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Executive summary

Background and methodology

ES 1. This report contains a synthesis of the five evaluations of Regional and Subregional
Offices carried out over the period 2009-2013. It was prepared by the Office of Evaluation in late
2014 at the request made by the Programme Committee at its November 2012 session. It is to be
discussed by the Joint Meeting of the Programme and Finance Committees and the Council in
March 2015, and presented to the Conference in June 2015.

ES 2.  This synthesis, to be forward looking and in consideration of its use, focused on the
following three questions of strategic interest to the Members and Management.

A. Has the decentralization process led to better response to country needs in terms of
country coverage?

B. Have the priority-setting, programming and delivery mechanisms adapted to the needs of
a more decentralized FAO?

C. Has the capacity of decentralized offices improved to service the needs of Members
through decentralized operations?

ES 3. This synthesis in principle relied on information and findings contained in the five
evaluations of the Regional and Subregional Offices. Because these evaluations have been
undertaken at different times from 2009 to 2013, some information was updated for the purpose
of comparability among the regions. This was also a period when the decentralization was
accelerated and a number of policy and structural changes were introduced, having made some
findings of the five evaluations obsolete. Therefore, a fresh round of document reviews, as well
as interviews and a survey of internal stakeholders were undertaken to validate or update the
findings.

Conclusions and recommendations

ES 4. Overall, the synthesis found that progress has been made over time, towards a more
inclusive and harmonized management model across the whole organization, from headquarters
to the country offices. The challenge still remains: finding the right balance between global and
local needs and expectations of 197 Members, who are the shareholders of a knowledge
organization with normative and operational mandates over a wide range of technical sectors in a
continuously changing world.

A. Has the decentralization process led to better response to country needs in terms of
country coverage?

ES5. The evaluations have found progress in the servicing of country needs in general, for
some countries in Central Asia and Central America in particular. Such progress has been
reflected in an increased field programme delivery, and a greater appreciation and demand by
government counterparts and partners for FAO products and services. Factors that have
contributed to this include: the expansion of the decentralized office network with presence in
more countries, transformation of National Correspondents into Assistant FAO Representatives,

Vil
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and of Technical Officers/FAO Representatives into fully-fledged FAO Representatives; and
improved selection process of FAO Representatives.

ES 6. With respect to the overall network structure, there were no unique and best locations
identified for Regional and Subregional Offices. Nevertheless, it was found that, in some cases,
historical reasons prevailed, having led to inefficiency in the travel to countries where most of
the work was carried out and ineffectiveness in coordination and collaboration with partners. UN
Women provides an example of a systematic approach to decide on the locations.

ES7. At the same time, many Members are rapidly changing their expectations and needs.
This should be factored in when planning the location of Regional and Subregional Offices and
over the medium and long-term. In this context, the function of Representations in higher income
and upper middle income countries were also questioned.

Conclusion 1: Enhancements to the FAO decentralized office network since 2010 has led to
improved services to its Member Countries. Questions remain on location of some Regional
and Subregional Offices, as well as on the adequacy of host country arrangements in high
and upper middle income countries.

Recommendation 1: To FAO Member Countries and Management

FAO Member Countries and Management should consider reviewing the types and coverage of
Representation in countries and the location of Regional and Subregional Offices. If agreed to move
forward, discuss a set of criteria to guide the process.

B. Have the priority-setting and programming mechanisms adapted to the needs of more
decentralized FAO?

ES 8. Some recent process improvements and reform initiatives at the corporate level, not
always directly linked to the decentralization process, have started to positively influence the
coherence among global, regional and country programmes. The Regional Conferences now play
an important role in corporate priority setting. The Regional Representatives have been more
present in corporate decision-making processes. At a more technical level, focal points in
Regional and Subregional Offices have been involved since early 2013 in the formulation and
planning process for the work plans for the Strategic Objectives. Such involvement have allowed
for a better understanding of the new concepts included in the reviewed Strategic Framework,
and a more robust guidance at regional level, for example through the Regional Initiatives. At the
same time, some missed opportunities were identified to increase the involvement of country
offices in the priority-setting process, suggesting that national priorities may not have been fully
reflected into the process.

ES9. At country level, significant progress in improving the coherence of country
programmes had been made through the adoption of the Country Programming Frameworks. Its
systematic roll-out from 2012 onwards provided an opportunity for enhancing the relevance and
effectiveness of the work of the Organization, identifying synergies and developing partnerships
with a broad range of stakeholders, in alignment with regional and global priorities. Work has
progressively started to ensure the alignment of Country Programming Frameworks with the new
reviewed Strategic Framework, especially at the time of conducting annual or mid-term reviews

viii
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of Country Programming Frameworks. This should be encouraged as it is fundamental for
ensuring sustained coherence between corporate objectives and country programmes and
relevance to the countries’ own development plans.

ES 10. The quality of Country Programming Frameworks was found quite uneven in such
aspects as: situational analysis, results framework, gender mainstreaming, estimation of resource
requirements and associated resource mobilization action plans. A stronger and earlier
engagement and support from various corporate technical levels would be needed to strengthen
them.

Conclusion 2: While aligning priorities at the corporate, regional and country levels
remains a challenge, process improvements and reform initiatives have strengthen their
coherence. There is still room for improving the quality of Country Programming
Frameworks and the coherence of the corporate and national priorities through Country
Programming Frameworks.

Recommendation 2: To FAO Management

FAO Management should take further measures to improve the quality and effectiveness of Country
Programming Frameworks, as well as their coherence with corporate priorities across all countries. For
this, a stronger and earlier engagement and support from various levels of the Organization would be
needed.

C. Has the capacity of decentralized offices improved to service the needs of Members
through decentralized operations?

ES 11. Since 2010, operational responsibility has been transferred to the decentralized offices
and the Lead Technical Officer responsibility in the 2012-2013 biennium, having brought FAO
closer to its clients. Core resources and professional posts have steadily increased in
decentralized offices over the last decade, to cater for the new and strengthened offices and
following the transfer of management responsibilities. These trends and measures, together with
improved selection process of FAO Representatives, have enhanced the capacity of many
decentralized offices to provide more timely and relevant assistance.

ES 12. Nevertheless, decentralization necessarily meant spreading the resources thin across the
globe. Concern remains on technical capacities of decentralized offices. Technical support and
backstopping of field programme in countries were not always forthcoming from Regional and
Subregional Offices, often due to capacity issues. This is not only in quantitative terms.
Achieving the high level of technical expertise and the right skill mix remains a challenge for
decentralized offices. To strategically plan and identify most appropriate profiles of technical
staff in Regional and Subregional Offices requires further understanding of the technical support
roles between Headquarters and Regional and Subregional Offices.

ES 13. Vacancies and the use of “non-staff human resources” provide necessary flexibility to
adjust the skill mix during the decentralization process and in face of financial unpredictability.
For this, vacancies should be proactively managed and should not be the result of process
inefficiencies as seen in some cases. The decentralized offices rely heavily on non-staff human
resources. FAO was found not always an attractive employer in the local market for highly-
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skilled employees in this category, making it difficult to attract and retain highly skilled human
resources. Decentralized offices need to be more empowered to manage the levels and the mix of
staff skills in the local context, especially those in non-stable contracts.

ES 14. Resource mobilization for the field programme still remains a challenge for
decentralized office, and particularly so in some regions. Further support to decentralized offices,
such as through enhanced networks of intelligence on resource mobilization opportunities and
learning initiatives on resource mobilization, would be needed.

ES 15. In recent times FAO has been more active in capturing the opportunities offered by the
growth in the number of governments interested and willing to collaborate with FAO with their
own financial resources or through South-South Cooperation. Given that South-South
Cooperation involves more than one country, pro-active and coordinated support from
Headquarters and Regional Offices would be useful.

