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DISCUSSION REPORT # 1 
 

Subject Collaboration and partnership with other CG centres, how do 
we go about it?  

Initiator Jean-Claude Rubyogo 

Participants 
Bernardo Ospina, Keith Fahrney, Guillermo Giraldo, Steve 
Beebe, Jorge Alonso Beltrán, Dai Peters, Yves Savidan,  
Jean-Claude Rubyogo 

Key Points 1.  How Development Challenges (DCs) will affect our 
relations/Interactions with other CG centers?  

Solutions 

• 

• 

• 

Understanding the other CG centers DCs/R&D 
priorities, approaches e.g. CIP is focus on Millennium 
Development Goals 
Identification of common and different grounds with 
regard to approaches/concepts, personalities  
Identification of personalities within CIAT and other 
Centers to steer common interests  

Key Point 2 2. What kinds of platform/framework for CIAT and other CG 
centers to carry out DCs?  

Solution 2  

DCs should fit in the regional integration and levels e.g. 
Harvest Plus is basing its implementation on diet e.g. maize-
beans or beans –sweet potatoes  
Collaboration and partnership at regional basis requires a 
decentralization of CG centers including CIAT at regional 
basis e.g. it might be easier in Africa and Asia where CIAT has 
coordinators than in Americas  

Key Point 3  

How to stimulate synergy and collaboration across centers? 
How do we avoid the case of potential conflicts with center 
working on the same commodity e.g. Cassava- there is a 
growing demands of cassava germplasm from Africa to CIAT 
and IITA does not see it positively?  

Solution 3  Issue to be explored further  

Key Point 4  
How do to avoid overlap and encourage efficient use of 
resources especially when it comes to carrying out social 
studies/support  

Solution  
Partners (centers and individuals) should joint plan, share 
roles and responsibilities. However we need to get a successful 
example to emulate (where it is working)  
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DISCUSSION REPORT # 2 
 
Subject Impact assessment 
Initiator Nancy Johnson 

Participants 

Nancy Johnson, Nina Lilja, Jemimah Njuki, Fabiola Amariles, 
Susan Kaaria, Andrés Palau, Doug White, Carlos Quirós, 
Robert Kalyebara, Douglas Pachico, Colletah Chitsike, 
Barbara Chibambo, Pascal Sanginga, Jacqueline, Douglas 
Pachico 

Key Points 

(Why are we interested in this topic and what are some of 
the issues): 

• Committing to development challenges is committing to 
showing impact --- do we have a plan? 

• Methods, staff? What do we need, who will do it? 
• Whose perspectives of impact? 
• How could CIAT be impact-oriented institution? 

Institutional impacts vs project impacts? 
• How do you link impact assessment with PME? 
• How is IA integrated in proposals, so that it is 

strategically important? – Making sure input from IA is 
strategic, adds value (so that it has research objectives) 

• Link between IA and learning and Change/ learning 
alliances/ ILAC 

• World bank indicators, how to deal with the demand 
from them? 

• Role of ex ante IA in priority setting? 
• Need strategic ex ante flowed by PME followed by ex 

post (is this a management process?) 
• Functional link between IA research and IA done at 

project level, and PME research and PME process 
followed at the project level. 

• Ensuring quality of PME and IA across center 
recognition 

• Systematize cross-project learning 
• Integration among IA practitioners is missing; need to 

create a community of practice. 
• Centers bi-annual IA reports are required, how do we 

link to that process 
• Lessons learned from products of IA. What are best 

strategies for making impact? 
• Integrate our strategies for best impacts with our 

partners’ strategies. 
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• Negotiate shared views on impacts. 
• Impact studies on IA studies, what do people need to 

know on the field? 
• Enabling rural innovation, what are indicators? – Can 

we develop meaningful pones and can we convince 
World Bank they are needed? 

• Understanding failures, why not look where they did 
not work? 

• Do we need to have counterfactual, more rigor—with 
and without, make an intervention, policy-oriented 
experimentation, issues of experimental design to 
measure impact. 

• Stakeholder driven IA (not donor-driven), but not 
excluding donors. 

• Who want to see the impact form development 
challenges?  

• Baseline for assessing impact of development 
challenges. 

• Who is this for, how do we strengthen commitment do 
doing it for ourselves? 

• Communication strategy for different stakeholders at 
each stage of IA/PME, policy makers often missing. 

• Capacity to engage in IA and incentives to do so at all 
stakeholder levels? 

Solutions 

Solutions (ideas about what to do): 
• IA is much bigger than IA project, it is everybody’s 

responsibility 
• Not just counting the project outputs but measuring 

long term impacts 
• Logic: 

- Strategic ex ante IA 
- PME 
- Ex post IA 

• Impact pathways (logframe is not it), can that be done 
at the level of development challenges or at project 
level? 

• To operationalise IA is that all development Challenges 
have impact pathways articulated—logframes are there 
but it needs to be put together 

• Intersecting pathways of development challenges? 
• Having some tools identified an guidelines what people 

can use, what people can use. 
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• Assuring IA is rigorous 
• General issue of IA and PME rigor, credibility. 
• It is not in the culture, there are certain standards of 

doing IA, but it cannot be done in any old way. There 
has to be a standard, professional obligation. 

