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DIRECTOR-GENERAL’S FOREWORD 
 

I take the opportunity of this foreword to reiterate how much I share the emphasis which the 
membership places on evaluation, both for lesson-learning and accountability, in order to 
improve the Organization’s services.  In its revised format, this Programme Evaluation Report is 
a step forward in better informing the Governing Bodies on the approaches and methods used by 
the Evaluation Service. The evaluation briefs it includes will make the results of evaluation 
accessible to a wider audience. In addition, members will also note the continued efforts to 
strengthen rigour, transparency and independence within the evaluation process. 

 

This revamped report also coincides with the submission to the Conference of my reform 
proposals. The latter have drawn heavily on the findings and recommendations of evaluations, in 
particular that of FAO’s decentralization which was a useful source of advice in shaping the 
reform proposals in terms of further decentralization and improved administrative procedures. 
The Independent Review of the Technical Cooperation Programme was also helpful in drawing 
up proposals for change in the focus and execution of that programme which are now being put 
into effect. Other evaluations proved of considerable practical use to the managers directly 
concerned.  

 

The Council decided a year ago to launch an Independent External Evaluation of FAO (IEE), and 
I have very much welcomed this initiative. The terms of reference which the Inter-Sessional 
Working Group (ISWG) established by the Council has drawn up, are comprehensive, forward-
looking and realistic. It is my expectation that in carrying out its work, the IEE team will find the 
evaluations conducted by FAO’s Evaluation Service to be helpful. As noted in the foreword to my 
reform proposals, I believe that implementation of the reforms will provide a favourable context 
for the independent evaluation which can provide further impetus and direction to the reforms. 
The Secretariat will stand ready to work with the evaluation team and facilitate its work, while 
fully respecting the independence of the process. It is my firm belief that the conclusions of the 
IEE will substantiate FAO’s essential contributions to fighting hunger and poverty and the 
Organization’s role as the major provider of global services and knowledge on food and 
agriculture, a role which must be even better recognized and which deserves adequate funding. 

 

 

 

  
 Jacques Diouf 

 Director-General 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 

1. The 2005 Programme Evaluation Report is presented in a new format as agreed by the 
Programme Committee at its Ninety-fourth Session in September 2005. It was found that the 
previous format resulted in replication of detail from reports already discussed in the Governing 
Bodies (Programme Committee and Council) and available to members on the FAO website1. If 
this model had been maintained, this PER would, for example, have included extended summaries 
of the Evaluation of FAO’s Decentralization and of the Independent Review of TCP, two 
documents widely discussed by members. On the other hand, the institutional arrangements for 
evaluation in FAO, its coverage and the methods used, have not been summarised in any 
Governing Body document, nor are they available in a comprehensive and easily readable form to 
other stakeholders. Similarly, there is no information on the total evaluation output of the 
Organization, including that undertaken for extra-budgetary programmes, and on future 
evaluation plans agreed by the Programme Committee. 

2. This Programme Evaluation Report thus has a new orientation, intended to be both easier 
to read and more informative at the level of overall governance and management decision making. 
The report consists of three main sections: 

a) Evaluation in FAO (institutional arrangements, policies and methods): An effort 
has been made to provide a succinct but comprehensive description of the overall 
arrangements. It is envisaged that in future the PER would place emphasis on new 
developments and changes while maintaining this part of the report as an up-to-date 
reference source. The section would also address developments in evaluation in the 
UN system as a whole; 

b) The evaluation programme of the Organization, which provides a listing of the 
evaluation outputs over the 2004-05 biennium and the work plan of major 
evaluations for the forthcoming biennium; 

c) Evaluation briefs on the major evaluations completed during the biennium and 
provided to the Governing Bodies. This section consists of a set of short evaluation 
briefs which are also available separately. In this PER, one evaluation brief is 
included for the evaluation of partnerships and alliances which was completed in 
2005 but has not yet been considered by the Programme Committee. For all the 
other briefs, a summary of the management response and the reaction of the 
Programme Committee are provided in addition to the evaluation itself. Each brief 
is cross-referenced to the complete documentation on the evaluation website2. 

3. The Independent External Evaluation of FAO (IEE), planned to take place in 2006-07, is 
addressed in the Report to the Council of the Inter-Sessional Working Group (ISWG) for the 
IEE3. This report provides the proposed terms of reference for the evaluation which, if approved 
by the Council, is to be undertaken by a fully independent external team. 