Conclusion 3: Technical and financial capacity in decentralized offices has increased
overtime and it has helped to provide more timely and relevant assistance. The progress
has been uneven among the regions however, and the challenge remains in achieving
desirable levels and mix of skills, and in resource mobilization.

Recommendation 3: To FAO Management

FAO Management should take measures to further facilitate and empower decentralized offices to
achieve desirable levels and skill mix of their human resources, taking into account local contexts, and
to further facilitate and support their resource mobilization efforts.
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1 Introduction
1.1 Background

1. This report contains a synthesis of the five evaluations of Regional and Subregional
Offices (henceforth the RO/SRO evaluations) carried out over the period 2009-2013. It was
prepared by OED in October-December 2014.

2. In October 2008, the Programme Committee of FAO at its 100" session endorsed an
evaluation of FAO’s Regional and Subregional Offices in the Near East, noting that this region
had not featured prominently in recent evaluation work. This evaluation was the first of its kind
to examine FAQO’s decentralized structures in each region. In March 2011, the Committee at its
106" session having received the evaluation report, appreciated its quality and recommended that
similar evaluations should take place in all other regions." Table 1 shows the five RO/SRO
evaluations, along with the timing they were conducted and presented.

Table 1 The five evaluations of FAO’s Regional and Subregional Offices

Region Timeframe Presentation at | Presentation to | Presentation of | Abbreviations
in which Regional the Programme | the follow-up used in this
evaluation Conferences Committee report to the document
was Programme
conducted Committee
Near East and 2009-2010 | Final draft report, | 106™ session, 113rd session, NENA
North Africa December 2010 March 2011 March 2013 Evaluation
Europe and 2012 Concept note, 113rd session, 117" session, ECA Evaluation
Central Asia April 2012 March 2013 March 2015
Africa Mid-2012- | Final report, 114" session, Autumn 2015 AF Evaluation
mid-2013 March 2014 November 2013 | (planed)
Asia and the 2013 Final report, 115" session, Spring 2016 AP Evaluation
Pacific March 2014 May 2014 (planed)
Latin America and 2013 Not presented 115" session, Spring 2016 LAC Evaluation
the Caribbean May 2014 (planed)

Source: OED records; Programme Committee reports; Regional Conferences agendas.

3. In November 2012, the Committee at its 112" session requested OED to prepare a
synthesis of the five evaluations to be submitted to the Conference in 2015. In May 2014, at its
115" Session, the Programme Committee provided further guidance on the planned synthesis
report to identify the common critical issues concerning decentralization across regions and be
forward-looking, in particular with regard to further actions relating to decentralization aimed at
enhancing the support FAO provides to Members, and also looked forward to Management’s
views on issues identified in the synthesis paper.? In June 2014, the FAO Council at its 149"
session further stressed the importance of the synthesis to be ‘forward-looking’.

4. This report is to be discussed in March 2015 at the Joint Meeting of the Programme and
Finance Committee and at the Council at its 151 session, and presented to the Conference in
June 2015.

1 CL 135/5; CL 141/8; CL 143/7.
2 CL 145/6; CL 149/5
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1.2 Objectives and scope

5. The five RO/SRO evaluations broadly shared the same objectives, and aimed at
providing FAO Management and Membership with an independent evaluative assessment of
various aspects related to decentralization.® Following the interest expressed by the Programme
Committee, the five evaluations did not solely focus on performance of regional office (RO) or
subregional office (SRO) per se, but also analysed the policies, actions, reforms and
transformational changes that significantly affected the roles and responsibilities of the different
levels of FAO’s decentralized office network, from the regional to the country level, as well as
the relationships among these.

6. This synthesis, to be forward looking and in consideration of its use, did not compile
findings on all of the issues taken up by individual evaluations. Rather, it focussed on the
following three questions of strategic interest to the Members and Management.

A. Has the decentralization process led to better response to country needs in terms of
country coverage?

B. Have the priority-setting, programming and delivery mechanisms adapted to the needs of
a more decentralized FAO?

C. Has the capacity of decentralized offices improved to service the needs of Members
through decentralized operations?

The report is organized is such a way to address each of these three questions in turn.
1.3 Methodology and limitations

7. The report in principle relied on information and findings contained in the five RO/SRO
evaluations. However, it could not simply rely on the findings and information contained in these
evaluations because they have been undertaken at different times: from the NENA evaluation in
2009-2010 to the AP and LAC evaluations in 2013.

8. In this period the decentralization process was accelerated and a number of policy and
structural changes were made. Hence, the information collected and issues analysed in individual
evaluations were often superseded by changes and new developments. Therefore, information
was updated through a fresh round of document reviews, as well as interviews* and a survey® of
internal stakeholders. Also some analyses were refreshed with the most recently available data,

®  These include: the progress made by the Organization in implementing corporate decisions to decentralize its

functions and roles to the Region; the results of FAO’s policies and procedures on corporate delivery to its
Members in the Region; the geographic coverage of the network of decentralized offices, including the match
between country level presence and type of demand for support; the capacity of the decentralized offices; the
implementation of selected policies related to decentralization, including on: governance, results-based
framework, the delivery mechanisms, decentralization of emergency and rehabilitation work and its integration
with development; support services, focused on the deployment of the Global Resources Management System;
and gender equality in FAO’s work and workforce.

In total 65 interviewees, mostly senior managers or their representatives participated in the meetings.

The survey was sent to 7,700 FAO employees. However, the response rate was low (15%). Therefore, the survey
results should not be considered as representing the facts, but only indicative of the existence of some views.



Synthesis of the evaluations of FAO’s Regional and Subregional Offices

for example, the financial data.® Reference was also made, where relevant, to more recent
guidelines and initiatives if considered critical in forward-looking discussion

9. In view of the central importance of the Country Programming Framework (CPF) in the
decentralized FAO, a separate analysis was conducted on them.” It was conducted separately
since CPFs were rolled out only in 2012, and hence the evaluations could not fully assess them in
a comparable manner.

10. Based on the interest expressed by the Programme Committee, some analyses conducted
by some of the RO/SRO evaluations were applied to other regions with refreshed data. These
include the correlations of FAO delivery at the country level to the level of income and human
development, and to the core resources transferred to the country offices.

11. Finally, the report faced some limitation in data availability and consistency over time. In
such cases, the analysis did not cover changes or trends over the full period (i.e. since the first
RO/SRO evaluations), but rather the years for which data was available (e.g. 2011 onwards in
the case of Non Staff Human Resources).

The main sources of information were: COIN, DataWarehouse/iMS, FPMIS, PIRES and CSPO/HR Super User
Service Group. These analyses covered such issues as: the coverage of the country offices, financial resources
and human resources.

For consistency and comparability, all the CPFs available as of mid-November 2014 were used.
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2 Coverage of FAO decentralized network
2.1 Profile of FAO membership

Findings

e There is a high degree of heterogeneity among FAO members in each region in the sectors of the
Organization’s mandate.

o Despite the economic progress in the majority of FAO Members during the past ten years, many
of them still face challenges in the sectors of the Organization’s mandate, in particular food
security, sustainable management of natural resources and full integration of the rural sector
within national economic systems.

12. In 2014, FAO had 197 Members®. All the RO/SRO evaluations noted the high
heterogeneity of FAO members in each region in the areas of the Organization’s mandate. An
analysis of the Member Countries profile® revealed that: the rural population in 2011/12 ranged
from 20% in Latin America and Caribbean to almost 70% in South Asia and the share of
economically active population in agriculture in the focus countries of the Regional Office for
Europe and Central Asia (REU) was the lowest at 13.8%, followed by Latin America/Caribbean,
with 14.5% of employment in agriculture. The highest share was reported in Sub-Saharan Africa,
where the population working in the primary sector was about 58%.°

13.  Three of the five evaluation reports analysed the development status and trends in the
sectors within FAO’s mandate across Members. Overall, the reports noted the improvements in a
number of socio-economic indicators between 2004 and 2014. This was also the case in the
progress towards the Millennium Development Goals, the World Bank classification based on
GNI per capita and the UNDP Human Development Index (HDI)™.

