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Executive Summary

Background, context and overview

The CGIAR Research Program (CRP) on Livestock and Fish (L&F) aims to increase the productivity of
poor livestock and fish farmers and increase the availability and affordability of meat, milk and fish for
poor consumers. Unusually for the CGIAR, it combines livestock and aquaculture research in one
program. An important feature of the CRP is a value chain transformation and scaling approach that
seeks to make research more relevant to developing countries, and to increase the potential for
impact, by implementing applied research in nine target countries.

The CRP was conceived and designed as a ten year program, whose life-span was subsequently
reduced to five years. It has been operational since January 2012 and submitted a proposal in
November 2014 for an extension to the end of 2016, with some revisions to the program structure. A
second phase of CRPs is due to start in 2017 and is likely to involve more substantive changes. Separate
pre-proposals for livestock and fish were submitted in August 2015.

The initial three-year budget was USD 99.5 million (including institutional overhead), with a yearly
budget of approximately USD 30 million, rising to USD 36 million in the third year of operation. Until
the end of 2014 and thus after three years of operations, the total of approved funding was USD 85.1
million and L&F had spent a total of around USD 73 million, of which around half was funded from
Window 1 and 2 and half from Window 3 and bilateral projects.

Initially L&F was structured around three different Research Themes with a total of nine components.
In 2012, the first year of operation, L&F streamlined its structure, reducing the original three Themes
to a new structure of six Themes without components. At the end of 2014 the program was further
streamlined, reducing the six Research Themes to five, and renaming the Themes to Flagship Projects
(FPs) in accordance with Consortium Office guidelines. The FPs are: Animal Health; Animal Genetics;
Feeds & Forages; Systems Analysis for Sustainable Innovation (SASI, which houses social science,
environment, systems analysis and nutrition, and the development of the theory of change and
monitoring and learning system), and Value Chain Transformation and Scaling (VCTS). VCTS is termed
the “delivery” FP while the others are “discovery” FPs. Animal Health has the largest budget, with
considerable bilateral funding, followed respectively by Animal Genetics, Feeds & Forages, VCTS and
SASI. ILRI, the lead Center, has the largest W1/2 budget and the largest number of bilateral projects,
followed by WorldFish, CIAT and ICARDA. The split of W1/W2 funds between Centers was based on
the shares of their previous core funding that each Center decided at the outset to allocate to L&F and
was maintained throughout.

Evaluation approach and methodology

Approach. The purpose of this evaluation is to inform decision-making and planning by program
management, supervisory bodies, CRP donors, partners and other stakeholders with respect to
program performance and the potential options for the future. The main stakeholders of the
evaluation are the management of L&F, all participating Centers, the ILRI Board, partners associated
with the Program, the CGIAR Fund Council, ISPC, the Consortium Office and the Consortium Board.

The remit of the evaluation is to review the existing program, but the findings are relevant to the design
of phase 2 programs. The evaluation team has therefore provided feedback on preliminary impressions
at each Center and field visit in addition to a more comprehensive feedback session for ILRI and CRP
management just prior to the submission of pre-proposals. The evaluation process has been
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participatory and forward looking, with wide consultation among a range of stakeholders in order to
capture a representative range of viewpoints.

The evaluation covers all research activities included in L&F, and the processes related to its
implementation, and all funding sources. It includes all research lines developed under the present
CRP as well as the outputs from relevant “legacy” projects that were initiated in previous CGIAR
programs and have carried over into L&F.

Analytical framework. The evaluation was based on a dual analytical framework, consisting of thirteen
overarching questions addressing major issues, as well as questions related to the evaluation criteria
required by the IEA, namely: relevance; quality of science; effectiveness; efficiency; impact,
sustainability and cross-cutting issues (partnership, organizational performance, capacity building,
gender and environment).

Methods. The team drew information from over 370 published document, databases provided by L&F,
and the expert knowledge of over 270 stakeholders interviewed in person, by Skype or by phone. In
addition, 95 CRP scientists responded to an electronic survey. Those interviewed included Center and
CRP management, researchers, partners, representatives of the ILRI Board of Trustees, the Science and
Partnership and Advisory Committee (SPAC), the Program Planning and Management Committee, and
peer interviewees from intergovernmental organizations, non-government organizations and
universities.

Evaluation team members visited three of the four Centers contributing to L&F (ILRI, WorldFish and
CIAT). Visits by two team members were made to five of the nine value chain research hubs
(Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Nicaragua, Tanzania and Viet Nam), while one team member interviewed the
value chain coordinator from India in person and a Skype session was held with scientists at the value
chain research hub in Egypt. Case studies were developed for the five value chain research hubs visited
and for seven research areas within the discovery FPs. Gender mainstreaming and research into
environment/natural resource management were separately reviewed as crosscutting areas.

Main findings and conclusions

Overall the evaluation concludes that L&F has added value to CGIAR research in livestock and
aquaculture and should continue to be funded, either as a joint CRP or as separate Livestock and
Aquaculture CRPs. There has been added value in having a multi-Center CRP rather than individual
Center programs, in spite of high transactions costs. The value chain approach, although not yet
delivering on its promise, is innovative and is generating valuable lessons. Progress in establishing an
institutional base and development partnerships in the field has been especially promising. The
program is working in several important research areas, has produced a small number of scalable
outputs, has made a promising start in mainstreaming gender and is carrying out worthwhile work in
environment/natural resource management (NRM). Governance of the program, after some
adjustments, is working well.

The main concerns of the evaluation relate to a) lack of focus and coherence within the program
portfolio as a whole and in the way the value chain approach is managed and b) inadequacy of the
management system to cope with a complex, multi-site program. Both of these factors are impeding
delivery of outputs and outcomes and must be addressed.

Beyond the control of L&F, the evaluation is also concerned about the potential impact on delivery of
inconsistencies at Fund Council and Consortium level, namely the instability of core funding, frequent
changes in reporting requirements and uncertainty about future directions of all CRPs.

ix
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Organizational performance

The governance arrangements of L&F are clearly structured, well-functioning and up to requirements
in terms of legitimacy, accountability, transparency, equity, effectiveness, efficiency and
independence, particularly after the recent adjustments made in the roles of and relationship between
the Science and Partnership Advisory Committee, the Program Planning and Management Committee
and the ILRI Board of Trustees. The evaluators advise against changing this well-functioning
governance system in the second phase of the CRPs.

The evaluation has identified a number of problems with systems for managing research, reporting,
staff and finance. The size and complexity of the CRP require management systems beyond those of
an individual Center. The CGIAR One Corporate System should have met the requirements for CRP
management but it has not been installed in all CGIAR Centers and is only in 2015 being introduced in
ILRI, the lead Center for L&F, in accordance with the agreed sequence of adoption by Centers. L&F has
installed a stop-gap system based on manual entry and spreadsheets for research reporting and
financial management. This, with considerable work from CRP management, has enabled L&F to satisfy
main reporting requirements but needs considerable work to update; there is a high and risky
dependency on one person.

There is a need to make the entire reporting system more joined-up and efficient and to complete the
recently initiated process of aligning research reporting with the CRP’s Theory of change. It is also
essential to transition the financial reporting system from one that is spreadsheet-based to a
centralized and modern database. L&F will naturally continue to depend on the financial systems of
participating Centers, but should build on systems already developed by other CRPs to more effectively
and efficiently collect and collate CRP-related information. The evaluation team recognizes that the
transition process is likely to be painful but it is necessary to create long-term transparency and
efficiency.

L&F management has been inclusive, transparent and serviceable; program staff in particular
appreciate the management style. The system of internal and external communication of L&F is timely,
comprehensive and open-access; it builds on the effective communication system of ILRl. The
evaluation commends the transparency and inclusiveness of L&F’s management but considers that the
complexity of the CRP and the need to focus and make choices at times require a management style
that is strategic rather than coordinative.

CRP management has benefited from a high degree of continuity from 2013 until early 2015. However
four out of the seven persons in the management team left by the end of September 2015 as a result
of the 19 percent cut in W1/W2 funds communicated in March 2015. The evaluation team is concerned
that this may, in the future, reduce management effectiveness and efficiency.

Approximately 50 percent of the funding came from central W1/W2 sources; for the other 50 percent
bilateral projects are mapped against the CRP. Overheads generated by bilateral projects are
insufficient to cover all the maintenance and capital costs of a large Center rich in laboratories like ILRI,
whose long-term sustainability will be threatened without a sustainable source of such funding.

Outwith the responsibility of L&F but within the remit of the Consortium Office is the need to stabilize
core funding. Allowing Centers to carry-over funding within the life of a CRP, and thus create strategic
funds, is an important tool for stabilization. So is improved long-term forecasting in order to prevent
sudden downward changes in fund allocations compared to budget forecasts.
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The CRP portfolio

The evaluation addressed two aspects of L&F’s research portfolio, namely relevance and design
coherence. L&F works towards the program maxim of “more meat milk and fish, by and for the poor”,
and six key Intermediate Development Outcomes (IDOs) that between them encompass international
public goods and every major global development need to which research in livestock and aquaculture
might be expected to contribute. The targets set for the IDOs have taken time to develop for a variety
of reasons, some relating to system-wide changes in the way that IDOs were defined, and these targets
are still vague. All of this gives the CRP scope to work on more topics than it could possibly manage,
even with the capacity of four contributing Centers.