II. EVALUATION IN FAO - INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS, POLICIES 
AND METHODS 

Policy background 

4. All the programmes and activities of FAO, financed from the regular budget of the 
Organization (from mandatory assessed contributions) and those financed from voluntarily 

                                                      
1 Available on the FAO website at both the evaluation site and the Programme Committee and Council sites. 
2 http://www.fao.org/pbe/pbee/  
3 CL 129/10 web reference http://www.fao.org/pbe/pbee/en/219/index.html 
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contributed extra-budgetary resources, are subject to evaluation. The policies for evaluation of 
these programmes have been set by member countries in the Governing Bodies and the Director-
General. Evaluation is designed for: 

a) accountability on results, particularly in terms of evidence of contribution to 
sustainable impacts for the benefit of member countries; and 

b) to assist decision-making by the Governing Bodies and the Organization’s 
management as part of a results-based approach to decision making.   

5. The emphasis on providing evidence-based lessons on the technical content of FAO work 
encompassing the validity, relevance and future improvement, distinguishes the focus in 
evaluation from that of audit and ensures complementarity. 

6. In establishing evaluation policies, the Council takes advice primarily from the 
Programme Committee. The Director-General is advised by the internal Evaluation Committee 
chaired by the Deputy Director-General, which was established in 2004. Three documents have 
been particularly important in codifying evaluation policy: 

a) Director-General’s Bulletin 2001/33 (November 2001): Strengthening the FAO 
Evaluation System; 

b) Report of the Joint Meeting of the Ninetieth Session of the Programme Committee 
and the Hundred and Fourth Session of the Finance Committee (September 2003): 
The Independence and Location of the Evaluation Service – Further analysis of 
options; and 

c) Director-General’s Bulletin 2004/34 (December 2004): FAO Evaluation 
Committee (Internal) which included as an annex the decisions taken in line with 
the advice of the Joint Committees (above) which were endorsed by the Council. 

7. A further important development was the approval in April 2005 of a set of norms and 
standards for evaluation in the UN system4 by the United Nations Evaluation Group (which is 
composed of the heads of evaluation from throughout the UN system). These norms and standards 
are largely in line with the standards of the OECD-DAC and their purpose is captured in a 
preambular statement: “Towards a UN system better serving the peoples of the world; 
overcoming weaknesses and building on strengths from a strong evidence base”. They now 
provide a baseline against which all organizations and programmes of the UN system can gauge 
their performance. 

8. FAO evaluations currently fall into the following major categories, which are 
complementary: 

a) Major evaluations for the Governing Bodies: These are decided upon by the 
Programme Committee and cover evaluations of: individual FAO programmes; 
work towards strategic objectives, as specified in the FAO Strategic Framework; 
and cross-cutting institutional issues. There are four to five per biennium. They 
include the aspects of the work covered from the Regular Programme budget and 
from extra-budgetary funding and deal with work at headquarters, regional and 
country levels (normative and technical cooperation). Comprehensive evaluations 
of all FAO’s work at country level have now also been introduced; 

b) Evaluations carried out at the request of FAO management which may also be 
drawn upon for presentation to the Governing Bodies. These have frequently 
concerned work at country level, including in response to emergencies;  

c) Evaluations by independent teams of specific extra-budgetary programmes and 
projects; and 

d) Auto-evaluation by managers of Regular Programme work. 

                                                      
4 http://www.uneval.org  
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Role of the Programme Committee in Evaluation 

9. The Programme Committee is the recipient of major evaluation reports for the Governing 
Bodies. Its functions with respect to evaluation are to advise the Council on overall policies and 
procedures for evaluation and to: 

a) decide upon the work programme for major evaluations; 
b) receive and consider the major evaluation reports (which are accompanied by a 

management response to the findings and recommendations). The Committee 
presents its conclusions on both the evaluation and the management response to the 
Council in its report; and 

c) receive progress reports on the implementation of evaluation findings and 
recommendations and provide its views to the Council. 

The Evaluation Service 

 

 
 

 

10. The Evaluation Service is responsible for ensuring the relevance, quality and 
independence of evaluation in FAO. It is located for administrative purposes in the Office of 
Programme, Budget and Evaluation, which forms part of the Office of the Director-General5. The 
Service receives guidance from the Programme Committee and the Evaluation Committee 
(internal). It is solely responsible for the conduct of major evaluations for the Governing Bodies 
and other major evaluations, including the selection of evaluators and the evaluation terms of 

                                                      
5 The Service staffing is composed of a Chief, eight professionals (including one provided from extra-budgetary 
resources) and three support staff. 
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reference. It thus enjoys a high degree of independence within the Organization. In addition to its 
responsibilities for the conduct of evaluations, the Service also: 

a) facilitates feedback from evaluation in direct follow-up to individual evaluations 
and in communicating lessons for more general application; and 

b) monitors the extent of implementation of those evaluation recommendations 
accepted by the Governing Bodies and management. 