14. However, as discussed in a recent OED synthesis report on middle income countries
(MICs),* another trend is that a much larger number of poor people, by international poverty
lines, now live in MICs as defined by GNI per capita than in LICs,”* and poverty is highly
concentrated in a small number of countries, mainly LMICs.*

This includes one Member Organization and two Associate Members.

Source: ECA evaluation.

0" Sources: SOFI 2011, SOFA 2011, World Bank list of economies;
siteresources.worldbank.org/DATASTATISTICS/Resources/CLASS.XLS.

The number of Medium Human Development countries decreased by 43, with 33 of them becoming High
Human Development country and one Very High Human Development country. The exception was the Low
Human Development countries which increased from 35 in 2004 to 43 in 2014. This seems to be mostly due to a
change in the way the HDI was calculated over time than to a real deterioration of socio-economic indicators in
the concerned countries.

FAQ’s effectiveness at country level: a synthesis of the evaluations of FAO’s cooperation with four Middle
Income Countries: Armenia, Colombia, Sri Lanka and Viet Nam, 2014; at
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/oed/docs/MIC%?20evals%20synthesis%20final%20Web.pdf

3 Sumner, Andy. 2010. Global Poverty and the New Bottom Billion: What if Three-Quarters of the World’s Poor
Live in Middle-Income Countries? Brighton: IDS.

Vazquez, Sergio T. and Andrew Sumner. 2012. Beyond Low and Middle Income Countries: What if There Were
Five Clusters of Developing Countries? IDS Working Paper volume 2012 no 404. Brighton: IDS.

11
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14
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15. Irrespective of the above, all evaluations stressed the challenges that many FAO
Members still face in relation to the core mandate of the Organization: although priorities varied
broadly, food security, sustainable management of natural resources and due consideration of the
rural sector within national economic systems, all appeared to be common issues to a large
number of Members across and within all regions.

2.2 FAO decentralized network

Findings

e Inten years, the number of FAO offices outside headquarters increased from 131 to 142;
furthermore, the capacity of a number of offices has been strengthened through upgrading to
fully-fledged Representations, and to multi-accredited offices with Assistant Representatives.
This enables a better and stronger presence at country level.

e New promising approaches are under development and testing, such as the Partnership and
Liaison Office scheme. It is too early to assess the performance of these models.

e Overall, FAO’s Network enables presence in those Member countries that are likely to require a
closer support and advice form the Organization. Such presence however requires continuous
revision and adjustment in order to appropriately meet emerging requirements and capacities of
the host countries.

2.2.1 The network®

16.  The RO/SRO evaluations analysed FAQ’s decentralized network in each region, in terms
of presence and coverage through country offices and other types of arrangements, and the extent
to which the Network per se enabled the Organization to meet Members’ expectations and needs.
Although the efficiency and effectiveness of the structure cannot be disjointed from coordination
mechanisms, this section only discusses the location and type of offices, whereas the functioning
of the network is discussed later in the paper.

17.  FAO’s country office network had remained substantially the same for several decades
until the mid-2000s. As of mid-2004, FAO had some kind of presence in 131 countries,
including countries hosting fully-fledged COs, ROs or SROs, or covered by multiple
accreditations, national correspondents, Technical Officers acting as FAO Representatives
(TO/FAOR). As part of a major structural approved by the FAO Conference in 2005, more SROs
were opened.

18.  All the RO/SRO evaluations stressed the importance of presence at country level to
enable an effective corporate delivery. The following main recommendations or suggestions with
respect to the coverage of the decentralized office network were formulated:

e Strengthen the country presence in the Pacific and facilitate better communication with
the Fiji-based regional organizations;

¢ Abolish the National Correspondent scheme, which was considered ineffective
particularly in Europe and Central Asia;*

% Due to their function, very different from all other FAO’s decentralized offices, the five Liaison offices and the
two information offices in Lisbon and Madrid have not been included in this analysis.
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e Abolish the TO/FAOR scheme;"’
e Establish a limit of two countries under multiple accreditation or assignments to any
head of decentralized office, including Deputy Regional Representatives.

19.  In the wake of the Council’s endorsement of the proposal of the FAQO Director General in
June 2012,* at the end of 2014, the number of countries where FAO had some kind of presence
had increased to 142, reaching out to 73% of FAO Members. It is worth noting that no FAO
office was ever closed down. Keeping in mind that the situation in 2014 was rather fluid due to
on-going discussions in preparation of, and signature of new Host Country Agreements, the main
changes that took place in the period 2004-2014 were the following:

e Five SROs were established, in countries where FAO already had either a FAO
Representation or an TO/FAOR or no presence: Ethiopia, Gabon, Panama, Turkey and
United Arab Emirates; the SROs and Multi-Disciplinary Technical Teams for Central
and Eastern Europe, Oriental Near East, South America and West Africa were
established in 2006/07 to be re-integrated into the respective ROs in 2012;

e Seven new FAO Representations were established, some of these as a result of the
transformation of a TO/FAOR into fully-fledged FAO Representation: Djiboulti;
Guatemala; Jordan; Kyrgyzstan; Paraguay; South Sudan; Tajikistan;

e Sixteen multiple accredited country offices with Assistant or Deputy FAORs were
established, some of them by abolishing the National Correspondent and posting an
Assistant FAOR: Albania, Botswana, Swaziland, Bhutan, Fiji, Korea DPR, Mongolia,
Solomon Islands, Timor Leste, Tonga, Vanuatu, Armenia, Azerbaijan*’, Georgia,
Moldova, Uzbekistan;

¢ Nine new posts of Deputy FAOR in fully-fledged representations were created and
funded by AOS/project resources: Burkina Faso, Chad, Democratic Republic of the
Congo, Madagascar, Mali, South Sudan, Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic, Uganda and
Yemen,;

e One Programme Office was opened, in Papua New Guinea;*

e One Partnership and Liaison Office was opened, in Equatorial Guinea;

e One Special Office was opened, in West Bank and Gaza.

16" National Correspondents are senior civil servants who devote a percentage of their time to liaison functions

between the government and FAQ. They are designated jointly by the Government and FAO. FAO provides

them with a limited budget to cover some operational costs, a computer with an email connection, and a modest

salary supplement proportional to the percentage of time devoted to FAO liaison functions.

A TO/FAOR is a technical officer, often from a RO/SRO, out-posted to the country concerned where he/she

performs, in addition to his/her normal technical tasks, the functions of FAOR. The host country commits to

cover all other costs related to the establishment and subsequent functioning of an FAQO presence in the country,
including office accommaodation, equipment and staff as mutually agreed and detailed in the Host Country

Agreement.

18 See Structure and Functioning of the Decentralized Office Network, CL 144/5, May 2012

9 Azerbaijan is reportedly in the process of becoming a Partnership and Liaison Office.

% The current FAO policy is that any incremental cost related to the establishment of a new FAO “Partnership and
Liaison Office” or to the upgrade of an existing FAO decentralized office has to be covered by the requesting
Member Nation and should not result in any additional cost to the FAO Regular Programme, which is approved
every biennium by the FAO Conference.
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20. Table 2 below shows the net variations between 2004 and 2014 in terms of number of

countries with an office?.