The evaluation concluded that all of the discovery FP research activities currently conducted are
broadly relevant, in that they fall within the scope of the IDOs and the remit of the CRP. Some are more
obviously relevant than others but none are irrelevant. Likewise, all of the value chains under the VCTS
FP are relevant to the needs of the countries in which they are located and the L&F IDOs.

However there is a great need to focus and streamline the portfolios. Delivery of international public
goods will require scalable, game-changing outputs. L&F has delivered few outputs so far that fit this
description or could be considered substantial progress towards game-changing outputs. The program
will be better able to deliver international public goods (IPGs) if it is more clearly focused around a
limited number of key research areas. Rather than provide prescriptive recommendations about the
content of the portfolio — since it was not realistic to attempt a comprehensive prioritization process
within the time frame of the evaluation - the evaluators have made broad suggestions about
streamlining and the delivery of IPGs in a phased process that continues during the formulation of
phase 2 proposals.

Two areas would merit a higher profile in the future. One is environment and NRM research, given the
global importance of this topic, which could merit an FP on the subject to make it more visible. The
other is aquaculture genetics, which has already generated a scalable output. In a combined L&F CRP
this would justify a higher profile and in a fish CRP it would merit a FP.

Environment and gender

Environment was specifically assessed because it is a topic of global importance to the livestock sector
that is addressed as a cross-cutting issue within L&F. The environmental and NRM activities of L&F
have included some very high-quality science. The global-level environmental impacts of livestock and
fish value chains have been the subjects of significant research within L&F, the country- or region-
specific issues much less so. For vulnerabilities of livestock and fish value chains to environmental
shocks and trends the situation is somewhat reversed, as these have been addressed in local forms
heighted by the value chain research, rather than at the global level.

Work has been of particularly high quality around global-level modelling, collating evidence on the
environmental impacts of aquaculture, and breeding of Brachiaria for biological nitrification inhibition.
There is a clear possibility that the first two could have impacts on policy, though extra steps of policy
engagement by the program will be needed. The Brachiaria work also will require several further well-
planned steps before it can contribute to greenhouse gas emission reductions at scale. At the level of
local landscapes or farms the work in Nicaragua show the greatest indications of future impact — it is
working on a problem identified with local partners, towards locally-established partners, in close co-
operation with farmers, and has produced promising early results.

The research that has been done is very important for the essential tasks of managing livestock-related
environmental (including climate impacts) and impacts of environmental (including climate) trends on
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livestock value chains. It has been even more important as work on these themes, and especially on
climate adaptation for livestock systems under the CRP on Climate Change, Agriculture and Food
Security has apparently been very limited. However, under L&F, the position of environment/NRM
research as a sub-cluster under SASI, in other words two organizational levels below a FP, has limited
its effectiveness and ability to respond to environmental priorities identified within the country hubs.
A higher profile would be beneficial.

Gender was specifically assessed because it is important within the CGIAR as a whole. The positioning
of gender within the L&F structure was reviewed, because gender has been moved each time the
program has been restructured. The evaluation concluded that re-positioning of gender within the
CRP structure has not so far affected its ability to deliver. A strong strategy and team have been more
important than the precise position of gender within the program.

The evaluation also assessed the extent to which gender has been operationally mainstreamed within
L&F, and the delivery of the research program. There has been good progress in mainstreaming within
the VCTS FP. Progress has been slower in the other FPs and mostly limited to scientists with strong
field interests and experience. The gender team needs to build momentum in working with the
technology FPs and would see the greatest impact from working with selected research groups that
have already shown interest, to build positive examples of good practice.

Delivery of outputs has been slow but has speeded up after engaging a strong partner, the Royal
Tropical Institute (KIT). The evaluation considers that the engagement of KIT has been positive.
Progress towards outcomes will require the gender team to expand the scope of its work and is hard
to assess at present.

The capacity of the gender team, together with the key partner KIT, has been sufficient for the work it
has needed to until now, but it will have to be expanded in number and skills to deal with future needs.
This could be done through core staff recruitment or international research partners. Lack of a senior
gender scientist to lead the team is a concern and likely to be a constraint to future development.

Science quality

The evaluators have no serious concerns about the quality of scientific output. It is clear that L&F has
the ability to produce outputs of high quality and indeed is doing so. There have been some excellent
reports and peer-reviewed publications, mostly from legacy work. Every flagship has produced useful
published material as have most value chain research hubs.

However the evaluation is concerned about the generally low level of publications in internationally
recognised journals, and also considers that L&F should be producing more excellent rather than good
or acceptable grey literature. A backlog of data awaiting analysis was reported from every FP and value
chain research hub. There is also a greater need for consistency of attention in planning and design of
field projects.

There have been some missed opportunities for cross discipline projects and greater use of cutting-
edge technology and techniques. The program could also benefit from a more strategic exploitation of
international collaboration with the intention of filling skill gaps and increasing the critical mass of
researchers and resources in areas where they are lacking. The evaluation recognizes that this may
take time as bilateral funding may need to be raised to enable new partners to collaborate.

Incentives for producing outputs were apparent at the Centers but not at L&F program level. There
may be value in introducing CRP-specific incentives, provided they do not duplicate existing Center
mechanisms. Several suggestions were made by L&F scientists for linking modest increments in
funding, or other incentives, to research performance within the CRP.

Xii
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The experienced scientists who lead teams throughout the program, and the highly committed
researchers, are L&F’s greatest asset but they are spread thinly across a wide range of projects and
many of them are over-stretched. In most FPs and particularly VCTS there is a need for more human
capacity in the form of postgraduate scientists, to provide a critical mass and/or fill gaps in specific
expertise. There is a need to improve and perhaps formalize certain processes within the CRP in order
to make best use of scientific capacity.

Mentoring of younger scientists is uneven across the program and highly Center-based. L&F would
benefit from an expanded mentoring system across the CRP, developed in a way that is consistent with
existing Center research management, to ensure that good practices are used more uniformly — this
might involve more formalized mentoring processes within CRP research groups, or dissemination
through a community of practice.

The value chain approach

The value chain transformation and scaling approach has been a keystone of L&F and one of its most
appreciated features. It was initiated with the aim of making L&F’'s work more relevant to field
problems and to help it deliver research outputs more directly and rapidly to potential end users. By
working through nine country-based value chain research hubs, each focusing on a single species or
commodity, it has achieved sufficient diversity to provide a broad spectrum of experiences from which
to draw lessons.

The evaluation was impressed by the investment in institutional relationships and development
partnerships, providing a solid foundation for applied research. The CGIAR Centers have reached far
beyond their traditional national agricultural research system partners to work with government
extension agencies, producer co-operatives and NGOs. Several of the development partners
interviewed were clear that they see the relationship with the CGIAR as a strategic one with long term
potential. They also talked of the value of having a closer relationship with the CGIAR and the mutual
learning that has taken place. Donors who have provided bilateral funding to value chain research hubs
were broadly positive about their experience of working with L&F and some have funded more than
one project.

There are already visible outputs in some countries. Applied research involving national partners is
taking place in seven value chains and planning and assessments have been conducted in the
remaining two. Research is still concentrated at the producer end of the value chains, the “comfort
zone” for the CGIAR, but has been spreading along the chains, with some work on inputs and recent
collaborations with the CRP on Agriculture for Nutrition and Health. There has been strong
collaboration between social and biological scientists.

However, L&F has only very partially delivered on the potential of the value chain approach, for a
number of reasons. The resourcing of research hubs has been sub-optimal and this is a critical issue.
The core teams are too small to carry out all of their necessary work in managing/conducting research,
publishing, fund-raising and reporting to multiple stakeholders. While it is inevitable that they should
need to prioritize what they work on, the funding deficit has resulted in a generally low level of
published outputs as well as incomplete research portfolios where questions of potential importance
to local stakeholders are not considered because the team does not include the skill-set to address
them. Given inherent tension between funding limitations and the evolving research needs within
livestock value chains, it may in hindsight have been preferable to find different ways to spread
resources across research hubs, and this is a lesson to consider for the future. The abrupt funding cut
in 2015 has seriously hampered research in some value chains and has created uncertainty about the
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continuity of L&F into the second phase and future CGIAR commitment to the value chain research
hubs.

Field testing and delivery has mostly been on a very small scale although there are indications it could
expand nationally or internationally through development partnerships and local institutions.
Substantive published outputs from individual research hubs, or a synthesis of work across several
hubs, would be excellent vehicles for wider delivery of research outputs. However very few such
outputs have yet emerged or appear to be in the pipeline. In addition, L&F has not capitalized on the
opportunity offered by the CRP’s field presence in nine countries to pursue research into action
research processes, or the best strategies for scaling, both of which would be noteworthy IPGs. The
evaluation recognizes that there may be challenges in obtaining funding for this type of research.
However the results would be of great value to the donor as well as the research community and, if
appropriately packaged, this type of research could be included within programs funded by
development donors. Apart from the introduction of a few useful tools and techniques, the VCTS FP
is not being managed in a coherent fashion to create economies of scope and scale. The research hubs
largely operate as separate entities, with no systematic approach to seeking assistance from discovery
FPs, developing a community of practice, sharing scientific findings, or collective reflection and
learning.