• Social science competency group of CG needs to 
reaffirm status 

• Working paper series – organizing it around 
development challenges 

• Do development challenges need to have impact? 
• Once projects have documented their impacts, then 

you can synthesize impact at goals level. 
• Development challenges are a marketing tool, one can 

give coherent message about 3 challenges rather than 
16 projects. 

 
Summary of solutions: 

• Working papers series on impact assessment and 
evaluation could address many key issues, eg.  

- Cross-project learning 
- Capacity building 
- Quality control 
- Integration of IA practitioners 
- Project level outputs link to goals (value-added of 

the development challenges) 
- Visibility and coherence to IA and evaluation 

• First paper(s) could be about impact pathways of the 3 
development challenges 
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DISCUSSION REPORT # 3 
 
Subject Development challenges and other centres and organisations 
Initiator Ralph Roothaert 

Participants Bernard Vanlauwe, Martin Fregene, Mathew Blair, Anne 
Downes, Jerry Toomey, Eliaineny Minja, Edith Hesse 

Key Points 

• We need more interaction with other centers; it would 
be common sense to work with other centers. Many 
scientists are so spread out, often they are closer to a 
host center than their own center.  

• Competition for funds. Centres are still funded on 
competitive basis, which doesn’t promote integration 
with other centers. We still want to outsmart other 
centers in the DC areas such as biodiversity, enabling 
innovation, or natural resources. 

• In the field we are competing for the same resources, 
such as cars, or NGOs to work with. Examples of this 
kind of competition is common in Africa.  

• Considering the 3 DCs of CIAT, within the 
agrobiodiversity DC there is a lot of complementarity 
among centers. This complementarity is often obvious 
(e.g. the different commodities that centers work on) 
and stems from the origins of the different center’s 
mandates. Now where does that leave the other DCs? 
In the other DCs this complementarity is not so 
obvious, and we need to strive to find it.  

• We need to look beyond the CGIAR when it comes to 
synchronizing the DCs or goals. For instance, one NGO 
recently heavily critisised CIAT for messing around too 
much in the development arena, a place where CGIAR 
should stay out of according to this individual’s view.  

• Is competition bad? It isn’t. But competition should be 
encouraged within a particular DC where collaboration 
among centers already exists. In other words, we need 
the competitive element in at a different level. 

Solutions 

• Actively look for complementarity among centers at an 
early stage of proposal development. TSBF has good 
collaboration in the Overcoming agro-ecosystem 
degradation DC with ICRAF, ICRISAT and ILRI. Avoid 
creating overlap of expertise among centers.  

• We need to make more use of electronic learning 
spaces such as the LTI initiative in CIAT. At the 
moment this is limited to CIAT staff, but we see no 
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reason for not expanding the active membership to 
other centers such as ILRI. However, good facilitation of 
such a space is required, especially if more centers 
become involved. 

• External organization such as NGOs and private 
partners can strengthen the links among CG centers. 
Private partners are less picky on which center the 
technology comes from, as long as they see use and 
profit in it. Examples are the seed technology 
publications in Africa that some partners translated in 
local languages using their own recourses. 

• The use of publications can be exploited further in 
bringing centers together. Often there is a 
communication gap, leading to lack of understanding of 
what other centers are doing, and barriers to 
collaborate. Sometimes good promotional publication 
material exists, but it needs to be advertised or spread 
by scientists further. 

• Flexible funding mechanisms are needed, to allow CG 
centers to work together. We need to target innovative 
donors such as IDRC and BMZ. For instance, BMZ has 
changed its approach of requiring log frames, which is 
a rather rigid planning tool. 

• Millennium development goals. We ought to review 
these and see what the overlaps are with the centre’s 
goals and development challenges. This will add 
relevance to much that the CGAIR does. 

• AGM is an occasion to discuss and enhance 
collaboration of common DCs. 

• The Challenge Programmes is another vehicle that can 
stimulate collaboration in the DCs. It often goes even 
beyond one DC. 
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DISCUSSION REPORT # 4 
 

Subject Effective integration of National Staff with the development 
challenges 

Initiator Paul Chavarriaga, Research Associate, Agrobiodiversity 
Project 

Participants 

John Loke and Germán Llano – Cassava Pathology, Bernardo 
Arias – IPM Cassava, Idupulapati Rao, Mariela Rivera and 
Juan Guillermo Cobo – Soils LAC; M. Pyndji – East and 
Central Africa; Chirwa Rubiogo – South Africa; Maria Nelly 
Medina – Rice; Alexandra Walter – DG Office 

Key Points 

1. Lack of participation of national staff in mayor events and 
decision-making activities at CIAT 

2. Lack of information of national staff on the Development 
Challenges 

3. Lack of participation of national partners in strategic 
decisions related to the Development Challenges 

Solutions 

1. Identified limiting factors 
National Staff 
• Cultural 
• Attitude 
• Lack of interest; lack of motivation 
• Language 
International Staff 
• Cultural 
• Attitude 
• Funding 
• Availability of time (who does the work?) 