11. Unlike the evaluation units in some other UN organizations, the Evaluation Service does 
support auto-evaluation by managers but does not have wider responsibilities in results-based 
management so as to assure a higher degree of independence in its evaluations. The Service is 
also not involved in evaluation capacity building in member countries. For staff training, it 
provides comments on training requirements to the Human Resources Division. 

Budget for evaluation in FAO 

12. For the current biennium 2004-05, a 27 percent real increase was made in the budget for 
evaluation, which stands at approximately US$ 4.6 million6 for the biennium (in total 
approximately 0.5 percent of resources available for the Regular Programme of work). Resources 
for evaluation of extra-budgetary work are currently of the order of US$ 1.3 million per biennium 
(approximately 0.25 percent of trust fund expenditure). The translation and reproduction of 
evaluation documents for the Governing Bodies, and certain indirect costs of evaluation such as 
office space, are covered outside the evaluation budget. 

The process and methodology for major evaluations for the Governing Bodies 

13. Evaluations for the Governing Bodies normally cover a strategic objective or cross- 
organizational strategy as defined in the FAO Strategic Framework, a programme, or an 
organizational unit. In recent years, these evaluations have tended to deal with large blocks of 
work at the programme or strategy level in order to maximise their usefulness to the Governing 
Bodies and senior management. 

14. Selection of evaluation topics: In proposing subjects for evaluation to the Programme 
Committee in the rolling evaluation plan, the Evaluation Service takes account of expressed 
interests in the Governing Bodies and by FAO managers. The intention is that evaluation should 
focus on those areas where the Governing Bodies and management have the greatest need for 
evidence-based information on processes, institutional arrangements, outcomes and impacts. In 
order to achieve the balanced and progressive coverage of the Organization’s strategies and 
programmes, key factors in deciding on the proposals to be made include: a) the coverage of 
evaluations over the past six years; and b) the coverage of auto-evaluations and other studies. 
Criteria also include: the size of the programme or area of work; the demand from member 
countries; and areas of work being considered for expansion because of their perceived relevance 
and usefulness, or for elimination or downsizing. When there is already agreement by 
management and the Governing Bodies that particular work is not of continued priority, 
evaluation is not usual, as it can provide accountability but is not likely to deliver forward-looking 
lessons. The Programme Committee decides on priorities for evaluation from a list of possible 
topics and may introduce additional topics it considers to be of importance. It also can, and does, 
request evaluations which are timely outside of the regular evaluation cycle and the plan is 
adjusted to accommodate these. 

15. Terms of reference for the evaluation: An approach paper for each evaluation is 
developed by the Evaluation Service in discussion with the units most closely involved in 
implementing the strategy or programme. Increasingly, an evaluation team leader is then selected 
and participates in the finalization of terms of reference. 

                                                      
6 US$ 4.1 million under the Regular Programme allocation to the Evaluation Service and approximately 
US$ 0.5 million for evaluation of the Technical Cooperation Programme –TCP. 
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16. The evaluation team: In the past, most evaluations were led by Evaluation Service staff, 
but the pattern of the last two years has been increasingly to have evaluations led by external 
consultants and for the evaluation team to be composed of external consultants with the 
Evaluation Service having technical supporting and quality assurance functions. Evaluation 
consultants7 are selected on the basis of competence with attention also to regional and gender 
balance. Evaluation team leaders are consulted where possible on the composition of the 
remainder of the team. The size of the teams is related to both the scale and complexity of the 
evaluation, 3-4 lead consultants being a typical number. 

17. Evaluation scope and methodology: The methods used are tailored to the individual 
evaluations. Certain features are common. The ultimate determinant of the value of a programme, 
strategy or process is the benefit it delivers to FAO member country governments and their 
peoples. Key issues for evaluations include: 

a) changes in the external environment in which FAO functions; 
b) relevance to the needs and priorities of the member countries and the international 

community; 
c) functionality and clarity of the objectives, strategy, design and implementation plan 

to meet those needs and priorities; 
d) efficiency and effectiveness of the processes followed; 
e) institutional strengths and weaknesses, including institutional culture and 

inclusiveness of process;  
f) quality and quantity of outputs, in relation to resources deployed in undertaking the 

work; 
g) quality and quantity of the outcomes (effects) resulting from the activities and 

outputs in relation to resources deployed for the work; 
h) impacts and their sustainability in terms of benefits to present and future 

generations for food security, nutrition, social and economic well-being, the 
environment, etc.; and 

i) FAO’s comparative advantage in addressing the priority needs. 