Table 2 FAO presence in Member Countries in April 2004 and December 2014 (excluding Liaison and

Information Offices)

Type of Office April December Net
2004 2014 variation
Countries covered by a fully-fledged FAO Representation 74 80 +6
Countries covered by a Technical Officer/FAOR 9 3 -6
Countries covered through a FAO Representation co-located in a 8 13% +5

RO/SRO

Countries covered under multiple accreditation from any type of 32 22 -10
office, without staff

Countries covered under multiple accreditation from any type of 0 16 +16
office, with staff

Other representation arrangements 0 2 +2

Countries covered by a Partnership and Liaison Office 0 1 +1

Special office 0 1 +1

Countries covered by a national correspondent without FAOR 8 4 -4

Total 131 142 +11

Source: COIN and the FAO Secretariat, November 2014; Independent Evaluation of FAQ’s Decentralization 2004;
compiled by OED with support from the Office of Support to Decentralization

21.  Asof January 2015, more than half of the countries with some form of FAO presence, i.e.
83 out of 142, were under the responsibility of a head of a decentralized office (including
TO/FAORs) fully devoted to the country. The remaining countries were served by heads of
decentralized offices who had more than one assignment or country under direct responsibility,
as follows:

11 officers with two assignments/countries;

4 officers with three assignments/countries

3 officers with four assignments/countries

3 officers with 5, 8 and 14 assignments/countries respectively.

22.  Thus, if for the majority of Heads of Office there was no issue in terms of number of
countries or assignments, for the ten officers covering more than three countries there was a clear
overload, and support at country level suffered. The two cases with 8 and 14 assignments each
correspond to the multi-accredited countries in the Caribbean and the South-west Pacific,

21 Excluding the five FAO liaison offices in the US, Japan, Switzerland and Belgium as well as the two FAQ
information offices in Spain and Portugal.
2 Excluding Hungary.
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respectively. Undoubtedly, in consideration of the number and size of the countries in these two
subregions, FAO’s network requires a different model of presence. The new appointments in the
Pacific of Assistant FAORs and a Programme Officer should facilitate delivery to Members in
the South-west Pacific. Nevertheless, as noted in the AP evaluation, the presence at country level
in the two regions is likely going to be still very thin on the ground.

23. In addition to the list above, FAO has had for almost a decade now or longer, three
subregional emergency offices, located in Kenya for Eastern Africa, South Africa for Southern
Africa and Senegal for West Africa. The AF evaluation assessed their coverage and relations
with the respective SROs, and concluded that these offices should be fully integrated into the
subregional Multi-Disciplinary Technical Teams and make their expertise available through
them. In 2013/14, the subregional emergency offices were renamed Resilience Hubs and
included in their mandate work on resilience, in addition to engaging in emergency and
rehabilitation operations whenever required, in support of the countries in their respective sub-
regions. The South Africa Resilience Hub, led by a Coordinator, is de-facto part of the SRO for
Southern Africa (SFS). The arrangements in place, entailing clear reporting line to the
Subregional Coordinator, enable a constructive relationship between the team based in South
Africa, SFS and the country offices in the subregion. The West and the East Africa Resilience
hubs were coordinated by the respective FAORSs and the reporting lines appeared to be less clear,
in particular for the Senegal Hub in the absence of a corresponding SRO. The South African
model appears to be a good example in the process of identification of viable solutions for these
Hubs as well.

2.2.2 New developments

24, Due to the timing of most of the changes in FAO’s coverage shown in Table 2, no
evaluation had the opportunity to assess the performance of either the Partnership and Liaison
Office or the Programme Office.”® The Partnership modality, in the view of the Secretariat, was a
promising path with many countries showing interest. The core principle was that a Member
willing to reinforce its collaboration with FAO, would make resources available to establish or
strengthen the existing FAO country office.

25.  This modality could apply to countries wishing to receive more advice and support from
FAO, as well as, and possibly more appropriately, to countries that wish to become resource
partners, in particular through South-South and triangular cooperation.? The underpinning
rationale was that it would be advantageous for FAO and the resource partner to develop a closer
relationship to facilitate the joint identification of sectors, and actions, on which ‘outward’
collaboration could be most fruitful for all concerned, including third countries. As discussed in
other evaluations and in the ECA evaluation, the terms used to name offices with these functions

% The functioning, efficiency and effectiveness of the subregional offices was analysed by the five evaluations; the

modality of an Assistant FAO Rep without resident FAO Rep was assessed through the Evaluation of FAO’s
cooperation with the Republic of Armenia in 2012, see
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/oed/docs/Evaluation%200f%20FAOs%20cooperation%20with%20th
€%20Republic%200f%20Armenia.zip

A proposal in this sense had been made in the Evaluation of FAO’s cooperation with Brazil 2002-2010, in 2011,
at http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/oed/docs/1_Brazil_FAO_Cooperation_2011_ER.%20pdf.zip and of
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should be carefully thought out also in the translated version in the official languages of the
Organization, so as to convey the correct and intended meaning and role. This also applies to the
titles of FAO staff working in the country offices that can generate confusion and undermine the
institutional clout of the incumbent.

26.  Another promising path, which has started to be operationalised at the end of 2014 in
eight countries, is a Memorandum of Understanding with IFAD to have joint premises at country
level. In recent years, IFAD has been moving towards decentralizing a certain number of its
Country Portfolio Management teams to country level. The synergies of a joint office with FAO
are obvious: in addition to cost savings for both organizations in terms of premises, utilities and
some support staff, the joint location would facilitate communication between the two teams and
possibly trigger new forms of collaboration and joint work at country level.

2.2.3 FAO network and socio-economic indicators of Member countries

27.  As discussed in the previous section, over the last decade many countries that host FAO
Representations have improved their socio-economic indicators. Over time, FAO did not close
any office, nor ‘downgraded’ the type of office in any Member country, rather expanded further
its coverage. This means that in 2014, approximately 72-73% of the Organization’s fully-fledged
Representations and TO/FAORs were located in Low Income/Low Human Development
countries (LIC/LHDI) and Lower Middle Income/Medium Human Development (LMIC/MHDI),
22-25% of the offices were in Upper Middle Income/High Human Development countries
(UMIC/HHDI) and the remaining 2-4%, or five among the fully-fledged Representations and
TO/FAORs, were located in High Income/Very High Human Development countries
(HIC/VHHDI). # Multiple accreditation arrangements mostly covered UMIC/HHDI and
LMIC/MHDI countries.

28.  Table 3 below shows the FAO decentralized network in 2014, against the 2014 GNI per
capita and 2013 Human Development Index of its Members.

Table 3 FAO presence as of 2014, excluding Liaison and Information Offices, by 2014 GNI per capita and

2013 HDI
<| 2
c| Tk % % g = A o = Total
Ol 8| 5|85l T8)| o0 5 % 2 | countries
@D
Full FAO Representation 31 |38 |29 ] 23|19 | 17 2 1 1 80
Technical Officer/FAOR 2 2 1 1 3
Multiple accreditation without 1 2 4 4 1131 13| 3 8 29
staff
Multiple accreditation with staff 1 1 9 7 4 5 1 16
National Correspondent without 4 4 4
FAORs

% Ppercentage values do not add to 100 due to the 10 offices in countries for which a classification is not available.
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rlclzlc|zx <
Ol 91 5|8|5|8|°|3 countries

3|gedljdde
10N

[EEN
[EEN
[EEN

Partnership and Liaison Office

Programme office 1 1 1
Regional Office 2 2 2 1 1 2 5
Subregional Office 2 2 1 2 4 4 2 1 9
Special Office 1 1 1
Other representation 1 1 1 1 5
arrangements

Source: World Bank database; Human Development Index database; COIN; compiled by OED

29.  The data above show that the network of FAO country offices broadly allows the
Organization to be present, through a variety of arrangements, in those Member countries that
require a closer support and advice than others, according to the two selected indicators of socio-
economic development®.

