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Executive Summary

An overview follows of the external review report of the Information and Communications
Technology and Knowledge Management (ICT-KM) Program, covering the review process,
background on the ICT-KM strategy and program, review findings, and recommendations.

Review Process

The Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) Secretariat

commi ssioned the first eXOr&w Bregtfammn eavlyi2608. Tlef t he CC
World Bank has provided the bulk of the $9.3 million in funding to the Program from 2003

through 2009 (projected), and the Secretariat has oversight responsibility for the use of

these funds.

The objectives of the review were to assess the relevance, achievements, effectiveness and
efficiency of the Program to date, and provide recommendations regarding means for
improvement and future direction. The Panel reviewed extensive ICT-KM related
documentation, conducted interviews by telephone and during site visits in Washington, DC
and Rome, carried out a web-based survey, and had frequent Panel discussions regarding
findings and conclusions, between May and July, 2009.

Background ICFKMStrategy and Program

The ICT-KM Program was established in 2002 with the
Chief Information Officer (CIO). In 2003 the ICT-KM strategy was developed, which has

guided the Program to date. Its vision was fone of a CGIAR without boundaries, an

internationally distributed, unified and open knowledge organization. CGIAR staff,

regardless of their location, will collaborate in science, using high capacity computing and
communication. The global public goods the CGIAR manages will be safeguarded,

developed and made accessible for use by all stakeholders.o

The 2003 strategy laid out programmatic thrusts associated with connectivity, content, and
work culture, as well as related System-level coordinating activities. The strategy was
followed by a 2004 Investment Plan, budgeted at $4.8 million, which consisted of 14 projects
intended to improve connectivity in the CGIAR and enable staff located in the most remote
regions to access a range of online tools and services. This was followed by a 2006
Investment Plan, budgeted at $3.2 million, which entailed eight projects designed to
consolidate on gains from 2004.

The Program consists of a mix of decentralized projects located at various CGIAR Centers,

and a central, globally-f ocused Program office based at Biover
staffing includes the CIO plus one part-time staff and two part-time consultants. The 2006

Investment Plan is largely complete, and the Program has no committed CGIAR funding

beyond 2009.

ReviewFindings

The ICT-KM Program remains relevant and vital. The Programd 2003 strategic
framework is still largely valid. ICT-K M étleemes and priorities are heading in the right
direction. Looking forward, the Program has important ongoing relevance to the CGIAR
mission and direction. A new ICT-KM strategy should be collaboratively developed and
aligned with CGIAR reform and business needs. The research community needs to be more



actively engaged in the Program and its future plans and activities, in order to create
greatest value.

The Program has important accomplishments that have:

e Opened access to research results through the CGVirtual Library, the AAA
(Availability, Accessibility, Applicability) Framework, and CGMap/EasyMTP 1 which to
date includes research plans but should as a priority include results.

e Expanded knowledge sharing in the CGIAR through tools, including the Knowledge
Sharing Toolkit (www.kstoolkit.org), workshops and events, such as the first Knowledge
Share Fair for Agricultural Development and Food Security (January 2009 at FAO). The
Program has supported researchers at the project level, fostered sharing of lessons
learned (such as WorldFishCe nt er 6 s A 9 tandrbgeMrecognizea fordits role
(asatthel nt ernati onal F aCARBA).6 s Conf erence

e Facilitated cross-Center collaboration through communities of practice (CoP); the
CoP, some of which existed previously, have developed and become more active; four
communities are currently supported by the ICT-KM Program: Information Technology,
Information Managers, Consortium of Spatial Information (CSl), and Webmasters.

e Supported cost savings through system-wide purchases of software and services,
resulting in cumulative savings estimated at more than $3.7 million from 2003 through
2008.

e Built and leveraged partnerships in knowledge management (with FAO, IFAD, WFP,
GFAR, among others), and in collaborative research projects with ICT-KM components
(such as the AGCommons Program funded by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation).

The ICT-KM Program should better communicate the value of ICT-KM. The Program

actively and effectively communicates through many means. However, there is limited

awarenessand use of many of the Programbés products
value could be multiplied through wider adoption i within the CGIAR and beyond. More

targeted strategic communications are key. This should include targeted awareness-building

of evidence-based knowledge sharing practices that can improve research results.

The Program should strengthen efforts to support a continuous learning culture in
the CGIAR. The Program has developed relevant tools and services and, looking forward,
can do more to foster a continuous learning culture within the CGIAR. This could occur
through various means including: technology-enabled ones, such as the CGIAR expertise
locator system (for creating information sharing connections); and capacity building
training/workshops, such as in knowledge sharing. It also could include collaborating with
others to build enabling policies and practices i such as incorporating selective ICT-KM
related indicators into the C G 1 A Rérfsermance Measurement System, to promote
institutional change.

The ICT-KM project portfolio is generally well managed but the Program could
improve its approach to quality control, and monitoring and evaluation. Project
management has improved with the advent of dedicated resources to support project leads,
and controls are in place. However, the Program should institutionalize a more formal and
systematic approach to quality control. The Program should use project management
software to track and coordinate projects, and develop a visual ICT-KM Project Dashboard
(showing progress, expenditures to date, outputs/outcomes/impact, etc.). Steering
committees or expert advisors should be engaged more consistently across projects to


http://www.kstoolkit.org/

enhance oversight. Outcome metrics that can be quantitatively measured should be
incorporated into Program monitoring and evaluation.

The ICT-KM governance arrangement has served the Program adequately but should
be changed in alignment with CGIAR reform. Program governance has evolved from an
initial well-conceived but not high-performing arrangement to the current one, in which the
CIO reports to the CGIAR Director and her host DG. The arrangement provides for oversight
of leadership plans and activities but lacks a systematic mechanism for technical oversight.
In addition, the arrangement does not position the Program to play a System-level role. The
Program should be housed in the future office of the Consortium CEO, ideally co-located
with other corporate service units. The arrangement should foster collaboration,
transparency, and commitment to decisions i as well as programmatic excellence.

The CIO has accomplished much despite major challenges, including the need for a

more focused role. The CIO has capably led the Program under difficult circumstances that

include a huge job scope within a complex global System, lack of sufficient commitment at

the System leadership level, limited authority, and insufficient staff support, to name a few.

The ClI Ob6s office should be expanded and t,he CI O
particularly on strategic System-l e v e | i ssues. Options should be al
next strategy/plan and related resource considerations.

The Programbs effective decentralized approach c
organization. The Progr a md s -Basad preject approach helps ensure relevance to

needs on-the-ground, and can build capacity at Centers that lasts beyond project funding.

Each project has a host Center and arrangements follow CGIAR protocols, including

financial ones. While the Panel was not made aware of specific issues, the ICT-KM Program

and Bioversity have not had a formal hosting agreement; one should be developed to reflect

the new/emerging arrangements in the Consortium office. Looki ng f orward to the
future organization and role, there may be opportunities to streamline CGIAR Center-based

IT, knowledge management, and knowledge sharing functions into global or regional hubs of

expertise, and/or to establish regionally-based advisory services; the ICT-KM Program can

support efforts to create more unified and cost-effective approaches i a role that should

become | ess complex under the Consortiumds | egal

The ICT-KM Program has made great strides and has the potential to contribute much more

to the CGIAR System and its research objectives. The Program should be an integral part of

the new CGIAR. It should no longer be a fee-for-service operation i as is currently the case.

I n the Panel 6s view, the CGI AR «KNMduwirldgthistmei nt ai n i
of transition so that the Program will not lose momentum or valuable staff, and can build on

past experience to better serve the future CGIAR.



List of Recommendations

Recommendation: The Panel recommends that the Program develop, through a
collaborative process, a new strategy and investment plan that are driven by CGIAR
business needs, clearly linked with System priorities, and have the buy-in of System
leadership.

Recommendation: The Panel recommends that the ICT-KM Program integrate CGIAR
research results into CGMap as a priority project.

Recommendation: The Panel recommends that the ICT-KM Program sharpen its
communications strategy to build awareness of the value of ICT-KM initiatives to CGIAR
operations and research results.

Recommendation: The Panel recommends that the ICT-KM reporting and governance
structure be aligned with CGIAR reform, such that the Program is housed in the office of the
Consortium CEO, and the CIO reports to the CEO or his/her designate.

Recommendation: The Panel recommendsthatt he r ol e of the CI O
be reconfigured to ensure that the Program has needed capacity to accomplish the goals
set out in the upcoming strategy and investment plan.

Recommendation: The Panel recommends that the CGIAR incorporate selective ICT-KM
indicators into the Performance Measurement System, to help motivate progress towards
agreed-upon ICT-KM benchmarks.

Recommendation: The Panel recommends that the ICT-KM Program actively engage the
research community in the Program and its activities, in order to achieve the greatest value
for the System.

Recommendation: The Panel recommends that the Program institutionalize a more formal,
systematic approach to quality control, and establish quantitative outcome metrics for each
ICT-KM project.

Recommendation: The Panel recommends that the CGIAR invest sufficient, sustained
resources in the ICT-KM Program, so that the Program can maintain momentum and be an
integral part of the new CGIAR.

and
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1 Introduction

1.1 Review Process

The Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) Secretariat

commi ssioned the first external review of the CC
Technology and Knowledge Management (ICT-KM) Program in early 2009. The World Bank

has provided the bulk of the $9.3 million in funding to the Program from 2003 through 2009

(projected), and the Secretariat has oversight responsibility for the use of these funds.

The review was conducted by a two-person external Panel, the membership of which is
shown in Annex 1. The terms of reference for the Panel are provided in Annex 2.

The review began with a briefing in the CGIAR Secretariat in May 2009, followed by a visit
to IFPRI; the Panel met with ICT-KM staff in Rome in June 2009, along with selected staff
from Bioversity and Rome-based partner organizations. A list of individuals, whom the Panel
interviewed in person or by phone, is provided in Annex 3. Prior to, during and after these
meetings, the Panel read a large number of documents, many of which may be found on the
ICT-KM website. A list of documents is provided in Annex 4.

To supplement the interviews, the Panel conducted a web-based survey, which the chair
circulated electronically to 258 people. Annex 5 presents further information on the survey
method, analysis and results.

The Panel is grateful to Enrica Porcari, the Chief Information Office (CIO) of the ICT-KM
Program for her responsiveness to our many questions, insights, and willingness to support
the review process in every way; she was ably assisted by Tania Jordan, whom the Panel
would also like to thank. The Panel greatly appreciates the time and valuable perspectives
of the many people who spoke with us, communicated by email, and responded to the
survey. Their investment of time and energy is a testament to the interest that many share
regarding the ICT-KM Program and its future.

1.2 Review Report

The review report is divided into six main sections, which address the following topics:
Section 17 Introduction to the review process and report overview

Section 2 i Background on global trends in information and communications technology and
knowledge management, the response of the CGIAR, and evolution of the ICT-
KM Program

Section 31 The ICT-KM strategy and project portfolio, the evolution of these, the planning
and prioritization process, and relevance of the strategy and investment

Section 47 The ICT-KM project portfolio, mechanisms for quality control, monitoring and
evaluation,andan assessment of the Programbs perf

Section57T The Programdéds governance and management , th
structure, Program leadership and management, project management, host
Center arrangements and finances, with an assessment of these

Section 6 i Looking forward at the CGIAR reform process and how the ICT-KM organization
and strategy should be positioned to align with the future CGIAR



2 Background
2.1 The Knowledge Landscape

Generally speaking, the field of Information and Communications Technologies-Knowledge
Management (ICT-KM) will continue to have a profound impact on organizations worldwide.
Over the past ten years, through web-based and intranet technologies, we have the
capability to evolve from isolated islands of knowledge to connected communities. We also
have the ability to now form the bridges across these islands through knowledge
management and knowledge sharing initiatives. Within an organization, knowledge
management serves as an integrative mechanism to cut across the functional silos and
stovepipes. Within an international context, knowledge sharing efforts, such as online
communities of practice or thematic knowledge networks, allow people to easily reach out to
others for knowledge and advice.

Certainly, in the public health and development disciplines, knowledge management can
play a major role. I n fact, Liebowitz et al ds
Public Health (J. Liebowitz, R. Schieber, and J. Andreadis, eds.; Auerbach Publishing, July

2009), discusses some of the leading knowledge management efforts being applied through

the World Health Organization, Pan American Health Organization, USAID, the World Bank,

CDC, and many other organizations. The Knowledge Management for Development

Journal (KM4D Journal) has been in existence since 2005, and CGlI A R 6 sKMIP@gram

has published special issues on approaches to promote knowledge sharing in international

development organizations. Capacity building, social learning, sustainability, and innovation

are all important topics affecting the international development community.

Organizations, like the CGIAR Centers, should be incorporating knowledge management
tenets seamlessly throughout their organizations and leveraging knowledge both internally
and externally to and from their stakeholders. As knowledge management is 80 percent
people/culture and process, and 20 percent technology, these components must be actively

considered in building a Aknowledge organizatior
continuous |l earning ¢ uHowhest® buildamdnerturéd @kmawledge 6 part
sharing culture. The AprocessodO component deal s
activities as part of everyoneods daily work envi
World Bank, have learning and knowledge s haring proficiencies as pal
annual performance revi ew. The Atechnol ogyd pie

is creating a unified knowledge network in order to enable knowledge sharing to take place.
And today, there are many such enabling technologies, from established ones to emerging
ones, such as cloud computing, Web 2.0, social media, Service as a Software (SaaS),
multimedia and web mining, virtualization, among others.

Many organizations apply knowledge management for several reasons: increase

innovation; develop the institutional memory of the organization; promote a greater sense of

community and belonging; encourage organizational agility and adaptability to changing

events; and improve organizational internal and external effectiveness. Knowledge

management often takes on two general approaches: codification and personalization.
Codification ref er s -drientechappioaah,lsuckeas thiougmléssonss y st e ms
learned/best practice databases, expertise locator systems, web-based online searchable

multimedia asset management systems, and other systems. Personalization refers to the
Aconnectiond approach to knowledge management , ¢



fairs, knowledge sharing forums, job rotations, and online communities. In the recent years
and ahead, social media will continue to play a major role in knowledge management.
Blogs, wikis, micro-blogs such as Twitter and Yammer, and various social networking sites
will help shape the knowledge sharing environment.

Simply put, any organization who isndét involved
activitieswillbesub-opt i mi zi ng and will fal/l behind in fAwol
Knowledge management should be a key pillar of developing a human capital strategy and

plays a chief role in succession planning and workforce development. Knowledge

management will help organizations, like the CGIAR Centers, achieve their strategic mission

and should really become a core competency in the CGIAR System.

2.2 The CGIAR Systahiresponse and Program Evolution

The CGIARGs vision is to Areduce poverty and hunger,
and enhance ecosystem resilience through high-quality international agricultural research,

partnership and leadership.6 To reach this vision, the CGIAR has established 15 research

Centers worldwide.

The nature of the CGIAR as a decentralized global operation presents many challenges that

result in high need for or value of ICT. By the natur ek(@freseack), CGlI ARG s
great value can be derived from knowledge sharing and knowledge management efforts

through collaboration to generate and apply knowledge. These challenges/opportunities

were recognized in efforts that date back to 1994, 1999, and 2001 and were noted in the

2003 ICT-KM strategy. It took almost ten years before the strategy developed and

investments began. The ICT-KMPr ogr amdé s e sandadvélapraentias edincided

with changes in the System aimed at becoming more unified.

T h e r ednsignificant ICT investment at the level of the 15 Centers and, as has been
recognized in the past, there is duplication. Great opportunities have and continue to exist
for economies of scale and shared initiatives, particularly as the ICT field is rapidly
changing. It was recognized that a System-wide Program can serve this niche.