2. Meeting should have simultaneous translation 
3. Provide more training in English to national staff 
4. Establish the appropriate policies 
5. Embark CIAT on the “One Staff Concept” 
6. Enable national staff to have international experience 

(exchange with national staff of other regions) 
7. In proposal development, include budget for training of 

national staff and for the above-mentioned exchange 
8. Improve communication to national staff on the 

development challenges 
• Seminars 
• Outlook 
• Expertise 

 8



• Program meeting for national staff in Spanish to 
explain what the DCs are (applies to African, Asian and 
LAC partners) 

9. Workplan should include participation of national staff in 
DC activities 
• Elect two national staff representatives per project to 

keep national project staff updated on DCs and general 
CIAT developments (multidisciplinary—by experience) 

• Have 3 meetings during the year in which these 
representatives inform all national staff 

• These national staff representatives to participate in 
CIAT’s annual Knowledge Sharing Week 

10. Performance appraisal should emphasize participation of 
national staff in the institutional life 

11. Put in place a mechanism through which national staff 
can evaluate their leaders on the basis of enhancing 
national staff participation 
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DISCUSSION REPORT # 5 
 

Subject How to get scientist enthusiastic about the reducing impact in 
the rural world thus collaborating to maximize this impact 

Initiator Nathalie Beaulieu 

Participants Phonepaseuth Phengsayanh, Reinhardt Howeler, Ritu Verma, 
Roberto Porro, Anne Muriuki, Nathalie Beaulieu 

Key Points 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

Often publishing and fund raising become the end 
rather than the means of our work; this reduces 
motivation to collaborate, while producing impact 
would compel us to match our efforts with other’s 
There are trade-offs between working directly with 
farmers in a few locations, with specific impact, and 
working on technologies and having possibly a better 
diffused impact. However, the search for greater impact 
obliges us to team up with others who can diffuse our 
results in many locations 
Sometimes the sought impact of research is not clear, 
and sometimes this impact can only be achieved on the 
long term (2 or 3 years). There is a desynchronisation. 
How can institutions encourage impact related work? 
The challenges are greater when you put conservation 
to the balance 

Solutions 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

Increasing contact between farmers and scientists to 
develop empathy of the former for the latter, as well as 
concern and compassion 
Every county is different, need to work flexibly with 
different institutions and disciplines 
We need to put in place a flexible structure with 
research and extension functions to improve the bridge 
between research and development 
We need adequate support for extension 
We need to look at process and intermediate outcomes 
and not come to hasty conclusions if the impact is not 
visible immediately 
Research institutions should aim for a balance between 
applied and strategic research, and in the latter should 
look for options that provide short term (as well as long 
term, sustainability must not be sacrificed) benefits to 
farmers in projects 
Researchers should get involved with very practical 
processes and projects 
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• Research can be linked to local planning/monitoring/ 
evaluation processes, by involving scientists either 
directly or indirectly 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Scientist should also adapt the options they develop to 
farmers needs, but empathy is needed for that 
Motivation and learning are valuable impacts of 
projects, which should not be ignored 
Ensure a feedback process between scientist and rural 
people; seeing the results of the adoption of 
technologies and innovations can be very motivating to 
scientists 
Local representatives should be really representatives 
We had a debate about the advantages and 
inconvenience of working with champion farmers who 
can produce results quickly but will not necessarily 
share their learning with others; are we just deepening 
the gap between elites and poorer farmers? 
Research institutions should encourage scientists to 
reflect upon their impact and thee chain (or path) 
between their work and this impact, and to team up 
with other players to achieve it 
Link with policy-makers, give them the date they need 
to make the decisions needed for your impact to 
produce itself (in cases where policy is the limiting 
factor to impact); invite policy-makers to field visits 
Take into consideration and work with the existing 
structures in a country 
There is a problem with the per diem culture. It is 
important to be able to motivate partners through other 
mechanisms, such as opportunities to attend courses, 
to learn new things, and to achieve impact 
Work with youth groups, mentor local students, team 
up with people who continue to be enthusiastic and a 
bit idealistic 
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DISCUSSION REPORT # 6 
 

Subject Crop and agroecosystem health in the three development challenges 
across continents 

Initiator Segenet Kelemu and Fernando Correa 

Participants 

Anne Muriuki, César Cardona, Paul Kimani, Robin Buruchara, Kwasi 
Ampofo, Elizabeth Alvarez, Fernando Correa, Segenet Kelemu, Rafael 
Meneses, Anthony Bellotti, Zildghean Chow, Tilahun Amede, Gilles 
Trouche, Edmundo Barrios, George Mahuku, Glenn Hyman 

Key Points 
• 

• 

Identifying opportunities for integration of the 3 development 
challenges (DC) 
Adding value to what we do by cutting across the 3 DCs 

Solutions 

Identifying areas and initiating projects that contribute to one, two or 
all three DCs. 
1. Indicators for land degradation/restoration 