30. At the same time, many Members are rapidly changing their expectations and needs. This
will need to be factored in when planning the location of staff and offices over the medium and
long-term. The ECA evaluation included a detailed analysis and projection of what Members in
the different subregions might require from FAO in ten-twenty years’ time. Based on that, the
evaluation raised the question about the flexibility in revising the location of FAO decentralized
offices, following changes in context or new circumstances of work in any part of the world.

31.  The cases of fully-fledged Representations and TO/FAOR in HIC/VHHDI countries are
similar and there seems to be scope for finding arrangements that still meet the requests and
expectations of the Members, while at the same time represent a more cost-effective presence at
country, subregional and regional level.

32.  So far, FAO Members’ responses to the RO/SRO evaluations indicated limited interest to
re-think the current locations of these offices. FAO Members seem to attach a particular
importance to hosting an FAO office, even if the interaction with the office itself as in the case
for some RO/SROs is reduced. At the same time, few countries seem to be willing to cover
larger shares of country office costs, and thus decrease the financial burden to the Organization
of the current network.

33.  This raises a fundamental question about the challenges facing FAQ: if the Organization
has to prioritize (and hence de-emphasize) some areas of work in order to be more efficient and
effective in carrying out its mandate, serious consideration should be given to different forms of
presence in those Member Countries that have in recent years improved their social and
economic development and may thus require less direct support from agencies such as FAO.

% More than half of FAO employees surveyed, in particular those working at country level, also agreed that
‘FAQO’s current office network in the region/s is adequate to meet the needs of our Members’.
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This could take the shape of stronger subsidy to the offices, or of different modalities of delivery
and/or presence in consideration of the changed requirements. In this perspective, Members have
a strong role to play.

2.3 Visibility, efficiency and effectiveness of the network

Findings

e FAO is found to be most visible, efficient and effective through its country offices, which
represent the backbone of the Organization and the gateway to obtain advice and support. The
two factors that mostly affect the corporate visibility and credibility at this level are the
competence of the FAO Representative and the quality and timelines of the technical cooperation
that the country office can channel to the hosting Member, irrespective of the source.

e The recommendations of the RO/SRO evaluations concerning the abolishment of National
Correspondents and TO/FAOR models are being progressively implemented.

e Most of the RO/SRO evaluations noted that the location of some RO/ SROs was not the most
cost-effective in terms of: travel costs and time; being ‘embedded’ in the culture of the countries;
or having a critical mass of expertise.

e The RO/SRO evaluations also noted that there has been progress in the development of strategic
partnerships with other regional actors; room for improvement exists in particular to forge long-
term cooperative agreements for instance with other inter-governmental bodies.

34. The RO/SRO evaluations aimed at assessing likely improvements in the visibility,
efficiency and effectiveness of FAO’s network, resulting from the decentralization policies. This
turned out to be not feasible due to the lack of baselines and benchmarks against which
measuring changes. The best possible proxy was thus the assessment of a number of parameters
related to that at the time of each evaluation, and insofar as possible tracing the reasons
underpinning for any identified strength or weakness.

35. Most Member countries, through the interviews and surveys, underscored that the
presence at country was “a must” to be visible, and that FAO country offices tended to be very
small when compared with other UN agencies, with one Representative and few national staff.
The establishment of the RO and SROs for Europe and Central Asia was considered as having
contributed to FAO’s visibility in that region and subregion.

36.  According to the AF evaluation, the work of the Organization in Disaster Risk
Reduction/Management programme in Africa had “raised the visibility of the Organization
within the countries, particularly with Official Development Aid resource partners”. Similarly,
the AP evaluation noted that the merging of development and emergency and rehabilitation
teams and work at country level was an additional factor contributing to enhanced visibility for
the Organization as a whole. This was further confirmed by interviews held in November 2014
for other regions as well and the employee survey?'.

T Most respondents across all regions and levels in the Organization agreed and strongly agreed that the Country
offices enable FAOQ to be visible at country level, with percentage values ranging from 45% in HQ to 81% in Latin
America and the Caribbean.

11
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37. On efficiency and effectiveness of the network, the common findings of the five
evaluations were the following:

e The co-location of multiple offices in the same country had reduced efficiency and
transparency in the management of decentralized offices;

e The location of some RO/SROs did not enable efficient communication with the
countries they were mandated to service, nor good coordination with partners;

e The National Correspondent scheme was neither efficient nor effective; the NENA and
the LAC evaluations also recommended that the TO/FAOR scheme should be
dismantled because it was ineffective.

38. By 2014, FAO had a maximum of two offices in the same location: as mentioned above,
the SROs co-located in ROs were formally merged into the ROs, and technical officers
integrated in the regional Multi-Disciplinary Technical Teams. This appears to have contributed
to streamlining the functioning of the concerned offices, although at the cost of applying
somehow differential subregional approaches in some regions®.

39.  With regards to the location of RO/SROs, their primary purpose is providing assistance to
the Members in the region or subregion, therefore the criteria guiding the selection of their
location should clearly be different from a country office. In the case of FAO’s ROs, with the
exception of REU which was last moved to its current location in 2007, the decision of where to
place them can be considered ‘historical’ as these were taken in the 1950s. The respective
evaluations had confirmed that Egypt for the Near East and Thailand for Asia were convenient,
in consideration of the existing infrastructure for telecommunication and airport hubs to the
countries to the Member countries in the respective regions. However, the other evaluations
considered that the locations of the respective ROs were not the most efficient considering the
concentration of key regional partners in other countries in the case of RAF and RLC, distance
from the Members in the region most in need of support in the case of REU and RLC, and
critical mass of required FAO expertise to meet Members’ expectations in the case of REU.

40.  As far as SROs are concerned, again suggestions or recommendations were put forward
by two evaluations, namely to reconsider the location of the SRO for Central Asia and to re-
concentrate the four SROs in Africa into two. In both cases, the rationale for the proposals was
increasing effectiveness of the support provided to the Members, by being closer, geographically
and culturally in the first case, and by enhancing the critical mass of expertise in the second. In
addition, the AP evaluation suggested strengthening FAO’s presence in Fiji with temporarily
out-posted staff, to enable better collaboration and coordination with the regional organizations
located there.

41.  The evaluations also explored the extent to which decentralization had enabled the
development of more partnerships with other stakeholders beyond the governments, to
strengthen the effectiveness and sustainability of the work of the Organization. In Africa, the

% Contrary to the other sub-regions in the NENA (North Africa and GCC States and Yemen) and LAC
(Mesoamerica and the Caribbean) regions, the Oriental Near East and South America never had a dedicated
SRO.

12
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evaluation found solid achievements in terms of enhanced partnerships with a wide range of
institutions, such as the African Union and the Regional Economic Commissions. In Latin
America and the Caribbean and the Near East, the extent of collaboration with regional and
subregional bodies varied. Of particular relevance was the limited progress in forging closer
relationships with the Inter-American Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture, the Arab League
or the African Development Bank, respectively.

2.4 Integration of emergency, rehabilitation and development work

Findings

e The integration of emergency, rehabilitation and development work at the country offices was
largely recognized as a success. It resulted in stronger visibility for FAO and an integrated
country office with a stronger representation in interagency and donor meetings. In country
offices where no emergency team existed, however, there is still a need for capacity development
and support should an emergency situation arise.

42. A major step in FAO’s decentralization process has been the transfer of responsibility for
the emergency and rehabilitation project cycle management from the HQ-based Emergency and
Rehabilitation Division (TCE) to the relevant decentralized offices for Level 1 and 2
emergencies.  The Regional Representatives acquired the responsibility to provide any
necessary support to the country offices as needed, where responsibility for all work in the
country has been assigned to FAORs. The measure went hand-in-hand with the more strategic
change of approach to emergency and rehabilitation that was conceptually and programmatically
integrated in the work of the Organization through the formulation of the new Strategic
Obijective 5 on Resilience.