Initial CGIAR discussions back in 1995 led to a 2001 recommendation, by the Information

Technology (IT) Professional group of the CGIAR supported by the Information

Management (IM) Professional community, to create the Chief Information Officer (CIO)
position. Accor di nkiM PtogramBadikgeound Bformdidndor theC T
External Evaluation Panel 6, the CI O position is
planning, and coordination of IT, IM, and KM (knowledge management) within the CGIAR

system and responsible for identifying, championing, and coordinating areas of collaboration

between CGIAR Centers and information domains for greater system-wi de v a3).uneodo ( p.
2002-2003, the importance of knowledge management was recognized by some of the

Directors General (DGS) in terms of applying knowledge management principles towards

moving the CGIAR to a more effective collaborative organic system as opposed to 15

competing entities, and the ICT-KM Program was established.

The ICT-KM Program has a vision of a ACGI AR Without
safeguard, develop, and make accessible for use by all stakeholders the global public goods

that are managed by the CGIAR. The first stage of the ICT-KM Program, called the 2004

Investment Plan (IP04), focused on 14 projects around the themes of Connectivity, Content,

and Work Culture, and two initiatives relating to Structure/Coordinating Actions. 1P04 was

budgeted at $4.8 million. The second stage of the ICT-KM Program, 2006 Investment Plan

(IP06), included eight projects under the same themes totaling $3.2 million, budgeted. The



ICT-KM Program motto for this stage was eil@ol | abor ¢
section 3 shows the projects in the ICT-KM Program under the 1P04 and IP06, which are
assessed in section 4.

The first phase of projects, IP04, was a grass-roots approach whereby CGIAR Centers
provided their input for possible ICT-KM projects. The focus of the first plan was mainly
internal, directed at the 15 CGIAR Centers. The second phase, IP06, whose projects

recently ended by June 2009, refined its focus t
infrastructure to improving broader access to scientific data. The second phase had both an
internal and external perspective in meeting the

agricultural development and reducing poverty through access to and use of data and
information, and greater knowledge sharing in research.

10



3 ICFKM Strategy

The 2003 ICT-KM strategy provided the broad direction

Investment Plans, and an associated $8.0 million in budgeted expenditures. An overview of
the strategy and plans is presented below. This is followed by a discussion of the planning
and prioritization process, and an examination of the relevance of the ICT-KM strategy and
investments.

3.1 Overview of Strategy and Investment Plans

ICTFKM Program Threéear Strategy (2003)

The ICT-KM Strategy, developed in 2003, provided the broad framework that has guided the
Program to date. The document i which builds on initiatives from 1994, 1999, and 2001 to
enhance system-wide collaboration in information and communication technology and
knowledge sharing i sets out the following vision, goals and programmatic thrusts.!

The vision ... is one of a CGIAR without boundaries, an internationally distributed, unified
and open knowledge organization. CGIAR staff, regardless of their location, will collaborate
in science, using high capacity computing and communication. The global public goods the
CGIAR manages will be safeguarded, developed and made accessible for use by all
stakeholders.

Goals i in the next five years, the CGIAR will:

e Transform the way it works, incorporating new ICT and KM practices to preserve,
produce, and improve access to the agricultural global public goods needed by the poor
in developing countries;

o Be aleading knowledge broker, bringing together all actors in an open, inclusive
community for global public goods research for development.

Programmatic thrusts 1 included:

e Connectivityi | CT f or tomorrowds science
e Contenti for development
e Work culture i a CGIAR without boundaries

In addition to this broad strategic framework, the strategy document outlined the 2004
Investment Plan, criteria to guide formulation of projects, Program governance, the role of
the CIO, monitoring and evaluation, and resource implications.

1 Prior efforts included the 1994 System-wide Strategy on the Future of Information Activities in the CGIAR, the 1999 CGIAR
Organizational Change Program that included knowledge management and sharing components, and a 2001 ICT Strategy
Workshop that was organized by the ICT Sub-committee of the Center Directors Committee.

11



Table I ICTFKM Investment Plar004 and 2006

Lead Project
Project Title Thrust Center Start | End Budget
Investment Plan 2004
Desktop Video Conferencing Connectivity ICRISAT Jun 04 | Nov 05 $73,800
Intelligent Information Systems Connectivity ICARDA Jan 05 | Mar 06 $185,070
Global Advanced Research Networks Connectivity IRRI Aug 04 | Jul 05 $111,600
Enterprise Security & Business Continuity | Connectivity IRRI Apr 04 | Mar 06 $465,000
Second Level Connectivity Connectivity ILRI Mar 04 | Feb 06 $725,400
Consortium for Spatial Information Connectivity IWMI Mar 04 | Feb 07 $465,000
E-Publishing Systems Content Bioversity | Mar 04 | Feb 06 $446,400
Virtual Resources Center Infrastructure Content Bioversity | Mar 04 | Feb 06 $390,600
Virtual Academy for Semi Arid Tropics Content ICRISAT Apr 04 | Sep 06 $363,240
On-line Learning Resources Content ICRAF Apr 04 | Mar 06 $213,900
Web Content and Usage Analysis Content Bioversity | Jan 05 | Dec 06 $190,900
Scientific Data Standards and Exchange:
Capacity Development Content Bioversity | Jan 05 | Jul 05 $153,525
Virtual Library Service Content IFPRI Jan 05 | Jun 06 $308,142
Knowledge Management and Sharing Work Culture | CIAT Mar 04 | Feb 05 $372,000
ICT-KM Investment Plan Coordination Structure WorldFish | Mar 04 | Feb 06 $250,000
ICT-KM Program Evaluation Structure WorldFish | Mar 04 | Feb 05 $103,000
Total $4,817,577
Investment Plan 2006
Enterprise Security i Americas Regional
Thrust (continued from 1P04) Connectivity CIP Jan 08 | May 08 $87,688
CGXchange Content Bioversity | Mar 07 | Feb 09 $1,008,000
CGVLibrary Content IFPRI Mar 07 | Apr 09 $280,000
Quality CGIAR Digital Content for
Learning Content CIP Mar 07 | Jan 09 $118,000
CGIAR MAP Content Bioversity | Mar 07 | Jun 09 $200,000
KS: Scaling Up & Strengthening
Champions (IKS) Work Culture | CIAT Jan 07 | Apr 09 $500,000
KS: Scaling Out (KSinR) Work Culture | IWMI Mar 07 | Apr 09 $500,000
ICT-KM Investment Plan Coordination Structure Bioversity Mar 07 | Feb 09 $350,000
ICT-KM Planning for the Future Structure Bioversity | Mar 07 | Feb 09 $150,000
Total $3,193,688
TOTAL i 2004 and 2006 Investment $8,011,265

12




2004 Investment Plan

The 2004 Investment Plan included 14 projects clustered around the thrusts of connectivity,
content, and work culture, aswellastwoi ni ti ati ves relating to
coordination. The plan, budgeted at $4.8 million, was intended to improve connectivity in the
CGIAR and enable staff located in the remotest regions to access a range of online tools
and services. CGIAR staff also was to be given the necessary know-how to collaborate and
share information. The Investment Plan described each project, its objectives and expected
outcomes, and noted the project coordinator, lead administrative Center, estimated cost,
and project duration. Table 1 lists the projects in this plan. An assessment of the investment
may be found in section 4.

2006 Investment Plan

The 2006 Investment Plan was designed to consolidate the gains from activities started in
the 2004 Investment Plan, and to continue the process of planning for the future. Focal
projects included the development, content, tools and services associated with the online
CGIAR platform CGXchange, the CGVirtual Library, and CG-Map i and activities around
improving CGIAR effectiveness through knowledge sharing techniques and methods. While
the first plan was largely directed at strengthening the internal infrastructure and connectivity
of the 15 Centers, the second plan, budgeted at $3.2 million, included more emphasis on
partnerships and access to CGIAR information. Section 4 provides an assessment of this
investment.

32 The Planning Process

Seventy-eight percent of respondentst o t h e P a n(sé Anaex 5) indicatedythat
they considered the ICT-KM Program strategy and investments to be relevant or highly
relevant. A majority (71%) responded that the ICT-KM Program's planning and prioritization
processes have been effective or highly effective. Concerns related to how decisions were
made (particularly regarding the second Investment Plan), and the relatively limited
involvement of researchers and other end users, from within and outside of the CGIAR. A
description follows of the planning and prioritization process associated with the 2003
strategy and the two investment plans.

The 2003 strategic planning process involved a series of online consultations and a planning
workshop that included clean-slate visioning. The process entailed the active participation of
a 16-person Advisory Group, representing information professionals, research managers,
senior scientists, and others from within the CGIAR (as discussed in section 5.1). An across-
the-board stock taking exercise was considered unnecessary, and Advisory Group members
were expected to seek input from the communities they represented. The plan drew upon
the knowledge and expertise of those involved, their communities, and previous System
efforts.

Simultaneous to the strategic planning process, the CIO, with involvement of the Advisory
Group, invited the members of the ICT-KM-related professional communities of practice to
develop and propose projects for inclusion in the 2004 Investment Plan. The Program
engaged external consultants, who ranked the proposals based on assorted criteria. The
highest scored projects were pursued and packaged around clusters. Following review from
the Advisory Group, the CIO presented the Investment Plan to the Center Directorsd
Committee (CDC) for approval, following which the CGIAR Director reviewed and provided
funding for the projects.

13
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In March 2005, the CIO Office organized an intensive, two-week online consultation that
involved 200 CGIAR staff, NARS partners and external experts. A principal aim of the
consultation was to obtain perspectives, examples, and suggestions on how the CGIAR can
best maximize the value of its global public goods. This input was expected to help guide
the ICT-KM Programébés next phase. However, based on t
planning would be needed i as well as the imminent completion of 2004 funding and
limitations in Program capacity i the CIO determined that 2006 investments should be
transitional, and focused on consolidating gains to date. She proposed selected projects for
investment, based on a review of completion reports from 2004 projects and consideration
of projects with the greatest potential; she also proposed a user study to develop a plan for
future investments. The CIO presented her proposal to her host-Center DG, who proposed
these to the CDC for approval and recommendation to the CGIAR Director for funding.

Overall, in the Panel 6s vi dawproritizatioe prazégsseS8weeend 200 4
well conceived, consultative, systematic, and entailed rigorous analysis conducted by

external experts. The i b o t-u p@mposal development process involved those familiar

with the challenges on the ground, and a wide range of players across the CGIAR had direct

or indirect influence on programming decisions. In hindsight, the resulting portfolio was too

diversified and ambitious. The 2004 process might have benefited from stronger top-down

strategic direction and focus.

In 2006, the Investment Plan development and prioritization process shifted to a highly top-

down one (particularly as the ICT-KM Advisory Group no longer existed). The planning and

related decision-making process resulted in concerns about transparency and the lack of

stakeholder engagement, as the CIO has recognized. The process was not optimal, but

based on t hsdimitedcapaadtysanddunding, and the importance of maintaining

project momentum, the approach taken was reasone

Looking forward, the next phase of ICT-KM strategic planning should involve ICT and KM
experts from within and outside of the CGIAR, as well as researchers and other end users.
The strategic direction should be aligned with that of the CGIAR, both in relation to newly
emerging business needs as well as broader System priorities. Decisions should factor in
the challenges and complexity of projects that require System-level cooperation and aim for
System-level change.

Recommendation: The Panel recommends that the Program develop, through a
collaborative process, a new strategy and investment plan that are driven by CGIAR
business needs, clearly linked with System priorities, and have the buy-in of System
leadership.

3.3 Relevancef Strategy and Investments

As mentioned in Section 2.2, the vision, mission, and strategy of the ICT-KM Program seem

to be in alignment with t he CGheA®RE&MProgrami o n , mi s s
main themes of Connectivity, Work Culture, Content, and Structure/Coordinating Actions

relate well to the key elements of a knowledge management strategy, namely emphasizing

the codification (fAicollectiond) and pe-KMdonali zat
Programbés themes are heading i-KMRrdygramstratagict di r ect
framework is still largely valid. With the CGIAR reform process underway, the ICT-KM

Program will have to ensure that its goals are aligned with the emerging Consortium model.

Articulating and communicating this ICT-KM strategy with the various stakeholder and end-
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user communities is very important in order to continue the momentum that the ICT-KM
Program has established over the past six years.

In hindsight, the ICT-KM Program probably was a bit too broad with the IPO4 projects. As a
result, some of these projects were successful and others fell short of expectations (as
discussed in Section 4). However, for IP06, the scope of the ICT-KM Program was better
adjusted and refined by continuing with the more successful system-wide activities that were
started under IP04, with the focus on consolidating gains and planning for the future. The
ICT-KM themes (Connectivity, Work Culture, Content, and Structure/Coordinating Actions)
are in agreement with most knowledge management strategies. Many KM strategies are
built upon three key elements of People, Process, and Technology. Inthe CGIAR ICT-KM
parlance, the Work Culture/Coordinating Actions relate to People issues, Content/Structure
relates to Process, and Connectivity relates to Technology. Thus, the ICT-KM Program is
on the right path towards building its Program on these key pillars. Senior level CG
commitment is needed to leverage and sustain the ICT-KM investment.
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4  The ICEKM Program

4.1 Assessment of IGAM Portfolio of Projects

The ICT-KM strategy and an overview of the investment portfolio are provided in section 3.

Section 4 provides an assessment of the investment. This assessment draws from review of

the Programbs M&E findings, proj ectsultaand rel at ed
interviews, trials of some of the Programds proc

As shown in the onion diagram (Figure 1), the CGIAR ICT-KM Program has built its projects
around four key themes (Connectivity, Content, Work Culture, Structure), along with
Coordinating Actions. Emanating out from the inner layer shown in Figure 1, the areas of
interest and related ICT-KM projects are linked.

The Panel @Be Amaxkb)\exlpred perspectives regarding the effectiveness of ICT-

KM projects. Table 2 sorts survey responses (from Question 3) from highest to lowest,

based on the percent of respondents who rated tF
Responses are clustered in quadrants. Note that the percentages reflect the number of

respondents who rated the item, and in some cases (such as the highly-rated VASAT

project), very few respondents knew of the projects. Overall, the Coordinating Actions and

Work Culture projects are clustered in the upper quadrants. The Content thrust has the

greatest number of projects and span from most to least effective. The Connectivity themed

projects have a large span from top to bottom; half are in the bottom quadrant.

Table 2 Survey Results Sorted from Highest to Lowest Percent:
Question BHow effectileas the ICKM Program been in the following areas of investment?

Percent Who Rated Number
ICT-KM Projects i 2004 and 2006 Investment Plans Project "Effective" or Who Rated
"Highly Effective" Project
Virtual Academy for the Semi-Arid Tropics (VASAT) 88% 32
Consortium for Spatial Information (CSI) 85% 59
CGMap 84% 83
Virtual library service 83% 75
Nurturing connections i communities of practice 80% 87
Economies through System-wide contracts, purchasing and agreements 7% 73
Institutional knowledge sharing (strengthening champions) 74% 84
Knowledge sharing in research (scaling out) 69% 86
Technical developments i papers and case studies 68% 63
Second level connectivity 67% 55
Digital content for learning 65% 63
Web content and usage analysis 65% 63
Online learning resources 64% 56
Enterprise security and business continuity 60% 45
Virtual resources center infrastructure 58% 55
Utilization of intelligent information systems for plant protection 57% 30
Global advanced research networks 55% 51
Scientific data standards and exchange: capacity development 53% 59
CGXChange 51% 82
Videoconferencing for enhanced collaboration 43% 63
E-publishing 35% 62
Total Who Answered Question 118
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Figure 1: Themes/Areas of Work in the CGIAR ICT-KM Program
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There are various accomplishments resulting from the ICT-KM projects. Ones of noteworthy
importance include:

« Facilitation of communities of practice (CoP): Currently, there are four communities of
practice that are enabled by the ICT-KM Program. These are: Information Technology
Community; Information Managers Community; Consortium of Spatial Information
Community; Webmasters Community. The IT and CSI communities seem to be more
active than the other two communities. It would be interesting to develop online
communities in other areas to reach out to scientists and other end-users of the ICT-KM
Program.
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Opening access to research through CGMap/EasyMTP, the AAA (Availability,

Accessibility, Applicability) Framework, and the CGVirtual Library.