- Microbes and insects as indicators for agroecosystem health 
- Plants as indicators of agroecosystem health 

2. Responsible use of pesticides 
3. Pesticide resistance by insects and pathogens 
4. Methodology development for integrated soil fertility and pest 

management 
5. Inorganic fertilizers and agroecosystem health 
6. Cropping system management 

- Enhancing crop diversity 
- Soil health 
- Income generation 
- Soil management 
- Tillage methods 

7. Risk management 
- Market fluctuation 
- Production 
- Natural resource base 
- Tools in niche identification 

8. Quality of products 
- Pesticide residues 
- Post-harvest deterioration and loss 

9. Plant vigor for ecosystem health 
- Seed quality 

10. Interaction between agronomic practices (include crop varieties) 
and agroecosystem health 

11. Constraints to adoption/adaptation of developed technologies 
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DISCUSSION REPORT # 7 
 
Subject Leadership and management of the developmental challenges 
Initiator Lee Calvert 

Participants 
Carlos Lascano, Segenet Kelumu, George Mahuku, Hernán 
Celballos, Kathy Laing, Axel Schmidt, Glenn Hyman,  
N. Sanginga, D. Horton, Ralph Roothaert, Thomas Oberthür 

Key Points 

1. The MTP has so far been a repackaging of existing 
activities. 

2. There is a consensus that management should not be 
increased but needs some restructuring. 

3. Do not create three Development Challenge Czars. 
4. The Outposted Staff has not been very involved in the 

process of the Development Challenges.   
5. The history of the Development Challenges leaves some 

doubt on how inclusive they are.  
6. It was taken as a given that the project structure will 

continue to exist but will continue to evolve.  
7. The needs to be some ties between core funding and the 

developmental challenges. 
8. Incentives are needed to foster collaboration. 
9. Nobody has time. For each additional activity something 

needs to be dropped.   

Solutions 

1. The Developmental Challenges need to be redefined to 
reflect the strengths of CIAT. 

2. This would be followed by an exercise by each project to 
develop log frames that reflect their activities in the 
developmental challenges. 

3. The Director of Research should be the leader of the 
Developmental Challenges.  

4. Some of the time devoted to Project Manager Meetings 
could be used for managing the Developmental Challenges. 

5. Steering Committees should be set up for the three 
Developmental Challenges. 

6. The Outposted Staff need representation in the 
Management of the Developmental Challenges. 
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DISCUSSION REPORT # 8 
 

Subject What incentives and other institutional changes are needed  
[to support the DC] beyond “changed attitudes”? 

Initiator Joshua Ramisch 

Participants 

Yves Savidan, Edith Hesse, Robert Delve, Michael Peters, 
Jemimah Njuki, Andrés Palau, Paul Chavarriaga, Fabiola 
Amariles, Doug Horton, Ralph Roothaert, Colletah Chitsike, 
Boru Douthwaite, Nathalie Beaulieu 

Key Points 

1. Many disincentives that limit collaboration: 
• There is not “one CIAT”: people need to raise money to 

support their own position, their project, and to provide 
core substitution before they can think about others 

• In many collaborations there is tension over the equity 
of sharing burdens, responsibilities, and benefits. 
Identifying why this tension exists and where could 
help could help prevent it. Feelings were that although 
some partners do not deliver or collaborate well these 
are not people or institutions that will be asked to 
collaborate in the future. 

• Collaboration is difficult when individual scientists are 
already over-committed with their time and staff. 

2. Before incentives can facilitate work together, a culture of 
trust and understanding is needed. Simple things like 
effective communication and full involvement of partners 
in proposal development are helpful. The collaboration 
must continue through the project, and not just as 
something instrumental for “getting the funding” 

3. What are the outputs that would be generated by “better” 
collaboration? How to know what is “enough” integration? 
If collaboration is something that is being promoted as 
rhetoric, without new resources or where evaluation does 
not effectively value teamwork and its outputs no one will 
work with others. 

4. Why should we create new positions / teams to do the 
work “in house” rather than looking for effective partners? 

Solutions 

• Need someone like an “orchestra conductor” outside of 
the project structure to see potentials for collaboration 
(it was stated that this is / should be the role for the 
DG Research) 

• Idea that salaries (or a proportion from them) raised 
within new proposals could be put towards a “pool” of 
salary funds that could support collaborative activities 

 14



above and beyond those proposed. TSBF has used this 
model, which works well when resources are abundant, 
but runs into problems if they are scarce. Need to be 
careful not to violate or dishonor donor commitments. 

• Jointly written proposals should be a way to increase 
new collaboration and trust. The LTI theme began by 
thinking of one large proposal that would integrate its 
members’ work, but has switched to finding ways to 
improve the already highly integrative work being 
proposed by the members (ie: by using dialogue within 
the communities of practice to bring together people 
with shared interests, complementary skills). 

• Need to be more creative in designing proposals / 
workplans, ensure that any of our given activities 
contribute to more than one project or DC. 