43.  The RO/SRO evaluations witnessed ‘in real-time’ the progress in the implementation of
the new policy, as some TCE staff was assigned to various ROs. The assessment was therefore
limited to the analysis, in the visited countries, of the initial perceptions following the merging of
country offices staff and structures. In most countries where emergency teams existed, the
integration had resulted in stronger visibility for FAO as well as an integrated structure
consisting of both programme and operations staff of development and emergency side.
Wherever the post of a Deputy was created, formally or de-facto by the integration of the
Emergency Coordinator in the FAO Representation, this also opened up opportunities for more
structured management, representation work and participation of FAO in many UN interagency
and donor meetings.

44.  More recently, the ‘Evaluation of FAQ’s contribution to crisis-related transition - Linking
Relief, Rehabilitation and Development’®, completed in September 2014, stated that the majority
of country missions had found a successful integration of the emergency and development teams,
with few exceptions. Factors that influenced positively were identified in: the structure of the
country offices before the reform; commitment by the management; and positive attitude of FAO

% See CL144/15. Level 3 emergencies will continue to be managed by TCE in HQ.
% http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/oed/docs/Transition%20Evaluation_2014 ER.zip
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staff towards integration. This had also been confirmed by the Evaluation of FAO’s cooperation
with Colombia, completed in June 2014, and by a number of interviews held since then.

45, Despite the overall positive feedback, there are still country offices not well equipped to
handle emergencies without external support. The evaluations pointed out the need for additional
capacity development and support to be provided to offices in those countries where no
emergency teams existed, and hence had no capacity to manage emergency and rehabilitation
interventions as they were.

2.5 Decentralized network of other UN agencies

Findings

¢ No ideal model of decentralization appeared to exist; in most of the UN agencies assessed, the
subregional level had either not been tested, or if established at some point in time, had been later
on dismantled.

o UN Women defined some criteria for the location of a decentralized office that can easily be
applied to many other agencies, as follows: (i) location of other regional offices of main UN
partners of the Organization; (ii) best balance of price and convenience in terms of travel to and
within the region, including the shortest and most direct flights to a majority of country and
multi-country offices locations; (iii) generous financial assistance by the Host Government; and
(iv) relatively lower cost of living, reflected in the post adjustment and daily subsistence
allowance levels.

46.  Three RO/SRO evaluations compared FAO’s regional networks of decentralized offices
with a number of other UN agencies, selected among the Rome-Based Agencies and specialized
agencies with an extensive decentralized network, namely WHO.

47.  The main finding across the regions was that ‘there were no equals’. The choice of
location for regional and country offices, the mandate of each office, the structure of regional
and subregional, all differed. Some UN agencies have more capillary presence at regional,
subregional and country level than others.

48.  One of the main differences identified between FAO and other UN agencies was that the
subregional level was not a common model. WHO, often taken as the most similar organization
to FAO, has six ROs, directly supervising country offices. IFAD, a newcomer to decentralized
structures, only recently started developing its network of decentralized offices, which seems to
comprise so far only country offices. It was mentioned that WFP established SROs at one point
in time, to abolish them a few years later as they did not appear to be as effective as expected.
The AF evaluation concluded that “the comparison has revealed that other agencies have opted
for fewer, larger technical teams in the interest of greater skills mix, synergies among its
technical officers, and management ease.”

14
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49. In 2012, UN Women had identified a number of criteria for the location of its regional
offices, which could be synthesised as follows:*

e Location of other regional offices of main UN partners of the Organization;

e Best balance of price and convenience in terms of travel to and within the region,
including the shortest and most direct flights to a majority of country and multi-country
offices locations;

e Generous financial assistance by the Host Government;

¢ Relatively lower cost of living, reflected in the post adjustment and daily subsistence
allowance levels.

50.  Owverall, the analysis did not allow identifying a ‘good structure’ let alone a ‘best one’,
although the principles adopted by UN Women appeared to be sufficiently broad and suitable for
a wide range of UN agencies including FAO.

1 Executive Board of the United Nations Entity for Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Women, Regional
architecture: administrative, budgetary and financial implications and implementation plan, Report of the Under-
Secretary-General/Executive Director, UNW 2012/12/10, September 2012,
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3 Priority setting and programming in the decentralized offices
3.1 Regional priority setting and coherence with corporate priorities

Findings

¢ With the Regional Conference becoming a major player in priority setting of the Organization
and the responsibility of managing the Regional Conferences fully transferred to the ROs, the
ownership and engagement by the Members have been strengthened.

e Progress was made also in the participation of ROs in the corporate priority setting process,
which has brought to light the need to strengthen their planning and supervisory functions.

¢ Regional Initiatives, assessed only in two evaluations, were found to be helping the Organization
to work in a more coordinated and multi-disciplinary manner; selection of topics, focus countries
and size was not always made very clear though.

3.1.1 Regional priority setting

51.  Prior to 2010, FAO had not developed a formal mechanism to set priorities and work
plans at the regional level, nor to integrate regional priorities in its corporate priority and
planning process; ROs used different approaches to identify and validate their priorities with
mixed results. In 2010, Regional Conferences were included among the Organization’s
Governing Bodies, with responsibility for guidance and oversight of the work of the
Organization in their respective regions. In line with this, ROs have progressively assumed the
lead responsibility for the organization and conduct of the Regional Conferences. All the ROs
had also developed their own regional priority frameworks and in Africa, the Near East and Latin
America/Caribbean, also subregional priority frameworks.

52.  The RO/SRO evaluations analysed the regional governance mechanisms, and positively
assessed the work done by ROs in taking on this new task. As the Regional Conferences should
actively contribute to the identification of the priorities at the regional level, a stronger
ownership, a deeper engagement in the planning process and eventually more systematic uptake
of results are expected. The AF and AP evaluations also suggested more continuity, such as a
permanent assignment for the role of Secretary to the Regional Conference, considering the
heavy work-load that this role entails in the year preceding the Conference and the importance of
the institutional memory for its efficient conduct. The recent Independent Review of FAO
Governance Reform® has made additional recommendations to further improve regional priority
setting.

3.1.2 Coherence of regional and corporate priorities

53. FAO reviewed Strategic Framework 2010-2019 provided an opportunity for greater focus
in the work of the Organization. Although for the first year or so, this was a HQ-led process and
the direct views and contributions from decentralized offices could not be captured, by mid-
2013, consultation had expanded to include the regional and subregional levels in the
Organization. Direct involvement of decentralized offices took the following forms:

32 hittp://www.fao.org/3/a-ml749e.pdf
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o Participation of the Regional Representatives in the Corporate Programmes Monitoring
Board, responsible for decisions about implementation and monitoring of the Strategic
Obijectives and FAO Programme of Work;

e Focal points in RO/SROs, serving as members of the five Strategic Objective Teams,
participated in the process starting in 2013;

e Formulation and implementation of the pilot Regional Initiatives; and

e Systematic involvement of Regional Representatives in each of the main milestones of
the process, providing clearance for both the High Level Work Plans and Operational
Work Plans.

54.  The evaluations completed in 2013/14, namely in Africa, Asia and the Pacific and Latin
America and the Caribbean, concluded that the process of decentralization had effectively
increased the responsibility and authority for priority setting and programme planning at both the
regional and subregional levels. In consideration of the progress made in the development of the
results framework of the reviewed Strategic Framework 2010-2019 in 2013/14, they also
suggested discontinuing the practice of developing regional and subregional priorities and
strategies as it had been done previously (i.e., separately from corporate planning) in favour of a
more joined-up approach. Some evaluations (the NE-NA and the AF evaluations) also called for
a strengthening of the ROs planning and supervisory capacities in order to effectively conduct
their new priority-setting and oversight mandates.