In spite of shortcomings in the present management and delivery of the value chain approach the
evaluation believes that it should not be abandoned but rather managed more effectively. It is taking
L&F out of a CGIAR “comfort zone” and providing valuable lessons. L&F can function effectively in a
field setting and with a more development-oriented approach than would have been possible in earlier
CGIAR programs.

Effectiveness and impact

The evaluation reviewed delivery of activities and outputs and progress towards outcomes. The
insufficiency of the reporting system made it challenging to assess progress on any level. It was
particularly difficult to assess progress towards outcomes, because of the complex theory of change
involving local research on interventions followed by upscaling largely through development partners,
but also because indicators for IDOs are incomplete. In addition, notwithstanding the extensive
information contained in local and national-level situation analyses and value chain assessments, there
were no systematic early baseline surveys against which to make an assessment. The Theory of Change
(including the impact pathways) has been redefined several times and has never been available in a
complete form. Very recently a pilot project was initiated to report progress against impact pathways,
and to include reporting on the change process. Early results look promising, and if extended across
the program this initiative offers the possibility of more clearly aligning research progress to
development impact.

The evaluation considers L&F’s lack of a monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system to be a serious
problem. CRP Management is aware of the problem, SPAC considers it to be a weakness and it has
forced this evaluation to rely less than had been anticipated on facts and figures and more on expert
opinion and qualitative assessments. There are several reasons why a M&E system has not been
established. These include: the absence of a system-wide model or best-practice recommendations
within the CGIAR on which to base the L&F model; the complex structure and geography of the CRP;
the inconsistency between reporting requirements of L&F management, the Consortium Office and
bilateral donors; multiple changes to the Theory of Change (TOC), which could otherwise have been
an important monitoring reference; and a changing CRP structure with unclear reporting
responsibilities. The evaluation is concerned that the CRP will not be able to develop a M&E system

Xiv

<5

CGIAR

EA

iea.cgiar.org



Evaluation of the CRP on Livestock and Fish

until the end of the current program, particularly because one person dealing with M&E in the CRP
management had to leave in the first half of 2015 due to the announced severe budget cuts.

L&F is making reasonable progress in delivering outputs and some progress towards outcomes,
although it is hard to predict a delivery date for much of what it is working on. The evaluation found
areas of good progress and others where progress has been slow, in every FP and Center. The more
traditional discovery FPs (Animal Health, Animal Genetics and Feeds & Forages) have been more
successful in completing planned activities and delivering outputs than the novel VCTS and SASI FPs.
The VCTS FP has been slow in developing research activities because of the time needed to make
investments in institutional relationships and seek operational funding, the small size of core teams,
and changes in the countries chosen. The SASI FP is a recent entity, assembled in 2014 from parts of
previous Themes. It has an incoherent structure and delivery is hard to assess. However, both of the
novel FPs have the potential to deliver well if their structural incoherence can be overcome and each
is doing innovative work. It is also important to remember that every FP has a role to play in overall
coherence of the CRP beyond the delivery of specific research outputs.

Center-based research includes outputs that have potentially high impact but very uncertain and
potentially distant delivery dates — these include livestock vaccines and diagnostics and livestock and
forage germplasm. L&F could be more explicit in about reviewing their progress in annual meetings
and Annual Reports. It could also do more to explore the delivery pathways that will eventually be
needed for these outputs — which might include connections with delivery partners, including those in
the private sector. There is also need for explicit consideration of the route by which these
technologies will reach small-scale farmers. A good start has been made by WorldFIsh, which has
developed policy papers on technology transfer. Country-based research has the potential to deliver
more quickly. However there is a need for L&F to be clearer in conceiving and communicating to donors
the path it is following towards development outcomes and for donors to be realistic about the time
needed for meticulous research.

There is a good chance that L&F will create local impact within the countries where it works and in
most countries it is beginning to do this. However at the current stage in L&F’s life-cycle there are only
very few examples where a broader national impact has been created, and even fewer where impact
has been seen in more than one country. L&F will need to pay attention to synthesis and coherence
across the VCTS FP, and indeed across the whole CRP, if it is to deliver IPGs. For example, there has
been interesting work in environmental analysis that has potential to contribute to IPGs. Some of this
is reported within SASI and some from value chain hubs and only by reviewing the entire program is it
possible to see the full value of the research. CRP management’s proposals to convert the VCTS
Flagship Leader from a part-time to a full-time assignment and establish a Research Methods specialist
position within VCTS, responses to recommendations of the CRP-commissioned evaluation of the value
chain approach, would be positive steps towards improved synthesis and coherence.

The evaluation has made the following ten recommendations.

Recommendation 1: Capitalize on the benefits of being a CRP

It has been valuable to have a CRP that brings Centers together within one program and this should
continue. However, L&F has failed to fully capitalize on the benefits of being a CRP. The following are
recommended to CRP management. The strategic leadership of the CRP Director will be important in
accomplishing these goals:

e a stronger emphasis on CRP-wide research initiatives that will produce game-changing
outputs;
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e stronger engagement as a CRP in global public debates on livestock, poverty and development;
e whole-CRP approaches to major donors.

L&F has also has not fully succeeded in managing the complexities of the CRP. Recommendations 4, 7
and 9 all deal with this issue.

Recommendation 2: Increase synergies between livestock and aquaculture

Regardless of whether livestock and aquaculture remain together in one program, stronger attempts
should be made to capitalize on potential synergies between them, including the development of a
larger portfolio of substantial projects that brings them together.

Recommendation 3. Streamline the portfolio

In order to deliver game-changing outputs in the future, and considering the resources that are
available and the system complexity, the portfolio will need to be streamlined into areas of greatest
potential impact on IDOs taking into account scientific capacity. The streamlining should take place in
the context of the TOC and should ensure a balance between short, medium and long term outputs,
based on very clear decision criteria. A discussion on streamlining/prioritisation should be started
immediately, with changes implemented gradually and realized fully under phase 2.The evaluation
acknowledges that this is a substantial task that is likely to need outside assistance, since it has not
been possible within the scope of the present detailed examination of the CRP to make specific
recommendations on streamlining. It is likely that L&F can achieve part of the desired result by
implementing changes suggested under other recommendations. In future proposals the evaluation
would strongly recommend not increasing the number of FPs or value chain sites. CRP management
will also need to at times to use a more strategic leadership to guide the development and delivery of
a more streamlined portfolio.

Recommendation 4: A higher profile for environment/NRM

A higher profile for work on environment and natural resource management is recommended. In Phase
2 this could take the form of a flagship program on the topic, which would allow a) more space to
develop objectives and workplans that covered a range of livestock-environment interactions, b) more
visibility for environment in reporting and M&E and c) clearer lines of accountability through a flagship
leader compared to the current complex leadership arrangements.

Recommendation 5: Establish a M&E system based on the TOC

L&F should complete the development of the TOC (including impact pathways) and ensure that a M&E
system is established in line with the TOC, building on the pilot initiatives carried out during 2015. It
should also ensure that baseline studies are carried out that will facilitate impact assessment of key
research areas

Recommendation 6: Build private sector partnerships for technology delivery

Build carefully-chosen partnerships with commercial companies, including partners in developing
countries and multinationals with expertise in developing country markets, in order to deliver the
pipeline from technology research to application. Potential commercial links/partnerships could be
established to allow research to follow commercial requirements for registration/target product
profiles. These should be seen as strategic public-private partnerships linking the national
governments, the CGIAR and private companies. At the same time it is important to continue building
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and strengthening strategic relationships with development partners to ensure that delivery channels
for technology take account of the needs of poor farmers.

‘ Recommendation 7: Maintain the governance arrangements but with some adjustments

a) associate the Director General of ILRI more with SPAC deliberations in order to align ILRI and
CRP programs (by more extended participation in SPAC meetings);

b) establish a periodic interaction between the SPAC chair and ILRI Board program committee
chair (an annual physical meeting is suggested);

¢) provide the SPAC regularly with summarized (gross) financial and administrative information
so that it is aware of the financial constraints of the CRP.

‘ Recommendation 8: Modernize the financial management system

It is recommended that, as a matter of urgency, the systems of financial management are modernized
to fit the requirements of a complex, multi-site program. In particular reporting relationships and
products need to be simplified in order to reduce the administrative burden particularly on middle
level managers. A move should also be made from present reliance on spreadsheets to adoption of a
joined-up financial database. As One Corporate System is just being introduced in two of the Centers
it will not bring the expected efficiency gains for some time to come. Instead L&F should urgently
explore the possibility to introduce its own project management system, drawing from the experience
of other CRPs, such as Climate Change, Agriculture and Food Security and Water, Land and Ecosystems
to more effectively and efficiently collect information from participating Centers. Ideally, structures of
the participating Centers and L&F should be harmonized.

Recommendation 9. Maintain the value chain approach but manage it much more effectively

The evaluation recommends that the value chain approach or its functional equivalent is continued
but that considerable changes are made to increase the value added by the approach: a) every value
chain hub should be properly resourced, at a higher level than is currently the case — even if this means
working in a smaller number of countries or establishing a 2-tier system of value chains ; b) the roles
of the VCTS flagship, the country research hubs and SASI should be clarified with respect to producing
knowledge to transform and scale up value chains; c) the role of the leader of the VCTS should be
reformulated with a strong emphasis on communication and learning across value chains and a
mandate to interact with every value chain; d) there should be a much stronger emphasis on synthesis
of results in published papers.

