng mivastiuctiie foR I G | ¢ =
research data management and bioinformatics across CGIAR Centers; they are in varying stages of
implementing thesepoi ci es . Reportedly, there are del ays wi
undocumented and unanalyzed.

Indicative of the variable stages of Centers in this process is the information in the Center Performance
Summaries on open data; though rerpd, many Centers left this section of the report blank (CIP,

I CRI SAT, I TA, I LRI') and others provided only par
available for open access” (I CRAF) , ntludimgpopagdar vest P
access documents”, “MTID makes an effort to provi

Bioversity and Transform Nutrition (PHND) provided more details on their efforts to implement this
policy, including the payment of fees.

Resarchers are also raising questions about open data, such as, who owns the data? What to do with
shared data where partner organizations might not want to comply or have barriers to doing so? At

what point should data be open (e.g. only after publicatiofiimal use)? How can researchers provide

the necessary explanations to external users to understand the data? Who pays the fees associated with
open access data? Implementing this process is clearly a work in progress and one that may require far
more dealicated resources to do thoroughly and in a timely manner.

Information sharing goes far beyond open data. Considerable feedback during this evaluation shows a
desire among researchers and partners for more learning opportunities, more scientific exemhge
technical networking and coordination. From an institutional point of view, the opportunity to learn
from the novel experiences of integrating agriculture, nutrition and health into research organizations
should not be missed. For improved projentigorogram designs, how can lessons learned and best
practices be captured for the next generation of initiatives? How can all of this be shared with donors,
partners and other stakeholders? These are large challenges facing A4NH and critical fogseiityce
and institutional health.

Conclusions and recommendations

A4NH is evolving in its research management processes as experiences with Phase 1 and its extension
contribute to Phase 2 planning. Phase 1 is largely appreciated for enabling aatioregf agriculture,
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nutrition and health in ways that were not prevalent in the CGIAR prior to its reforms. Researchers and
managers especially appreciate their access to new partners which has increased mutual learning and
increased their expectatiorfer results and scaling up. There have however been challenges in Phase 1
and | ost opportunities. Many of the projects in
strong priority setting or an appreciation of the strengths and comparativamidges among Centers

and partners, nor designed to create programmatic synergies and accelerated results.

Though efforts are underway to create a greater corporate understanding of the impact pathways which
would lead to higher order ANH resultiere ae indications from the analysis thahprovements are

needed in researcphrocessegriority setting, research design and performance management. Some of
these building blocks are really the purview of the CGIAR and should be applied in all Centersnbased
best practices and a need for some unity of approach. A4NH management is hampered by the common
issue within the CGIAR that research support and science quality are currently the responsibility of
Centers. In a large CRP like AANH with 11 partingp&enterspne could expect variability across

Centers in terms of how research is planned and implemented, including quality assuBsumening

overly bureaucratic is also not the answea perception widely held that there is already too much
redundancy in administration and reporting.

A4NH would benefit from instituting more frequeGCEEs @irograns, flagshisand thernes (see
Recommendation A7 ii)Ahough the PMU and Flagship leaders have maintained an overall perspective
on their programs, expert reviews or evaluations could incresgs#ence quality anthstitutional

learning

The evaluation found that overall AANH researchers are highly motiypteductive and encouraged to
continue working in an integrated ANH program. Their continued involvement however should be
based more on a strong proposal for inclusion, vetted using fdidtiplinary expert or peer reviewers
and based on clear standiw of what is required, such as, ethical clearances, gender analysis and
inclusion, environmental assessment, coordination, partnerships, etc. Reporting also needs to be
streamlined and centered more on outputs than simply deliverables.

It should be notd that one of the most prevalent issues raised in this evaluation concerned poor

internal communications at all level@&A4NH, flagships, CFPs and Centers. Researchers and their partners
are the life blood of the CRP and poor internal communications cdararine motivation and increase
stress. Some existing managers may not be suited for these positions or may need some training to
bring their skills up to speed.
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Recommendations

Recommendation @ We recommend that scientifleadershif?in the CGIARSystem set
standards for science quality and research managemant monitor and support Centers to
achieve these

Suggestion: Science quality standards expected from Centers could irintedalia

1 Clear exante review of poject proposals against standard criteria, involving specialists where
needed (e.g. for environmental impact assessment)

1 A process for checking research protocols with appropriagelgiified people (including
specialist methods for areas such as nutritend health)

1 Rigorous ethical review

1 Appropriate ethical training for both researchers and field staff undertaking work with human or
animal subjects, including partners and subcontractors.