3.1.3 Reaqional Initiatives

55. In 2013 the Organization launched six pilot Regional Initiatives, one in each region and
two in Africa, to pilot a delivery mechanism aimed at enhancing the focus and impact of its
work, particularly at country level. The AP and LAC evaluation were on-going at the time and
could assess to some extent the process underpinning the RIs in the two regions. The AF
evaluation had noted that the selection of the RIs for the region was based on a consultative
process coordinated by RAF, to which over 100 people had participated.

56. In Asia, the Pilot Initiative focused on rice; it had been developed with the involvement
of headquarters and RAP, and implemented in Lao PDR, Indonesia and the Philippines. The
Initiative was in line with the priorities identified by the Asia-Pacific Regional Conference in
2012. Findings indicated that the Initiative’s policy orientation was appropriate; however, its
small size and limited provisions for capacity development were likely to limit its potential
impact and sustainability.

57.  The LAC evaluation could directly assess the progress made in Latin America in the
implementation of the pilot initiative related to Strategic Objective 1, ‘to contribute to the
eradication of hunger, food insecurity and malnutrition’. The team analysed the on-going work in
the three countries which were implementing it, namely Antigua and Barbuda, Ecuador and
Nicaragua. The nature of the Regional Initiatives was to generate lessons to strengthen the
multidisciplinary work across the various corporate levels, in the framework of formulating and
supporting the implementation of public policies and governance mechanisms for Food and
Nutrition Security. The evaluation concluded that the pilot could indeed lead to lessons learning
about how the Organization could work in a more integrated and coordinated manner, whereas
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the potential for generalizing the experience in terms of support to public policies to other
countries might be limited, given the specificities of the three country cases.

58.  The results of the pilots were brought to the attention of the respective Regional
Conferences in early 2014, which endorsed a total of 15 RIs reaching out to 92 countries, to be
implemented in 2014/15. Given that the Regional Initiatives are only recently introduced, it is
too early to draw any conclusion on them. Feedback received so far has been diverse, for
instance: some considered them as an opportunity for integrated work and constructive
collaboration among regional, subregional and country offices, while others doubted their
relevance and impact at the country level due to their limited size.

3.2 Country level programming and coherence with corporate priorities

Findings

e The CPF is a key tool in the priority setting process of the Organization and has been highly
appreciated by Member governments and partners. FAO has made significant progress in the
preparation of CPFs and the coverage is almost complete.

e There is still room for improving the quality of CPFs in such aspects as: situational analysis,
results framework, budget estimation and resource mobilization strategy; and gender
mainstreaming.

e The CPFs have progressively been aligned with the corporate Strategic Framework and Strategic
Obijectives, and contributing to the achievement of the corporate Strategic Framework. On the
other hand, the corporate results framework did not systematically draw on the country-level
priorities.

e Guidance and support from the RO/SROs or HQ does not seem to have been sufficient in the
preparation of CPFs; country offices often worked in isolation on this task.

3.2.1 Country Programming Frameworks

59.  Since the Immediate Plan of Action for FAO’s Renewal (IPA), the CPFs have become
the main tool for programming FAQO’s work at country level.* CPFs feature in most, if not all
strategy and planning policies of the Organization since 2012, and have become one of the four
main delivery mechanisms of the Organization. * For example, CPFs should guide the
identification of TCP projects as well as the mobilization of additional resources at country level.
This means that the quality of CPFs is of paramount importance, as much as the availability of
resources for their implementation, in terms of the credibility of the Organization.

60.  The RO/SRO evaluations had assessed this instrument in detail, through various tools and
approaches. Overall, the conclusion was that the CPF was a long-due instrument for FAO, highly
appreciated by all stakeholders, which provides focus and allows some steps towards prioritizing
the work of the Organization at country level. In recent interviews, the majority of respondents in
the decentralized offices, in particular the subregional and country offices, agreed that CPFs are
useful to prioritise and plan FAO’s work at country level.

% For a detailed overview of the development of the concept of planning frameworks at country level in FAO,
please refer to the Strategic Evaluation of FAO Country Programming, including the NMTPF mechanism at
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/oed/docs/FAO_Country_Programming_NMTFP_2010_ER.zip

¥ Others are the Regional Initiatives, the SO Main Areas of Work and the Corporate Technical Activities.
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61.  Still, the evaluations and a number of heads of decentralized offices noted that the level
of priority-setting in CPFs was considered to be too broad to allow using the CPF as an effective
programming tool. As of mid-November 2014,** FAO had 131 CPF documents, distributed
among the regions as shown in Table 4 below. An analysis found a great variance in the quality,
length and detail of CPFs in general. This was partly due to the moment in time when each CPF
had been developed, as guidance on what to include and how to run the process had evolved.

Table 4 Number of FAO CPFs as of November 2014, by region

Regions CPFs
Africa 47
Asia & Pacific 20
Latin America & Caribbean 33
Europe & Central Asia 15
Near East & North Africa 16
Total 131

Source: FAO Intranet CPF Web site, adapted by OED

62.  For example, and although most CPFs often do not specify parties involved in their
preparation, there was evidence that the majority of them involved national ministries (109 out of
131). The RO/SROs evaluations had pointed out that often, the process at national level did not
engage with institutions beyond the Ministry of Agriculture and this resulted in exclusion of
sectors where FAO had a comparative advantage and a role to play. For example, areas such as
fisheries were barely represented in CPF priorities. The AP evaluation had suggested a stronger
engagement in this respect with inter-ministerial bodies, wherever possible.

63.  Other than the ‘light CPFs’* and those where only summaries were available, all CPFs
included a situation analysis. What varied within the situation analysis was the breadth of
coverage of the various national sectors examined as well as whether the engagement of other
actors in the relevant sectors was mapped out. Virtually all priorities identified by the CPFs were
in more than one sector. Also, 97 CPFs either had specific sections dedicated to FAO’s
comparative advantage or expanded on this in the specific priority areas. At times, this was
combined with an examination of existing partnerships and/or other actors in the sectors relevant
to FAO’s work.

64.  The great majority of CPFs (85%) included a CPF Results Matrix, although they varied
in terms of the details they provided.*” The programme ‘Outcomes’ were explicitly defined in
most CPFs (85%), yet less than half defined indicators (46%), provided baselines (34%) and set
targets (37%). Definition of ‘Outputs’ was slightly more accurate: 110 CPFs had formulated
‘Outputs’ explicitly, 60% had indicators defined and 44% had baselines and targets identified.

% Because the RO/SRO evaluations were undertaken at different stages of CPF development, some information

and analysis were updated in 2014 to prepare comparable data.

CPFs that bore that title were available for 10 countries: Bahrain, Bosnia & Herzegovina, Kosovo, Eritrea, Qatar,
Saudi Arabia, Tajikistan, United Arab Emirates, and Ukraine.

Sometimes the text of the CPF referred to a matrix which was not available. In these cases questions on
indicators, baselines and targets were answered with ‘No’.

36

37
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Only 41 CPFs (31%) had more elaborated monitoring frameworks.*® The more in-depth analysis
carried out by the RO/SRO evaluations showed that there was room for improvement also on the
quality of the result frameworks in several CPFs.