Developing the Knowledge Sharing Toolkit (www.kstoolkit.org), creating the WorldFish

Center 6s

AiStoryMercialo

BN

t o

communi

cate

key

Workshops, organizing the first Knowledge Share Fair for Agricultural Development and
Food Security (January 20-22, 2009 in Rome at FAQO), being recognized for the

Il nternat.

onal

F al rQmWeR DoAs, Gaonndf earsesnicset i n g

scienti

Alliances for WasteWaster Agriculture and Sanitation for Poverty Alleviation Projectd all
through the Institutional Knowledge Sharing and Knowledge Sharing in Research

projects.

Playing a System-level leadership role in the AGCommons Program
(www.agcommons.org), funded through the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation.

Building partnerships in the knowledge management area with such organizations as

FAO, IFAD, FARA, WFP, and GFAR.

Saving money through economies of system-wide purchases of software and services.
f | showvm ie Bable 3, the Program has saved more than an
estimated $3.7 million for the CGIAR, through 2008.

From the CIO6 s

Table 2 Estimated Savings through Syfidm Purchases, 22088

: Savings (USD) Total
System-Wide Savings
Agreements Signed 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 (USD)
CDW - Microsoft
Products 1,000,000 139,208 112,137 336,948 354,336 1,942,629
Zones 62,197 13,578 75,775
Electronic document
delivery (Libraries
Consortium) 800,000 80,000 880,000
CGNET 168,420 168,420 168,420 25,845 14,875 545,980
WinZip Site License 19,800 10,166 18,282 48,248
Internet Neighborhood
Enterprise License 13,000 13,000
Surfcontrol 68,000 68,000 136,000
Websense 41,849 41,849
80-20 Retriever
Software 15,000 15,000 30,000
Adobe Open
Options CLP 17,800 6,059 1,048 24,907
Powerlite NX 11,828 11,828
EzProxy 2,970 2,970
AV: NOD32 23,680 23,680
AV: Trend Micro 19,873 19,873
TOTAL 1,800,000 521,228 369,616 528,410 487,196 90,288 3,796,738
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http://www.kstoolkit.org/

Certainly, other accomplishments of the ICT-KM Program exist, such as:

e The CIO office costs about $300,000/year, but negotiated savings are approximately
$450,000/year on average.

e The AConnectivity, Content, and Cultureo thrust
comparable organizations, such as The World Bank, USAID, WHO, FAO, and IFAD.

o The survey results suggest that the ICT-KM Program has made progress towards
achieving each aspect of its mission (particularly, improving access, sharing, and use of
information and knowledge; strengthening a collaborative CGIAR work culture; obtaining
economic savings within the CGIAR; and to a lesser degree, making the CGIAR an
international model and leader in the application of ICT-KM).

o The survey results indicate that the ICT-KM Program has been effective in relevance of
Program strategy and investments; Program planning and prioritization processes;
Governance of the Program; ICT-KM Program leadership; Project-level oversight and
controls; Management of projects; Potential contribution to the CGIAR in coming years.

e Certain ICT-KM projects have been more successful (e.g., CGMap, EasyMTP, CGVirtual
Library, Nurturing Communities of Practice/KS Toolkit, Consortium for Spatial
Information, AAA Framework, possibly VASAT) than others (e.g., CGXChange,
Enterprise Security and Business Continuity, Videoconferencing, E-Publishing);
however, looking at the total ICT-KM project portfolio, the ICT-KM projects generally
seem to be well-received.

e ThelCT-KM program has Atouchedd about 7,000+ indi
and about 180,000+ individuals externally, based on Program statistics.

e ThelCT-KM Program Lead has the fdmgenentingnd and know
knowledge management initiatives at the CGIAR and beyond.

« Communication activities of the ICT-KM Program seem to be active: 50,558 unique
visitors and 887,677 hits of the ICT-KM web site from 2005-2008; from January 1- April
22, 2009, there were 1,984 visits from 99 countries worldwide; the ICT-KM blog has had
on average 1,044 views a month since June 2007 with a sharp increase since November
2008 (in February 2009, there were 3,521 views).

« Strong external partners exist (e.g., FAO, IFAD, GFAR, WFP, etc.) with the ICT-KM
Program (such as the recently successful, and first, ShareFair in early 2009).

« Two of the ICT-KM projects (Knowledge Sharing in Research and CGMap) were
selected as two poster session winners at the Science Forum 2009 (May 2009).

« In-person interviews, telephone interviews, and site visits were generally very positive of
the ICT-KM Program.

Key shortfalls of ICT-KM project expectations include:

« Establishing a common policy or operational practice guidelines on quality assurance for
training and evaluation at CGIAR system level (Online Learning Resources Project Final
Technical Report-2nd Phase 2007-2008; Prepared January 2009).

« Achieving the ICT-KM Enterprise Security and Business Continuity objectived namely to
achieve viable, ongoing Enterprise Security and Business Continuity procedures within
all Centers, to strengthen the overall risk management environment, and secure
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intellectual property. In hindsight, this objective may have been overly ambitious given
the various Center cultures. The ESBC project was previously audited, problems were
identified, and improved practices in ESBC are being developed.

o Establishing adequate videoconferencing capabilities across all Centers in order to
reduce travel and ensure adequate project collaboration, communication, and
management.

e Gaining full adoption and use of the CGXChange across the Centers.
o Applying e-publishing for better access to CGIAR research.

e BalancinganICT-KM Proj ect Leader 0s-KMProeetdlitiestamdle en t he |
Center responsibilities (part-time allocation of the ICT-KM project leader increases the
stress on effective management of projectsd i.e., be sure that the projects are
sufficiently budgeted).

Various challenges to the ICT-KM Program exist, including:

e The CCDKM/Progr am L e ad 6saffed &nfl indee-budgeteddontkee r
wide range of activities required as part of the ICT-KM Pr ogram and Cl O6s dut

o Stronger supportive relationships with key individuals in the CGIAR are needed in order
to sustain and advance the ICT-KM Program.

o Stronger lines of authority are needed within the CGIAR in order for the ICT-KM
Program to meet its strategic goals.

« Like many KM projects, tangible benefits are often difficult to quantify versus the
intangible benefits through serious anecdotal evidence (perhaps the Outcome Mapping
Methodology will help in this regard).

o Cultural issues may perhaps impede some of the effectiveness of the ICT-KM Program.

« The perspectives of the IT community differ from those of the IM/KM community, which
can create conflicting priorities.

« Inclusion of scientists still remains a challenge, but their involvement is important in
order for the ICT-KM Program to reach maximum effectiveness.

« Effectiveness of the ICT-KM Program may be limited if frustration occurs on behalf of the
ICT-KM Program Lead, as well as people leaving due to short-term consulting contracts
on ICT-KM projects.

« As the IP06 program has ended, lack of funding during the transition period may
decrease the effectiveness of the ICT-KM Program.

o Project leadership on the ICT-KM projects is often on a part-time basis, which could
again reduce the effectiveness and impact of the ICT-KM Program.

e Some people donodt fully understand the value o
those with hard science backgrounds.

Table 4 shows a look at each ICT-KM project in terms of the corresponding theme, whether
project goals were met, and key outputs, outcomes and impacts. The Work Culture,
Content, and Structure themed projects seem to be meeting their goals, but the Connectivity
themed projects need improvement.

20



Tabled: ProjecAccomplishments by Theme since 2003

Theme/Project Project Goals Met Major Output/Outcome/lImpact

Structure

ICT-KM Investment Plan | Yes More than an estimated 3.7 million USD saved

Coordination/Economies from 2003-2008 through system-wide

through System-Wide approaches to purchasing of relevant goods and

Contracts services

ICT-KM Program Yes Organized sessions on improving access and

Evaluation availability to research outputs; AAA Framework;
Joint workshops with external partners;
Developed EasyMTP to guide the completion of
Medium Term Plans

ICT-KM Planning for the | Somewhat ShareFair 2009; Strategic Technologies for 2009

Future

assessment

Connectivity

Second Level
Connectivity

Yes, but needed to
extend timeline for
finalizing outputs

Upgraded internet connections; had difficulties
with some of the Africa sites

Consortium for Spatial
Information

Yes

recent
to pl 4

Cl O6s office was
new initiative thatp r o mi s e s
CSIl in a strategic leadership role

Enterprise Security &
Business Continuity

No; Extended
timeline for
finalizing outputs;
audit was
conducted; scope
was too ambitious

Overall objectives were to achieve viable,
ongoing ES and BC procedures within all
Centers, to strengthen the overall Risk
Management environment, and secure
intellectual property; CGIAR Internal Audit Team
has been involved to help cull out good practices
in the ES area (ES was achieved to a much
higher degree than BC)

Enterprise Security -
Americas Regional
Thrust

No; had to re-
scope to develop
good practices

This was not a new project but a subset of the
ESBC project; the Amer.i
deferred to 2008 pending analysis of lessons
learned from the Asia and EMEA BC projects

Global Advanced
Research Networks

Somewhatd seed
investment, but no
further Program
funding

High speed network access

Desktop
Videoconferencing

Somewhatd seed
investment; no
further Program
funding

Videoconferencing is still not very uniform across
the Centers for inter-Center collaboration

Intelligent Information
Systems

Somewhatd seed
investment; no
further Program
funding

Plant protection pilot expert system for cropsd
dondt believe it was
production system

d s

Content

E-Publishing Systems

No; seed
investment but no
further funding

Hoped to develop a common publishing workflow
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Virtual Resources
Center Infrastructure

Somewhat

VRCI experimented with building infrastructure
for CGXChange; now CGXChange is built using
Web 2.0 tools

Virtual Academy for
Semi-Arid Tropics

Yes

Has become o0 n e sixorfegalproj€cts g

Web Content and
Usage Analysis

Yes, but needed to
extend the timeline
for finalizing
outputs

Focused on the initial content, marketing, and
evaluation of CGXChange; Evaluation guides for
CGXChange were developed with an initial
evaluation of CGXChange

Scientific Data
Standards and
Exchange: Capacity
Development

Somewhatd seed
investment, no
further Program
funding

Provided training for accessing scientific data

CGXChange Somewhatd a User adoption is still an issue as most potential
CGIl AR Sy s { usergroups are already familiar with MS
intranet was built, SharePoint, which integrates seamlessly with
but the Centers common Microsoft desktop applications; CGMap
seem to rely on was the killer app for CGXChange
their own intranet

CGVLibrary/Virtual Yes Marketed its services through 23 webinars to

Library Service

audiences mostly in Latin America; 167 website
links and 11 blogs linking to the CGVLibrary;
more than 180 online databases and over 4,000
electronic book and journal titles; in December
2006, this project received the CGIAR Science
Award for Outstanding Scientific Support Team,
in recognition of their work in creating the CGIAR
Virtual Library

Quality CGIAR Digital Somewhat Quality assurance and management toolkit has

Content for been developed for print and the web; CGIAR

Learning/Online training officers agreed on a standard on quality

Learning Resources management, assurance, and metrics for CGIAR
training and evaluation; Moodle repository hosts
more than 500 learning resources

CGMap Yes One location for all CGIAR MTP information with
cross-search functions and analysis

Work Culture

Knowledge Yes Morphed into the IKS and KSIinR projects

Management and

Sharing

KS: Scaling Up and Yes The KS toolkit includes over 80 methods and

Strengthening tools (including how tadg

Champions (IKS) and has on average 10,000 visitors per month
and many contributors; three pilot initiatives
(strategic planning-CIFOR; research data
management-IRRI; research communication-
WorldFish); Knowledge Sharing Workshop

KS: Scaling Out (KSinR) | Yes Six pilot projects for open access to research

(ICARDA, IWMI, CIFOR, IWMI, IRRI, WorldFish);
ShareFair 2009
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In filtering the survey responses, some interesting results appear. We filtered by CG
researcher (27 in number) versus CG staff (non-researcher; 67 in number), excluding those
who self-identified as Non-CG. Relative to the non-researchers, the researchers see:

e Question 17 Overall accomplishments favorable but less so

e Question 27 Strategy equally valid; project management/oversight favorable but
considerably less so

o Question 31 Project-specific results mixedd just over 50% positive and just under 50%
negative (counting only projects that 10 or more researchers actually know about).

This illustrates some dichotomy between the views of the researchers and those of the CG
staff, especially since we were provided with the names of researchers who are aware of the
ICT-KM Program from the ICT-KM Program Lead. For the future, the ICT-KM Program must
continue to find ways to actively involve the research community to further enhance the
Programbés results, adoption, and value.

The fOne-Stop-Shopofor CGIAR information is being provided primarily through CGMap.

CGMap has the potential to be one of the highlights of the ICT-KM Programd that is, a one-

stop information hub. Thus far, CGMap incorpor e
any, research resultsd information that is very much demanded by donors and

stakeholders. While CGMap has not achieved its potential yet, the quote often used with

CGMap is, NnThe CGI AR was the best kelptegrasngcr et : v
research results into CGMap can dramatically increase access to i and the influence of 1

CGIAR research, globally.

Recommendation: The Panel recommends that the ICT-KM Program integrate CGIAR
research results into CGMap as a priority project.

The ICT-KM Program is effectively using technology (e.g., as social media), but could

improve through the use of other advanced technologies, such as data/web mining, to look

for hidden patterns and relationships in data-intensive applications. Similarly,

videoconferencing capabilities still need improvement across the Centers in order to

promote inter-Center project team collaboration. In terms of the objectives and focus of the

ICT-KM Progr am, the Programbs vision, mi ssi on, ano
forward. Certainly, learning took place from the IP0O4 to the IPO6 phase in order to refine the

most value-added projects for the CGIAR and stakeholder communities. The next ICT-KM

Program strategy will have to ensure that the Program remains strategically aligned with the

CGIAR and its reforms. Phase 2 (IP06) built on the gains of the first phase (IP04),

especially in the knowledge sharing and codification areas. Last, the ESBC project which

was audited didnét achieve i t-sxopiogandcrossalltura oal s p
Center issues. By now producing Agood practice
ensure improved Enterprise Security and Business Continuity at the Centers in the future.

4.2 Communicatig the Value dCTKM

Communications is an important part of the ICT-KM Pr ogram i n fAgetting the
the benefits of engaging in knowledge sharing efforts. The ICT-KM Program has been

active in this regard, through their many publications, ICT-KM web site, recent January

2009 ShareFair, Wikis, DGroups, ICT-KM Blogs, online project chats, regular quarterly

newsletters, Program updates, and other communications mechanisms. However, further

work is needed for fAtargeted communicationso at

r
S
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change behaviors/approaches to improve research results. As expressed in the interviews
and site visits, it appears that the communications reach has perhaps impacted more
individuals externally (e.g., FAO, IFAD, Gates Foundation (through CSI), etc.) than those
internally within the CGIAR system. Certainly, organizations like FAO and IFAD are already
incorporating knowledge management/knowledge sharing as a core competency in their
organizations. CGIAR needs to do the same.

A challenge for the ICT-KM Program, from a communications standpoint, is how best to

reach the researchers and other end users to show the value of these ICT-KM efforts.