Recommendation 10: Generate more high-quality published outputs

While the evaluation has no serious concerns about quality of science, the following recommendations
are made. L&F should:

a) clear the backlog and increase effort on producing high-quality peer-reviewed publications
aiming for internationally recognized journals (where appropriate in collaboration with outside
scientists);

b) continue to produce non externally peer reviewed high-quality outputs but thoroughly and
systematically peer reviewed internally that can be disseminated broadly and quickly— but with
more focus on syntheses and big-picture analyses;

c) increase the number of publications that are interdisciplinary (e.g. genetics and feeds; animal
health and social science; animal genetics and animal health);

d) increase and systematize mentoring for young scientists.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Background and context

The research agenda of the CGIAR is implemented by the CGIAR Centers and their partners through 15
multi-partner CGIAR Research Programs (CRPs), along with additional work undertaken by the Centers
directly. Research is funded through a pooled funding mechanism?, and through bilateral funding to
Centers. All CRPs contribute to Intermediate Development Outcomes linked to high-level impact goals.
The multi-Center structure of the CRPs reflects the reform principles of the CGIAR, which include
streamlining, collaboration and co-ordination.

The Independent Evaluation Arrangement (IEA) Office is responsible for System-level Independent
External Evaluations, with a mandate to facilitate the implementation of the CGIAR Policy? for
Independent External Evaluations, through strategic evaluations of the CRPs and institutional elements
of the CGIAR, and through the development of a coordinated, harmonized and cost-effective
evaluation system in the CGIAR. The CGIAR Research Program on Livestock & Fish (L&F) is one of the
ten CRPs chosen for evaluation between 2013 and 2015.

L&F was conceived and designed as a ten year program, whose life-span was subsequently reduced to
five years. It was approved at the end of 2011 and began operating in January 2012. An Extension
Proposal for 2015-20163 was submitted at the end of 2014. The extension of the program is an
intermediate step, while a second phase of CRPs, which will start in 2017, may involve more
substantive changes.

An important feature of the program is the “value chain transformation and scaling” approach that
seeks to make research more relevant to developing countries, and increase the potential for impact,
by implementing applied research in nine countries, in close collaboration with national research
partners and development partners. Four “discovery” Flagship Projects (FPs) providing strategic
research in livestock and fish health, livestock and fish genetics, feeds and forages and social science
interact with a “delivery” FP responsible for the in-country applied work.

Another innovative feature from the CGIAR’s perspective is that the program attempts to bring
together research on livestock and aquaculture, with the intention of exploiting potential synergies.

1.2 Purpose

The principal purpose of this evaluation, a forward looking process, is to enhance the contribution that
L&F is likely to make to reaching CGIAR goals, in particular food and nutrition security, and the program
objective of increasing productivity of small-scale livestock and fish production systems and
performance of associated value chains.

! The CGIAR Fund is a multi-donor, multi-year funding mechanism that provides funding to (i) CRPs through two
“Windows”; Window 1 across CRPs as per Consortium decision and Window 2 to donor-specified CRP; and to (ii)
donor-specified Centres through Window 3

2 http://www.cgiarfund.org/sites/cgiarfund.org/files/Documents/PDF/CGIAR evaluation policy jan2012.pdf

3 CRP Livestock and Fish. 2014. Extension Request 2015 — 2016 CRP 3.7 Livestock and Fish. Submitted April 2014
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As for all CRP evaluations, the purpose of the evaluation of L&F is to inform decision-making and
planning by program management, supervisory bodies, CRP donors, partners and other stakeholders
with respect to program performance and the potential options for the future. The main stakeholders
of this evaluation are the management of L&F, all participating Centers (CIAT, ICARDA, ILRI4,
WorldFish), partners associated with the Program, the CGIAR Fund Council, and the Consortium Board.

In November 2013, the Fund Council of the CGIAR agreed that the call for the second round of CRPs
and full proposal development would not be initiated until all current CRPs have undergone some form
of external evaluation, yet a call for pre-proposals has already been initiated, with a deadline in mid-
August 2015. The remit of this evaluation is to review the existing program, but the findings are
relevant to the design of phase 2 programs. The evaluation team has therefore provided feedback on
preliminary impressions at each Center and field visit in addition to a more comprehensive feedback
session for ILRI and CRP management just prior to the submission of pre-proposals.

1.3 Scope

The evaluation covers all research activities included in the L&F CRP, and the processes related to its
implementation.

While several L&F activities are fully funded through the unrestricted funding channels (Windows 1
and 2), L&F also includes Center- or project-specific Window 3 funding and project-specific bilateral
grant contracts between the implementing Centers and donors. The evaluation considers research
funded by all funding sources.

L&F started in January 2012, yet some of the research carried out by Centers and now included under
the L&F umbrella has been underway for a number of years, generally termed legacy projects. The
inclusion of legacy research has been useful, but a consequence is that, L&F is made up of research
projects with multiple timeframes. The last CGIAR evaluation that covered livestock research was
published in 2008 for ILRI, while fish research in WorldFish was reviewed in 2007. The scope of the
present evaluation covers outputs resulting from legacy projects relevant to L&F that have been
published since 2012, as well as legacy work that has continued within L&F, in addition to new research
lines developed under L&F.

L&F is a global research program with projects and activities that are global, regional, multi-country
and country-level in scope. Its value chain approach uses localized interventions in a small number of
research sites, but aims to achieve outcomes at national level within countries where L&F is based,
and in some cases at regional or global level. Therefore the overall geographic scope of the evaluation
was global, while the in-depth analyses covered value chain research hubs in five countries on three
continents.

The evaluation reviewed L&F’s overall performance with regard to the key evaluation criteria used in
all IEA evaluations and listed in 1.5.2.

4 CIAT= Centro Internacional de Agricultura Tropical / International Center for Tropical Agriculture, ICARDA=
International Center for Research in the Dry Areas, ILRI= International Livestock Research Institute
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1.4 Overview of the program

1.4.1 Objectives

The title of the original L&F proposal is “More meat, milk and fish by and for the poor” and the stated
objective of the CRP is to “increase productivity of small-scale livestock and fish systems so as to
increase availability and affordability of meat, milk and fish for poor consumers and, in doing so, to
reduce poverty through greater participation by the poor along animal source food value chains”.

The program contributes to six Intermediate Development Outcomes (IDOs) (Box 1-1) for which
generic indicators were defined in the extension proposal of November 2014. Each IDO is associated
with one or more system-level outcomes (SLOs). Some progress has been made towards developing
quantitative and qualitative targets for the IDOs but this process is not complete.

Box 1-1: IDOs to which Livestock & Fish contributes
IDO Generic IDO Indicators

#1 Increased livestock and fish productivity in small-scale| Yield of target commodity
production systems for the target commodities (SLO2)

#2 Increased quantity and improved quality of the target| Quantity of target commodity supplied from
commodity supplied from the target small-scale production and| small-scale producers
marketing systems (SLO2)

#3 Increased employment and income for low-income actors in| Total household income

the target value chains, with an increased share of employment| Total household income in value chain actor
for and income controlled by low income women (SLO1 and| household controlled by women

SLO3) Employment in value chain actor households

#4 Increased consumption of the target commodity responsible| Dietary Diversity
for filling a larger share of the nutrient gap for the poor,
particularly for nutritionally vulnerable populations (women of
reproductive age and young children) (SLO3)

#5 Lower environment impacts in the target value chains (SLO4)| Emission Intensity of Green House Gases
(GHG)

#6 Policies (including investments) support the development of| Conducive policy and legislative
smallscale production and marketing systems, and seek to| environment in support of small-scale
increase the participation of women within these value chains| production and marketing systems

(SLO2 and SLO4) Private, donor and public investment

Note: These six IDOs were maintained for the Program of Work and Budget 2014, the Extension Proposal 2015-
2016 and the Annual Report 2014 and are the ones to which the evaluation refers. They are being replaced by
those being proposed under a donor-defined Results Framework as part of the revised Strategic Results
Framework.

Source: Livestock & Fish Extension Proposal 2015-16.

The program’s impact pathways are not presented here because it is not clear to which version of the
Theory of Change, including the impact pathways that inform it, the CRP is currently working, a topic
explored in section 7.1
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1.4.2 Portfolio and funding

The initial three-year budget was USD 99.5 million (including institutional overhead), with an initial
yearly budget of approximately USD 30 million, rising to USD 36 million in the third year of operation.
Until the end of 2014 and thus after three years of operations, L&F has spent a total of around USD 73
million, of which around half was funded from W1/2 and half from W3 and bilateral projects.

