
2005 ICRAF PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT FORM

THIS FORM AND RELATED EXCEL FILE MUST BE SUBMITTED 

TO HRU LATEST BY FRIDAY 3 MARCH 2006

	Name of Employee: Peter Muraya
	Position: Data Management Specialist

	Department:  Research
	Unit/Region: Research Support

	Date of Completing form: 28/2/05
	

	Name of Supervisor: Richard Coe
	Position: Principal Scientist


Guidelines for completing the form
This form has five sections; A-E.  Sections B-I and D are to be filled in within the accompanying excel file 

(Integrated Processes.xls). 

Under each section there are instructions to guide you, and there is also an accompanying Word file (HRU Performance Management Guidelines.doc).  Should you (supervisor or employee) require further clarification, please contact your local HR administrator or the Programmes Office.
SECTION A - 360 degrees  evaluation: 
	360˚ evaluation has five dimensions:

· How the employee views his/her performance (Section B-I and Section B-II)
· Supervisor’s perspective of the employee’s performance (Section B-I and B-III)
· Peers’ perspectives of the employee’s performance (Section B-III)

· Supervisee’s perspective of employee’s performance as a supervisor (Section B-III). 
· Client’s perspective of employee’s performance (Section B-III) 
The employee and supervisor are required to determine the individual supervisee, peer and client to be involved in this process, who shall be contacted before the performance evaluation discussion.  
List the three other staff members involved in this evaluation (at least a  peer, direct report and a client determined by both supervisor and the staff member. For Senior Scientists, a Theme Leader must be one of the evaluators) 

1. Frank Place……..   (peer/theme leader)
2. Maurice Baraza… (supervisee)
3. Sonal Nagda………… (client)




SECTION B 

B-I  2005 OUTPUTS (see Excel Worksheet WS1)

See guidelines in Excel Worksheet WS0 on how to fill this in. It is geared primarily to scientific staff so that it may also be used for POWB, MTP and Performance Monitoring processes. Nonetheless this one form applies equally to admin, professional and support staff.
B - II. SELF ANALYSIS

	a) What went well this year and why? What has given you the greatest personal satisfaction?

	Helped to create/equip a new class of data managers (referred to as data management champions) whom we supported directly and associate very closely with specific ICRAF and non-ICRAF projects. It was our response to the data management requests that were becoming too many to satisfy. Examples: Kiwia/ECA, Sonal/ILRI, Baraza/Safeguard, Lelerai/Millennium Village, Ruchira/IWMI, Tina/SEA.


	b) Recount some positive and any critical feedback you have received from internal clients/colleagues

	Positive: “Basically, IWMI and the Water/Food Challenge Program is going to ask all their projects to archive and submit their data sets using your template formats”, Pierre Marchand, Spatial Data Specialist, after a one week visit at his invitation
Negative: “Peter’s data management approach is not analytical enough for the DG of ICRAF to see that it is something more than rolling out some new software”, Mohamed Bakkar, after we requested for some assistance to document our data management approach.



	c) How could you have improved the way you fulfilled your job or produced your outputs?

	Use our RSU website more vigorously to articulate the “spiral model” which we have been applying to specific ICRAF projects, helping us to (a) diagnose data management problems and (b) identify options for addressing them.


	d) List any difficulties you have in carrying out your work. Were there any obstacles outside of your control, which prevented you from performing effectively?

	Conceptual: Individual needs for data management (which tend to stress efficiency) do not always overlap with he institutional need (which tend to emphasizes preservation, access and data sharing), resulting into two approaches. One suited for data generators who consult in order to progress from raw to published results quickly; the other to data managers who are integrating complete project data for efficient utilization.
Perceptional: DM is a one-off thing. Project managers are quick to invite and pay for an initiation visit. Follow-ups are rarely get paid for. I’m asked to archive data for a departing staff, but nobody asks questions about what next with the data.
Tecnhical: Even our lowest technical requirement for data data sharing are difficult to meet in some of the areas we work in. For example, when trying to make Kisumu the first ECA outreach site to have their data online, our enthusiasm was dampened by difficulties in setting up a simple email connectivity. 


	e) What do you suggest could be done to remove each difficulty/obstacle?

