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Introduction
In 2004, the clearest signal from ICRAF’s Senior Leadership Team that it was serious about Research Data Management in all areas we here we work was the creation of a Data Management Specialist position that is currently occupied by myself. It is one year to the end of this contact. Should it be renewed or not? In this document I report on the achievements for the last 2 years, and suggest some targets for the 2006-08 medium term plan.

The general terms of reference for this position were to lead ICRAF’s initiative to bring research data management to agreed standards in all our regions and projects. The specific tasks are listed in the table below, together with a self assessment on each item.
	No.
	TOR
	Description
	Self-assessment on a scale of 100

	1
	Diagnose Problems
	Assist regional coordinators and project leaders diagnose data management problems and develop strategies for research data management
	80

	2
	Design Strategies
	Develop and agree on approaches, timescales, deliverables for implementing these strategies
	80

	3
	Implement Plans
	Lead the implementation of these strategies through development of solutions to specific problems, training and technical support, working in the regions as required
	40

	4
	Synthesize Experiences
	Working with suitable partners to develop generic data management solutions to cope with emerging problems identified by Theme leaders and Unit heads
	75

	5
	Informing Policy
	Ensuring that research data management strategies are consistent with and reinforce wider knowledge management strategies for ICRAF
	75


In order to make progress, and without much guidance as to what ‘agreed standards’ meant, we studied what data management meant in our regions and in other research and education institutions and diagnosed that most issues traced back to the following 3 basic concerns: data quality, processing efficiency, and data preservation. This set of concerns is referred to as QuEP in the rest of this document. I think that my most important achievement was to articulate the link between QuEP and data management Activities. This was important for 2 reasons: buy-in from researchers, definition of good data management practices, identification and development of appropriate tools and methods to support the practice.
Table ?? represents the QuEP-RDM linkage and the tools and methods??

Achievements 2004-2006

Targets for 2006-2008

Financing

Re-balancing

Conclusion
One way to test if the feedbacks will be working as well as they should is to close this position after 2008, and strengthen the regional RDM support.