Initially L&F was structured around three different Research Themes with a total of nine components.
In 2012, the first year of operation, L&F streamlined its structure, reducing the original three Themes
to a new structure of six Themes without Components. The six themes were animal health, genetics,
nutrition, value chain development, targeting for sustainable interventions and gender. At the end of
2014 the program was further streamlined, reducing the six Research Themes to five, and renaming
the Themes to Flagship Projects (FPs) in accordance with Consortium Office guidelines. All CRPs are
now structured as FPs each with a set of “clusters of activities”. Gender is no longer a separate
theme/FP in L&F, and is intended to be addressed as a cross-cutting issue across the CRP. One of the
main changes relates to the creation of a new FP called “Systems Analysis for Sustainable Innovation”
(SASI), which is a merger of different components of several previous research themes. This FP started
operations in January 2015. The Value Chain Development FP was renamed Value Chain
Transformation and Scaling (VCTS) to reflect the role of the FP in working with development partners
to deliver research outputs at scale.

During the period of the evaluation the structure of the program was as shown in Figure 1-1. The
distinction between “discovery” (basic research conducted at Centers) and “delivery” (applied
research conducted in value chain research hubs in nine countries) is useful. This report refers to the
current FPs and the discovery/delivery components, although some of the material reviewed was
based on earlier program structures.

Figure 1-1: L&F Flagship Projects

Technology FPs

Animal Health . / \

Animal Genetics Value Chain Transformation
Feeds & Forages & Scaling FP

AKX

Action research. Innovation.

Partnership.
X Capacity Development.
@/stems Analysus for \ Communication mainstreaming.
Sustainable Innovation FP Q"’“at""” /
A broad spectrum of cross-cutting

research and synthesis including
gender, environment, nutrition,
social science and systems
modelling. Analysis of wider-scale
impacts. Gender mainstreaming.

Nutrition. Environment/NRM.
WOnitoring /

Source: Adapted from figure in L&F Extension Proposal (April 2014, p4).
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The L&F portfolio is composed of activities which are mostly funded through a combination of L&F
core funding (W1/2) and bilateral/W3 funded projects.

All participating Centers (ILRI, WorldFish, CIAT and ICARDA) have matched projects funded by bilateral
donors to the L&F program. Some of the projects are classified as so called “legacy research”, meaning
they started before L&F was initiated, whereas other projects are classified as “new”.

The Program of Work and Budget (POWB) for 2015 provides information on the distribution of funding
among FPs, including W1/2 and W3/bilateral funding

FP 1 (Animal Health) is by far the largest FP, with a very high budget coming from bilaterally funded
vaccine development projects (Cluster 1.3. Disease Diagnostics and Vaccines) implemented by ILRI.
Cluster 1.1. on Animal Health Assessment and Prioritization is almost exclusively funded by W1/2 and
includes activities in smallholder systems in Tanzania dairy, Ethiopian small ruminants and Uganda pigs
VCs as well as the fish value chains in Bangladesh and Egypt.

FP 2 (Animal Genetics) has received considerable funding from bilateral projects, particularly in cluster
2.1. (System, Strategy and Genome Assessment). Projects mapped to FP 2 are the WorldFish projects
EC-Genetics (Egypt and Bangladesh), Feed the Future Aquaculture for Income and Nutrition
(Bangladesh), dairy genetics and dual-purpose cattle projects by ILRI.

FP 3 (Feeds & Forages) is the technology FP with the least contribution from bilateral funding. It
includes a feed technology platform (Cluster 3.1. funded by W1/2) and various activities relating to the
Feed Assessment Tool (FEAST). Several of the large bilateral projects which CIAT implements
(Nicaragua mostly) are mapped to this FP. Also, the Cereal System Initiative for South Asia -Phase 2
project, led by CIMMYT and funded by USAID and Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation (BMGF), has
activities relating to forage cultivation mapped and co-funded by W1/2 to this Theme.

FP 4 (SASI), which started operations in 2015, is the smallest FP and has received little contribution
from bilateral funding. It has by far the highest allocation of budget to gender, which is used for
capacity building, development of gender assessment tools and the integration of gender activities
along the value chains (planned for the Tanzania value chain). Other activities relate for example to
the research on issues like nutrition, natural resources and the environment.

FP 5 (VCTS) includes the development of tools for value chain assessments, and the identification and
piloting of so-called “best bet interventions” in the targeted value chains (cluster 5.1.). Cluster 5.2 deals
with the scaling of interventions and therefore includes a lot of partnership and capacity development
activities. The third cluster relates to monitoring, measurement of impact and learning. Two large ILRI
projects are mapped to this FP: the now-completed “Catalysing the emerging smallholders pig value
chains in Uganda to increase rural income and assets” (EC/IFAD funded) and “More Milk by and for the
poor-Adapting dairy market hubs for pro-poor smallholder value chains in Tanzania” (Ireland).
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Figure 1-2: L&F budget overview by FP, 2015
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Source: POWB 2015 budget overview from L&F management during Inception Phase. Note: The POWB has been
revised several times during the evaluation.

A database of bilateral projects provided by the CRP management shows 129 project grants, of which
66 had no activities in 2014, and three grants initiated early in 2015. 55 projects have been classified
as “legacy” grants with the remaining 74 projects being new research. ILRI maps the highest number
of bilateral projects to L&F, followed by WorldFish and CIAT and very few projects from ICARDA.

1.5 Methodology

The evaluation process has been participatory and forward looking, with wide consultation among a
range of stakeholders in order to capture a representative range of viewpoints.

1.5.1. Phasing of the evaluation

The evaluation took place in four phases, starting in November 2014. In the Preparatory phase IEA
complied and reviewed key documentation, recruited team members and established a Reference
Group and a peer review panel. During the Inception phase two team members prepared a draft
inception report, which was reviewed by the entire team during an inception meeting held in Nairobi,
and published in April 2015. During the Inquiry phase, between March and October 2015, team
members gathered data and information and analysed findings as described below. The Reporting
phase included a meeting in Rome in October 2015 to review and distil the various products of the
evaluation and agree on the content of the report. Text was then prepared by each team member and
the report drafted by the team leader under guidance from IEA. Annex A provides a detailed timeline.

1.5.2 Evaluation framework
The evaluation was based on a dual analytical framework, consisting of:

e thirteen overarching questions addressing major issues;
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e evaluation criteria as defined in Annex 2 of the CGIAR standards® and in IEA’s guidance note
on the Evaluation of CRPs®. These consist of: relevance; quality of science; effectiveness;
efficiency; impact, sustainability and cross-cutting issues (partnership, organizational
performance, capacity building, gender and environment).

The two frameworks are related but not identical. A complete list of questions and criteria is provided
in Annex C.

1.5.3. Sources of data

The team drew from a number of sources of information and data.
Documents

Over 370 documents were reviewed. They included:

e reports from governance and management committees of L&F;

e published outputs of the program drawn from a database provided to the evaluation team, from
specific requests made to program leaders, and from the CRP’s wiki;

e program and project proposals and reports to the CGIAR consortium and bilateral donors;

e management reports;

e the CRP-commissioned external evaluation (CCEE) on the value chain approach’.

Databases

Databases accessed by the evaluation team included:

e list of published outputs;
o list of projects;

e |ist of researchers;

e financial data

Expert knowledge of researchers, partners and peer reviewers

Over 270 stakeholders were interviewed in person during visits to Centers and value chain research
hubs, or by Skype or phone. Annex D provides a list of those interviewed. Evaluation team members
visited three of the four Centers contributing to L&F (ILRI, WorldFish and CIAT). Visits by two team
members were made to five of the nine value chain research hubs (Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Nicaragua,
Tanzania and Viet Nam) while one team member interviewed the value chain coordinator (VCC) from
India in person and a Skype session was held with scientists at the value chain research hub in Egypt.

5 CGIAR standards for independent external evaluation, January 2015,
http://iea.cgiar.org/sites/default/files/Standards.pdf

6 |EA Guidance Note G1: Guidance for Managing the Independent External Evaluation of CGIAR Research
Programs (CRPs) January 2015 http://iea.cgiar.org/sites/default/files/G1.pdf

7 Baker, D., Speedy, A. & Hambrey, J. 2014 Report of the CGIAR Research Program on Livestock and Fish CRP
Commissioned External Evaluation of the Program’s Value Chain Approach
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Interviews were conducted with:

e management of three Centers;

e management of the CRP;

e representatives of CRP governing committees;

e scientists at all levels. They included representatives of all discovery FPs and seven of the nine
value chain research hubs.

e representatives of research and development partners for all discovery FPs and five value chain
research hubs;

e peerreviewers from international development organizations and universities.

In addition, 95 CRP scientists responded to an electronic survey. Results can be found in Annex G.
Observation

The evaluation team visited laboratories, animal houses, greenhouses and on-station experiments at
the headquarters of three of the four Centers contributing to L&F (ILRI, WorldFish and CIAT).

Field visits were made in five of the nine countries in which value chain research hubs are based
(Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Nicaragua, Tanzania and Viet Nam).

Published sources of information on research publication and citations

These included Google Scholar and Scopus.

Analyses broadly followed the intentions of the inception report, with minor modifications for practical
reasons.

Portfolio and coherence analysis

The team reviewed the scope of projects and activities mapped to L&F, including the bilateral project
portfolio as well as the POWB 2015, which also includes W1/2 funded activities. This proved to be a
more time-consuming task than originally expected, requiring not only a review of databases held by
CRP management but also detailed enquiries during field and Center visits. The scoring system
envisioned during the inception phase was abandoned because the information available was too
variable to allow consistent scoring to be carried out. Instead the team used a qualitative approach
and drew heavily on their expert assessment, observation and interviews with scientists and partners.
Coherence of the program was assessed primarily during the development of FP and value chain case
studies (described below) and in reviewing the Theory of Change (described below). Coherence
assessment focused on i) the extent to which the activities of the CRP matched flagship and program
objectives and ii) the coherence between research done by discovery FPs and findings from value chain
research hubs.