Certainly, if the scientists were to identify and collaborate with others through the ICT-KM

project-related efforts, creativity and innovation could be stimulated by connecting to those

even outside oneds own discipline (in social net
tiesodo). New coll aborations could generate novel
publications and innovative techniques. This would demonstrate to the research scientists

the value-added benefits of a program like ICT-KM. Engaging the scientists more actively

as part of the ICT-KM Program wi | | also further the Prograr

The ICT-KM Programé s mant r a, AfColl abor at e, Creat e, Commu
i mportance of fAcommuni-KMt Pongrambépaphat bhfvayheol €1
of the challenge of knowledge management, as pointed out earlier, is to show the value-

added benefits of knowledge sharing efforts. Anecdotally, these have been highlighted

through various communications channels via the ICT-KM Program, as well as evidenced by

other knowledge sharing efforts elsewhere, such as at The World Bank. The ICT-KM
Programshouldesta bl i sh Ahard metricso for each project
outcomes and impacts. This would then further convince the scientific community as to the

benefits of the ICT-KM Program, and knowledge sharing in general, by further developing

t hecifesnced behind the dart @.qg.cSkandiaeveldpeldrg e managem
intellectual capital navigator report, which quantified their human, structural, and relationship

capital, to accompany their annual report sent to each shareholder).

Recommendation: The Panel recommends that the ICT-KM Program sharpen its
communications strategy to build awareness of the value of ICT-KM initiatives to CGIAR
operations and research results.

The communications strategy will be more effective if based on a demand-driven portfolio of
projects, which should emerge from the next ICT-KM strategic/investment planning process.

4.3 Monitoring and Evaluaticand Quality Control

ICT-KM Program documents on Monitori ng-ManitodngEval uat
and Evaluation for Learning: The ICT-KM Pr ogr am Ex p-&M Pregram BI&E, Al CT

Final Project Report2004-2 006, 6 and @A M&E -RM Program (Aprihl4,t200&8;, | CT
Terry Smutylo). These reports echo the importance of incorporating M&E activities as part

of each ICT-KM project. The adoption of the Outcome Mapping Methodology and

associated training sessions for ICT-KM project leaders has been a positive direction for

institutionalizing M&E activities within the ICT-KM pr oj ect s . OQut come Mappi
initiative towards finding out those people, if any, whose behavior is responsible for the
initiativeds success, and then sets up data coll

behavioral c{Manitogirg sl Eval@ation r Learning: The ICT-KM Program
Experience, p. 7). It seems to be a valid framework to use for monitoring and evaluation,
although it may be more effective if project teams have someone with a formal background
in evaluation to better apply this methodology.
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Each year, the Progr a m6é s a n n aimaslto incogpprate an assessment of the quality of

the M&E work in the Program along with suggestions for improvement. Some of the ICT-KM

Program annual reports contain this M&E section, but the latest ICT-KM Program 2008

AnnualReport di dnét seem to have this M&EKMspeoedi on. I
reports discuss the M&E activities (such as the March 2008 Knowledge Sharing in Research

project report indicating the need for fa better
Resear ch pr oj e c The B&Edctivitiessfor gachlIGTtKM project should be

required to be sufficiently discussed in each project report.

From a quality control and administrative oversight perspective, the Program has a variety of

mechanisms in place, as described by Enrica Porcari. ICT-KMCIO( Jul'y 20, 2009): d
written guidelines for project coordinators for technical and financial reporting, review of
financials by the project coordinator 6faethost i ns

face communication between my office and the project coordinator and their team,
participation by my office in project meetings wherever possible, review of technical reports
by my office with follow up with project coordinators, review of results by Secretariat and
follow up as appropriate. Technical and financial reports were initially requested every six
months, but project leaders unanimously requested that these requirements be lightened
(especially for the projects where no dedicated time of project management was paid) then
usually on an annual basis depending on the length of the project. All projects comply but
with varying degree of completeness. The timeliness was satisfactory but at times it had to
be pursued. The quality varied dramatically. Technical reports were prepared by project
coordinators and their teams, financial reports were prepared by the hostCe nt er 6 s f i nanci
office. Both reports are submitted to me (ICT-KM Program Lead) by the Grants Office of the
implementing Center which ensures accuracy and completeness. Once | receive them and
review them | submit them all to the Secretariat. After their review and approvals
disbursements are made.o

The ICT-KM Program may want to institutionalize a more formal, systematic approach to
quality control. Areas for improvement may be use of a standardized project management
software across all the Projects for ease of tracking, as well as a ICT-KM Program
Dashboard to get a quick glimpse of the progress of the projects, monies used, outcomes
and impacts gained, etc. Project/technical reports should also be required every 6 months
versus annually. Lessons learned from the CGIAR ICT-KM Program are shown in the
Appendices.

4.4 Overall Assessment of the IKW Program
The overall assessment of the ICT-KM Program is as follows:

« The ICT-KM Program remains vital and relevant. Key areas to improve upon include:
involving the research community more actively in projects for improved project adoption
and value; strategically aligning the ICT-KM Program goals with the evolving
Consortiumdébs strategy; work synergistically wi
(inter-Center) initiative, as each could contribute to the other.

e« The ICT-KM Program could use some improvement with respect to quality control
and monitoring & evaluation. Key areas for improvement are: the ICT-KM Program
should institutionalize a more formal, systematic approach to quality control; provide a
visual ICT-KM Project Dashboard (including project progress, impacts/outcomes, monies
used to date, etc.); should further use project management software to track and
coordinate projects; require project/technical reports every six months versus annually
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map research results within CGMap; establish specific outcome metrics for each ICT-KM
project which could be measured quantitatively, such as in economic savings.

The ICT-KM Program could use some improvement with respect to building a
CGIAR continuous learning culture. Key areas for improvement are: develop specific
CGIAR learning and knowledge sharing proficiencies, similar to the World Bank, as part

of everyoneds annual performance review in ord
people for promoting knowledge sharing efforts; encourage the CGIAR community to be
Airefl ectieres@rtalcrtaugltonbui l ding a coKMinuous | e

initiatives; further develop the CGI AR fAwho kn
order to help create connections and learn from each other).

The ICT-KM Program is generally doing well with respect to internal and external
communications. Key areas for improvement are: the ICT-KM Program should further
communicate and publicize its economic savings and tangible benefits within the CGIAR
and beyond; continue to articulate the ICT-KM Program strategy in various venues (e.g.,
Annual Research Conferences at Centers) and communications media.
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5 Governance and Management

The ICT-KM Program is small and agile, with ambitious System-wide goals and a cumulative

investment of roughly $9.3 million from 2003 through 2009 (projected). This section

discussesthePr ogr amés governance and | eadership struc
management, project management, host Center arrangements, and finances. It examines

past experience and opportunities for future improvements.

5.1 Leadership and Governance Structure

The ICT-KM Programdés governance and | eadership struc
KM strategy, was designed to be:

1. Highly collaborative

2. Multidisciplinary in expertise

3. Cross-Center in representation

4. Linked to System authority at the DG level

In the view of the Panel, these four design criteria are critical to the success of the ICT-KM

Program. The initial structure did not function effectively and was changed. The current

model lacks the formal structure and informal mechanisms to serve these critical needs.

This has hampered the Programés effectiveness. ]
one CGI AR |l eader, as fian appendage without a hor

This section describes how the structure has evolved, the current model, and
recommendations for the future.

Initial Structur® As Designed

The initial governance and leadership structure of the ICT-KM Program, as described in the
2003 strategy, involved the CIO with active involvement of an Advisory Group (AG) and
reporting to the Center Directors, as follows.

Chief Information Officer

The CIO is responsible for providing vision, strategic planning, and coordination of ICT, IM
and KM within the CGIAR System. The CIO will identify, champion, and coordinate areas of
collaboration between and among CGIAR Centers and for greater System-wide value. The
CIlO provides both System-wide strategic leadership and Center-specific advice and
support. The CIO has additional responsibilities, jointly with the Advisory Group.

Advisory Group

Together, the CIO and the AG w e r e prdvide afstrategic, open and transparent
mechanism for promoting the implementation of ICT and KM approaches that support the
CGIAR as an integrated system.0The Advisory Group was to participate with the CIO in
identifying ICT-KM priorities, supporting the preparation of action plans, and championing
their implementation. The CIO and the AG were jointly responsible for overseeing ICT-KM
activity implementation and associated learning, and for raising funds.

The Advisory Group was composed of 13 or more representatives from several communities
of practice and management groups within the CGIAR, including IT, IM, and scientists,
among others; the Chair of the ICT-KM Sub-committee oftheCent er Di rectorsoé6 Co
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(CDC) and the Director of the CGIAR (to whom the CIO reported) were ex-officio members.
Members were to be selected based on a set of criteria that included understanding of the
CGIAR vision, relationships with CGIAR clients and stakeholders, ability to devote time and
serve as a community of practice representative. The Group had clear terms of reference
and procedures associated with membership. Their work was to be carried out virtually with
in-person meetings about once a year.

Reporting

The CIO initially reported functionally to the chair of the ICT-KM Sub-committee of the CDC
and the Director of the CGIAR; administratively she reported to the DG of the host Center
(initially WorldFish).

Strudure Evolution

Bet ween 2003 and 2006, the Programds governance/
its initial arrangement as a result of broader changes in the CGIAR and in response to a

2006 Audit of the Management and Governance of the ICT-KM Program. The audit

identified shortcomings with the Programbs repor
and concerns regarding the large role of the CIO.

Reporting

In 2005, the ICT-KM Sub-c o mmi tt ee of the CDC wasreppringbanded,
was narrowed to the CGIAR Director and host Center DG. The 2006 Management and

Governance Audit noted that the involvement of the CDC Sub-committee provided greater
participation of the CGI AR | eadership in the Prc
greater visible involvement of the Center leadership is advantageous to a change program

of this nature as the Directors serve as visible change champions for all other individuals in

the CGI AR resulting in greater uptake obtditt he <che
recommended that the Program carry out an evaluation of the reporting arrangement and

make proactive recommendations regarding a more suitable one.

Advisory Group

In addition to noting shortcomings with the ICT-KM reporting structure, the 2006
Management and Governance Audit concluded that the effectiveness of the Advisory Group
was questionable given its composition and modus operandi. Challenges discussed
included the absence of a mechanism to ensure that the AG fulfills its role, lack of clarity
among members regarding their role, composition that cannot effect changes within the
Centers (not senior enough), membership that is not necessarily representative of the views
of the respective communities of practice, dual roles of some AG members as ICT-KM
project leaders (and an associated perceived conflict of interest), and lack of dedicated
funding to support meetings and roles. The Audit recommended that an in depth evaluation
be conducted of the AG to determine what changes would be advisable.

Modfied Structure

In response to the recommendations of the 2006 Governance and Management Audit, as
well as experience to date, the CIO proposed a new structure that included the elimination
of the AG and establishment of a steering committee for the Program as a whole, and
steering committees for major projects. The CGIAR Director and host DG felt that the
proposed structure was too heavy, among other concerns, and that light, lean governance
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was essential. They determined that the AG, which was largely inactive, should be
disbanded and the CIO should continue to report to the two of them, although other options
could be explored. In addition, as a System Office Unit, the Program would report annually
to the System Office Oversight Committee, which the Alliance Executive (which succeeded
the CDC) established in 2006.

Chief Information Officer

The 2006 Management and Governance Audit concluded that the tasks of the CIO were too
broad to be effectively carried out by one person. As it noted, some of the tasks had been
allocated specifically to the CIO while some were allocated to the CIO and AG jointly. In the
absence of a well functioning AG i and once that body was disbanded i the joint tasks were
left with the CIO. The Audit recommended that the tasks should be reviewed and that a full-
time staff person be appointed to support the CIO, and such a position was built into the
2006 Investment Plan.

Current Arrangement and Challenges

Since 2006, the CI O has reported t CemtehandtbG o f Bi
the CGIAR Director (her management). The CIO prepares a detailed annual work plan for

their approval and presentation to the System Office Oversight Committee, which makes
recommendations to the Alliance Executive regarding associated funding; she also provides

annual informational updates to the Alliance Deputy Executive. The CIO provides periodic

written reports to her management on progress and issues. She meets with the two for her

annual performance appraisal, and occasionally during the course of the year to discuss

progress and issues. While the processes in place are well designed and carried out, the
arrangement is largely administrative. While the
when requested, the ICT-KM Program is peripheral to their primary areas of responsibility,

which are quite significant.

To support Program oversight and provide input into the 2006 Investment Plan, in 2006,

internally commi ssioned external revi ews were cc
governance/management (noted above), finances, and monitoring and evaluation. These
provided valuable input to support the Progr amos

Program followed up on almost all of the recommendations contained in the reports. In the

Panel 6s vi awmbdst hesPromgre was thorough and resul t
changes. However, concerns described on the governance and leadership side were not

addressed in a manner that alleviated all of the underlying issues, many of which remain i

and perhaps are intrinsic to a System-wide unit in the current CGIAR structure.

A

Among the 75respondentst o t he Panel 6s s whovaegthe(IGTEKM Annex 5)
governance, 65% considered it effective or highly effective. However, of the 10 respondents

who had served on an ICT-KM steering or advisory body, the majority considered the

governance arrangement to be ineffective or highly ineffective. Concerns expressed related

to a perceived lack of clear agenda and transparent decision-making, and poor consultation.

In addition, there was a widely expressed view that the Program does not have needed
influence atthe Centerdi r ect or s® and System management | eve

I n the Panel 6s vVvi ew, the role of the ClI O is quit
person can accomplish, particularly with limited authority to do so, as discussed below. The

ICT-KM Programbés governance arr ang e-lewlmtthofitta s not pr
needed to promote and support the ClIO6s efforts.
mechanisms to promote collaboration across Centers and disciplines, or the expertise to
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provide Program-level oversighti as envi si oned .Administratiee/fima@&ils r ol e
oversight is handled by the CIO (and those to whom she reports); technical oversight is

handled by the CIO, supported periodically by consultants, with steering committees for

some projects. This arrangement (discussed in sections 5.2 and 5.3) is uneven and may be

a factor contributing to the uneven performance of the Program.

The CGIAR change process has potential to enable the ICT-KM Program to operate
significantly more effectively at a System | evel
governance and | eadership should be incorporatec

Recommendation: The Panel recommends that the ICT-KM reporting and governance
structure be aligned with CGIAR reform, such that the Program is housed in the office of the
Consortium CEO, and the CIO reports to the CEO or his/her designate.

The CEO will decide how to structure his/her office and the supervisory/governance
arrangement for System services like ICT-KM. Int h e P a n ethedagangementshould
foster collaboration, transparency, and commitment to decisions i as well as programmatic
excellence. As noted in section 6.1, the oversight arrangement should be clear, and those
involved should have the relevant technical expertise and time to dedicate.

5.2 ProgranlLeadershimnd Management

The CIO hasledthe ICT-KM Pr ogram since 2002, shortly befor
developed. The Programdés structure includes a central
projects led by staff employed by host Centers. The CIO travels about 20% of her time to

visit the dispersed Program and coordinates or advises on initiatives. The decentralized

approach enables the Program to support development of infrastructure and capacity within

the Centers and regions, while maintaining a lean and agile CIO office function.

The CIO office includes a part-time Technical Coordinator, who supports IT-related
activities, and two part-time, long-term consultants. The CIO was supported by an additional
staff (Program Officer) during 2005 and part of 2008.

The scope oft h e GdleGsthrad substantively, covering ICT, KM, and KS. It also spans
a wide range of Program leadership and management functions:

« Program leadership i developing and overseeing Program strategy, convening
decentralized processes, supporting communities of practice and 15 Centers, liaising
externally with CGIAR partner organizations and donors, handling agreements, leading
new initiatives (such as the AAA initiative), and serving as a System change agent

« Program management i managing resources and overseeing projects

The CIO has led the Program from its infancy, through its strategy formulation and two

Investment Plans. A solid majority (79%) of survey respondents indicated that ICT-KM

Program leadership is effective or highly effective. External/non-CGIAR respondents had a

slightly more favorable view than internal/CGIAR respondents. Despite the large role and

limited resources, the CIO is widely considered to have the vision, leadership skills, and

initiative needed to handle a broad portfolio of responsibilities i and the Panel shares this

view. In addition, despite the uncertaintyregardi ng t he Programés future a
job insecurity, the ClI O6s team is highly motivat

A recurring theme among survey respondents and i
persisted when ot he ewastroughtidash eéhange ageatiwithoub S h
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fcarrots and stickso and achieves what she has
provided strategic leadership under difficult circumstances. In addition, for external partners
interviewed in Rome, the CIO is a strategic partner who provides a much needed single
point of entry to the CGIAR.