18. Evaluations are forward looking. The central concern is thus to identify strengths and 
weaknesses in FAO’s programmes, approaches and structures with relevance for the future. In 
examining the effectiveness and impact of programmes, it has generally been found most 
productive to examine the outcomes and impacts of work completed and ongoing over the last 
four to six years (for longer periods than that both detailed information and the lines of causality 
for impact become difficult to trace). For many institutional issues the evaluations are essentially 
concerned with the efficiency and effectiveness of current, rather than historical, practice as well 
as the likely benefits of ongoing reforms. 

19. Preliminary desk review and SWOT analysis8 have been found essential in designing 
evaluations and determining issues for in-depth study. The introduction in 2000 of an enhanced 
results-based planning model for FAO has made it easier to identify the outcomes and impacts 
(objectives) towards which programmes are working, but it usually remains essential to clarify the 
programme logic as an early step in the evaluation process and define appropriate verification 
indicators for use in the evaluation. 

20. Evaluations review the work of other institutions comparable to FAO, especially in the 
multilateral system. This is important for benchmarking on processes, quality of work, etc. As the 
performance of FAO cannot be judged in isolation from that of its partners and competitors, it is 
also essential to make judgements on FAO’s areas of comparative strength and weakness. 

                                                      
7 Evaluation consultancies are now advertised on the web. 
8 Analysis of Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats. 
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21. Also with respect to methodology: 
a) evaluations are consultative of stakeholders. This is done through visits to a sample 

of countries and partners, questionnaires and workshops; 
b) information is gathered through: document research; surveys; and focus group and 

individual interviews using check lists. In addition to open questions, 
questionnaires use carefully researched closed questions to facilitate statistical 
analysis; 

c) impact and sustainability were always major areas for investigation by evaluation 
teams. In view of the relatively small inputs by FAO to development processes at 
the national and global levels, key questions concern the extent to which there has 
been contribution to a plausible line of causality. Separate sample impact case 
studies are now being introduced for country evaluations and may form a part of 
some programme evaluations; 

d) projects and Regular Programme entities are scored by the evaluation team for: 
relevance; design; implementation; process; outputs; outcomes; and sustainable 
impacts. This is to facilitate comparability between the findings of evaluations and 
macro-analysis of trends and of strengths and weaknesses; and 

e) peer review by experts is used to identify issues for evaluation and to provide 
additional input for the evaluation findings. 

22. The evaluation report: The methodology requires the evaluation team to consult with 
stakeholders, including FAO management but the team is solely responsible for its report, 
including the findings and recommendations. The role of the Evaluation Service is to assure 
adherence to the terms of reference, timeliness, and to provide technical support to the evaluation 
but the Service has no final say on findings and recommendations. Increasingly, external 
independent evaluation team leaders are present when the reports are discussed in the Programme 
Committee. 

23. All evaluation reports are public documents made available in all languages of the 
Organization and posted on the evaluation website. The report is required to present evaluation 
recommendations in an operational form and to include recommendations for improvement with 
no budget increase (as it was observed that evaluation teams almost invariably made proposals for 
both expanded work and budget in the area under evaluation and this was not always realistic). 

24. Follow-up: The Programme Committee requests management to provide a response to 
each evaluation on those findings and recommendations it accepts and those it rejects and why. It 
also requests management, as part of the management response, to provide an operational plan on 
how it intends to follow up. This is an area where there has been considerable progress in the last 
few years, and the Programme Committee has emphasised that it would like to see responses in 
more operational terms. The Programme Committee also requests a follow-up report on the 
progress made in implementation after two years.  

Evaluation of extra-budgetary programmes 

25. The policy of the Organization is that all programmes are subject to evaluation, including 
those funded from extra-budgetary resources and a generally accepted rule of thumb is that 
programmes should devote 1-2 percent of total resources to independent evaluation9. The 
Governing Bodies have also indicated that they do not wish the Regular Programme to subsidise 
evaluation of extra-budgetary activities. Sixty-one percent of bilaterally funded trust fund field 
projects over US$ 2 million (excluding emergency) that were completed in the years 2000-2004 
were evaluated. The corresponding figure for UNDP projects was 27 percent (because UNDP is 
now generally evaluating country programmes rather than individual projects) and none of the 14 

                                                      
9 Technical cooperation and analytical work justifies the upper end of this range in view of its relative complexity and 
high potential for benefit. 



C 2005/4 

 

8 

unilateral trust fund projects paid for by countries themselves were evaluated. As might be 
expected, the figures are considerably lower for projects in the budget range of US$ 1-2 million. 
Of 53 emergency projects over US$ 1 million, only two were separately evaluated. 