Review of the Theory of Change
This was done through a review of the various documents and wiki pages where the TOC and efforts

to develop it have been described, as well as interviews with CRP management, senior scientists in
Center management, lead researchers in the CRP and scientists and partners at Centers and field sites.
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Review of progress against work plans

Described in the inception report as “Output analysis”, the review of progress compared outputs and
activities against work plans and impact pathways. It was done by desk review of program reports,
viewing of presentations made by FP and VCCs, and through questions put to FP and VCCs. The review
considered progress made and factors that promoted or impeded progress.

Quality of science analysis

The evaluation used the framework for qualitative assessment of quality of science which has been
developed for CRP evaluations by the IEA. It included:

e peer review scoring of 223 publications chosen by stratified random sampling. The process
used for sampling and scoring is described in Annex E

e bibliometric analysis of peer reviewed papers (Annex E describes the process)

e review of quality of inputs. This assessment was done at the level of the FPs and covered both
activities funded under the W1/W2 windows as well as bilaterally-funded projects. It included
i) track record and competence of team leaders; ii) composition and competence of teams; iii)
quality of research proposals (where available) and research designs; and iv) quality of data
management.

e review of processes and practices at L&F participating Centers that contribute to science
quality within L&F.

e extraction from information from past evaluative assessments on quality of science

Information was gathered through literature review, interviews and a survey of researchers (see
below).

Case studies of value chain research hubs

The work done at five value chain research hubs was reviewed, comprising one value chain of each
species/commodity cluster covered by the CRP: i) small ruminants in Ethiopia; ii) dairy in Tanzania; iii)
pigs in Viet Nam; iv) dual purpose cattle (meat and milk) in Nicaragua; v) aquaculture in Bangladesh.

The list includes three countries not visited in the CRP-commissioned evaluation of the value chain
approach of L&F carried out in 20148, namely Nicaragua dual purpose cattle, Viet Nam pigs and
Bangladesh aquaculture. During the visit to small ruminants in Ethiopia, the interaction with ICARDA,
which has devolved some of its activities to Addis Ababa, was also evaluated. The visit to aquaculture
in Bangladesh drew on the recent evaluation of the CRP on Aquatic Agricultural Systems (AAS) and
explored the interaction of AAS and L&F.

The assessment consisted of:

. review of documentation generated by the value chain research hubs and the M&E system

8 Baker, D., Speedy, A. & Hambrey, J. 2014 Report of the CGIAR Research Program on Livestock and Fish CRP
Commissioned External Evaluation of the Program’s Value Chain Approach
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. field visits of between 4 and 10 days per country made in each case by two members of
the evaluation team with complementary expertise. Scientists and partners were
interviewed and visits were made to research sites to observe field conditions and interact
with farmers

. follow-up Skype calls with a small number of key CRP scientists and partners not present
at the time of the visits.

Prior to the field visits, checklists were developed for each key area of inquiry. The team also referred
to the results of the CRP-commissioned evaluation of the value chain approach of L&F. They made
contact with the authors of the report but did not need to interview them as the report was
comprehensive and self-explanatory.

Case studies were prepared to a standard format and are reproduced in Annex F
Review and synthesis studies of animal health, genetics and feed and forage FPs

This analysis consisted of two components. The first was a broad assessment of progress made in each
of the three FPs, analysing areas of work, design, products, partnerships and linkages. The information
for the assessment was drawn primarily from visits to Centers, supplemented by material from value
chain visits, additional interviews as required, and examination of program documents. It contributed
to the portfolio analysis and review of progress previously described. Relevance of the portfolio was
considered, taking into account global development issues identified during the inception period,
needs identified by peer interviewees, and needs articulated by national stakeholders as reported in
program documents and communicated during visits of the evaluation to research hubs.

The second component was a purposive selection of case studies in seven research areas within the
discovery FPs for more detailed assessment of their relevance, science quality and coherence.
Research areas chosen were those that, in the opinion of the evaluation team, made an important
contribution to the flagship and covered at least two clusters of activities. The finals election included
some research areas with a long legacy history and some more recently introduced. In the inception
report it was envisaged that case studies would be of clusters of activities. However this approach
proved not to be the most effective for achieving the objective as it did not help the team to learn
about the coherence of FPs, or to assess whether they were designed to progress along an impact
pathway. Development and delivery of a specific technology often spans more than one cluster.

The research areas chosen for review were from three of the four discovery FPs:

Animal genetics Small ruminant breeding
Tilapia Genetic Enhancement
Animal health East Coast Fever Vaccine Development
Research on African Swine Fever
Feeds & Forages WorldFish Feedstuffs

Improved forages for livestock
Feed Conservation and Processing

No case study was chosen for the fourth discovery FP, on Systems Analysis for Sustainable Innovation,
because two areas covered by that FP, namely gender and environment, were cross-cutting issues
reviewed separately.
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The inception report envisaged that separate case studies would be done for legacy projects. However
most of the research areas chosen for FP case studies had some connection to legacy work, with the
exception of research on African Swine Fever. In some cases the link was very strong — for example,
research on East Coast Fever Vaccine has been carried out by ILRI for many years and one aspect of
L&F work is on delivery of a vaccine produced before the program started. There would have been no
value in reviewing legacy projects separately.

Information for the case studies was drawn from Center and value chain visits and the document
review carried out for the quality of science assessment (see below), with additional review of program
documents and supplementary interviews as needed. The case studies reviewed relevance, coherence
of the research area within L&F and quality of science. The quality of science assessment was
incorporated within the broader Quality of Science assessment for the CRP reported in Chapter 5. A
summary of findings on relevance and coherence are provided in Annex |.

Review of governance and management

Interviews were conducted with Center directors of ILRI, CIAT and WorldFish, with CRP management
and staff, with partners, stakeholders and beneficiaries. Representatives of the ILRI Board of Trustees,
the Science and Partnership and Advisory Committee (SPAC) and the Program Planning and
Management Committee (PPMC) were interviewed by Skype. Material was also drawn from reports of
visits to Centers and value chain research hubs and from desk review of documents including PPMC
and SPAC meeting documentations, ILRI Board of Trustees minutes, program proposals and annual L&F
reports.

L&F Researcher survey

An electronic survey was conducted among L&F scientists. The survey was sent to 194 researchers
from a list of L&F scientists provided by CRP management and received 95 responses (a 49 percent
response rate). Those responding listed their roles as: PPMC members, researcher/management,
scientist/focal point, research support, research officer, scientist, program officer and capacity
Development. The results are reported in Annex G.

Review of crosscutting research areas — gender and environment/NRM

Gender and environment/NRM are treated as crosscutting areas of research in L&F — that is, they are
not assigned only to one FP (although both are currently “housed” under Systems Analysis for
Sustainable Innovation) but are expected to be considered within all program areas. The strategy used
for each was reviewed, published outputs were reviewed as part of the Quality of Science assessment
and by scrutiny of additional published documents, and during each field visit specific questions were
asked about the approach to dealing with these crosscutting topics.

Review of partnership strategy

L&F has developed a partnership strategy paper, and this was reviewed, but the evaluation team paid
more attention to the lived reality of partnership arrangements. Representatives of partner
organizations were interviewed during field visits and by Skype, and the relationship between L&F and
its research and development partners was observed.

11

<5

CGIAR

EA

iea.cgiar.org



Evaluation of the CRP on Livestock and Fish

Analysis of L&F’s comparative advantage

This assessment was based primarily on interviews with stakeholders and external peer/experts
working within the program context, who were interviewed by Skype and during country visits
following a standardised checklists of questions.

Stakeholder feedback following each site visit

At the end of each study visit a debriefing session was held with at the CRP team. A formal presentation
was made by the evaluation team members at the end of each study visit of the key observations made
during the visit, and a feedback session held to solicit comments on the observations from CRP
scientists. A briefing session was also held in September for ILRI and CRP management to present some
of the emerging findings from the evaluation, as a contribution to the process of preparing pre-
proposals for Phase 2 of the CRPs.

1.6 Limitations and constraints

L&F has been in operation for only 3 % years out of the 10 or more originally planned for the CRPs, so
the evaluation could not realistically review impact but only assess indications that impact might be
achieved. he evaluation was expecting to cover impacts of legacy work that is still ongoing, based on
any available published material from impact studies. However the Standing Panel on Impact
Assessment (SPIA) commissioned an evaluation of CGIAR Centers’ impact assessments of livestock-
related research, covering the period 1990-2012°. Rather than duplicate the work of this detailed
evaluation, the present evaluation has consulted the draft report dated 27 November. However the
SPIA evaluation found only 12 reports that met their criteria to qualify as an ex-post impact assessment
and only one of them related to legacy research of L&F. Therefore the present evaluation’s
commentary on the impact of legacy research in section 7.1.3 is very limited.