1 Compliance with AANH/Consortium policies, as relevant, for exaoyptn data

Recommendation AL Adopt CGIAR standards of research quality as soon as these become
available. In the meantime, set oatearexpectationsof the minimumresearch management
processes required for all A4MNdpportedresearch, making reference to these key

contractual agreementse(g. PPAS), research program strategies, and in the Phase Il praposal

i) A4NH should require Centers to adequately document all research projects supported by
A4NH, showing what sciengeality processes have been followed. This would apply both to
O2NB !'mbl NB&SFNOK yR (0KIFdG &dzLJLl2 NISR dzy RSNJ

Suggestions:

1 As astrictlyinterim measure A4NH could continue to provide additional information and support to
researchers where strong Center systems do not exist, for example publishing linkeuoses on
ethics, or links to statistical support

1 Definition of basic researcher competencief#NH research management could include
understanding ofhe principalANH frameworks and some kéNHmethods, as well as general
research management and ethics competencies.

62 This recommendation was originally addressed to the ISPC and the Consortium, but we have reworded it in
general terms, as there is an ongoing task forset up following he MidTerm Review of the CGIAR Reforta
consider the | SPSPC Secretariat,2018)nd power s
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Background paper 5Lessons from the seed grant proc®&ss

Thisnote summarizes lessons from the seed grant process conducted by the Value Chains Flagship,
which are referred to in the main report. The evaluation team interviewed people involved in the seed
grant process and surveyed 12 of the 13 Principe InvestigéRIs) who applied for seed grants, of

whom 6 were successful. We found that the concept of seed grants was very useful and could be
expanded more in Phase Il of A4NH, although some details of the process could be improved.

Background

Thirteenresearch teams from 6 CGIAR Centers and 1GBHAR research institution applied for the

‘Seed grant proposals to foster expanded research capacity in A4ANH component 1, Enhancing Nutrition
inValue Chains. The objective of tlhercousagecte dagignohintegrateds t o
value chain research, through allowing the formation of partnerships (including those outside the CGIAR
system), development of | arger project proposal s,
grantwas $ 0.5 million to be divided among 5 projects.

The call for proposals (s&ibAnnex 3: Call for proposal&as circulated in January 2013 and the
deadline for poposal submission was February 15, 2013. Researchers were asked to provide a brief
proposal of 3 to 4 pages which had to include the following:

=

the Center’s current research on nutrition sen
the proposed new research okpansion of existing research;
3. how the proposed new research addresses 4.1 ggalal$ of the Value Chains flagghémd the
criteria for successful proposals outlined above;
4. constraints to developing new research (e.g. expertise, partners) and how wilh e
addressed with seed grant funds; and
5, budget for one year

N

s activities

They were told that:

G{ dz00S&aa¥Fdz LINRPLRalfa gAff adzZII2NI RSGOSt 2LIVSy
value chain for at least one nutrient rich food; 2) evadudiet quality, dietary deficiencies, and

dietary outcomes; 3) address key constraints to improvements in dietary diversity; and 4) focus

on poor consumers and their constraints to nutritional and dietary improvement, especially

G2YSY | YR @& 2(Galf Br sz drant® pidpgsdls, Shimex 3)

By March 2013 project leaders were informed of the decision taken by the seed grant committee. The
committee consisted of sbeviewerswho were either members of the A4ANH Independent Advisory
Committee or resarchers from IFPRI who were familiar with A4NH (IFPRI researchers were not allowed

53 This background paper was prepared by Mysbah Balagamwala and Julia Compton
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to submit proposals for the seed granthe proposals were scored using the matrix givehaiblel and
each reviewer assigned a rank to each proposal along with additional comriiéetsommittee
provided feedback to both successful and unsuccessful proposals.

Tablel: Scoring matrix used by seed grants committee

Criteria for Evaluation Score (Score 1 to 5, with 1 = little or none
and 5 = excellent; N/A if unable to evaluatg

Focused on priorities for 4.1: enhancing nutrition in value
chains for vulnerableonsumers.

Potential to develop a successful research project as a rest
the proposed activities.

Potential for the resulting research to be of high quality,
including appropriate methods, and original, innovative
approaches. Research track recofdeam.

Potential for the resulting research to demonstrate or
translate impact.

Budget is adequate and appropriate.