• Good examples of collaboration can go beyond simply 
spending some % of time in others’ work – can be seen 
in the spread of ideas, methodologies, techniques, or 
germplasm. Theses benefits could be noted and 
appreciated through more peer-to-peer evaluation (keep 
this largely informal but valued within the formal 
evaluation structure of projects?). 

• Effective projects that used collaboration often were 
united by a problem that was interesting to all involved. 
The high degree of personal motivation from 
professional interest / curiosity and the stimulation of 
achieving something useful leads to high job 
satisfaction (“thinking of activities as hobbies”, 
something you would do even without the money). This 
type of motivation can be inspired and motivated by 
immediate supervisors – inspiring leadership. 
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DISCUSSION REPORT # 9 
 
Subject How can we minimize the management costs for this DC matrix? 
Initiator Roger Kirkby 
Participants Axel Schmidt, Lee Calvert, Carlos Lascano, Joachim Voss 

Key Points 

1. Let’s preserve the selling points of the DCs without adding 
costly management 

2. We need a more sophisticated relationship between Projects 
and DCs, with accountability for DC outputs and an 
incentive system. 

3. A Projects-based steering committee empowered for 
operational management of each CP. 

4. A community of practice for intellectual input to each CP. 

Solutions 

Starting Points: 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

CIAT has now taken on responsibility for delivering 
against CP logframes. 
We therefore need a management structure for the CPs – 
but not a radical restructuring. 
But we recognise that Working Groups and Communities 
of Practice have not worked well due to lack of incentives 
for participation. 
How can we preserve the excellent selling points of the 
CPs without adding another layer of management? 
Most of the Projects’ agenda will need to fit into CPs - 
often into all 3. 

 
Therefore we need a more sophisticated relationship between 
Projects and CPs by next year, with responsibilities for Outputs 
and an incentive system. 
 
Recommendations: 
1. Each Project needs to be formally held accountable for 

delivery of outputs for CP, and receive credit and core funds, 
for contributing to all relevant CPs – and at least 2 CPs per 
Project. 

2. For intellectual leadership: A community of practice for each 
CP 

with a voice on the Steering Committee 
delegated certain responsibilities by the SC 
more than the usual circulation of key papers by the 
active few 
meetings in KS Week (and other times?) 
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3. For operational leadership: A Steering Committee for each CP 
• 

• 

• 

• 

A committee of equals formed across Projects (the PM or 
delegate for at least the key Projects) 
Convened / chaired by one PM on rotational basis for 1-2 
year periods (first chair to take the SC through to the 
CCER in 2006) 
Committee reports to the Director for Research 
Personal and team Performance Evaluations include 3600 
peer evaluations. 
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DISCUSSION REPORT # 10 
 

Subject How do we achieve the skills profiles needed for achieving the 
expected outputs of each DC? 

Initiator Roger Kirkby 

Participants Federico Holmann, Rod Lefroy, Segenet Kelemu, Ralph 
Roothaert 

Key Points 

Carry out a skills needs assessment for each DC. 
A strategic alliance (MoU) with another Center (or another 
partner) may be preferable to automatically recruiting for CIAT. 
We need good skills in communicating among disciplines  

Solutions 

1. Carry out a skills needs assessment for each DC 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

What skills are needed? 
What skills are currently available within CIAT, and 
where? 
What are the gaps? 
How can we fill the gaps? 

2. Where/when a new skill is needed, consider a strategic 
alliance (MoU) with another Center (or another partner) 
rather than automatically recruiting for CIAT. A university 
alliance for a student is another option. 

3. Decision-making on obtaining new skills could rest with: 
Director for research 
Regional coordinator 
Projects taking a wider view of the Challenge 
Whatever management arrangement is arrived at for the 
Challenge 

4. Improvement of our own skills 
A complement of skills alone is not enough – they need to 
work together 
We all need at least to understand enough and be able to 
communicate with other disciplines 
“Seminars” including at regional level are useful in this 
respect 
CIAT needs a mix of specialists at different scales 
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DISCUSSION REPORT # 11 
 

Subject Markets analysed for all activities across development 
challenges 

Initiator Shaun Ferris 

Participants Robert Kalyebara, Carlos Ostertag, Nathan Russell, Paul 
Kimani, Rowland Chirwa 

Key Points 

• Currently market analysis is not explicit in all 
challenges 

• Sustainability issues are not addressed due to lack of 
market and business planning in regard to research 
portfolio 

• Future adoption is higher if the project is considered 
within a market lens 

• Even in public good service development, there should 
be a business plan developed as part of the rationale, 
to work towards commercial products within a defined 
timeframe 

• Problem at present is lack of capacity within CG, NARS, 
NGOs to undertake market study to evaluate demand 
and income streams 

• In some cases, tools for market analysis are not known 
by research teams, ie to evaluate market potential for 
entirely new products 

Solutions 

• Marketing / financial plan should be a pre-requisite of 
all activities 

• Demand / market study should be used to prioritise 
product development 

• Additional training needs to be done in marketing tools 
to be used by implementing teams 

• Marketing should be integrated as part of ex ante and 
ex post impact analysis 
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DISCUSSION REPORT # 12 
 