The CIO faces many challenges. These include:

ThelCT-KM Program | acks fAchampi ondatthe BAARt he ¢ o mmi

leadership level in order to effect System-wide change

The CIO controls a small budget (roughly $300,000 per year), which limits her ability to
influence

While project funding has been multi-year, Program funding is renewed annually; the
Program lacks devoted multi-year funding i and currently is in limbo regarding the future
funding commitment

The CIO works mainly in isolation, without the benefit of a team or colleagues working
on shared or similar issues

The CIO has broad substantive experience but is not an IT expert; the CIO role was
initially conceived as IT lead and while that has long changed, the expectation and
desire for leadership on that front remains

While the CIO is responsible for project oversight, she lacks the expertise and time to
fully carry out this role; she is supported by consultants, periodically, and by steering
committees that play an oversight role in some projects

In order to address these challenges, and for the ICT-KM Program to provide real value to
the CGIAR System, the following steps are needed.

The Program should develop, through a consultative process, a new strategic or
investment plan that is driven by business needs of the new CGIAR and clearly linked
with System priorities T and has the buy-in of senior System leadership

A commitment should be made, as is possible, to provide multi-year funding to support
the plan

The CGI AR6s annual performance me akkMrelevante n t
indicators, to provide incentives to Centers and programs to adopt and support related
practices

The CIO should be part of the new CEO office and, ideally, co-located with a corporate
team of managers who provide System-wide services (such as gender and audit)

The ClI Obs role in project oversight shoul d
otherwise; substantive project oversight should be handled by subject matter experts or
steering committees (as discussed further below)

Assuming that the Programbés size is maintai
change, the ClI Ob6s office shoul d Ieffuackopsitn de d
is responsible for; this could include adding a dedicated program manager and/or

otherwise reconfiguring the role of the CIO
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If the ICT-KM Program is to provide leadership and advice on the IT front, it would be
beneficial to appoint a senior officer with the relevant skills. Such a development would shift
the role of the current CIO to more of a Chief Knowledge Officer (CKO).

5.3 Project Management

The ICT-KM Programdés structure includes decentrali ze
Centers. This arrangement draws from talent and know-how in the Centers, helps ensure

that projects are relevant to needs on-the-ground, invests resources at the Center level and

builds capacity therei whi ch | asts beyond the projectodos fundi

ICT-KM project managers are employed by their host Centers and report to supervisors
there, as well as to the CIO on project matters. Almost all project managers have
responsibilities within their Center, in addition to their ICT-KM responsibilities; their time is
paid for in part or, in a few instances, in full by the ICT-KM Program. During the 2004

l nvest ment Pl an, the Program did not cover proj e
Center responsibilities generally took priority over ICT-KM ones; the 2006 Investment Plan
improved that situation by budgeting in time for project management. Despite the current
shared funding arrangement, there continues to be some tension between ICT-KM and
Cent er demands timepaltmagh averall the airangement is satisfactory.
Looking forward, as future projects are planned it will be important to budget adequately for
the time required to manage them.

The CIO is responsible for project oversight. Project managers report on an annual basis on
technical progress against project plan and expenditures relative to budget; in between
these reports, the CIO confers with them to review progress. The CIO has provided
reporting guidelines to project managers, although they do not all follow these consistently
and quality varies. It should be noted that this improved dramatically during the 2006
Investment Plan, when dedicated project management time was provided for.

According to the CIO, a key element of project quality control is community driven;
communities provide input as to whether projects are meeting objectives and advise on
adjustments designed to better meet user needs. This input can be informal or formal in the
case of projects with Steering Committees. The 2006 Management and Governance Audit
had proposed that for the larger, more risky projects, the Program appoint project steering
committees to mitigate the risks of project delays and/or failure. Some but not all large
projects subsequently have had such committees, which generally provide strategic
direction and oversight, and advise the project manager.

Among survey respondents, more than 80% of those who rated project management, and

project-level oversight and controls indicated that these are effective or highly effective.

Overall, i n the Panel 6Bbasbeéeneffectivemmndagnteols bnthea nage me nt
whole are adequate, although a more systematic approach is recommended for quality

control and monitoring and evaluation (as is discussed in section 4). Looking forward, the

Program should clearly designate the quality control and oversight mechanism for each

project; this could include involvement of some combination of steering committee,

community of practice, expert advisor, external review, or other.

The Panel liked the concept of an Advisory Group, as laid out in the 2003 ICT-KM strategy,
and felt that it could have played a valuable role in project oversight, among other areas.
There were clearly reasons why the AG was not effective. The focused use of steering
committees has been effective. In the absence of some other means for the Program to
provide technical advice to and oversight of projects, project steering committees should

32



continue be used i particularly for all large or risky projects. It would be worthwhile to
explore lessons learned from experience to determine how future steering committees
should function and be structured. Steering committees potentially could span a group of
similar projects, rather than be project specific.

5.4 Host Center Arrangements

The ICT-KM Program office is hosted by Bioversity in Rome, which provides office space,
and facilities, financial and accounting services, human resource and administrative
services. The CIO and Program office staff are employees of Bioversity. Each ICT-KM
project has a host Center and arrangements follow CGIAR protocols. The 2006 ICT-KM
Governance and Management Audit noted that the Program did not have a hosting
agreement with IPGRI (Bioversity), and recommended that one should be signed. While
neither Bioversity nor the Program have raised specific issues associated with the lack of a
hosting agreement, one should be spelled out to limit the possibility of future
misunderstandings relating to services provided and associated costs. Such an agreement
should be developed in the context of the new CGIAR, the arrangements for the Consortium
office i of which the ICT-KM Program is anticipated to be a part T and the timeframe for the
change process.

5.5 Finances

From 2003 through 2009, ICT-KM Program expenditures are roughly $9.3 million
(projected). This has included direct Program expenditures (of $4.4 million and $2.8 million
for IPO4 and IP06 respectively) and indirect expenditures to support the CIO office ($0.3

million annually).| t shoul d be noted that both | nanest ment
Coordinationodo budgets that were fullySthfinoded anc
and consulting has accounted for 40% of project expenditures,f ol | owed by #Aproj ect

acti vi titmising/worksiops)(9%), hardware/software (8%), travel (8%),

communications (2%), miscellaneous (1%), and overhead (8%). Half of the annual ($0.3

milion)f undi ng for the ClI O6s office i-Brsprdced by each
basis. The CIO has helped to leverage additional funding for ICT-KM initiatives from donors

and partners that include the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, FAO and GFAR; these

funds generally have flowed directly to the participating CGIAR Centers.

ICT-KM funds are managed in a decentralized manner by the various project managers with
oversight from their host Centers and the CIO. Each Center is accountable for compliance
with CGIAR financial guidelines for ICT-KM related funds, and submits annual financial
reports to the CIO. Following review of the financials and project technical reports, the CIO
submits these to the CGIAR Secretariat for review and funding disbursement.

A 2006 Financial Review of the ICT-KM 2004 I nvestment Plan c
financi al i ssues were identifi edRH-HM2004a |
Il nvest ment Pl an were implemented successf
provided eight recommendations that were intended to be beneficial to the continuation of
the Program under the 2006 Investment Plan. These recommendations were followed up on
in a systematic manner, although the various Center finance departments do not necessarily
comply (such as regarding the reporting format).

c —O

Whil e the financial reports are not always ti mel
standard format, the Panel was not made aware of problems relating to the financial
management of the Program or projects.
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The CGI ARO6s i nv e s9t3médliontin the fCT-KM Rragrarh, rom$003 through
2009 (projected), does not capture the large investment of staff time and related indirect
costs associated with implementation of the various projects and Program initiatives. These
costs, however, are dwarfed by the larger investment by the 15 Centers in ICT, KM, and KS
staff, infrastructure, equipment, and initiatives i which are not tracked at the System level.
As an indicator of the magnitude of these costs, a 2003 CGIAR study of the CGIAR Gender
Program indicated that as of April 2003, 6% of all CGIAR staff (7,651) were in ICT Services or
Information Specialist positions (which extends somewhat beyond the ICT-KM scope)2. While
section 4 of this report assesses the value of the $9.3 million investment, it does not address
the broader context of the CG-wide investment in Program plus Center-level ICT-KM
initiatives, and the overall effectiveness and efficiency of the collective investment, and
opportunities therein.

2 Staffing in the CGIAR, 2003, Discussion Draft, Working Paper 40, Gayathri Jayasinghe and Bob Moore, September 2003,
Gender and Diversity Program. ICT Services covered staff who develop information and communication technology (ICT)
facilities and provide technical support for staff using those facilities; Information Specialists were defined as those who
undertake specialized information search, creation, retrieval, analysis, and presentation and delivery activities. Their work
extends across a range of professional information categories including information management, knowledge management,
journalism, librarianship, Web development and graphic arts.
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6 Looking Forward

The CGIAR is in a state of transition. The reform process is designed to foster a more
unified and open CGIAR, where strengthened collaboration and more dynamic partnerships
enhance development impact. In this new CGIAR, the potential contribution of the ICT-KM
Program in the coming years is quite positive, according to the predominant view of the
Panel 6s sur v e §3%)iasdpndhe dpaiort othe(Panel. The Program can play
a critical role in supporting the collaboration, improved efficiencies, and partnerships that
underpin the future CGIAR.

In order to approach its potential, the Program needs to be repositioned organizationally
within the CGIAR and, programmatically, its strategy and priorities need to be renewed and
sharpened. This section explores considerations for reorienting the ICT-KM Program to align
with and serve as a change agent in the new CGIAR.

6.1 ICTKM Organization

The Panel considered various organizational options to strengthen the effectiveness of the
ICT-KM Program in the future CGIAR. The discussion that follows Centers around five broad
guestions relatingtot he Pr ogr amoés g odeleveryyanchtoeeale ofshe ClDi ¢ e
building on the discussion in section 5.

Maintain current governance/h@Gshter arrangement?

The current arrangement places t h&enkRraodinkem fAon t
the CIO to the System leadership through line reporting to the host DG and CGIAR Director,

as well as through periodic updates to the Alliance Deputy Executive. In this arrangement,

the CIO office is isolated from broader System-level initiatives, the Program lacks the

authority and influence to effect System-level change, and decision making has been

perceived as | acking transparency and needed col
arrangement should be modified, as is discussed in Section 5, in alignment with the broader

CGIAR change process.

RealignICKM i n the Consortium CEOG6s office

The Consortium will unite the Centers under one legal entity, provide a single entry point for

CGIAR research products, and provide shared services to streamline Center operations and

reduce costs. The ICT-KM Pr ogram can support the Consorti um
to CGI AR research products, and streamlining Cer
could provide the Program with the authority and influence it needs, in order to fulfill its role.

The new organization also could create valuable synergies between ICT-KM and other

System- and change-oriented units by co-locating them as a corporate team. While the

model is expected to provide for clear roles, decision-making processes, and accountability,

the details and how these would affect the ICT-KM Program are still uncertain. Despite
uncertainty about t he mec h a-KM EBregram shouldfittwellinPanel 6 s
the new Consortium arrangement; the new model is designed to reduce the challenges that

the ICT-KM Program has faced and to capitalize on the value the Program can provide.

The CEO will decide how to structure his/her office, and the supervisory/governance
arrangement for System services like ICT-K M. I n t he Panservidegsshould e w, t hes
move towards comparable reporting structures, with variations if merited to support specific
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Program circumstances or needs. Based on lessons from past experience, the ICT-KM
Programbés governance arrangement ideally shoul d:

Be agile to allow for innovation and to fit a relatively small Program size

Have clear decision making and accountability i that links the Program to the System
|l eadership and ideally includes an influenti al
buy-in and support for the Program

Distinguish between advisory and decision-making roles (which were blurred in the case
of the former Advisory Group)

Ensure that the oversight arrangement is clear, and that those involved have the
relevant technical expertise and budgeted time 1 to help foster Program excellence

Include a mechanism and/or process to foster collaboration and build buy-in and
commit ment to the Progr amd sresedarch ant mog-nesearamd pr i or
disciplines and regions/Centers)

Incorporate selective ICT-KM indicators into the CGIAR Performance Measurement
System, to help motivate progress towards agreed-upon benchmarks

Recommendation: The Panel recommends thatt he r ol e of the CI O and th

be reconfigured to ensure that the Program has needed capacity to accomplish the goals
set out in the upcoming strategy and investment plan.

Recommendation: The Panel recommends that the CGIAR incorporate selective ICT-KM

indicators into the Performance Measurement System, to help motivate progress towards
agreed-upon ICT-KM benchmarks.

Outsource ICKM?

The private sector leads in ICT/KM innovation and expertise and, some have suggested, the

whole Program could be contracted to the private sector. However, the steep learning curve

for MfAoutusniddeerrsstbantd t he CGI AR and its needs, the
and the small, decentralized approach of the Program make this option unattractive at this

time. With outsourcing, the System would not gain the valuable internal capacity that is built

from each project investment. As future Program plans are developed, there may be

Program components or projects that could be delivered best through an outsourced

arrangement i and options should continue to be explored. Likewise, external experts could

be contracted to serve in a governance, Program oversight, advisory, or project

management capacity.

Reorient decentralized approach teH®Tservice delivery?

The Programbés current approach includes a centr
Centers, and this arrangement has served the Program well overall. The Program provides

limited centralized advisory and technical services, which include what the CIO and her

coordinator can offer; project teams also provide short-term technical/advisory support,

within the project context. Looking forward, there may be opportunities to streamline Center-

based IT, KM, and KS functions into global or regional hubs of expertise (as ILRI and ICRAF

have successfully done with a shared head of IT). Consolidating services may be

economical and also may provide the scale needed to support pro-active strategic

leadership on, for example, the IT front. In addition to consolidating services, depending on

the funding and priorities in the upcoming plan, resources could be devoted to appoint one
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or more officers to serve as global or regional leads on a specific topic (IT, KM, KS);
alternatively such services could be provided through the existing communities of practice,
by budgeting for time of selected participants to serve in a regional or global capacity.

Refocus the role of the CIO?

The role of the CI O is | arge for one person and,
should be expanded in order to support the range of functions for which it is responsible,

andtheroleof the CI O should be reconfigured. That se
role in project management and oversight, enabling the CIO to focus on System-level

i ssues. Depending on the Programds new directior

become more internally/CGIAR focused, more externally/partnership oriented, or perhaps it

will stay unchanged. This balance will influence the future role and priorities of the CIO. The

same applies to the role of the Program in marketing and communications, which in the

Panel 6s view should be targeted to inform users
the Consortium model, there may be new opportunities for shared ICT-KM agreements,

policy guidelines, infrastructure, and funding, and the CIO would be well placed to serve as

a focal point in these areasCenbepsdwdipngoentilies K
KM front, it may be beneficial to appoint a senior officer to provide IT leadership and

technical advice. Such a development would shift the role of the current CIO to more of a

Chief Knowledge Officer (CKO). The CKO would be responsible for the knowledge

management part of the ICT-KM Program, and the CIO would oversee the ICT and other

System technology-related components. Together, they would focus on the people, process,

and technology components involved in the ICT-KM Program.

6.2 |ICTFKM Programmatic Direction

ThePr ogrambés results sinc¢seeTabled)3ThalRO4erojdgcte en mi xed
portfolio resulted in marginal successes. However, the IP06 projects were selected to focus

on the potential strengths of some of the earlier projects and have produced largely

favorable results. The Program has faced many obstacles. The CGIAR reform process has

potential to change the way the CGIAR functions, for the better. These changes could

create a highly conducive environment for the ICT-KM Program to do what was initially

envisioned for it 1 and the Program can support the change process. CGIAR reform is

about changing the way CG does business. The CIO can lead in developing new ways to

share services, gain economies, etc. across IT, KM, and KS (knowledge sharing). The

CGIAR Consortium can provide the needed legal framework to foster internal coordination.

