
Online Interactive Session with GLDC-IAC
15-16 October 2020

Presenter: Enrico Bonaiuti/Jake Carampatana, MEL Focal Person 
Cross-Cutting: Monitoring, Evaluation, Learning and impact 
assessment (MELIA) 



1. 2020 POWB (Planning, webinars, and W3/Bil mapping exercise
2. 2019 Annual Reporting (AR) exercises
3. 2019 AR Quality Assurance processes
4. 2020 CGIAR Advisory Services review
5. 2020 POWB Midyear review
6. Innovations for CGIAR@50 Event (+PMU-led Comms products 

development)

Topics:

IAC Recommendation 1.4: 
Ensure that the added value of the CRP-GLDC in generating cross-cutting 
interactions is captured, and that reporting provides balanced information from 
centers and partners; this would be enabled through better activities mapping 
and better quality information in MEL.



Projects mapped to CRP-GLDC are assessed for the following criteria:
1. Considering GLDC expressed priorities, describe how the project will contribute to at 

least one of four flagship programs?
2. Describe the project`s work involving at least one of the nine key GLDC crops.
3. What component(s) does the project implement in at least one of 13 priority countries? 

Other geographies with similar agro-ecologies can be added when scaling GLDC 
technologies.

4. How will the project make a clearly articulated and credible contribution to the GLDC 
Impact Pathway, specifically in one or more of the following areas: (a) Research 
outputs, (b) Research/Development outcomes (Sub-IDOs and IDOs), (c) SLO-level 
impacts?

5. Describe the implementing center`s activity planning and implementation, output 
reporting, and management process in place with the funding donor? 

6. Explain the project`s contribution to one or more of the GLDC cross cutting themes? 
7. Explain the competitive advantage of each relevant project partner towards knowledge 

generation, technology development & delivery by the project to GLDC. 
8. Kindly provide files/accessible links of key documents to GLDC PMU. 

49 4 11 12 16 3 1 2
All FP`s FP2 FP3 FP4 FP5 FP3,4 FP3,5 FP4,5

2020 POWB
Planning, POWB MEL Webinars, W3/Bil mapping process

Key points:
1. The MEL webinars conducted at the 

onset of 2020 POWB preparations 
supported activity/project leaders and 
co-leaders, cluster and FP leaders to do 
planning in MEL. An upcoming webinar 
series co-organized by RTB and FiSH
will be held for the 2021 planning. 
Individual and focus group sessions 
can be arranged with the MEL Team of 
CRP-GLDC as needed.

2. With the FP6 on Common beans on 
board, performance indicators of FP6 
are included in the 2020 POWB, which 
would then feed into the midyear 
review, and 2020 reporting rounds as it 
fully integrates into CRP-GLDC.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In response to the PMS evaluation recommendations in 2019, projects mapped to CRP-GLDC for the first time in 2020 were subjected to a mapping exercise o formally document the alignment of the W3/Bil project`s efforts to CRP-GLDC initiatives (e.g. impact pathway, focus crops and geographies, etc.)



1. Active reporting during the year needs to be done more to maximize capture of results 
and earlier identify evidencing gaps to fill during the reporting rounds. Indicators can be 
drafted in MEL and saved as draft for this purpose.

2. Careful review of the AR guidelines can help reduce corrective comments during QA 
rounds, allowing more focus on proper evidencing and packaging of results for better 
upstream/downstream consumption.

3. While reporting new results is great, it is encouraged to build on lower-level and less-
matured indicators reported in previous years to make sure investments to generate 
technologies/data are translated into scaled-up impacts in the target demographics.

4. Limitations on templates, and collation for the 2019 reporting round have been noted and 
will be basis for improvements in the 2020 AR round.

2019 Annual reporting exercises
Lessons and key points

..7 OICR`s
…17 MELIA



Indicators All Clarifications/
evidencing

Suggestive/corrective (non-
editorial, guidelines-based) Editorial MEL/QA Platforms Remarks

Total 561 181 180 72 44 98
SLO`s 27 15 9 0 5 1
Policies 30 12 11 6 6 0
OICR 50 17 22 9 5 2
Innovations 120 27 26 53 17 3
Milestones 208 96 86 0 4 22
Publications 95 0 19 0 7 69
CapDev 1 0 0 0 0 1
MELIA 30 14 7 4 0 5

2019 AR Quality assurance exercises
Types of comments received

Comments (n=561) received 
for both QA rounds, were 
categorized into five types:
A. Remarks
B. Clarifications/evidencing
C. Suggestive/corrective
D. Editorial
E. MEL/QA Platforms

Distribution of the 
comments disaggregated by 
indicator and comment type 
are presented here.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Remarks- comments that are commentary in nature, and do not require action/clarification/response at allClarification/evidencing- Reviewers ask to elaborate claims/narratives, or improve evidencing of results with less likelihood to impose changes to the AR or enhance references to claimsSuggestive or corrective- Reviewers make a proactive suggestion or corrective comment to change how the results are presented or treated, with strict regard to SMO guidelines on reporting for indicatorsEditorial- More on packaging of results for wording, titles, composition of narrativesSummary: It can be noted that at the CRP-level, more clarification and corrective comments are received. At the indicator level, quantitative indicators like SLO contributions, milestones receive more clarification and corrective comment types, while descriptive type indicator like innovations received more editorial comments. Notable publications got most “OK” remarks.