26. Extra-budgetary projects have been subject to evaluation by tripartite evaluation missions, 
normally as the project drew towards completion and follow-up action was under consideration. 
Such missions consisted of three or four independent evaluators nominated respectively by the 
funding source, the benefiting country(s) and FAO. However, a number of developments in the 
last decade have reduced the applicability of this model. There has been a growth in the number 
of relatively small field projects, and for these a large mission of this type would not be a cost-
effective use of resources. There has also been a major increase in emergency response and 
rehabilitation programmes where resources are handled in an overall package from various 
donors, to respond to the crisis. The growth in non-traditional projects which support headquarters 
work or an integrated mix of normative support and field work at country level, have also been 
important.  

27. Country and regional development projects of US$ 2 million or more: The policy 
now is that field development projects of US$ 2 million or more should continue to be subject to 
individual project evaluation by an independent team. This modality continues to include a 
country visit by the evaluation team and evaluation is timed in relation to when it can make the 
maximum contribution to the work being assisted under the project. The Evaluation Service clears 
the terms of reference and team composition and also validates that the evaluation report meets 
essential quality standards. 

28. Smaller field development projects: For smaller field development projects, talks are 
now being initiated with individual donors to pursue their willingness to set aside a small amount 
under each project and place it in an evaluation trust fund specific to each donor. In consultation 
with the donor, groups of projects would then be evaluated by independent teams, in some cases 
as part of wider country or thematic evaluations10. Evaluation of FAO’s Technical Cooperation 
Programme projects is already handled in this way and it facilitates ex-post evaluation as well as 
the evaluation of ongoing projects. 

29. Major emergencies: For major emergencies, FAO needs to evaluate in an integrated way 
the relevance, efficiency and sustainable benefit from its response to the totality of the emergency. 
To date, ad hoc funding has been used for this11 and a management decision has now been taken 
to introduce an evaluation component in project budgets from which resources can be pooled to 
evaluate FAO’s response both during the provision of assistance and ex-post. Although the first 
evaluations of major emergencies were not carried out in full consultation with donors or the 
affected countries, it is intended that, wherever possible, there will be fuller partnership and the 
evaluations will continue to be managed by the Evaluation Service. The independent multilateral 
evaluation of the 2003-05 Desert Locust Campaign, which is looking at the response of FAO, 
national programmes and donors and has a steering committee of all partners to oversee its work, 
may yield some useful lessons in this respect. 

30. For extra-budgetary programme funding which supports areas of the Regular 
Programme, or a mix of normative and field development work, evaluation mechanisms 
appropriate to each of the individual programmes are being flexibly developed in discussion with 
the individual donors. 

31. Management response and follow-up on implementation of recommendations is 
required for evaluation of extra-budgetary programmes, as for Regular Programme work, but it is 
generally acknowledged to be an area of weakness and the actual use made of the findings and 

                                                      
10 For which donor specific reports would always be prepared as well as an overall report on FAO’s work. 
11 Mozambique floods, Balkans, Afghanistan, southern Africa and Tsunami-affected areas. 
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recommendations is highly dependent upon the extent to which the various partners to the 
evaluation become convinced of their validity and thus put them into effect. 

32. Evaluation teams: For all evaluation of extra-budgetary work, independent teams are 
utilised. They are required to be consultative in their approach in order to maximise access to 
information, and facilitate both realism and ownership by partners to the evaluation but have full 
responsibility for their report findings and recommendations. In the past, for evaluations of extra-
budgetary funded work, team members used to be nominated separately by funding sources, 
beneficiary countries and FAO. The preference now is for all parties to agree to the evaluation 
team membership without the individuals being their particular representatives. 

Auto-evaluation 

33. With financial support from UK-DFID, auto-evaluation was introduced in FAO in 2003 
as part of results-based management. Auto-evaluations are conducted by programme managers 
with use of external consultants, and basic principles and guidelines, quality assurance and 
technical support are provided to managers by the Evaluation Service12. The manager responsible 
for the programme entity takes final responsibility for the auto-evaluation report. A formal 
response to the auto-evaluation is then required from the more senior manager to whom they 
report, normally a Division Director or Assistant Director-General (although this last stage of the 
process has not been fully effective). Auto-evaluations are now to be reported in summary form 
through the Programme Implementation Report and summaries are available on the FAO 
evaluation website. 

34. From 2005, auto-evaluation has been extended to Priority Areas for Inter-disciplinary 
Action (PAIAs) and on a pilot basis to the administrative areas. Nineteen auto-evaluations were 
undertaken in 2004, covering 28 programme entities. For 2005, 16 auto-evaluations have been 
agreed for the technical programmes. One PAIA and one non-technical programme auto-
evaluation are being undertaken as pilot studies. 