For reasons previously mentioned, the CRP has a moving target nature, having evolved considerably
during its short life as research has transitioned from completion of legacy projects to a greater
emphasis on new partnerships and areas of work. There have been alterations in the program
structure, the Theory of Change (ToC) and the positioning of gender within the program, among other
adjustments. The M&E system is not fully developed and it has been challenging to access information
on allocation of budget and progress against work plans to the level of detail required. For all of these
reasons there are very few quantitative metrics that can realistically be applied, and a careful and
triangulated qualitative assessment has been essential to the review.

In addition the CRP has had to accommodate changes in the demands placed on it by CGIAR
management and unexpected cuts in core funding and adjust the portfolio accordingly — this is one
reason why the formative element of the evaluation has been important.

9 Jutzi, S. and Rich, K.M. (draft, 2015). An Evaluation of CGIAR Centres’ Impact Assessment Work on Livestock-
Related Research (1990 —2014)
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2.Organizational Performance

This chapter analyses the governance and management of L&F. It reviews the extent to which
governance and management arrangements and functions, including the lived reality, conform to
program partnership requirements and have been able to take into account risks related to the CRP
implementation. Section 2.1 examines governance functions and performance while section 2.2
reviews management. The analysis has drawn on an extensive review of program documents,
interviews with L&F management and members of governance bodies, interviews with L&F
researchers and the results of the staff survey.

2.1 Governance

The CRP has a complex structure; its governance arrangements cannot be linear and hence tend to be
inefficient by design: financial accountability is with the lead Center, accountability for results is shared
by all participating Centers and there is an independent body, the Science and Partnership Advisory
Committee (SPAC) in charge of science oversight. The following is an example of the complexity of
governance in this CRP: according to the Program Implementation Agreement signed between the
Consortium Office (CO) and ILRI, the Lead Center is responsible for ensuring that other participating
Centers comply with certain guidelines regarding procurement, lobbying etc. The CGIAR Internal Audit
Unit criticized in its recent review that ILRI did not actively monitor compliance of partner Centers with
these guidelines. The evaluation team however considers it not practicable to hold the Lead Center
accountable for compliance issues of participating Centers working in the same CGIAR system —instead
the Consortium should develop central mechanisms for ensuring compliance with rules. The CRP
management proposes instead (a) notifying the participating Centers and (b) obtaining a signed
management letter from them, including from the Lead Center, confirming their compliance with the
guidelines. The evaluation considers that this would be a more practical arrangement than the present
requirement and would satisfy the need for monitoring compliance.

Financial and management oversight of L&F is ensured by the Director General (DG) of the lead
Center, ILRI to whom the CRP Director reports, by the board of trustees of ILRI and by the consortium
office to whom the CRP is financially responsible. Fiduciary responsibility clearly lies with the ILRI Board
of Trustees (BoT), which is also responsible for risk and conflict management. The ILRI BoT is aware of
its fiduciary role for L&F and takes it seriously. The Program Committee of ILRI is congruent with the
BoT and the Program Committee chairperson is given additional days to interact with ILRI management
and science leaders and thus to prepare the PC meetings.

Science oversight is provided by the Science and Partnership Advisory Committee (SPAC). SPAC was
only established in late 2012 by the CRP management and had difficulties in getting started. Its
composition underwent frequent changes. SPAC is made up of independent experts in different fields
from outside the CGIAR and had six meetings between end of 2012 and early 2015. Meetings usually
overlapped with Program Planning and Management Committee (PPMC) meetings; two were held in
Value Chain hubs. SPAC reported until end of 2014 to the CRP management. After meetings SPAC
produces extensive narrative reports which are shared with management. According to SPAC the CRP
does not take criticism seriously enough; CRP management on the other hand thinks that SPAC does
not fully understand L&F. The evaluation is of the opinion that these small frictions between SPAC and
management resulted from procedural issues and personality clashes rather than differences on
substance; it has observed that the relationships have improved lately.
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The improvements are partly due to the fact that based on the recommendations of the CRP
Governance and Management Review (CGIAR, 2014) the role of SPAC has been strengthened’: the
SPAC members are now formally appointed by the ILRI BoT who also receive the SPAC reports; the
SPAC chairperson was in early 2015 given space to interact virtually with the BoT; the SPAC has to be
consulted in the performance assessment of the CRP Director and the SPAC is represented on the panel
for the appointment of a new CRP Director; individual SPAC members can establish direct contacts
with FP leaders and value chain coordinators (VCCs). Through these adjustments the science oversight
of the CRP is now more effective. All interviewees agreed however that so far the SPAC has not
influenced the L&F CRP in a major way. This does not speak against the governance arrangement
chosen. It is rather that the research strategy of L&F has in general been adequate, while many of the
constraints of L&F have had to do with the complex set-up of the program, unpredictable finances,
inefficient management systems and changing rules of the game (all discussed in this chapter and
chapters 6 and 7).

Transparency in governance is assured by well-structured and documented discussions and decisions
of the involved bodies and by regular self-evaluations building on a good system of internal and
external communication. The evaluation suggests to maintain the present structure of the governance
system of L&F but to improve its effectiveness by providing SPAC more information on finance,
management and partnership issues and by having more regular and intensive exchanges between
SPAC ,the Director-General of ILRI and the Program Committee of the ILRI Board. This is justified by
the fact that L&F represents a substantial part of ILRI’s budget.

The cost of SPAC of between USD 93,000 and 107,000 in a year for 2013, 2014 and 2015 (budget figures
provided by CRP management) is only around 0.3% of the CRP budget and is justified by the important
role it plays in the governance system of checks and balances. This amount is below the average
reported by the CRP Governance and Management Review of USD 120,000 a year for governance
bodies.

Stakeholder participation in the governance of the CRP is achieved by the integration of senior
management members of the participating Centers into the PPMC which has a steering and strategic
management function. The PPMC is characterized by continuity in its membership and constructive
deliberations. In the value chain research hubs in nine countries, stakeholder participation occurs
through various fora and partnerships specific to the country and mainly influences strategy related to
the portfolio of research. For example in Tanzania a stakeholder voice is provided through a Dairy
Development Forum (DDF); in Viet Nam and Ethiopia there is a strong rapport with the government
research and extension services; the commendable inclusion of goats into the Ethiopia small ruminant
value chain happened at the request of one of the important government stakeholders. In the case of
the India VC hub, due to lack of funds the planning with partners and stakeholders did not immediately
lead to the implementation of concrete activities which created mistrust among these partners.

Risk and conflict management are the responsibility of the ILRI BoT. A rather recent risk management
policy and, among other things, — a policy on conflict of interests are in place, but they have not had
to be applied so farin the case of L&F. In the opinion of the evaluators, major risks for the effectiveness
of the CRP emanate from unpredictable funding and changing rules particularly regarding fund use,
which makes it hard to plan ahead with partners and to build an appropriate balance of short-,
medium- and long-term research. These are outside the sphere of influence of the CRP. The

10 SPAC Issue Brief 5-1 Governance Changes, November 2014
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evaluation’s assessment that most of the risks are outside the purview of the CRP is corroborated by
the fact that the audit review addresses only 9 recommendations to the Lead center, of which 5 are
Significant and 4 are Medium in risk rating, but addresses 24 recommendations to the Consortium
Office, of which 4 are High, 15 are Significant and 5 are Medium in risk rating. Other risks (for example
major personnel conflicts or mission creep) have not arisen.

2.2 Management

It took until late 2012 to establish a fully-fledged L&F management unit within ILRI and this contributed
to a low implementation capacity and financial performance at the start of the program. At the
beginning of 2015 the CRP management consisted of the Director, a Program Manager, one person
responsible for Development Partnerships, one responsible for monitoring, learning and evaluation
(MLE), one for capacity development and two assistants, all to a large extent paid out of W1/W2 funds.
The MLE and capacity development specialists were ILRI staff who had only part-time responsibilities
to L&F, and so were not directly managed as part of the CRP management unit. — their contractual
conditions are the same as for ordinary ILRI staff. CRP management has benefited from a high degree
of continuity from 2013 until early 2015. However three out of the seven persons left by the end of
September 2015 as a result of the 19 percent cut in W1/W2 funds communicated in March 2015. The
evaluation team is concerned that this may, in the future, reduce management effectiveness and
efficiency.

Four aspects of L&F management are elaborated in the following sections: human resources
management; financial management; management of the research program and overall administrative
efficiency.

2.2.1. Human resources management

This section outlines the human resource available and discusses the processes in place to manage
L&F’s human resources. The relationship between staff qualifications and team capacity and research
outputs is reviewed in chapter 5.

L&F human resource

According to the information provided, approximately 210 scientists were working under L&F at the
beginning of 2015, corresponding to around 150 full time equivalents (FTEs). 40 percent were funded
from W1/W2 funds and 60 percent from bilateral funds. Slightly below half of the researchers were
internationally recruited staff (IRS), the remainder nationally recruited staff (NRS). On average 22
percent of the scientists were female; in ILRI the proportion of women was by far the highest with 36
percent. Staffing is also discussed in 5.2.1 with reference to research inputs.