At the same time, the ICT-KM Program should continue to leverage external partnerships to
benefit the System and Centers. Some of these partnerships have created favorable
impacts upon the knowledge sharing CGIAR community and beyond, as demonstrated in
the FAO-hosted ShareFair 09. This fits with the move towards a more open, partnership-
based CGIAR. Currently, the ICT-KM Program Lead mentions that she spends about 20%
of her time with external partners. This seems like a reasonable percentage of time for this
activity. Continuing to reach out to external partners, such as FAO, IFAD, and others, will
help the ICT-KM Program extend its visibility and effectiveness to the agricultural community
at large. Certainly, the knowledge management work that FAO, IFAD, USAID, WHO, World
Bank has performed over the years could serve as good benchmarks for the CGIAR ICT-KM
Program to emulate. Specifically, the use of learning and knowledge sharing proficiencies
as part of everyoneb6s annual performance review
thematic groups (World Bank, USAID, WHO), the use of storytelling and organizational
narratives (World Bank, WHO), Knowledge Sharing Fairs/Forums (FAO, IFAD, World Bank),
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and an organizational infrastructure and senior management support for knowledge
management (IFAD, FAO, World Bank) are examples of knowledge management practices
that have been successful in related organizations.

The CGIAR needs to maintain its commitment to ICT-KM so the Program will not lose
momentum or valuable staff. As the IP06 projects are ending, this transition period brings
challenging times for the ICT-KM Program. ICT-KM Program funding has largely ended and
key staff and consultants to the ICT-KM Program are in jeopardy due to the short contracts
and lack of foreseeable funding. This is an important strategic issue in order for the ICT-KM
Program to survive. Looking forward, the ICT-KM Program still has important ongoing
relevance to the CGIAR vision and mission. In fact, it really should be an integrative
mechanism across all CGIAR Centers, and should ultimately be seamlessly woven within
the fabric of the CGIAR.

In terms of technologies being applied in the ICT-KM projects, the ICT-KM Program recently

wrote a report titled AStrategic Tec2RrR@Bogi es f
The top ten technologies/activities for consideration for the CGIAR, after combining the

scores of the CGIAR CIO and the CGIAR IT managers, were:

System-wide Software and Service Acquisition
Email Archive Appliance

Virtualization 2.0

Storage Infrastructure

Chargeback

Training Programs

Hosted Email

Social Software

. SaasS (Software as a Service)

10. Periodic Security Scans

CoNoOR~®WNE

Certainly, some of these technologies/activities could relate to the ICT-KM Program, most
notably System-wide Software and Service Acquisition, Social Software/Social Media, and
Training Programs. In the past, the ICT-KM Program has experimented with the latest
technologies like content management systems/portals (PlumTree, Aqualogic), Google Apps
for collaboration, Wordpress.com for Blogs, and others. CGNet.com is being used for Email
Active Directories, infrastructure, hosting, and managed network needs. Skype has been
used extensively for project team video/ audi o cc
enough in either developing countries with limited bandwidth or if the load on the Skype
system is high. But generally speaking, the ICT-KM Program has the foresight to investigate
new technologies to see what may be the most effective and cost-efficient way of enabling
knowledge sharing. The ICT-KM Program might also want to apply social network analysis
(SNA) to map knowledge flows and knowledge gaps in the various stakeholder communities
to determine the greatest needs for knowledge management activities and to also measure
the reach and effectiveness of the knowledge sharing projects within the ICT-KM Program.

Other considerations for the future that the ICT-KM Program should keep in mind are:

e Further refinethe ICT-KM Pr ogram strategy in ordecttonoapi
and Aconnect i otorpeople bnol infrastrpctue panrectivity) parts of the
strategy.
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o Develop specific CGIAR learning and knowledge sharing proficiencies, similar to the
Worl d Bank, as part of everyone Gosurtlken nu al perfo
recognize and reward people for promoting knowledge sharing efforts.

o Establish specific outcome metrics for each ICT-KM project which could be measured
guantitatively, such as in economic savings.

e Further devel op t he CGIOoAtRe OoXchangekeven thaighthlsat 6 par
may be a separate spin-off from the CGXchange.

e The ICT-KM Program should work synergistically with the Institutional Learning and
Change (inter-Center) initiative, as each could contribute to the other.

e The ICT-KM Program should continue to find ways to share information and knowledge
with the NARS (National Agricultural Research Systems).

e The ICT-KM Program should further use project management software to track and
coordinate projects.

e The ICT-KM Program should further communicate and publicize its economic savings
and tangible benefits within the CGIAR and beyond.

e Encourage the CGI AR community to be Areflectiwv
continuous learning culture via ICT-KM initiatives.

e Provide a visual ICT-KM Project Dashboard (including project progress,
impacts/outcomes, monies used to date, etc.).

« Require project/technical update reports from the ICT-KM project coordinators every six
months versus annually.

o Continue to articulate the ICT-KM Program strategy in various venues (e.g., Annual
Research Conferences at Centers) and communications media.

In synthesis, a focus on engagement and quality will be highly important, looking forward.

Recommendation: The Panel recommends that the ICT-KM Program actively engage the
research community in the Program and its activities, in order to achieve the greatest value
for the System.

Recommendation: The Panel recommends that the Program institutionalize a more formal,
systematic approach to quality control, and establish quantitative outcome metrics for each
ICT-KM project.

In closing, the ICT-KM Program has made great strides and has the potential to contribute
much more to the CGIAR System and its research objectives. The Program should be an
integral part of the new CGIAR. It should no longer be a fee-for-service operation. In the
Panel 0 she®3lARWhould maintain its commitment to ICT-KM during this time of
transition so that the Program will not lose momentum or valuable staff, and can build on
past experience to better serve the future CGIAR.

Recommendation: The Panel recommends that the CGIAR invest sufficient, sustained
resources in the ICT-KM Program, so that the Program can maintain momentum and be an
integral part of the new CGIAR.
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Annex 10 Review Parne

Jay Liebowitz, Chair

Dr. Jay Liebowitz is the Orkand Endowed Chair of Management and Technology in the
Graduate School of Management & Technology at the University of Maryland University
College (UMUC). He previously served as a Professor in the Carey Business School at
Johns Hopkins University. He was recently ranked one of the top 10 knowledge
management researchers/practitioners out of 11,000 worldwide. Prior to joining Hopkins,
Dr. Liebowitz was the first Knowledge Management Officer at NASA Goddard Space Flight
Center. Before NASA, Dr. Liebowitz was the Robert W. Deutsch Distinguished Professor of
Information Systems at the University of Maryland-Baltimore County, Professor of
Management Science at George Washington University, and Chair of Artificial Intelligence at
the U.S. Army War College. Dr. Liebowitz is the Founder and Editor-in-Chief of Expert
Systems With Applications: An International Journal (published by Elsevier), which had
about 1,600 paper downloads per day worldwide last year. He is a Fulbright Scholar, IEEE-
USA Federal Communications Commission Executive Fellow, and Computer Educator of
the Year (International Association for Computer Information Systems). He has published
over 40 books and a myriad of journal articles on knowledge management, intelligent
systems, and IT management. His most recent books are Knowledge Retention: Strategies
and Solutions (Taylor & Francis, 2009) and Knowledge Management in Public Health
(Taylor & Francis, 2010). He has lectured and consulted worldwide. He can be reached at
jliebowitz@umuc.edu

Liz Field

Liz Field is an organizational consultant, based in Portland, Oregon, who was the

governance and management lead on the ICT-KM external review team. Her areas of

expertise include organizational assessment and development, leadership transition,

strategic planning, and process facilitation. Her clients are generally international agencies,

foundations, and nonprofit organizations. From 1989 to 1999, Liz worked at the World Bank,

first at the CGIAR Secretariat, where she patrticipated in several CGIAR external reviews

and related governance/lmanagement i nitiatives; and then with
[the Boardds] Secr et ar i andpolick issaes.iiontgjoimngtheBa nk st r e
World Bank, Liz worked at the International Institute for Tropical Agriculture (IITA), as a

Management Systems Analyst. She has a BA from Amherst College and MBA from Yale

University. Liz is currently a member of the board of the Wallace Medical Concern. She may

be reached at 503-804-9565 or field.liz@gmail.com.
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Annex D Terms of Reference for the Review

EXTERNAL REVIEW OF THE CGIAR ICT-KM PROGRAM
TERMS OF REFERENCE

INTRODUCTION

The Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (see www.cgiar.org) is a
consortium which supports the work of 15 international agricultural research Centers located
around the world. More than 8,500 CGIAR scientists and staff are working in over 100
countries, addressing every critical component of the agricultural sector including -
agroforestry, biodiversity, food, forage and tree crops, pro-environment farming techniques,
fisheries, forestry, livestock, food policies and agricultural research services.

The CGIAR's mission is to contribute to food security and poverty eradication in developing
countries through research, partnerships, capacity building, and policy support, promoting
sustainable agricultural development based on the environmentally sound management of
natural resources. Each Center is an autonomous entity with its own governance, and is the
operational arm of the CGIAR system. However, they receive support from the CGIAR
System Office, a virtual structure of shared services and coordination units which are hosted
in various Centers but provide services to all the Centers and to the CGIAR System as a
whole.

One of these programs is the ICT-KM Program of the CGIAR. This Program promotes and
supports the use of information and communications technology (ICT) and knowledge
management (KM) to improve the effectiveness of the CGIAR System's work on behalf of
the poor in developing countries.

The Program was created in 2002-2003 as one of several initiatives intended to help the
CGlI AR evolve into Afone systemo: an internatio
knowledge sharing system that operates effectively.

The Program's first goal is to help transform how the CGIAR System works in order to
preserve, produce, and improve access to the agricultural global public goods needed by
the poor in developing countries in the most effective and efficient manner.

Its second goal is to help establish the CGIAR System as a leading knowledge broker,
bringing together all the players in an open, inclusive community for global public goods
research, with development as the ultimate goal. The Program harnesses information
technologies and knowledge management practices, and introduces modifications and new
approaches aimed at changing long-established organizational practices and related
behaviors.

Program Structure and Delivery

The ICT-KM Program is managed by the CGIAR Chief Information Officer (CIO) whose
office is one of the CGIAR System Office units and is hosted by one of the CGIAR Centers,
Bioversity International, in Rome, Italy. The CIO reports to the CGIAR Director and to the
Director General of the host Center. During its first three years, the Program was guided by
a three-year ICT-KM Strategy, which was developed through broad consultations with the
assistance of an Advisory Group representing most of the CGIAR's 15 Centers and
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functional levels.

Now in its second phase, the Program continues to be delivered primarily through a series
of projects managed by specific Centers. These investments, which are coordinated by the
CIlO office, are complemented by other program activities, which include the nurturing of
communities and connections, negotiating economies of scale across Centers, and ongoing
evaluation and learning.

Investment Plans

In 2004, the ICT-KM Program kicked off with three thrusts:

1. ICT for Tomorrow's Science
2. Content for Development (C4D)
3. A CGIAR without Boundaries

The 2004 investment plan funded through the World Bank, supported14 inter-related
projects that would improve connectivity in the CGIAR and enable staff located in even the
remotest of regions to access a wide range of online tools and services. At the same time,
staff was also given the necessary know-how that would equip them to collaborate and
share information in a way that would be beneficial to all participants. The 2004 Investment
Plan (IPO4) had a total budget of $4.5 million. As of early 2009, all but four of those projects
have achieved completion. Actual IPO4 expenditure to date are $4.6 million, funded entirely

from the World Bankodéds contribution to the CGI AR.

The 2006 Investment Plan (IP06), which covers Phase Il of the Program and has a total
budget of $3.1 million, focuses on providing, with further World Bank funding, follow-on
support for several critical, System-wide activities that were started under the 2004
Investment Plan. IPO6 was premised on the idea that only by consolidating the gains of
these activities can all CGIAR staff and partners benefit from their potential returns. The
main scope of the 2006 Investment Plan is centered on two relatively large projects:
CGXchange and Improving CGIAR Effectiveness through Knowledge Sharing (KS).

In 2006, the CIO commissioned reviews of: the monitoring and evaluation of the Program,
undertaken by an external M&E consultant; the management of the program, undertaken by
the CGIAR Internal Auditing Unit: and a financial review carried out by a staff of the CGIAR
Secretariat. The results of these reviews were incorporated in the planning for Phase Il of
the Program.

Links to details of the Program, its Investment Plans and results of the 2006 reviews can be
found at http://ictkm.cgiar.org/index.asp .

The CGIAR Secretariat, through which the World Bank funding for the Program has been

channeled, and which has an oversight responsibility for the use of these funds, is now
commissioning an external review of the Program, to be conducted by a small external

panel under a consultancy contract with the Secretariat. Similar reviews have been
undertaken of the other major programs funded

CGIAR Organizational Change Process

The CGIAR has launched in December 2008 a far-reaching organizational change process
which will likely result in a new set of organizational arrangements, including those for the
ICT-KM Program in future. These new arrangements will be defined during 2009 and
implemented from late 2009 onwards. The results of this external review of the ICT-KM
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Program will provide timely assistance to the Program management and stakeholders as it
moves under a new governance structure.

EXTERNAL REVIEW OBJECTIVES

The broad objectives of the review are to:

e provide the ICT-KM Programbs stakehol der s (i ncludi nc
Secretariat, and the CGIAR Centers) with an independent and rigorous assessment
of the relevance, achievements, effectiveness and efficiency of the Program to date;

e provide recommendations for change where opportunities to increase the relevance,
achievements, effectiveness and efficiency of the Program are identified.

e provide recommendations on the future directions of the program in the context of
the global challenges, the on-going CGIAR reform efforts and the anticipated new
Consortium of the Centers.

Specifically, the external review panel is charged with:
(1) assessing:

(a) clarity and continuing relevance of the vision, mission, strategy and priorities of the
Program;

(b) accomplishments and impact (outcomes) of the Program to date, and returns on
investment as a result;

(c) the effectiveness and efficiency to date of the overall governance and management
of the Program;

(2) facilitating discussion of the results of the review with the CIO Office, Program project
leaders, the CGIAR Secretariat, the Alliance Office, CGIAR Centers and other CGIAR
System Offices which interact with the Program; and

(3) formulating recommendations which could be considered for the ICT-KM Program as it
moves under new governance arrangements under the recently launched CGIAR Reform
Process.

EXTERNAL REVIEW SCOPE

Using the methodology proposed by the consultant and agreed by the CGIAR Secretariat,
the external review panel will cover the following topics:

e Program definition, scoping, priority-setting, project elements, and objective-setting and
output/outcome/impact structure at Program and project level

¢ Program management structure, internal and external communications and coordination,
reporting and accountabilities

e Program and project human resources allocations and organizational structure and
financial resource allocations

¢ Relationships with partners engaged to implement the Program /project activities
e Quality control and assurance mechanisms

e Program monitoring and evaluation
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¢ Program achievements and outcomes
¢ Compliance with financial and non-financial requirements in funding contracts

Information and Timing

It is expected that much of the information and other inputs for the review will be available in
the CIOO0 s of fice, t he Program website, t he
Secretariat, with targeted site visits, as necessary. The review will formally kick off with an
initial briefing of the panel by the CGIAR Director and Director General of the program host
Center. It is expected to take up to a total of approximately of 30 consultant days (excluding
travel time), and be completed by July 31, 2009.