Source: A4ANH PMU

Five successful projects were given seed grants of $ 100,000. One of these was a combination of two
proposaldrom two different centers (ICRAF and Bioversity), and each center was given half of the seed
grant funding (i.e. $ 50,000 each) for their research activities. One year was given to each successful
project to complete their proposed activities. A list sbposals that were awarded the grant can be

found inTable2.

Table2: Successful proposals that were awarded the seed grant

Title of progct Center

Case Study: enhanced nutritional outcomes of populations through nutritémsitive AVDRC
agricultural promotion by a vegetable seed company in Bangladesh

Expanding research on dried small fish in Bangladesh to improve nutrition finghe WorldFish
1,000 days of life and beyond

Investigation of the relationship between livestock value chains and nutritional statug ILRI &
women and children: a pilot study in Kenya partners

Building a Framework for Assessing the Impacts of EffofEihance Access to Nutritiou] ILRI & IDS
Foods Through tdepth Analysis of the Grameen Danone Case

Leveraging fruit value chains for sustainable and healthier diets in Kenya and Peru | ICRAF/
Bioversity

Source: A4NH PMU

A workshop titled *Agriculture for Nutrition and
Chai ns’ Waskinglore DQdinJunth e pur pose of toiewewrescaréghplanep was
for new activities in the A4NH program to enhancérition in value chains; to identify synergies and

gaps in the research portfolio; and to explore potential partnerships to siu@md extend these
activities’
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Qurvey of seed grant applicants

Methods

The evaluation team sent out a short survey via eindillarch 2015 to all 13 project leaders who

applied for seed grants (séox1 in SubAnnex 2: Survey questionnajrd he survey is a mix of multiple
choice and operended questions. All budne responded to the survey (92 per cent response rate). Two
responsesvere joint responses from different individuals working on the samégegtoThis document
summarizes the findings from the survey.

Findings
Rationalefor applying

One of the main reasons for applying for the grant was the interest held by the applicant (or the center)
in the theme of linking or leveraging value chaingwgiiove dietary and nutrition outcomes. Some
respondents applied for the grant to add a nutrition component to their existing project or build on their
existing work. For many it was a chance to collect initial data or building partnerships for a potential
large-scale project. They were three respondents who had an added objective of increasing their
presence and/or participation in A4NH.

Application process

Almost all respondents think that the application form was easy to fill Tsd®e3 in SubAnnex 1) and

that the decision process was quidkable4). There were, however, divging views regarding the
transparency of the decisiema ki ng pr ocess. Less than a third of
decisionmaking was fully transparent, aradl of them were successful in receiving the grant. However,

even among those who receig¢he grant there were still a few who did not think the seed grant

process was completely transparenftgbleb).

As part of the seed grant process, all applicants were given feedback on their proposals and a

justification was given if the proposal was not given a grant. There were some who thougtiteha

feedback given was beneficial (including one respondent who was unsuccessful in receiving the grant)

while several (including two who did receive the grant) did not think that the feedback given was helpful

and/or justified. One respondent, who waappy with the overall justification of why their project was

not successful was of the opinion that the review team was not diverse enough as they were only
examining proposals through an *economic lens’. T
being informed about the winners of the seed grant.

Resources for the project (budget and time)

Half of the respondents who received the grant think that the funds they receivatdorproject were
sufficient Table7). One respondent said that the funds available were too little for a project that
required original fieldwork. All of the grant recipients feel that the time for the project was not enough
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or that it was not clear what the timscale for the project was. Half of them said the time was not

enough as a project of this type requires research publications at the end which can beotisigming.

Others said that a duration of one year is not enough to cetepliield work as there are always

logistical and administrative delays in such activities. One of the respondents said that their project had
experienced a delay in starting due to the late arrival of funds. There were suggestions fgcttas to

bemae flexible in the future according to each proc

Project success

All of the respondents think that their project activities westeccessfulTable6). Many find that

interest in their research area has increased and that there is potential for receiving additional funding
to do indepth work. The startp activities allowed some to formulate important partnerships but there
was one respondent who felt thaheir project did not have enough funding to invest in partnerships.
However, one respondent who feels that their project resulted in interesting findings and would like to
do additional research but has experienced funding issues due to limited fuadailgble for their
research topic.