Subject Mainstreaming HIV in the DCs 
Initiator Coletta Chitsike 
Participants Rob Delve, Eli Minja, Shaun Ferris 

Key Points 

• 40 Million people world wide have HIV 
• 14,000 are infected every day 
• At present 80% of the persons with HIV are living in SSAfrica 
• This situation will change will massive infection expected in 

Asia  

Solutions 

• CIAT should not ignore this problem 
• CIAT should conduct a study to identify areas in which the 

institute could effectively contribute towards mitigating the 
AIDS problem 

• Identify partners with whom we can work on this issue, such 
as CRS, Plan International, particularly those NGOs who 
have ARV projects 

• Integrate HIV sensitisation elements into our training 
programmes 

• Identify information on available CIAT technologies that 
could assist HIV persons, for nutrition, labour saving, 
enterprise  

• Develop components within projects such as Harvest Plus 
that focus on tools, methods and technologies that can assist 
HIV sufferers 

• Develop a process such that all CIAT publications have an 
HIV health warning or HIV support message 

• Develop new capacity building programmes specifically to 
replace the large numbers of scientists that have been lost to 
HIV 
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DISCUSSION REPORT # 13 
 
Subject Agrobiodiversity on the ground in Africa 
Initiator L. Sperling 

Participants 

Gerry Toomey, Tony Bellotti, Juan Carlos Pérez V., Robert 
Kalyebara, George Mahuku, Rowland Chirwa, Glenn Hyman, 
Jean-Claude Rubyogo, Paul Kimani, Paul Chavarriaga, Martin 
Fregene, Robin Buruchara, Louise Sperling 

Key Points 

• There is a real window for the Latin American Agro-
biodiversity program to move some of its expertise into 
Africa (and 2-way) 

• African Agriculture is risky and low-input and our 
current breeding strategies do not sufficiently recognize 
this. More work should be done to improve local 
landraces. 

• CIAT might also have more of a role in conserving local 
diversity 

• For new varieties and within crop, our current seed 
system mechanisms do not allow farmers access to a 
range of varieties (We note that there may also be real 
policy constraints at the national levels for promoting 
this.) 

• We may have a window of opportunity to promote 
underutilized crops (such as secondary bean 
germplasm) 

• In terms of strengthening diversity programs, we have 
to distinguish between: contexts where there is strong 
local breeding capacity (and introduce germplasm to be 
managed further); and context of little/no capacity—in 
which case the focus would be on varieties 

Solutions 

• We should scale up efforts which introduce new 
diversity (when combined and building on local (such 
as the cassava work being done in Tanzania) 

• We need to explore more ‘PPB and diversity models’—
what works 

• Our seed systems work has to draw in a much greater 
range of partners (not just those with commercial 
interests—but also partners who are interested in 
diversity range 

• We need to do much more work promoting local seed 
systems—reinforcing community skills 

• Training farmers to maintain seed (in vitro) 
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• Promoting commercial cropping methods (eg cassava 
model) 

• We need more characterization of mandate crops in 
Africa (with priority on building capacity in Africa to do 
this) 

• CIAT might consider support for existing in-country 
efforts at conservation (like the plantain work at Jomo 
Kenyatta- Nairobi Kenya) 

• More focus on documenting indigenous knowledge with 
local germplasm 

• CIAT should have a “Diversity for Development” 
reflection?—which strategies to use in Africa. 

• Remember that Ecological Homologues were effected: 
are they still used? Are they being updated? 

• COLLECTION OF BEAN GERMPLASM IN RWANDA, 
BURUNDI and EASTERN DRC—priority. 
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DISCUSSION REPORT # 14 
 
Subject How can we assist farmers to take-up technologies  
Initiator Peter Okoth 

Participants 

Ritu Verma, Mariela Rivera, Carlos Meneses, Anne Muriuki, 
Edmundo Barrios, Martin Fregene, Gerry Toomy, Robin 
Buruchara, Idupulapati Rao, Jorge Alonso Beltrán, Guillermo 
Giraldo, Zaida Lentini, Juan Carlos Pérez, Elizabeth Alvarez, 
Carlos A. Quirós, André Bationo, Reinhardt Howeler, Keith 
Fahrney, Mukishi Pyndji, Tilahun Amede, Eliaineny Minja, 
Phonepaseuth Phengaavanh 

Key Points 
Strategies to enhance adoption of technologies, particularly in 
Africa 
Erosion of germplasm and biodiversity 

Solutions 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Demonstrate to farmers and policy makers about the 
different options and the potential benefits that farmers 
and communities may get 
Get farmers organized them selves to organize in 
groups to get access to credit and stronger negotiation 
power 
Negotiate and encourage government institutions to 
give support and credit for farmers and groups  
Invest in high value crops and produces 
Enhance the capacity of communities to manage funds 
and other resources 
Help farmers and their institutions to establish a 
warrantee system 
Document success stories from other experiences 
Connect farmers and their institutions to get connected 
to large scale processing industries  
Understand success stories and institutionalize 
success factors 
Need for social education for efficient saving strategies 
and management of assets 
Assist farmers and Gos to establish collective centers to 
get connected to market opportunities 
Develop strategies and tools to enhance agro 
biodiversity and local materials 
Benefit from local germplasm to enhance stress 
tolerance 
Developing strategies for exchange of germplasm and 
functional tools 
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DISCUSSION REPORT # 15 
 