DELIVERABLES FROM THE PANEL

Deliverable Target Date
Ist draft report and discussion of findings June 30, 2009
with CGIAR Secretariat
Final report of the review July 31, 2009

PANEL PROFILE: Required Expertise in

¢ Knowledge Management/Content

e Program Governance and Management
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Annex 3 List of People Interviewed

In-Person Interviews:

e CGIAR Secretariat briefing i Ren Wang, Shey Tata, Manuel Lantin, Iftikhar Mostafa,
Danielle Lucca, Laura Ivers, Selcuk Ozgediz, Maria Iskandarani

Reza Firuzabadi, Senior Information Officer, World Bank

Luz Marina Alvare, Head, Library and Knowledge Management, IFPRI
Stanley Wood, Senior Research Fellow, IFPRI

Klaus Von Grebmer, Communication Division Director, IFPRI

Nancy Walczak, Head, Computer Services, IFPRI

Enrica Porcari, Chief Information Officer, ICT-KM Program

Sirkka Immonen, Senior Officer, Science Council Secretariat

Anton Mangstl, Director, Knowledge Exchange Division, FAO

Stephen Rudgard, Chief Outreach and Capacity Building, FAO

Stephen Katz, Chief, World Agriculture Information Center, FAO

James Garber, Consultant, FAO

Jeff Tschirley, Chief, Rehabilitation and Humanitarian Policies Unit, FAO
Mark Holderness, Executive Secretary, Global Forum of Agriculture Research
Fiona Chandler, Scientific Liaison Officer, Alliance Office

Francesco Finocchio, Director, Human Resources, Bioversity

Jamie Watts, Head, Institutional Learning and Change, Bioversity
Antonella Pastore, Manager, CGXchange and CGMap, ICT-KM

Michael Marus, Systems Architect, EasyMTP and CGMap, ICT-KM
Tania Jordan, Technical Coordinator, ICT-KM

Pierre-Justin Kouka, Special Assistant to the Vice President, IFAD
Roxanna Samii, Knowledge Management Officer, IFAD

Vicki Wilde, Director, Gender and Diversity Program, CGIAR

Telephone Interviews:

Emile Frison, Director General, Bioversity

Simone Staiger-Rivas, Institutional Knowledge Sharing Project Leader, CIAT
Charles Crissman, Deputy Director General of Research, CIP

Anthony Collins, Enterprise Security Americas Project Leader, CIP

John Fitzsimon, Internal Auditing Unit Director, CGIAR

Alma Redalles-Dolat, Auditor-Enterprise Security (was scheduled but had
connectivity problemsd had email correspondence to answer questions)
Gerry O6Donoghue, Director, Corporate Servic:
Enrica Porcari, Chief Information Officer, ICT-KM Program

Kwesi Atta-Krah, Deputy Director General of Research, Bioversity

Nadia Manning, Knowledge Sharing in Research Project Leader, IWMI,
Meredith Giordano, Principal Researcher, IWMI

Steve Hall, Director General, WorldFish
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Annex 4 List of Documents Reviewed

ICT-KM Annual Reports

e 2008 - Rising to the Challenge

2008 - ICT-KM 2006 Investment Plan - Planning for the Future Activity Report
2008-2009

2007 - Working to make a difference

2006 - Learning, Adjusting, Moving Forward: Executive Summary

2006 - Learning, Adjusting, Moving Forward

2005 - Towards a CGIAR without Boundaries

2004 - Towards a CGIAR without Boundaries

ICT-KM Internally-Commissioned External Review Reports

e ICT-KM Program M&E Final Project Report 2004-2006

e 2006 M&E Report on the ICT-KM Program

e 2006 Report on the Audit of the Management and Governance of the ICT-KM
Program

e 2006 ICT-KM Program - Financial Review - Final

e 2006 Monitoring and Evaluation for Learning: The ICT-KM Program Experience

e CGIAR ICT-KM Program 2004 Investment Plan: Report of the External Review Panel

ICT-KM Strategy Documents

¢ Global Public Goods: From Data and Information to Food

¢ Investment Plan 2006 - Executive Summary - The Way Ahead

e |ICT-KM 2006 Investment Plan - Summary (Consolidating Gains, Planning the
Future)

e |ICT-KM Program 2006 Investment Plan Final Coordination Activity Report
2008-2009

e ICT-KM Investment Plan 2004

e |ICT-KM Strategic Plan 2003

Latest Project Reports - 2006 Investment Plan

CGXchange Final Technical Report

EasyMTP-CGMAP Final Report

Institutional Knowledge Sharing (IKS) Project

Knowledge Sharing in Research (KSinR) Project

Online Learning Resources Project

Virtual Library Services (VLS)

Second Level Connectivity (SLC)

Enterprise Security (ES) Americas - Regional Thrust - Final Report

Latest Project Reports - 2004 Investment Plan

E-Publishing (E-Pub)

Enterprise Security and Business Continuity (ESBC)
Second Level Connectivity (SLC)

Web Content and Usage Analysis (WC&UA)
Advanced Research Network (ARN)

Virtual Library Services (VLS)
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http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/program_docs/Annual_Report/ICT-KM_2008_Annual_Report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/program_docs/IP06_Strategic_Docs/ICT-KM_2008_Planning%20for%20the%20Future%20Activity%20Report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/program_docs/IP06_Strategic_Docs/ICT-KM_2008_Planning%20for%20the%20Future%20Activity%20Report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/program_docs/Annual_Report/ICT-KM_2007_Annual_Report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/program_docs/Annual_Report/ICT-KM_2006_Annual_report-Executive_Summary.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/program_docs/Annual_Report/ICT-KM_2006_Annual_Report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/program_docs/Annual_Report/ICT-KM_2005_Annual_Report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/program_docs/Annual_Report/ICT-KM_2004_Annual_Report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/program_docs/M&E/M&E%20project%20-%20final%20report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/program_docs/M&E/M&E_Report_on_the_ICT-KM_Program_2006.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/program_docs/M&E/Report_on_the_Audit_of_the_Management_and_Governance_of_the_ICT-KM_Program_2006.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/program_docs/M&E/Report_on_the_Audit_of_the_Management_and_Governance_of_the_ICT-KM_Program_2006.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/program_docs/M&E/ICT-KM%20Program%20-%20Financial%20Review%20-%20Final%20020506.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/program_docs/M&E/Monitoring_and_Evaluation_The_ICT-KM_Program_Experiance_2006.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/program_docs/IP06_Strategic_Docs/ICT-KM_GPG_Strategy.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/program_docs/IP06_Strategic_Docs/IP06_The_Way_Ahead_Executive-Summary.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/program_docs/IP06_Strategic_Docs/ICT-KM_2006_Investment_Plan-Summary.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/program_docs/IP06_Strategic_Docs/ICT-KM_2004_Investment%20Plan%20Final.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/program_docs/IP06_Strategic_Docs/ICT-KM_Strategic_Plan.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/projects_docs/ongoing-projects_latest-annual-reports/2008_CGXchange%20final%20technical%20report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/projects_docs/ongoing-projects_latest-annual-reports/2008_EasyMTP-CGMap%20final%20report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/projects_docs/ongoing-projects_latest-annual-reports/2008_iksleaflet.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/projects_docs/ongoing-projects_latest-annual-reports/2008_KSinR_Narrative_Report_Final.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/projects_docs/ongoing-projects_latest-annual-reports/2009_OLR%20Tech%20Report%20-%20Executive%20Summary.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/projects_docs/ongoing-projects_latest-annual-reports/2008_CGVlibrary%202007-08%20report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/projects_docs/ongoing-projects_latest-annual-reports/2008_SLC_Annual-Report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/projects_docs/concluded-projects_final-reports/2008/2008_ESAmericas%20Final%20Report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/projects_docs/ongoing-projects_latest-annual-reports/2007_E-PUB_Annual-Report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/projects_docs/ongoing-projects_latest-annual-reports/2007_ESBC_Annual-Report-Executive-Summary.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/projects_docs/ongoing-projects_latest-annual-reports/2007_SLC_Annual-Report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/projects_docs/concluded-projects_final-reports/2008/2008_Web_Content_and_Usage_Analysis_Final.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/projects_docs/concluded-projects_final-reports/2007/2007_ARN_final-report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/projects_docs/concluded-projects_final-reports/2007/2007_CGVlibrary_final-report.pdf

Consortium for Spatial Information (CSI)

Virtual Academy for the Semi-Arid Tropics (VASAT)

Desktop Video Conferencing (DVC)

Online Learning Resources (OLR)

Virtual Resources Center Infrastructure (VRCI)

Scientific Data Standards and Exchange: Capacity Development

Other Documentation

Review of the CGIAR System Office, Doug Daniels, August 2006

CGIAR System Office Integrated Operating Plans, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007
Staffing in the CGIAR, 2003, Discussion Draft, Working Paper 40, Gayathri
Jayasinghe and Bob Moore, September 2003, Gender and Diversity Program
Knowledge Sharing and Innovation in the CGIAR i ICT-KM Program Interventions
The CGI A-RN Brogta@ Background Information for the External Evaluation
Panel

CGIAR ICT-KM E-Newsletters

Recommendations and Lessons from Knowledge Sharing Efforts in the CGIAR
(June 16, 2009)

FAO Purpose Checklist for Online Group/Network/Community

Information Management in the CGIAR: The Role of the CGIAR ICT-KM Initiative
(Ajit Marud personal perspective)

Email correspondence from individuals interviews (Annex 3)

IRRI Enterprise Security and Business Continuity Closure Report

Knowledge Management for Development Journal (Sept. 2005: special issue)
IFAD Knowledge Strategy Document

CGl ARGs Agricul tural Resear ch Délaldpmentr s :

Goals

Knowledge and Innovation for Agricultural Development (IFPRI, March 2009)
CGIAR Annual Reports

Knowledge Sharing Solutions for a CGIAR Without Boundaries (ed. By N. Russell
and S. Staiger-Rivas)

ILAC Knowledge Sharing Activities

Alliance Consultation on Consortium Design and Creation (Prepared for ExCo 16;
2009)

Al liance Consultation on Lessons from
for ExCo 16; 2009)

ICT-KM Review-Questions/Documentation (Responses by Enrica Porcari,

July 20, 2009)

ICT-KM consolidated financial report and project budget reports
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http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/projects_docs/concluded-projects_final-reports/2007/2007_CSI_final-report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/projects_docs/concluded-projects_final-reports/2007/2007_VASAT_final-report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/projects_docs/concluded-projects_final-reports/2006/2006_DVC_DesktopVideoConference_Project_final-report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/projects_docs/concluded-projects_final-reports/2006/2006_OLR_OnlineLearningResources_Project_final-report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/projects_docs/concluded-projects_final-reports/2006/2006_VRCI_VirtualResourcesCenter_final-report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/projects_docs/concluded-projects_final-reports/2005/2005_ScientificDataStandards_final-report.pdf
http://ictkm.cgiar.org/document_library/program_docs/2007_ERP_Survey_Report_07-30-2007.pdf

Annex 5 Survey Method and Results

The ICT-KM external review Panel conducted a web-based survey to gather perspectives

from within and outside of the e@@GiadicRandfatgear di ng t

direction. The Panel Chair sent the survey link by email to 258 individuals in early June

2009, and 121 (47%) responded by early July.

with input from the ICT-KM CIO and the CGIAR Secretariat, and included: all CGIAR DGs,
DDGs, ICT-KM communities of practice, project managers, advisors, consultants, and
CGIAR System Office heads, as well as a sample of scientists and other program
participants within the CGIAR and partner organizations i who are familiar with the
Program. The Panel recognized that a broader distribution of the survey to more CGIAR
scientists, partners and others might have produced somewhat different results, as the
proportion of survey participants that are not familiar with the Program increased.

The survey results are presented in the pages that follow. These include a tabulation of the
responses to each question, followed by a sample of the many written comments in
response to each question; the unabridged 343 written comments (total across questions)
filled 20 pages. As the survey was confidential, results are presented in aggregate and
comments that could compromise the anonymity of the respondent are not included.

Highlights, based on responses to the multiple-choice questions, include the following; note
that percentages refer to respondents who expressed an opinion on a particular item (and
do not include Adondét knowd or no response)

¢ Overall the Program has made good progress towards achieving its mission

e A majority of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the Program has

Obtained economic savings within the CGIAR (81%)

Improved access, sharing, and use of information and knowledge (79%)

Strengthened a collaborative CGIAR work culture (73%)

Made the CGIAR an international model and leader in the application of information

and communication technologies, and knowledge sharing (57%)

e Respondents who self-identified as CGIAR researchers and research management (27)
had a favorable overall view of the Program but less so than non-researchers (67)

¢ Respondents who self-identified as non-CGIAR (16), had a more favorable view of the
Program than CGIAR respondents (94), although they knew less about the details

e The strategy and investment plans are relevant (78%) and planning/prioritization
processes effective (71%), although concerns were noted regarding the transparency of
the processes and the lack of consultation i particularly of users

e Program leadership is considered effective or highly effective (79%) with relatively few
Adondét knowso and many fAhighly effectivebo

e The Pr ogr atedebmapagemeneand oversight/controls are effective (84% and
81% respectively), although researchers were more critical regarding the latter

e Several of the 21 projects from the 2004 and 2006 investment plans were considered
effective or highly effective by a solid majority of respondents, although the median
number of responses was just over half I most projects are not well known

e Top Aratedo pr oj e ortiusm ofiSpatal Infodneatibn, CGMap, Cidual s
Library, nurturing communities of practice, and the Virtual Academy for the Semi-Arid
Tropics (VASAT i which only 32 respondents rated)

¢ Video-conferencing and e-publishing were considered least effective

e The potential contribution of the Program in the coming years is quite positive (83%)

T h e

(32)

The survey results and perspectives that responc
understanding of the ICT-KM Pr ogram, and the Panel 6s assessme
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ICTFKM External Reaw
Survey Results

A. ICFKM- Assessment and Feedback

1. The ICT-KM Program has made progress towards achieving each aspect of its mission:

. Strongly . Strongly Don't Response #Who

Answer Options Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Know Count Rated % +
a) Improving access, sharing, and use of information and knowledge 2 21 50 38 8 119 111 79%
b) Strengthening a collaborative CGIAR work culture 6 22 46 29 15 118 103 73%
c¢) Obtaining economic savings within the CGIAR 5 10 40 23 40 118 78 81%
fj) Makmg the CGIAR an !nternatlonal modgl and leader in the appl.lcatlon of 12 29 36 19 20 116 % 57%
information and communication technologies, and knowledge sharing
e) Comments 38

answered question 120

skipped question 1
2. Please rate the following aspects of the ICT-KM Program.
. Highly . . Highly Do n 6 Response #Who

Answer Options neffective  Netective Bffective - ce o ctive Know Count Rated 2%
a) Relevance of Program strategy and investments 1 20 58 16 18 113 95 78%
b) Program planning and prioritization processes 4 18 50 5 37 114 77 71%
c) Governance of the Program 9 17 39 10 36 111 75 65%
d) ICT-KM Program leadership 4 18 49 32 12 115 103 79%
e) Project-level oversight and controls 1 14 55 8 36 114 78 81%
f) Management of projects 2 11 55 13 31 112 81 84%
g) Potential contribution to the CGIAR in coming years 7 10 37 44 16 114 98 83%
h) Comments 36

answered question 116

skipped question 5

Pl ease note: A% +0 roéréspondentstwho ratdd éhe ifera favomablyt(agrgeeor strongly agree for question 1; effective or highly
ef fective for question 2). A# Who Ratedo refers to the number who respon
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3. How effective has the ICT-KM Program been in the following areas of investment? Please respond regarding those with
which you are familiar - 4 Program thrusts and/or specific projects.