Additional funding

There was a common concern about many about the purpose of the seed grant. Many project leaders

had expected A4NH to provide additional funding if the sgeaht activities were successful and felt

that the purpose of a ‘seed’ grant was not ful fildl
results were not acted upon as they had not informed future spending priorities of A4NH. Half of the

seed grant beneficiaries requested A4NH for addaldanding (which they did not receive) and two of

them asked for help with fundraisir@able8). Only one project has so far been successful in raising
additonalitnds (externally); t hehayebeenseccessfuorenydverr noted t
with much effort, long time needed for application and hard work as this is an area of priority for my

present and future resear¢th. Thr ee r e s p o nwre worksg os a praposal or avditingt h e y

for an appropriate call for proposals that they can apply to.

Other concerns

Communication issues were noted to be an important concern by some respondents. They felt that the
objectives of the seed grant program veemot communicated properly and they were confused about
the funding process.

Additional comments

Some of the issues that A4NH faced with the seed grants process can be explained by the change of
leadership in Flagship 1. The first leader of Flagship 1 left IFPRI in 2014 while the current Flagship leader
took over after a gap of a few months.
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SubAnnex 1:Summary tables

Table3: Ease of filling the application form

Easy 10
Don't remember 1
Total 11

Table4: Speed of decisiomaking process

Quick enough 5 5 10
Too slow for me 1 1
Total 6 5 11

Table5: Transparency of decision

Transparent 3 3
Not fullytransparen* 3 5 8
Total 6 5 11

Table6: Success of staitip activities

Yes 6
No 0
Total 6

Table7: Sufficiency of funds

Yes 3
Mixedviews 1
No 2
Total 6

Table8: Additional funding and fundraising

Yes 3 2 0 1
No 3 3 2 4
Total 6 5 2 5

64 This includes respondents with mixed views or those who said the procegsavigly transparent (2) and those who said
that the process was not transparent to them (6)
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SubAnnex 2: Survey questionnaire

Box1: Seed grant survey

Dear users of A4NH seed (startup) grants

Greetings from the A4NH evaluation team! We would be very grateful if you could answer g
short confidential questionnaire on seed grantgust by answering this email. For the why, how
and when, please see below.

Why this questionnaire?The evaluation team would like to learn some lessons from the posi
and negatives of seed grants as they&vased in Phase 1 of A4NH, so that we can make
recommendations for Phase 2. We have got some indications already (including from our fi
mini-E survey) that seed grants were appreciated but it was disappointing that there was no
follow-up from A4NH. & would like to check how widespread this experience was, and also
additional information on the practical consequences.

How to answer? The easiest and quickest is simply to answer this email (just write a brief ar
below each question below)n accordance with all our evaluation information, the emails will
archived in strict confidence and the inf
identifiable details) before sharing with anyone. Alternatives: If you prefer to use my email
address outside CGIAR, then please respond to XXX. If you prefer to be interviewed by sky
please let me know and we can set up an interview.

MINI-SURVEY ON SEED GRANTS
This is a quick mix of multiple choice and open questions. Please delete/highlight/underline
multiple choice answer.

1. Name and Center (this information will be kept in strict confidence)

2. Why did you apply for an A4NH seed grant (what attracted you athigifunding
mechanism)

3. Application process: what was good and bad?
3a Filling the application for m: eas
3b Decision process: quick enough for
3c Decision: transparent to me/not transparenttome on’ t r eme mber
3d Other comments on the application process (optional):

4. Did you receive a grant yes/no
If no, then you can stop the questionnaire heréleasefeel free to add any other comments
you like:

If yes, please answer these additiongliestions:
5. Funding and timing
5a Were the seed grant funds enough for what you wanted to do? yes/no
5b Did you also have to look for additional funding from other sources (that is, for this sg
set of startup activities)? Yes/no
If yes please gévdetails
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5¢ Was the one year time scale enough for what you wanted to do in thewgigshase?

yes/no
5d If you answered no, can you suggest what timescale would be better for future seed

grants?

6. At the end of the seed grant, were your stanp activities successful / did you reach you
aims? Yes/no

If you answered no, you can stop the guestionnaire heypleasefeel free to add any additional
comments below especially on any next steps for you in this area of work

If you answeredyes, pleas answer these additional questions
7. Did you ask A4NH for additional funding to continue or expand the work after the se¢
grant? Yes/no

7a—if yes, were you successful? Yes/no
7b - please comment

8. Did you ask A4NH for help with fundraising from othaurses to continue or expand the
work after the seed grant?
8a—if yes, were you successful? Yes/no
8b - please comment

9. What have been the next steps for you after the seed grant finished? Did you get fu
from other sources, or are you making applications for some?