Subject Investing in development challenges: Opportunities and risks 
Initiator Simon Cook 

Participants 
D. Horton, N. Sanginga, L. Sperling, S. Ferris, T. Oberthür,  
W. Stür, J. Sanz, M. Rondón, R. Lefroy, B. Douthwaite,  
N. Russell, R. Delve 

Key Points 

Opportunities 
• Useful for promotion and sales 
• Useful for assessing actual work 
• They can provide competitive advantage – Assess 

clusters of expertise 
• Valuable to promote collaboration and a common vision 
• If they are right, they improve likelihood of success 
• Development challenge goals need to be clear, than 

opportunity for evolution 
 
Risks 

• Non-unique, none competitive unless they represent 
real strength 

• Needs significant commitment 
• Failing to follow through with process demotivates 
• Losing enthusiasm of original Development Challenges 

by converting into log-frames for administrative 
convenience (i.e. keep working groups for fomenting 
specific focus with high novelty and comparative 
advantage keep working groups 

• Lack of clarity of purpose / process and understanding 
between actors diffuses efforts and turn off investment 

• Problem of non-functional structures – if non-
functional do not add, create friction 

• Not clear what are the impact oriented goals of 
development challenges 

• Some of CIATs strengths not included 

Solutions 

• Clear definitions of goals and purposes 
• Clear rules of the game enforced 
• If there is a participatory process follow it through 
• Long-term commitment 
• Choose right subject based on CIAT strength 
• Transparent process 
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DISCUSSION REPORT # 16 
 
Subject PM&E on ourselves 
Initiator Jacqueline Ashby / Susan Kaaria 

Participants 

Edith Hesse, Ralph Roothaert, Michael Peters, Sam Fujisaka, 
Doug Horton, Nancy Johnson, Fabiola Amariles, Carlos A. 
Quirós, Nathalie Beaulieu, Andrés Palau, Anne Muriuki, Nina 
Lilja, Jacqueline Ashby, Jemimah Njuki, Joshua Ramisch 

Key Points 

1. We are not practicing what we are preaching 
2. It is in our project 
3. Possibility for auto-reflection, peer review 
4. Imp. Tp Link M&E with planning. 
5. PM&E at different levels + complexity of integrating 
6. Cause – effect rel. on our work 
7. Generate hypothesis for IA process 
8. Peer evaluation / feedback from others 
9. Learning form experiences - outside evaluation 

10. Including perspectives from different stakeholders 
11. What would we differently [do] if this process works 
12. Tracking is now done at project level 
13. How do we integrate PM&E in existing work plans? 
14. Should we change/adapt indicators? 
15. Institutional support for integrating PM&E: a tool for 

learning 
16. Donors role in ensuring flexibility of budget 
17. Plan, act and evaluate 
18. Deciding when to evaluate should be an initiative of the 

project 
19. Empowering clients to demand what they want 
20. PM&E to include process 
21. Institutional support crucial 
22. PM&E at municipality level 
23. Is CIAT ready for this process? 
24. How are you going to do this in CIAT? 
25. Draw lessons from is existing 
26. Process is amenable to change / adaptation 
27. Methodology / approaches what is working 
28. Funds? 
29. Can we get funds to build capacity and research? 
30. Why are we not doing it? What incentives do we need from 

CIAT? 
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Solutions 

1. Track indicators in log-frame with Stakeholders. 
2. Integrate PM&E into existing work plans 
3. Indicators at proposal level can be PM&E at DC level 
4. ILAC has some seed money for a case study 
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DISCUSSION REPORT # 17 
 

Subject 
Combined group “CIAT is a little fish in a big pond: problems 
and challenges” & “How can we focus on those few strategic 
issues which we can do well to obtain major impact” 

Initiator Louise Sperling and James Cock 

Participants 
Bernardo Ospina, César Martínez, Edgar Amézquita, Simon 
Cook, Mark Lundy, Rod Lefroy, John Loke, Thomas Oberthür, 
Doug White, Jean-Claude Rubyogo 

Key Points 

• CIAT is very small fish in terms of the total amount 
going into development 

• There is a perceived need to integrate research into the 
major development projects to ensure sustainability 

• CIAT needs to be the one that fits into the overall 
development agenda of others, but in a selective 
manner based on the overall mission of CIAT and its 
capacity to make a real contribution 

• CIAT tends to think it can do everything and is 
spreading itself thin and is not able to bring critical 
mass to bear on problems 

• CIAT in the past brought critical mass to bear on 
commodities or ecosystems (or combinations eg. 
flooded rice). These programmes are becoming  
widows. 

• CIAT is expensive when it does routine types of work. 
• CIAT should concentrate on small but high value 

research products in a highly selective manner. 
• CIAT can be the “Honest Broker” but only if it 

maintains independence and is not a major player in 
the development (as opposed to research) scene. 

