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COMMENTS AND GUIDELINES FROM THE CONSORTIUM BOARD  
BASED ON THE SUBMISSION OF SEPTEMBER 8 

 
Roots, tubers and bananas (RTB) for food security and Income 

 
 
The Consortium Board (CB) appreciates the effort made by the proponents in elaborating a 
full proposal of this Consortium Research Programme (CRP) taking into consideration the 
comments and guidelines for the concept note provided by the CB on 24 June 2010.   
 
The CB agrees that root, tuber and banana (RTB) crops are essential staple food with high 
nutritive value for the poor and the potential for generating significant income. The CB thus 
considers that this CRP is aligned with the SRF and its goals and is an important contribution 
to the overall portfolio of CRPs in the CGIAR System. 
 
The CB is impressed by the quality and scope of this proposal. It considers that this lays a 
solid base for the development of an effective and impactful research programme in the 
mode of the reformed CGIAR. The CB recommends some improvements to this proposal, to 
ensure that it fully fulfils the criteria jointly approved by the CB, the ISPC and donors for 
approval of CRP proposals.  
 
1. Strategic coherence and clarity of CRP objectives 

 
CRP 3.4 provides a very clear and convincing explanation of the value addition that will 
ensue from the four CGIAR centres working with their partners in the manner described in 
the proposal - across crops, centres, and regions. The CB appreciates that this is not an easy 
task and it congratulates the proponents for having chosen a highly promising yet difficult 
path, instead of the far easier path of business as usual. The CB looks forward to the results 
that will be produced by CRP 3.4.  
 
The seven proposed thematic areas are appropriate and are logically linked. The description 
of main activities, outputs, outcomes and impacts for each theme, by product line and crop 
is robust and convincing.  A clear statement about the lessons learned from the 35+ years of 
research on RTB garnered by the four centres would further improve the proposal, for each 
of the seven themes.  
 
The priority-setting approach proposed under Theme 7 is a key dimension of the proposal 
and should be given absolute priority from a chronological perspective, so that its first 
iteration can be completed as soon as possible. The CB would like the proponents to better 
define the criteria that will be used for setting priorities across crops, regions and research 
activities. The proverbial rate of return on investment is very appropriate for banks, but 
research has many dimensions that are not so easy to capture in an equation. The IMPACT 
model does capture increases in productivity and their consequences but increases in 
ecological resilience or more equitable distribution of income among the poor and the less 
poor are much more difficult to capture.  A discussion of how the multiple impacts expected 
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from CRP 3.4 can be assessed ex ante will very much strengthen this important dimension of 
the proposal. 
 
The CB does not agree with the referee who proposes that impact assessment and M&E be 
a stand alone unit, as this would considerably decrease the feedback loop of impact 
assessment to re-adjusting new priorities in the light of what has been accomplished. 
 
2. Delivery focus and plausibility of impact 

 
In general, the impact pathways for each of the themes are well conceived, clearly 
articulated and plausible. The program may be however overly ambitious and overall 
feasibility will very much depend upon the priority setting under Theme 7. 
 
It is recommended that the next version of the proposal clarify how sub-regional and agro-
ecological priorities will be defined and how activities will be concentrated in those 
locations. In a resource constrained environment, how will prioritization take place between 
investments in major RTB crops that may have positive impacts on a wider population and 
investments in minor crops, which may have significant impacts, but only in small 
populations, albeit very vulnerable ones. 
 
Finally, an explanation of the respective collaborative advantages and roles of partners 
within each impact pathway would also improve the proposal. 
  
3. Quality of science  
 
The proposal builds on a robust and appropriate review of the literature and demonstrates 
scientific rigor. The methods described appear relevant and appropriate to the objectives of 
the Themes.  A critical assessment of these methods would allow the proponents to justify 
their choices of approaches and this would strengthen their case. 
 
The CB considers however that the social component of the proposal is weak overall. Much 
of the work proposed is biophysical, but some Themes, such as the work described under 
Theme 5 for instance, have definite socio-economic aspects. The description of methods for 
Theme 5 seems devoid of economic and social methods. These are however needed to 
understand the causes of yield gaps in farmers’ fields and the constraints and bottlenecks to 
adoption of higher yielding varieties. The proponents should clarify how social scientists are 
involved in the work, throughout the relevant Themes. In addition, whilst GIS and remote 
sensing are mentioned under Theme 7, it is obvious that a programme of this scope and 
geographical distribution of fieldwork will entail producing geo-references databases for 
cross regional analyses. The proponents should clarify how this is going to be done. 
 