. High . . High Do n 6 Response #Who
Answer Options Ineff(gct?\//e iz iz Effeg::tge Know C(F))unt Rated Y
1. Connectivity (science, tools, technology infrastructure) 2 13 29 9 26 79 53 2%
a) Global advanced research networks 5 18 21 7 42 93 51 55%
b) Second level connectivity 3 15 30 7 42 97 55 67%
c) Enterprise security and business continuity 3 15 24 3 50 95 45 60%
d) Videoconferencing for enhanced collaboration 6 30 23 4 35 98 63 43%
e) Consortium for Spatial Information (CSI) 2 7 26 24 41 100 59 85%
f) Utilization of intelligent information systems for plant protection 5 8 12 5 63 93 30 57%
2. Content (data and information management/access) 2 7 24 4 17 54 37 76%
a) CGXChange 15 25 31 11 22 104 82 51%
b) CGMap 2 11 42 28 24 107 83 84%
c) Digital content for learning 4 18 34 7 38 101 63 65%
d) Virtual resources center infrastructure 6 17 26 6 46 101 55 58%
e) E-publishing 15 25 18 4 38 100 62 35%
f) Virtual library service 3 10 32 30 31 106 75 83%
g) Scientific data standards and exchange: capacity development 9 19 23 8 39 98 59 53%
h) Web content and usage analysis 8 14 35 6 37 100 63 65%
i) Virtual Academy for the Semi-Arid Tropics (VASAT) 1 3 19 9 66 98 32 88%
j) Online learning resources 3 17 29 7 42 98 56 64%
3. Work culture (culture and behavior) 3 11 24 9 19 66 47 70%
a) Knowledge sharing in research (scaling out) 9 18 43 16 18 104 86 69%
b) Institutional knowledge sharing (strengthening champions) 8 14 39 23 22 106 84 74%
4. Coordinating actions 3 8 25 9 13 58 45 76%
a) Nurturing connections 1 communi 8 9 46 24 20 107 87 80%
b) Technical developments 1 papers 9 11 35 8 37 100 63 68%
c) Economies through System-wide contracts, purchasing and agreements 5 12 30 26 29 102 73 77%
answered question 118
skipped question 3
Pl ease note: % +0 refers to the percentage of yagreegooqueston 1; sffective or highgyt e d
effective for question 3) . A# Who Ratedo refers to the number who responded with
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4. Looking back, what have been the most important accomplishments

and/or outcomes of the ICT -KM Progr am?
. Response
Answer Options Count
83
answered question 83
skipped question 38
5. Looking forward, what advice could you provide regarding the ICT -KM
Progr ambs:
. Response Response
Answer Options Percent Count
a) Direction, strategy and/or priori ties 96.2% 75
b) Structure or organizational placement in the 80.8% 63
System following CGIAR reforms
answered question 78
skipped question 43
6. Please provide any other comments you have about the ICT -KM
Program.
. Response
Answer Options Count
48
answered question 48
skipped question 73
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B. About Youwd Profile of Respondents

7. In which institution are you employed?

Answer Options REEETEE
Percent
Africa Rice 3.6%
Bioversity 10.8%
CIAT 6.3%
CIFOR 2.7%
CIMMYT 5.4%
CIP 4.5%
ICARDA 3.6%
ICRISAT 4.5%
IFPRI 3.6%
IITA 1.8%
ILRI 4.5%
IRRI 6.3%
IWMI 3.6%
World Agroforestry 5.4%
WorldFish 4.5%
Other - CGIAR 14.4%
Other - non-CGIAR 14.4%

If Other - please specify

answered ques tion

skipped question

8. Whatis your primary area of responsibility (or expertise)?

Answer Options Response
Percent
Institutional Leadership (DG or equivalent) 4.5%
Research or Research Leadership/Management 26.4%
Inform ation Technology 17.3%
Information Management or Library Science 10.0%
Knowledge Management 12.7%
Communications or Marketing 14.5%
Other Administration or Management (Corporate,
: 14.5%
Finance, Human Resources, etc.)
Other (please specfiy)
answered question
skipped question
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9. What is your current or past involvement in ICT -KM and related

activities (select all that apply)?

Answer Options RESTONEL
Percent
Community of Practice Participant 71.4%
ICT-KM Project Manager or Project Team 37.7%
ICT-KM Advisory Board or Steering Committee 14.3%
ICT-KM Staff 6.5%
Other (please specify)
answered question
skipped question

10. If you would be available for clarification or further commen
provide your name and contact information.

Answer Options Response
Percent
Name 100.0%
Title/Employer 98.2%
Email 98.2%
Phone 82.1%

answered question

skipped question
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Open QuestiondSample of Commerftem Respondents

Question 1 - The ICT-KM Program has made progress towards achieving each aspect of its
mission.

Don't think the impacts are widely felt, outside of information/communication circles of the CG.
Absolutely headed in the right direction but leaders need to follow the work not just worker bees.
ICT-KM is a late adopter of innovations that we already implemented. It also is not taking note of
bandwidth challenged environments we operate in, especially Africa.

The only good thing is its marketing approach, but unfortunately based on over promise and
under delivery, more hype than substance.

| don't know what the ICT-KM program is, nor any concept of is mission / impact :-)

If one is to judge success by the extent to which the CG actually demonstrates these traits, |
would say we have not made much progress. | believe that ICT-KM has probably made a
contribution, but the larger system is not easily moveable.

Re (d), don't believe this has been achieved, but the fault lies with the fractionated and
competitive nature of the System, in which individual centers don't talk to each other or share
knowledge very well (the jury's out re whether or not the CG change process will remedy this...).
The program has wandered aimlessly from one focus to another, seemingly in search of
something that might succeed and gain attention.

The CGIAR is not seen as a model in knowledge management, utilization or sharing. However
the program and some of its participants are seen a leaders in using ICTs.

The ICT-KM program needs to work more on nurturing communities of practitioners and stimulate
dialog for joint action.

Progress has been made but the CGIAR is far from being a model yet.

Caveat: this is true for some centers, but the program did not reach all; inclusion of scientists is
still main challenge, while communications and IT teams may be on board.

Improving inf & k has been for a minority only.

ICT-KM has had little influence on day-to-day actions and performance of CGIAR research.

No change noticed relative to the situation before ICT-KM.

ICT-KM has been instrumental in introducing IT innovations to the CGIAR.

It was evident at an FAO workshop that the CGIAR was moving in the right direction re (d)
courtesy of ICT-KM.

ICT-KM has indeed strengthened the culture of sharing of information and knowledge within the
CG. Other regional bodies have actually also benefitted from ICT-KM expertise.

I do not believe there was adequate empowerment of the leadership or provision of sufficient
budget to make the CGIAR as much of an international model and leader in the application of
ICT's as would have been desirable and much needed.

The CGIAR has not embraced ICT-KM as a key strategy system service, it should!

Question 2 - Please rate the following aspects of the ICT-KM Program.

| am an 'end user' of ICT-KM work. | would like to see a clear plan/strategy/proposal from ICT-KM
to help the CGIAR become a KS organization. There are lots of successful initiatives around the
world we can draw lessons from.

A much needed initiative which can help strengthen scientific impact and democratize the
research cycle.

| believe ICT-KM will be crucial in the future---will the CG be able to manage, share and
disseminate knowledge effectively? Take its rightful place among global players in agriculture?
stay tuned...

The programme has to be supported by top management of the Centres in a more constant
manner. This will lead to better results and acceptance.

The ICT-KM program manages its projects through secondments. This embeds the projects,
concepts, findings etc within Centres and tests things out within real centre and project contexts.
Program leadership hasn't been able to integrate the different components and coordinators well.
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The agenda is hidden to many and decisions taken in isolation with poor consultation.

Greater openness and inclusion especially in the planning process.

One issue is the value of this type of central service for something that is so local in focus and
implementation.

Ineffective in reaching larger scientific community; initiatives mainly resonated with IT and
communications staff.

No evidence that having the program extended or not will make any difference to the CGIAR.
Good potential but not adequately support core CGIAR research activities.

Potential contribution in future is high, provided there is a substantial change in structure and way
of carrying out business.

ICT-KM program is too inward-looking to be of use in the reconfigured CGIAR.

Seems to have set its priorities internally or via a small clique, rather than user-driven.

The ICT-KM Program can be much more effective if adequately empowered and resourced. The
strategy was relevant but the investments were not sufficient to deliver the strategy effectively.
Insufficient human and financial resources to get beyond pilot studies in many cases. Perhaps it
could have been more focused.

ICT-KM could play a key role in the new CGIAR.

The program will have an even bigger relevance in the CGIAR of the future, given the consortium
model and structure. Instruments and mechanisms for information and knowledge management
and sharing will be essential.

Question 4 - Looking back, what have been the most important accomplishments and/or
outcomes of the ICT-KM Program?

Raising the awareness of what is possible and what is available with ICT-KM.

Facilitating cross-centre collaboration. Before the project it could take months or years to come to
agreement to work on projects as a CGIAR system.

Access to the decision makers at the Centres (DGs and DDGSs) to get ICT-KM projects approved
and championed.

Linkages with other organisations doing similar work that has built up a critical mass for projects
and attracted donors.

Encouraged collaboration among Centres especially.

CGVL has brought great visibility to centers and their publications among external audiences.
Institutional knowledge sharing project - the training has improved my work and made a
noticeable impact in our team's outcomes for linking science to policy.

Supporting the CGIAR-CSI to become a world class example of collaborative knowledge sharing.
CGMap - participation, i.e. MTP submission, is mandatory (has always been) and therefore
CGMap is truly a systemwide product.

Raising awareness of KM among senior management; building interest in knowledge sharing.
Streamlining and trying to bring efficiencies and economies of scale into the IT side.

Knowledge sharing and collaboration--helping the system to explore, learn and integrate new
ways of working both institutionally and in its research---some major changes have happened.
This program has strongly brought in the use of ICT for many issues, so that time saving and
increasing efficiency has been made.

Putting ICT-KM on the map at the CGIAR.

Forging communities of practice.

Coordinated IT projects at the CG level.

Providing a single point of entry/interaction for non-CGIAR partners to work with the 15 Centers,
which had before been close to impossible.

The move to CGX2 and Easy MTP. With these projects we are starting to see some impact.
Influence on changing CG culture (KS - both institutional and in research) - we are still far away
from reaching the goal, but ICT-KM set up the right direction in this thrust.

| consider the program's achievements in knowledge sharing to be highly important, though
regrettably it's not clear how to move this work forward in the CGIAR.

Stimulating and supporting creative applications of ICTs and demonstrating what the potentials
could be. Unfortunately only lukewarm championing and uptake at higher levels in the CGIAR.
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Learning tools on-line for partners, CSl, and purchasing negotiations.

The ICT-KM AAA framework - it not only defines what it means to make research information
Available, Accessible and Applicable, but also provides benchmarking to help centers and
programs put the framework into practice.

Creating a COP of communications professionals among the centers - and that is a good result
and starting point to now move forward.

The Program has allowed access to some useful online learning resources, has a slick web site
and seems to have helped (already existing) communities of practice, it is far from being a
recognized leader with a clear identity.

Introducing the concept of ICT-KM to a skeptical audience and showing it can have an impact.
Hosting Centers web sites.

Connectivity support to Regional Office in Burkina Faso.

Bringing the CGIAR -from an ICT/KM perspective- from the middle ages to current realities.

| was very impressed by CG Map. But there is no point of developing a great tool and not
publicizing it.

External partnerships.

Good progress in introducing social communications and institutional knowledge sharing to
strengthen work culture.

Work on knowledge sharing in research and strengthening knowledge champions.

That it existed as a system-wide effort, that it was enthusiastically managed and that it tackled or
helped some important initiatives (CGMap and the CSI).

One major outcome is in the culture of sharing in knowledge and information that the Program
has generated within Centres.

Their impact is not just on systems, but even much more on the approach, the philosophy, the
example of what CAN and SHOULD be done. They should be applauded for this.

Question 5a - Looking forward, what advice could you provide regarding the ICT-KM
Pr o g r aanBirection, strategy and/or priorities

Aggressively promote the CGIAR work among external audiences.

More focus on internal CGIAR needs rather than enhancing the CGIAR's global visibility.

Do not try to be cutting-edge innovative, try to be a (relatively) early adopter.

Capacity strengthening, enhancing collaboration and communication is important to ensure
people know what resources are available and how to make use of them.

Open source all the way, more real technology staff rather than marketing people; the collection
of ICT and separately of KM at the centers could serve as CGIAR-wide platform.

More focus should be made on center libraries as these need ICT-KM support urgently.
Individual centers would benefit more from a regional than a global approach.

Invest more in the CGIAR-CSI.

Help CGIAR centers to incorporate KS strategies in their research plan.

More attention to technology infrastructure, access and databases, less on communication in
general and marketing.

Improve online access to information resources.

Collaboration and standardisation across Centres.

Seed 'system’ directions in areas like IT management and services and recurring IT applications.
Need strong champions embedded in all the centers and megaprograms.

Need to clearly show the 'whole system' and the ‘'whole center' benefits from investments.

Pick fewer major interventions for itself while enabling interventions by others.

The ICT-KM program should become an essential part of the new CGIAR management process
but it should be able to make decisions and mandates regarding ICT in the CGIAR; currently
each center can go their own way.

A clearly communicated ICT strategy with all stakeholders has not been produced, priorities are
vague, no alignment with local/regional research needs.

Limit your work plan to what your budget will support; don't spread too thin. Avoid fluff; look for
substance that advances the work of the CGIAR.
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Be in closer contact with actual practitioners in ICT-KM in the centers, identify shared "grounds-
up" initiatives (where various centers are grappling with similar issues) and jump in and provide
support to gain efficiencies and improve CG effectiveness.

Preservation of the intellectual output of CGIAR through institutional repositories.

Focus on one system for web based applications across the CG for all platforms for KM.

Should stop being the IT department of CGIAR and focus on knowledge sharing for partners.
Figure out where it sits between ICT and KM activities and get more focus unless the program
would be expanded greatly.

Further help to facilitate collaboration across Centers and with external partners; promote culture
change around KM.

Take an honest stock take of what has worked and what hasn't.

eLearning will become increasingly important and more needs to be done in this area.
Concentrate on strength from the past and projects where at least 5 centers will be willing to
collaborate (and give up their current systems if needed).

There is a disconnect between traditional CGIAR science areas and ICT-KM. The program needs
to engage more with the core business and scientists of the system.

Make sure that CGIAR researchers can count on similar scientific information access as
researchers in other academic/research institutions in developed countries.

Should be set based on a needs assessment.

Better integration of activities.

More emphasis must be placed on the applications of ICT in science. Greater support for IT
infrastructure development of the Centers must be a priority also.

More service orientation with greater demand assessment prior to investments in products. Many
of the issues have been due to poor commitment of CGIAR to these central facilities and not
enough buy in by consumers.

Start with the scientists and DDG-R's, base priorities on their needs to network and collaborate
More interaction with the users, try to develop initial pilot projects.

Need clear base-level directions and priorities with cost/benefit, instead of pie-in-sky.

Continue to work on helping the CGIAR function as an organic system as opposed to competing
entities through the use of KM/KS approaches and tools.

Expand activities to include important CGIAR partners internationally and at the national level.
Implement the program through fewer, larger, strategic activities.

Systems security.

More ICT-KM strategy support for science collaborations.

Continue inter Center sharing of best practices and use Center specialists to mentor colleagues
in other Centers with less experience.

Providing advice at Center level.

Let private sector provide these services.

Do more to raise funds.

This cannot be a direction-setting office or a funding agency which it has become.

Focus on using good resources available externally.

Less efforts on Web 2.0 social aspects and more on management and sharing of core information
in order to make it really open and re-usable by ARD partners: e.g. Open Archive architectures.
Based on the new structure, start developing policies, procedures, based on one standard.
Should seek the political support and buy-in from the mega programmes under the new structure
in order in order to guarantee consistently high level of strategic support.

Play a key role in promoting a unified CGIAR Consortium. Focus on value-added system-wide
IT/knowledge services, e.g. access to databases, collaboration tools.

Should be problem driven, agenda setting by scientists/managers, not by IT.

Link to the ILAC Initiative.

Involve the Centres a bit more in setting the priorities. The priority should now be focused on
implementation and management of the new SRF and mega programs.
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