Source: Seed grant survey carried out by the evaluation team
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SubAnnex 3: Call for proposals

Box2: Call for seed grants proposals

A4NH Component 1: Enhancing Nutrition in Value Chains
Call for Seed Grant Proposals to Foster Expanded Research Capacity

The objective of this component is to leverage the value chain for selgdgent-rich (high value) foods
to increase the demand for, access to, and consumption of affordable nutritious foods among pog
and periurban marginal households, with particular emphasis on women, infants, and young child
Nutrient-rich foads include thosghat are rich in essentialutrients such asegumesfruitsand
vegetables, meat, fistand dairy productsThus, this component is focused on improving diets throu
encouraging dietary diversity, either of individual nutrigigh foods or of groups of foods, such as all
animaklsource foods or traditional vegetables.

Value chains can be leveraged at different points for improving nutrition. Nutritional and diet qua
can be enhanced through improved production practices, expans@asonal availability, improved
processing or storage that preserves nutritional quality or extends availability. Behavior change
communication can motivate consumers to either produce more nutriéit foods or to purchase
them. A multidisciplinaryapproach is needed to identify barriers to improved nutrition and to asses
the technical, economic, and nutritional implications of value chain interventions. Furthermore, hg
single commodity focus may compare with a whole diet approach is not wadiratood and more
research to test hypotheses about the links between value chain development and dietary improv
is needed.

Several promising research projects are already underway in different CGIAR centers that approd
nutrition-sensitive value chains in different ways. Current projects may be limited, however, by thg
expertise currently available and the modest initialdisvof funding under 4.1.

A program of seed grants to enable expanded activities is proposed. The purpose of this progran
specifically encourage the design of integrated value chain research, through allowing the formati
partnerships (inelding those outside the CGIAR system), development of larger project proposals,
networking activities. A CGIAR center (other than IFPRI) must be the lead partner for a proposal.
Partnerships with other research organizations with relevant expertisestaongly encouraged. IFPRI
researchers other than those currently supported by A4NH 4.1 may be partners in proposed activ
Up to 5 seed grants of $50,000 to $100,000 each will be awarded. If project development is succ
then the awardees wald be supported through future increases in CRP4 funding and would be
“showcased” for enhanced bil ateral support.

Successful proposals will support development of major research projects that: 1) examine the vé
chain for at least one nutrient rich éal; 2) evaluate diet quality, dietary deficiencies, and dietary
outcomes; 3) address key constraints to improvements in dietary diversity; and 4) focus on poor
consumers and their constraints to nutritional and dietary improvement, especially women angd yo
children.

The major research projects that would be the result of seed grants might include some of the foll
activities. Nutritionsensitive value chain research may include some or all of these elements:
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dietary and nutritional assessment t@rget population

identification of how nutrientrich food(s) would improve diets and/or address dietary
deficiencies

mapping of the value chain for nutrienich food(s)

identification of constraints to expanded supply and demand of nutrrait food(s)
developing and/or testing value chain interventions in a rigorous manner
assessment of impact on diets of the target population

= =

= =4 =4 =4

Examples of interventions might include one or more of the following:

9 improvements in supply for target populations througtidressing production constraints such
as seasonality or through enhancing nutrient content at the production level;

1 improvements in storage, handling, processing, or marketing to reduce loss, especially los
nutritional quality;

1 increased demand omiproved nutritional quality through education or improved incentives 1
different actors in the value chain; or

9 food product development to address constraints in availability, marketability, or nutritional
quality.

Seed grants can either be for development of new ideas or for expansion of a current activity to m
fully address nutrition goals. The time span for activity is one year or less. Btiph{e) proposals
should include: 1) ch dneutrioa sehséive vatue ahains (if eclevant)y 2ptise
proposed new research or expansion of existing research; 3) how the proposed new research ad
4.1 goals and the criteria for successful proposals outlined above; 4) constraints to degelepi
research (eg., expertise, partners) and how those will be addressed with seed grant funds; 5) bug
one year’'s activities. Reviews of the |lite
development of major new research peats.

Proposals are due are due February 15, 2013. Proposals will be reviewed by a committee of Joh
McDermott, Laurian Unnevehr, and two researchers familiar with A4NH. External reviews will be
from selected members of the A4ANH Independenviédry Committee. Decisions will be made and
announced by March 15, prior to the March-22 PMC meeting. A follow up workshop with those
receiving seed grants will be held after the PMC meeting. Please submit proposals by email to
l.unnevehr@cgiar.org
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