The CB recognises that working across crops and centres is a departure from the manner in 
which scientists in the four centres have been working up until now. A discussion of the 
types of changes in the way in which research activities are implemented would therefore 
strengthen the proposal. 
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The Board appreciates the effort of the proponents in addressing issues of gender in RTB, 
and the commitment to mainstreaming a gender strategy. The CB considers that this CRP 
should be particularly pro-active in research oriented to see how RTB crops can be 
leveraged to truly empower women farmers. In this respect, the scoping study 
commissioned by the Consortium has recommended key features of the analytical 
framework for achieving an optimal level of gender integration into the CRPs. The Gender 
Scoping Study will be disclosed shortly by the Consortium Office and the results should be 
taken into account before finalizing the proposal. 
 

4. Quality of research and development partners and partnership management 

As already mentioned, there is an impressive array of partnerships mentioned in the 
proposal, and they all appear relevant. This list should be complemented by a discussion of 
the respective roles and responsabilities of the different types of partners involved.  
 
5. Appropriateness and efficiency of CRP management 

 
The management and governance structure proposed are lean and should not create 
additional layers of management. The CB is concerned however that the Steering committee 
and the management committee have very little representation from non-CGIAR partners.  
This makes for a very CGIAR centric management, not reflecting the key roles of partners 
from outside of the system. Since partners are much mentioned throughout the proposal, a 
more inclusive representation of their interests and perspectives on these two committees 
will actually strengthen its governance and management structure.  
 
The CB is surprised that no independent scientific panel appears to be needed in CRP 3.4. It 
would welcome either the addition of such a panel or a clear explanation why this panel is 
not needed. With such a scientific panel, the roles of the Steering Committee and the 
Management Committee could be merged into a single committee. The CB considers that 
this would strengthen the governance of CRP 3.4. 
 
The CB recommends again that key strategic partners, selected based on institutional 
comparative advantage, be eligible to lead appropriate Themes and participate fully in the 
Management Committee.   
 
The IP statement (5.8) is a bit succinct. The CRP needs a more comprehensive strategic IP 
statement, in the context of the CGIAR on-going discussions on IP principles, naturally. 
 

6. Clear accountability and financial soundness, and efficiency of governance  
 
The revised version of the RTB CRP proposal should provide greater information on how the 
budget aligns with the proposed set of activities, and how the budget allocations align with 
priorities defined for crops, regions, themes and product lines. The updated proposal should 
explain how crop-specific research will be coordinated or optimized across Centres when 
more than one Centre has primary expertise on a given crop.  
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The proposers should justify the relatively low amount of funding to non-CGIAR partners. 
Otherwise, the statements about a new way of doing business are less credible than they 
could be.  Some minimal justification of the relative weight of each cost category 
(personnel, travel, capital equipment, capacity building, operating expenses, etc.) should be 
provided in the next version.  
 
The proponents should remove in the next version the M&E from theme 7 and provide 
additional resources to ensure it is fully effective. It is also recommended that M&E 
methods adapted to each Theme be described, and that approaches for cross-Theme 
lessons be specified more clearly. 
 
 
Recommendation 
 
The CB  recognizes the importance of this CRP in providing knowledge and technology to 
ensure that RTB  ensures food security and enhances  the  livelihoods and incomes of more 
than 200 million poor people in the world, and in particular women and  vulnerable 
populations.     
 
The CB considers the CRP presented as a strong proposal that makes a convincing case for 
why a focus on RTB is critical for reducing poverty. The CB is of the opinion however, that 
this proposal should be further improved before it can be submitted to the Fund Council for 
approval. The amount of additional work requested is hopefully not very significant and the 
proponents are encouraged to engage in this extra work to produce a high quality research 
programme. Attention should be paid to the reviewers’ comments, especially those in line 
with our above comments. Governance issues and more details on the budget and M&E 
should also be addressed.  