35. The principle is that all programme entities should be subject to either independent 
external evaluation or auto-evaluation during the course of their lives and that programme entities 
with fixed duration should normally be evaluated towards their completion in order to assist 
planning for the future. However, it has become clear that due to changes in priorities and the 
continuing budget constraints, questions arise about whether to expand certain areas of work and 
cut others irrespective of the planned lifetime of the programme entities. Considerable emphasis is 
thus being placed on selecting work for auto-evaluation when major changes in direction are 
being considered, be they either for expansion or for contraction. 

36. The Evaluation Service has analysed the experience with the first round of auto-
evaluations, including circulating a questionnaire to those involved. Chart 2 summarises the 
responses on the perceived usefulness of auto-evaluation. It can be seen that Assistant Directors-
General all found auto-evaluation helpful. At the Director level, 33 percent of respondents found 
it very helpful, 58 percent helpful and only 8 percent found no significant benefit. Overall, 
managers at all levels found the process either helpful or very helpful.  

 

                                                      
12 The Evaluation Service also provides matching funds to support the evaluations. 
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Chart 2: Usefulness of auto-evaluation as perceived by managers 
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37. As auto-evaluation is the responsibility of the managers directly concerned, there can be 
only limited expectation that they will be strongly critical. It was also evident that useful 
conclusions were internalised by those responsible for programme entities during auto-evaluation, 
although it was not necessarily reflected in the reports. Auto-evaluation reports do, however, 
demonstrate whether the entities were able to contribute significantly to outcomes and impacts, 
which in itself is valuable information for senior managers. Where partners and users were 
directly consulted in auto-evaluation processes, more criticism and sometimes verification of 
benefits came to light than when consultation processes were largely internal. It was also found 
that the use of external consultants and/or external peer reviewers strengthened both the 
objectivity and the critical questioning in the process. 

38. It is too early in the process to analyse the impact that auto-evaluation has had on the 
actual planning of programme entities and it will always be difficult to disaggregate the extent to 
which managers have made changes as a result of auto-evaluation, rather than the auto-
evaluations reflecting changes which had been decided upon independently. It was found that a 
large number of the concerned managers concluded in their auto-evaluations that programme 
entity design and its actual execution needed to be improved by clarifying what outcomes were 
expected for which target beneficiaries. Many found that a greater proportion of resources needed 
to be used for disseminating outputs, particularly publications, rather than just producing them. In 
addition, there was considerable concern on the need to improve accessibility through FAO’s 
website. 

Auto-evaluation of evaluation 

39. The Evaluation Service is now completing the report of its own auto-evaluation of 
evaluation in FAO, including in particular the performance of the Service itself. In this auto-
evaluation, a review was undertaken by peers from other organizations of the UN system and 
from bilateral development agencies. Structured interviews were held with groups of internal 
stakeholders and some government representatives. A representative sample of evaluation reports 
was sent to peers for review against their own criteria. Major findings to emerge from the auto-
evaluation process were that: 
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a) Evaluation feedback required more attention. In response to this, the FAO 
evaluation website is being steadily improved both from the point of view of ease 
of use and of access to material. Popular summaries are being developed for the 
major evaluations presented to the Governing Bodies and the first of these form 
Part IV of the current document. For many years, there have been workshops to 
discuss findings and recommendations, and this is being further emphasised. 
Evaluation staff are encouraged, when requested by line managers, to assist in the 
preparation of immediate plans for follow-up, but continued involvement after this 
could both lead to an eventual conflict of interest and take scarce resources from 
evaluation work. The link to staff training also has potential to be strengthened. 

b) The FAO evaluation website could be used more as a source of information and 
lessons by both external and internal users than is the case at present. As mentioned 
above, efforts are continuing to improve both the ease of access and the range of 
information on the site, but the Evaluation Service is conscious that users may not 
actively seek out information and is working to publicise it and package it in an 
easily utilisable form.  

c) Evaluation methods used were insufficiently documented and it was thus difficult 
to judge if these methods conformed entirely to best practice. The Evaluation 
Service is concerned with the cost-effectiveness of evaluation and the most 
intensive practices for compiling information may not always be appropriate or 
attainable (evidence may sometimes need to be gained by best approximation and 
with reasonable plausibility, especially on impacts). Efforts are continuously under 
way both to learn from others on best practice and to internally improve methods. 
Documentation on methods used is being improved partly through the material on 
the website and also through this current section in the Programme Evaluation 
Report.  