Solutions 

• As CIAT develops its plans it should ask the question 
“How can CIAT help the other strategic players better 
do their job?” 

• The answer to the above should be in the area of 
“Strategic inputs that can make a major difference”. 

• Proposed activities that fit with the above will likely 
have the following characteristics: 
1. Unusual novel research 
2. Require very special scarce expertise 
3. CIAT can act as an independent agency 
4. The work will certainly not be business as usual 

 

 27



5. The results will be applicable to different 
environments (social, biological etc.) and knowledge 
on which environments they match will be 
available. 

6. The activities will require policy moves and 
interpersonal relations to be implemented 

7. The projects will tend to be adventures into the 
unknown and hence will be high risk 

8. If successful much of the credit will probably go to 
others, hence the need for selfless team workers 

9. While efforts should be directed to research there is 
also a role for research on how to better link 
research and development 
 

Concerns 
• Allocation of resources in CIAT should not be business 

as usual 
• The only way of getting a new idea going is to find the 

money yourself 
• Little seed money for truly new ideas 
• CIAT sometimes thinks that on its own it can get 

impact, hence the we can do anything syndrome 
• Balance seems to swing toward funding as the main 

objective rather than seeing how to get impact and then 
look for the money.  

• Funds obtained for partners is often not well regarded 
• No mechanism to identify and push those strategic 

areas where a concentrated effort could make a real 
difference 
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DISCUSSION REPORT # 18 
 
Subject What can SNA offer to CIATs DC? 
Initiator Boru Douthwaite 

Participants Mark Lundy, Axel Schmidt, Boru Douthwaite, Simon Cook, 
Pascal Sanginga, Keith Fahrney, Ninja Lilja 

Key Points 

• Software INFLEX for Social Network Analysis 
• Captures quantity but not quality so much 
• Exercise on AR 2004 of three CIAT projects 
• The way you get the data is important for the 

usefulness of the tool 
• Allows to identify bottlenecks and marginalized persons 
• Characterizes the efficiency of networks (clustering and 

links to the outside) 
• Might be interesting to include spatial dimensions in 

the analysis (outposted vs center) 
• Useful for production chain analysis, seed distribution, 

impact assessment 

Solutions 

• Monitoring tool for implementation of CIATs DC, to 
monitor change, but also for linkages outside, impact 
access  

• Identification where collaboration needs to be 
strengthened 

• Identification important links to outside partners 
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DISCUSSION REPORT # 19 
 
Subject Integration between Development Challenges 
Initiator Nathan Russell 

Participants 

Idupulapati Rao, Daniel Debouck, Edmundo Barrios, Doug White, 
Manuel Winograd, Bernardo Ospina, André Bationo, Peter Okoth, 
Ritu Verma, Tilahun Amede, Werner Stür, Carlos Lascano, Hernán 
Ceballos, Kathryn Laing 

Key Points 

• Some participants argued that integration across 
Development Challenges will be relatively simple as long as 
they remain a sort of conceptual framework for CIAT 
projects. To the extent that the Development Challenges 
evolve into programmatic structures, however, they could 
become a source of division within the Center. 

• Others argued the opposite view that, unless the 
Development Challenges have structural features 
(leadership, budget, etc.), they will lack mechanisms for 
achieving integration. 

• No single Development Challenge will be entirely self-
sufficient in terms of its disciplinary capacities. For this 
reason staff will be compelled to integrate across 
Development Challenges. 

• To achieve integration, CIAT project outputs must be closely 
aligned with those of the Development Challenges. 

• Projects by themselves are not sufficient to realize the goals 
of the Development Challenges. 

• It is highly encouraging that various CIAT projects already 
work across Development Challenge themes. Why is this 
happening, and how can it be promoted? 

• There must be a clear relationship between the outputs of 
the Development Challenges and CIAT’s strengths. To the 
extent this is not the case, there will be overlap between 
Development Challenges, thus complicating integration both 
within CIAT and with other international centers. 

• The Development Challenges should not be implemented in 
such a way that they jeopordize CIAT’s projects, which have 
been reasonably successful. That is, the Development 
Challenges must add value to the projects, not detract from 
them. 

• We should have a clear idea of the expected costs and 
benefits of the Development Challenges, in terms of both 
funding and fulfillment of CIAT’s mission. 
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• Integration between Development Challenges will lead to 
greater synergy and efficiency in our research. 

• Integration between CIAT projects and Development 
Challenges requires that we keep the focus on the Center’s 
mission and the end users/beneficiaries of its products. 

Solutions 

• In developing project proposals, staff should have incentives 
for involving two or three Development Challenges rather 
than just one. 

• Regional coordination is a key mechanism for ensuring that 
Development Challenges at the project level. 

• Development Challenges should devise and adopt a common 
approach for generating short-term impacts, while keeping 
their focus on long-term development goals. 

• Weekly project manager meetings are a practical, 
inexpensive means of regularly addressing the issue of 
integration across Development Challenges. This does not, 
however, solve the problem of how to involve regional staff 
in the process. 
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