	There is very little meaningful follow-up support that you can give to outreach sites without an operational budget.
All data champions in the regions should be allocated CGIAR email addresses and setup to facilitate data sharing.




B-III Supervisor’s comments

	Supervisor’s comments  on self analysis including comments from 3600 
Self-starter: Is innovative, creative and flexible and encourages these traits in others.
Communicator:  Communicates effectively in speech and writing with people at all levels of the organization
Team Player:  Collaborates with others to work interdependently and maximize team performance
Self-Manager: Sets goals, seeks and accepts feedback.
Relationships: Demonstrates cooperation and tact when dealing with others. Maintains positive and productive 
relationships with peers, supervisors, colleagues and external constituents.
Stewardship: Effectively utilizes resources, human, capital and material. Efficient use of own and other’s time.

Accountability Agent: Accepts responsibility and maintains accountability for goals set or work assigned
Leadership: Able to share vision, delegate responsibly and empower others






C: TRAINING AND DEVELOPMENT

	a) What do you feel are your top three strengths?

1. Problem diagnosis
2. Conceptual  designs
3. Presentations of implemented solutions

	b) How can we better utilize these strengths?
1.

2. 

3.



	c) What do you think are your key areas for improvement?

1. Inertia to get started (when there is no obvious threat) 
2. Finishing old tasks when exciting new ones come show up
3.Multi-tasking, even when some tasks could be very quickly be removed from the to-do list

	d) How can we support you in your areas of improvement?
1.

2. 

3.

	e) Identify with your supervisor your specific development needs.  Suggested competencies below are only examples; feel free to suggest others that may be more relevant to you or your unit.
	Suggested Actions and resources required

	Technical expertise
	

	Management
	

	Leadership
	

	Team Work
	

	Documentation and planning
	*


	Communication
	

	Training and facilitation
	

	Participatory processes and evaluation
	*

	Soft skills


	

	
	

	
	

	
	


SECTION D – 2006 Outputs (see Excel Worksheet WS2)
See guidelines in Excel Worksheet WS0 on how to fill this in. It is geared primarily to scientific staff so that it may also be used for POWB, MTP and Performance Monitoring processes. Nonetheless this one form applies equally to admin, professional and support staff.
The performance appraisal for 2006 will be an agreement between the supervisor and employee which lays out expected outputs and well-defined responsibilities (i.e., set of deliverable products and services) for each employee.  For the scientists, these need to be harmonised with agreed outputs from donor grants, ICRAF MTP and have a good chance of being produced (since they will affect our % of outputs achieved we report on to the World Bank/CGIAR). For all staff these should tally with person months funded as outlined in POWB 2006.
After these responsibilities are listed, it is a good opportunity to ensure that the employee’s Position Description remains relevant.  If there is a mismatch between the Position Description and the following year’s assignments, a revised Position Description may be required.  
Performance Management is a continuous process. The outputs listed here should be formally reviewed at least once during the year (e.g. July-August 2006). This is intended to enhance the Employee’s performance, and ensure we deliver on what we promise to CGIAR and donors. This mid-term evaluation may take place via e-mail, phone or in face to face discussions, but the supervisor MUST document the interaction. A reminder will be sent by HRU in June 2006 to solicit written responses on any modifications to outputs (additions, deletions) or explanatory factors as to why actual performance may differ from that earlier anticipated. This written mid-year appraisal will form part of the next end of year assessment, and be attached when submitting the next form in January 2007.

SECTION E - Signature Section

	The Supervisor signs when s/he is satisfied that the statements in this form are accurate, it has summarised comments on the appraisal period and rated the employee.   Employees are given the opportunity to review this completed form and make whatever comments they might have regarding their work and performance during the appraisal period, the appraisal process and any other observations related to this appraisal and their performance rating.  Signing this performance appraisal does not necessarily mean that the employee agrees with the evaluation, but rather that s/he has read it.  
Supervisor’s Appraisal and rating (circle one only) either: (E) Excellent,    (VG/G) Very Good/Good,   or (F) Fair  ………………………………
Employee’s comments (if any) on their performance management process 
______________________                         __________________________

Supervisor’s signature                                       Date

__________________________                     ____________________________
Employee’s  signature                                        Date
_________________________________       ______________________________

Next level Supervisor                                      Date
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