However the evaluation team has doubts about the precision of the information provided. The
following examples illustrate the problem of obtaining accurate staff numbers from the reporting
system: a) the review of the Internal Audit Unit initially noted that for 33 percent of a sample of 21
staff whose time was 100 percent charged to L&F no direct association with the CRP could be
established — this was later found to result from a temporary budgetary device, as the staff time was
re-charged to projects on a pay-for-use basis; b) in India the outputs of several projects were mapped
against L&F, not however the time of researchers involved — on closer questioning the evaluation
learned that this reflected the budgetary allocation of NRS staff hosted by the International Crops
Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics (ICRISAT), whose time was budgeted as “supplies and
services” rather than staff costs. The inconsistent quality of the data reflects the lack of automatized
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management systems in the Centers, requiring a lot of error-prone manual compilations. Additionally
there are no clear rules set by the Consortium Office (CO) of what can be mapped against what CRP;
this relates not only to staff time but also to expenditure and outputs. Further, some staff work within
more than one CRP and in some cases joint outputs are produced. Consequently, staff numbers quoted
in this report can be regarded as reasonable approximations rather than precise figures.

At the start of the program, effectiveness was affected by restructuring of ILRI’ s research program, by
large management turn-over and by difficulties in filling key positions. Presence, continuity and a good
local anchorage of IRS have been important factors for the success of some of the value chain hubs.
However postings of specialized IRS to Bangladesh (due to hardship conditions) and more recently to
Kenya (due to security concerns) are difficult.

The process of staff retrenchment resulting from the budget cut was challenging but handled quite
well. In ILRI, 4 IRS and 2 NRS related to L&F were laid off in Nairobi, 1 NRS in Addis Ababa. One L&F
position became redundant in CIAT, none in ICARDA and none in WorldFish. CRP management lost
three positions (one part time), proportionally more than other units, for two reasons: i) dependency
on W1/W?2 funds; and ii) Centers under pressure tend to protect their core scientific body and rather
retrench staff considered to work on the margins of their mission. As previously mentioned the
evaluation has concerns about the future impact of this reduction in management capacity on the long
term effectiveness of the CRP that is discussed in chapter 6.

Allegiance to L&F

All researchers working for L&F are fully integrated into the research programs of their Centers and
they have well elaborated and detailed job descriptions for their Center jobs. By comparison, and
based on examples seen for VCCs and FP leaders, the tasks they are expected to perform for the CRP
are rather cursorily described in a one page Terms of Reference. In some cases L&F researchers have
limited knowledge of what they are expected to do for the CRP. Their administrative and research
supervisor rarely coincides with people they report to in the CRP. Consequently, their main allegiance
is with the Center and not with the CRP. This was confirmed by the results of the staff survey. It is not
unusual in a matrix management arrangement for staff allegiance to lie with the unit in which they are
administratively housed, and there is no evidence that allegiance to Centers rather than L&F is
affecting research performance — however it does create a challenge for the visibility of L&F as a
program. Also, in times of reduced funding — as lived through in 2015 — people tend to take refuge in
their home base.

Recruitment

Human resources recruitment and management arrangements in the CRP are controlled by the rules
and regulations of the participating Centers. In the Centers examined (WorldFish and ILRI were
examined in detail; CIAT and ICARDA were not) they fulfil the requirements of a modern human
resources system. In ILRI and WorldFish scientists have three year contracts, in CIAT and ICARDA
contracts can be of two or three years, in ICARDA with annual extensions. Recruitment procedures are
transparent in ILRI and WorldFish. In both Centers there is a provision and an incentive for continuous
learning. Scientific performance is a criterion in the annual performance reviews of these Centers and
of CIAT and can lead to faster promotions (ILRI) or a salary bonus (WorldFish, CIAT). There are some
differences in policies regarding remuneration and incentives, for example in WorldFish there is no
consistent salary system for NRS, particularly in Bangladesh while ILRI has a consistent system for its
Nairobi and Addis Ababa campuses. A persisting issue in the CGIAR is the difference in benefits
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between IRS and NRS. L&F does not address this problem, however it has an encouragingly high
percentage of IRS from the global South (46 percent).

Centers with a host country agreement usually hire all NRS in a country, including staff working for
other Centers (e.g. ILRI hires NRS of ICARDA in Ethiopia; ICRISAT hires NRS of ILRI in India; World
Agroforestry Center hires NRS of ILRI in Viet Nam). This is an efficient solution but there is evidence
from the India VC that it has led to a lack of clarity regarding terms of reference and makes
performance evaluations complex — however this is preferable to a situation like the one in Bangladesh
where six CGIAR Centers and CRPs hire several hundred NRS under distinct conditions*®.

Reporting

All staff face complex reporting structures and those in the value chain research hubs particularly so.
The case of the value chain research hub in India exemplifies the reporting complexity associated with
decentralization. The VCC has a consultancy contract with ICRISAT, administratively he depends on
ICRISAT whose performance assessment tool he has to use; he used to report to the regional director
of ILRIl in Delhi, now this has changed and he reports to the head of the Livelihoods Gender and Impact
program in ILRI Nairobi; as VCC he also reports to the leader of the VCTS FP who is currently based in
Nigeria; he also maintains a direct link with the CRP Director. The three-dimensional matrix-structure
of ILRI plus the collaboration with other Centers has led to an inefficient reporting system within L&F.
This not only adds to transaction costs but also to the frustration of collaborators who receive different
feedback from different sources, e.g. the FP leader and the leader of the research program where the
FP is housed. This is a particularly complicated case, but other VCCs also have multiple reporting lines
within the CRP and must in addition report to the donors of bilateral projects. Case studies provided
in Annex F show typical reporting structures.

The concern of the evaluators with respect to reporting complexity stems from the time that research
leaders must devote to produce reports, a topic that came up many times in discussions with L&F staff
at all levels and is revisited in other chapters. L&F management is aware of the problem but has not
been able to find a solution. The evaluation considers that certain adjustments could bring relief in this
respect:

a) structure the Center programs and the CRP flagships in a compatible manner (this particularly
applies to ILRI, which has L&F research in more than one research program and a substantial part of
the budget, around one-third of the budget, from L&F) ;

b) harmonize reporting requirements within the system so that the same report serves the information
needs of various bodies, e.g. CO, ILRI BoT, SPAC, PPMC) introduce a modern management information
system which is able to automate the compilation of quantitative information (see 2.2.2. Financial
Management).

2.2.2.  Financial management

This section reviews the finances provided to and used by L&F and the processes in place to manage
finance and report against expenditure. The impact of financial management on L&F performance is
discussed in more detail in chapter 6.

11 CGIAR shared services report, 2013
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Available finance and expenditure

The total annual budget of L&F increased from USD 22.5 million in 2012, to USD 27.4 million in 2013
to USD 35.1 million in 2014 (Table 2-1). The budget for 2015 was a total of USD 32.5 million during the
inception phase, but has been amended several times. At the start of the program these amounts were
well below the forecast annual figures in the original proposal: USD 29.7 to 33.8 million 36.1 million.
The split of W1/W2 funds between Centers was based on the shares of their previous core funding
that each Center decided at the outset to allocate to L&F. This proportion was maintained throughout
although WorldFish requested a larger share because it faced problems with some bilateral funding.
PPMC decided against a change in the proportion because it lacked any objective criteria to do so. In
the view of the evaluation team this was a reasonable decision. A commendable element of
competitiveness was introduced in 2014/15 through three calls for proposals, namely a cross-program
call, a value chain call and a gender mainstreaming call. The split between W1/W?2 and bilateral/W3
funds has been approximately 50/50.

Table 2-1: Approved program funding by source of funds (USD million)
2012 2013 2014 2012 2013 2014

W1 +W2 10.33 1420 17.02 46% 52% 49%
W3 1.05 2.23 6.63 5% 8% 19%
BILATERAL 10.13 11.02 11.48 45% 40% 32%
CENTER FUNDS 1.01 - - 4% 0% 0%
Total Funding 2253 27.44 35.14

Source: L&F annual reports, L121. Note approved funds are those approved for Centers to spend. Budgets refer
to total net costs (which does not include W1/W2 funds in the lead Center budget that are passed through to the
participating centers and also appear in their budgets).

The high expectations towards the CRP were linked to the hope of getting greater and more consistent
funding. Overall this was achieved between 2012 and 2014. The situation worsened dramatically in
spring 2015 when a 19 percent cut in W1/W2 funds for L&F led to the retrenchment of 6 staff in ILRI
alone (a further staff member left at the end of contract and has not been replaced) and required a
substantial re-planning of 2015 activities. The situation is such that bilateral funds, normally contracted
for three years, are now considered more reliable during that short period than W1/W2 funds with
their lack of predictability from year to year.

Table 2-2 and 2-3 summarize funding and expenditure of L&F from 2012 to 2015 according to Center
and type of funding. Expenditure went up from USD 15.4 million in 2012 to USD 31.6 million in 2014,
in parallel with the growing management capacity of the program and participating centers. In 2014
expenditures were distributed as follows: ILRI 58 percent, CIAT 13 percent, WorldFish 19 percent,
ICARDA 2 percent and project management 8 percent. The CRP as a whole has spent less than has been
approved each year, and the pattern of expenditure against budget has varied by Center.

ILRI, which participated in eight CRPs, had great difficulty in executing planned activities at the start of
the CRP. This led to severe underspending of ILRI’s share in L&F in 2012 and 2013 and ILRI hence had
to carry-over unfini