2019 AR Quality assurance exercises
Influence towards CRP-GLDC Report

Legend: 1- All comments 2- Useful comments 3- Comments prompting changes to AR

Indicators n n % of total 
comments n % of useful 

comments
% of total 
comments

Total 561 455 81% 258 57% 46%
SLO`s 27 26 96% 15 58% 56%
Policies 30 30 100% 12 40% 40%
OICR 50 47 94% 24 51% 48%
Innovations 120 115 96% 76 66% 63%
Milestones 208 186 89% 114 61% 55%
Publications 95 26 27% 15 58% 16%
CapDev 1 0 0% 0 0% 0%
MELIA 30 25 83% 3 12% 10%

Irrespective of type, 
comments were categorized 
according to influence 
towards the AR submission:
1. All comments
2. 2. Useful comments
3. 3. Comments prompting 

changes to AR

Around 50% of all comments 
prompted changes to the 
AR. Per indicator narrowing 
of comments are presented 
here.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Useful comments- These are non-remarks type of comments where actions were required. Rejected non-remark comments were considered also useful since, despite being refuted/rejected these prompted review and discussion on the concerned the report claims thus, strengthening the AR narratives/results.Comments prompting changes to the AR- These are non-remark type and accepted comments which have prompted changes to the AR document, metadata for indicators integrated to CLARISA, and case reports in MEL for indicators with MEL reporting modules. Updates post-QA2 are forwarded to SMO, and reflected in the CGIAR Results dashboard.



1. Considering that only around 50% of review comments have prompted 
changes in the CRP-GLDC AR (document, report cases in MEL, and data 
integrated to CLARISA), the review process can build on turnover 
analyses by CRP`s to improve the 2020 AR QA.

2. A large portion of the comments can be addressed by thorough review of 
the guidelines when reporting. However, some contentious aspects can 
cause misalignments when reporting on indicators which can be 
addressed by harmonizing the guide with the understanding of the 
reporting scientists.

3. More MEL features are under test/finalization to make the reporting 
(and planning), and integration to the CGIAR-level reporting more 
efficient.

2019 AR Quality assurance exercises
Lessons  and key points



1. GLDC has made notable progress in fully completing 30/60 milestones and delivering 
contributions to the sub-IDOs and IDOs in two years.

2. OICRs tell a positive story, mainly concerning the adoption of GLDC improved varieties and 
establishment of functional seed systems in several countries in addition to the positive impact 
this is likely to have on developmental targets.

3. This review is organized one year before the end of the CRP`s and it has the maximum capacity to 
influence only one planning cycle (i.e. 2021). Forward-looking review as summary of all those 
done in 2021 to inform on the best set-up of research program/initiatives for the CGIAR.

Aspirational issue FP1 FP2/
MPAB FP3 FP4 FP5* FP6** CRP-GLDC

Coherent and integrated portfolio. Yes No Partly Yes Yes Yes Partly
Crop improvement / farming systems Yes No Yes Yes Yes Partly Yes
Working with agri-food supply chain Partly Partly Partly Partly No Yes Small part
Socio-economics, contemporary 
development practice and scaling partners 
integrated

Yes Partly Partly Partly No* Yes Partly

Equitable gender access Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Have CGIAR SRF and CRP ToC aspirational issues been accomplished?

2020 CGIAR Advisory Services Review
Lessons  and key points

*FP5 aspirational goals 
are partially realized 
through FP4.
** FP6 is focusing only 
on Common Bean



2020 POWB Midyear review
Milestones

In 2020, a midyear review of 
the POWB was conducted, 
also in part to capture 
potential COVID-19 impacts.

Changes in the milestones 
captured are presented here 
where 54 milestones for al 5 
FPs are reportable in 2020.

13 milestones indicated 
impacts of COVID-19, and 
corresponding adjustments



1. Considering the timings of the Annual Report and POWB development, 
the midyear review is an opportunity to account for changes to finalize 
the expectations during the next reporting period.

2. Only a quarter of final milestones indicated anticipated impacts due to 
COVID-19, and corresponding recovery measures. While several 
milestones are not affected, other affected milestones are managed to 
accommodate the changes within 2020 as restrictions ease thus requiring 
no special mitigative measures.

3. Especially in 2021, the midyear review will help to tie loose ends and 
consolidate a solid results/impacts case as the CRP concludes. Changes 
need to be carefully captured and accounted for with justifications.