d) Evaluation reports: Several of the peer reviewers considered that evaluation 
reports required improvement in their coverage of the methods used, and inclusion 
of annexes on such matters as the persons met. This observation seemed to derive 
from agencies where reports were primarily internal, and not produced in a number 
of languages. The Evaluation Service will be putting forward a paper to the 
Programme Committee at its next session to gain feedback on the form in which the 
Governing Bodies would find it most useful to receive evaluation reports but it is 
unlikely that it would be concluded that reports should be longer than they are at 
present.  

e) Institutional positioning of the Evaluation Service: The peer review panel and 
the selected government representatives, FAO staff and management expressed 
views on the Evaluation Service’s administrative position in the Office of 
Programme, Budget and Evaluation. Senior management considered that the 
current location provided advantages in feeding back evaluation lessons into the 
Regular Programme and in ease of administrative oversight, with no loss of 
independence. The peer review panel and the majority of the other stakeholders 
consulted felt that the disadvantages of the current location included the possible 
perception, both inside and outside the Organization, of limited independence of 
the Service, and issues of the ease of access to other units of the Organization with 
which the Service must work. Their conclusion was that the Service would be best 
placed as a separate unit within the Office of the Director-General, with oversight 
provided by the Deputy Director-General in the capacity of Chair of the internal 
Evaluation Committee 13. 

                                                      
13 It should be noted in this regard that the organizational location of the Evaluation Service was considered by the 
Programme and Finance Committees at their joint meeting in September 2003.  They “agreed that the independence of 
the Evaluation Service, within the existing location in PBE, should be further enhanced....” 



C 2005/4 

 

12 

f) Transparency in selection of evaluators: It was observed that there was no 
competitive process for selection of evaluators and that the criteria for selection 
were not clear. The Evaluation Service has now started advertising for positions of 
evaluation team leader and team members on the evaluation website and making 
selection criteria public. Also, where possible, evaluation team leaders are involved 
in evaluation team selection. 

g) Overall approach to evaluation: The peer review panel concluded that evaluation 
was too FAO-centric, serving primarily management and the Governing Bodies and 
not directly useful to member countries or adequately involving them. This view 
was not accepted by the Evaluation Service as being valid. The programme of 
country evaluations fully involves the country and has, as its end product, a report 
intended for use by the country as well as FAO and other concerned partners. For 
the programme and strategy evaluations, evaluators from the main groups of 
beneficiary countries are fully involved and the reports are directed towards 
improving FAO performance in the service of its membership. 

 
III. EVALUATION PROGRAMME OF THE ORGANIZATION 

The 2004-05 Programme of Evaluations 

40. Evaluations for consideration by the Governing Bodies: During the 2004-05 biennium, 
the following major evaluations were presented to the Governing Bodies through the Programme 
Committee. For each of these evaluations the full report is available on the FAO evaluation 
website14, together with the management response to the evaluation and the reactions of the 
Programme Committee. 

41. Evaluations of cross-organizational strategies, as defined in the FAO Strategic 
Framework, and of means of action and institutional arrangements of the Organization, have 
covered: 

a) Evaluation of FAO’s Decentralization (evaluation brief 1); 
b) Independent Review of the Technical Cooperation Programme (TCP) (evaluation 

brief 2); 
c) Evaluation of the Cross-organizational Strategy on Communicating FAO's 

Messages  (evaluation brief 3); 
 
Also completed in September 2005 but not as yet considered by the Governing 
Bodies: 

d) Evaluation of the Cross-organizational Strategy on Broadening Partnerships and 
Alliances (evaluation brief 4). 

42. Programme evaluations providing an integrated analysis of the normative and technical 
cooperation work (with separate internal annexes on TCP projects covered and recently, also on 
the individual programme entities): 

a) Evaluation of FAO Activities in Crop Production (evaluation brief 5); 
b) Evaluation of FAO Activities in Fisheries Exploitation and Utilization (evaluation 

brief 6); and 
c) Evaluation of Livestock Production, Policy and Information (evaluation brief 7). 

43. Evaluations examining the totality of FAO’s work in particular countries were 
summarised for the Governing Bodies in “Synthesis of Findings of Two Internal Evaluations of 

                                                      
14 http://www.fao.org/pbe/pbee/en/index.html  
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Work at Country Level: FAO Response to the Continuing Crisis in Southern Africa and FAO 
Post-Conflict Programme in Afghanistan”15. 

44. Auto-evaluation: The auto-evaluations completed in 2004 were summarised and 
presented to the Programme Committee for information16. In future, summary information on auto 
evaluation will be provided as part of the Programme Implementation Report. 