2020 POWB Midyear review
Lessons and key points



Innovations for CGIAR@50 Event
CRP Stage/Phase

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Phase III*
GLDC 2019 2 4 29 2 0
GLDC 2018 1 1 61 0 0
GLDC (Ongoing) 0 0 0 6 0
GL (Technologies) 0 0 2 2 22
DC (Technologies) 1 0 0 0 19
DS (Technologies) 0 0 0 0 8

Results and key points:
1. To build the CRP-GLDC submission, initial screening disqualified innovations below Stage 3. Further 

pre-selection identified 16 innovations which formed the CRP-GLDC entry set to the CGIAR event.
2. Innovations that are supported both CRP and CG center can be submitted by either, with adequate 

attribution and acknowledgement.
3. Data gathered using the templates for all innovations will be used by PMU to develop 

communication/promotion materials for these innovations e.g. social media kits, posters, blogs 
and stories, and fact sheets.

4. Proper curation of innovations/technologies from previous, current and future programs/projects 
are important (using MEL) to promote sustainable use of data/results from early R4D 
investments.

*Description of 
technologies in CRP 
Phase I was not 
organized by Stages 
but in Phases.



Thank you
http://gldc.cgiar.org



Additional Slides 
hyperlinked in slide 4

http://gldc.cgiar.org



2019 Annual Report (SLO`s)

Source: https://www.cgiar.org/impact/results-dashboard/

CRP-GDLC reported 14 cases in 
contribution to two CGIAR SLO`s: SLO-
1 Reduce poverty, and SLO2- Improve 
food and nutrition security for health.

These 14 SLO contributions 
contribute to SDG`s 1,2,5,8,10,12,14 
and 17.

Countries benefitting from these 
cases include India, Myanmar, 
Nigeria, Rwanda, Tanzania, and 
Malawi.

https://www.cgiar.org/impact/results-dashboard/


2019 Annual Report (Policies)

Source: https://www.cgiar.org/impact/results-dashboard/

6 policy cases were reported by 
CRP-GLDC in 2019, all from FP6 
(Common beans). These are all 
Policy/Strategy types and are at 
Level 1 maturity.

These policies which are aligned 
to SDG 2 are implemented in 
Burundi, Uganda, and Zimbabwe. 
These efforts are also facilitated 
under the PABRA Network.

https://www.cgiar.org/impact/results-dashboard/


2019 Annual Report (OICR)

Source: https://www.cgiar.org/impact/results-dashboard/

CRP-GLDC reported three impact 
stories, and four outcome stories 
in 2019.

These OICR`s cover all three 
maturity levels, and include 
national, regional, and global 
reaches.

The impact story on Climbing 
beans reducing poverty in 
Rwanda was picked up in the 
CGIAR Performance Report.

https://www.cgiar.org/impact/results-dashboard/
https://www.cgiar.org/annual-report/performance-report-2019/climbing-beans-reduce-poverty-in-rwanda/
https://www.cgiar.org/annual-report/performance-report-2019/climbing-beans-reduce-poverty-in-rwanda/


2019 Annual Report (Innovations)

Source: https://www.cgiar.org/impact/results-dashboard/

35 innovations were reported by CRP-
GLDC in 2019. National innovations are 
from India, Nigeria, regional innovations 
from East and southern Africa. Global 
innovations were contributed mostly by 
FP5.

60% of these entries are improved 
cultivars which are at maturity stage 3 
(ready for uptake by next users)

2020 and 2021 offers opportunity to 
maximize reporting (with planning) of 
innovations

https://www.cgiar.org/impact/results-dashboard/


2019 Annual Report (Milestones)

Source: https://www.cgiar.org/impact/results-dashboard/

About 60% of planned 
milestones for 2019 were 
reported completed.

Out of 51 milestones, half 
contributes to CGIAR SLO on 
Improving food and nutrition 
security for health, 20% to 
Improve natural resources and 
ecosystem services, and 31% to 
reduce poverty.

Milestones extended are carried 
over to 2020 formally via the 
midyear review.

https://www.cgiar.org/impact/results-dashboard/


2019 Annual Report (Publications)

Source: https://www.cgiar.org/impact/results-dashboard/

A total of 81 peer-reviewed 
publications were reported in 
2019. Reporting publications can 
be better captured through 
proactive reporting in MEL 
during the course of the year as 
they come.

An indication of the quality of 
this as a CRP-GLDC performance 
indicator is the abundance of 
open-access and ISI journal 
articles. Beware of predatory 
journals.

https://www.cgiar.org/impact/results-dashboard/


2019 Annual Report (CapDev)

Source: https://www.cgiar.org/impact/results-dashboard/

In 2019, PhD are disaggregated 
from general long-term training 
when reporting CapDev
activities. 

Gender-disaggregated quantities 
of training are presented here. To 
reiterate, CapDev are sub-
activities to W1/W2/W3/Bil
records in MEL and are planned 
and recorded accordingly. This 
will help us better capture the 
scale of this indicator within CRP-
GLDC.

https://www.cgiar.org/impact/results-dashboard/


2019 Annual Report (MELIA)

Source: https://www.cgiar.org/impact/results-dashboard/

Several types of MELIA studies were reported 
by CRP-GLDC in 2019, half composed of Ex-
Post Impact Assessment.

These set is composed of global, regional, and 
national studies.

https://www.cgiar.org/impact/results-dashboard/
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