45. Global evaluations of individual trust fund programmes with FAO: For other 
evaluations conducted in the Organization, summaries are made available on the FAO evaluation 
website and the reports are provided in full for the funders, beneficiary countries and for FAO’s 
own use. They are also selectively made available to other interested parties on request. Global 
evaluations of trust funded programmes have been varied. During the biennium, evaluations were 
undertaken of: 

a) The FAO Netherlands Partnership Programme (FNPP), first annual evaluation of 
the work with mission visits to a sample of countries; 

b) Sustainable Livelihoods Development Programme (GCP/INT/803/UK) with the 
lead taken by an external consultancy firm commissioned by UK-DFID;  

c) Pro-Poor Livestock Policy Facility (GCP/INT/804/UK); 
d) Rural Women and Development Collection, Processing and Dissemination of 

Information (DIMITRA Phase II); (GCP/INT/810/BEL); and 
e) Horticultural Variety Performance Information System (Hortivar) 

(GCP/INT/697/BEL). 

46. Evaluations in cooperation with other agencies: High priority is given to UN system 
evaluation and the Evaluation Service is contributing to a study of the potential for collaborative 
and joint evaluation at country level. For the evaluation of the Tsunami response, the Service is 
working with a number of agencies17 on the evaluation of needs assessment and targeting of 
responses. Also for the Tsunami emergency, the Service is undertaking a real-time evaluation of 
FAO’s response, including missions by specialist teams and beneficiary assessments. This 
evaluation is being coordinated with that of other agencies through ALNAP18.  

Country and Regional Project Evaluations 

47. A table summarising the 29 project evaluations undertaken by independent missions 
during 2004-05 is provided as Annex 1. 

Programme of Evaluations for 2006-07 

48. The Evaluation Service is charged with facilitating the Independent External Evaluation 
of FAO (which at the time of writing was to be submitted for approval to the Hundred and 
Twenty-ninth Session of the Council). If requested by the independent evaluation core team, it is 
envisaged that staff will be assigned to provide the needed facilitation in each of the areas 
covered, i.e.: the technical work of FAO; management and organization; governance; and FAO’s 
role in the multilateral system. The Service will also provide the secretariat to the Council 
Committee overseeing the evaluation. This may have some impact on the remaining programme 
of work which includes: 

a) Evaluations for consideration by the Governing Bodies: 
i) Evaluation of the Strategic Framework Corporate Strategy D Strategic 

Objective D.2: Conservation, rehabilitation and development of environments 
at the greatest risk (initiated 2005 – for completion 2006); 

                                                      
15 http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/008/j2953e.htm  
16 http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/009/J4913e/j4913e00.htm  
17 Multi-donor funded and managed jointly by FAO, Swiss Cooperation and WHO. 
18 Active Learning Network for Accountability and Performance in Humanitarian Action. 
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ii) Evaluation of TeleFood in follow-up to the evaluation of the Cross-
organizational Strategy on Communicating FAO’s Messages (initiated 2005 – 
for completion 2006); 

iii) Independent evaluation of the workings of the International Plant Protection 
Convention and its institutional arrangements which will be reported to the 
Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM) and also feed as a case study 
into the overall evaluation of Strategic Framework Corporate Strategy B, 
Strategic Objective B.1: International instruments concerning food, 
agriculture, fisheries and forestry, and the production, safe use and fair 
exchange of agricultural, fishery and forestry goods (initiated 2005 – for 
completion 2006-07); 

iv) Evaluation of FAO's Work on Commodity and Trade Issues under 
Programmes 2.2.3 and 2.2.4 in the Commodities and Trade Division (initiation 
2006 - for completion 2006-07); 

v) Evaluation of FAO effectiveness at country level – a series of country-level 
evaluations from which lessons will be synthesised for presentation to the 
Programme Committee in the 2008-09 biennium (first evaluation initiated for 
Mozambique); and 

vi) Evaluation of FAO work in the assessment of food needs in emergencies and 
situations of unstable deficit - possibly jointly with WFP - (initiation 2006 - 
for completion 2007). 

 
b) Other major evaluations: 

i) Tsunami Response Real-Time Evaluation (completion 2006); and 
ii) Support to the Independent Multilateral Evaluation of the 2003-05 Desert 

Locust Campaign (initiation 2005 – completion 2006). 

IV.  EVALUATION BRIEFS - MAJOR EVALUATIONS 
 

1. Evaluation of FAO’s Decentralization  
2. Independent Review of the Technical Cooperation Programme (TCP) 
3. Evaluation of the Cross-organizational Strategy on Communicating FAO's Messages 
4. Evaluation of the Cross-organizational Strategy on Broadening Partnerships and Alliances  
5. Evaluation of FAO Activities in Crop Production 
6. Evaluation of FAO Activities in Fisheries Exploitation and Utilization 
7. Evaluation of Livestock Production, Policy and Information