65.  There were 90 CPFs with estimated budgets, among which 41 CPFs (31%) were mostly
incomplete drafts and light CPFs. Virtually all CPFs in Africa (93%) included a budget estimate;
in Asia/Pacific and Europe/Central Asia, 75% and 73% respectively; whereas in Latin
America/Caribbean and Near East/North Africa, 42% and 38% respectively. The budgets were
typically structured by priority/outcome/output (77 out of 90) rather than by year (12 out of 90).
In 50 CPFs, the resource gaps were identified and in 52, sources of funding were also identified,
be it FAO through the TCP, existing projects or possible other partners. The assessment by the
evaluations was that these projections tended to be quite unrealistic. Last, in 38 countries,
resource mobilization strategies had been developed. Resource mobilization for the
implementation of CPFs remains a challenge for the Organization as FAO’s own RP resources
are largely limited to the TCP.*

66. Issues related to emergency, rehabilitation and preparedness were integrated in 56 CPFs:
more than half of the CPFs in Africa and Asia/Pacific, slightly above a third in Latin
America/Caribbean and Near East/North Africa, and 7% in Europe/Central Asia. Extent of
integration also varied, including: priorities specific to emerging threats and preparedness; the
integration of on-going projects or initiatives; and attention to early warning systems.

67.  All RO/SRO evaluations also commented on the low level of integration of a gender
equality perspective. Across 131 CPFs, this was found in only 43 CPFs (32%), in which: (i) a
specific section was dedicated to the topic; (ii) a specific priority, outcome or output was focused
on gender; or (iii) gender was represented across indicators and could therefore be considered
‘mainstreamed’. This was despite a good gender analysis tool for use in CPF formulation been
developed in 2010, and made available through the Guidelines.

3.2.2 Coherence of CPFs with regional and corporate priorities

68.  The RO/SRO evaluations found that CPFs generally contributed to the achievement of
subregional, regional and global priorities. With regard to the envisaged “clear line of sight”
between the reviewed Strategic Framework, the Strategic Objectives and CPFs formulated by the
end of 2012, the former are sufficiently broad to encompass virtually all the CPFs outcomes,
with very few exceptions. However, in particular for Strategic Objective 3 which is not a
traditional area of work for FAO, there is room for more detailed alignment in the next round of
CPFs annual or mid-term review.

%8 However, these frameworks were often referred to in the text as a ‘next step’ in the process.

% Resource mobilization depends on the convergence of the interests of resource partners with the CPF. In the case
of national governments in the position of resource partners, by definition there should be more areas of common
interest. However, findings from FAO evaluations in Middle Income Countries raised some doubts about FAO’s
comparative advantage in this model of FAO. See FAO’s effectiveness at country level: a synthesis of the
evaluations of FAO’s cooperation with four Middle Income Countries: Armenia, Colombia, Sri Lanka and Viet
Nam, at http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/oed/docs/MIC%20evals%20synthesis%20final%20Web.pdf
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69. Less alignment was identified between CPFs and the Regional Initiatives largely due to
the difference in the timing of their developments and the limited involvement of some
RO/SROs in the CPF formulation process. With the exception of the three Zero-Hunger Regional
Initiatives which are sufficiently broad to encompass most of the work of the Organization,
including at the country level, CPF priorities were often not specifically relevant to the
respective Regional Initiatives. There were notable exceptions, however: in Latin America and
the Caribbean, more than half of CPFs had their priorities within the Regional Initiatives themes,
family farming in particular; in Europe and Central Asia, market and in particular EU integration
was well-represented; and in the Near East and North Africa, with water scarcity.

70. Involvement of offices above the country level into the CPF formulation process was not
always evident. Only 26 out of 131 CPFs mentions such an involvement. The AP evaluation
recommended an early involvement of the regional technical officers in the formulation of the
CPFs, but this does not seem to have been implemented yet. As observed in a number of
countries, the country office often do not have sufficient capacity to go through the relatively
complex process of CPF formulation, so guidance and advice is required to ensure preparation of
CPFs that are coherent with corporate standards and priorities®.

71.  The AP evaluation noted that the involvement of the decentralized offices in the
formulation of the results framework of the Organization had been limited to the regional level,
and mobilization of experience at the country level was left to the initiative of the Regional
Representatives. Thus, despite the importance of the CPFs in the decentralized FAO programme
and the expectation that the CPF priorities were aligned with national priorities, there was no
effective mechanism to systematically reflect those priorities into the corporate priorities. This
was considered as a missed opportunity and the evaluation made one recommendation in this
respect.

72.  Since then, progress has been made by including the country offices in the corporate
results-based management process, through the process leading to the preparation of the 2014
Mid-Term Review. Lessons learnt from this process should help placing a stronger focus on the
work at country-level, as well as fostering the country-focused approach that should guide the
priority-setting process of the Organization.

3.3 Mainstreaming gender dimension in FAO programmes

Findings

e The capacity to support gender mainstreaming in decentralized office has been strengthened.

e Some mainstreaming success was observed. However, the mainstreaming in regional and
subregional priority frameworks, CPFs, the Field Programme, and Global Public Goods was
found to be inadequate. The weak monitoring of gender participation or gender indicators was
considered as a major reason for the slow progress in mainstreaming.

e There was further progress made much more recently and gender is now a more visible and
recurrent element of corporate delivery.

0 This was partly confirmed through the survey in which more than half of respondents did not agree that the
formulation of the CPFs had benefitted from good technical support from RO/SROs.
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73.  All the RO/SRO evaluations analysed the status of gender capacity in the decentralized
offices and the integration of gender equality issues into FAO’s products and services. At the
time of evaluations, it was found that the post of gender expert in the respective RO/SROs all
remained vacant. More recently, three RO posts were filled, and two ROs had a consultant
serving this function. In a large number of decentralized offices, including regional, subregional
and country level, gender focal points have been now appointed and trained.

74.  Some RO/SRO evaluations noted that provisions had been made across all regions to
include women among project participants. Nevertheless, the mainstreaming of gender equality
in regional and subregional priority frameworks, CPFs, the Field Programme, and Global Public
Goods, inclusion of gender analysis that would allow understanding of possible gender-specific
implications of FAO’s assistance was found to be inadequate. Also, decentralized offices were
missing the opportunity to use and diffuse key products, by FAO alone or in partnerships with
other agencies, on gender mainstreaming. * The weak corporate monitoring on gender
participation or gender indicators was considered as a major reason for the slowness of the
progress in this area.

75. There was some progress since then in integration of gender equality in FAO’s work.
Gender equality has become a cross-cutting theme in the reviewed Strategic Framework.
Although the current corporate results framework is not strongly engendered at Strategic
Objective and Outcome level, at the level of corporate Output indicators and in their translation
for the country level, gender equality is a visible and recurrent element of corporate delivery. In
addition, FAO Members in 2014, through all Regional Conferences and Technical Committees®,
identified among 147 priorities, also the following: Fully incorporate gender in all FAO's
programming activities, both at headquarters and in field operations, including gender-based
analysis to understand gender-related opportunities, as well as strengthening the collection and
analysis of sex-disaggregated data to help identify ways to improve programmes (All Technical
Committees and Regional Conferences)”.”

76.  Another positive indicator of corporate mobilization on gender has been the call for
contributions by the Social Protection Division to all gender focal points for inputs to the Mid-
Term Review. Thus, some progress was made and on-going but more would be clearly needed.

*1 For example, Mainstreaming gender into project cycle management in the fisheries sector. Field manual,
Regional Fisheries Livelihoods Programme, RAP, 2011.

“2" For instance, the 38th ECA and the 29th ERC decided to establish a gender network in Europe and Central Asia.

“ CL 150/LIM/6.

22



Synthesis of the evaluations of FAO’s Regional and Subregional Offices

4  Capacity of the decentralized network
4.1 Financial capacity

Findings

o Net appropriation resources have steadily increased in the decentralized offices over the last
decade, to cater for the new and the strengthened offices and following the transfer of
responsibility for the management of the country office network.

e There were significant regional variations in delivery of field programme over time. Common
elements affecting delivery rates were: (i) opening of new SROs; (ii) occurrence of emergencies;
(iii) vacancies at the level of FAOR; and (iv) changes in the presence of resource partners
interested in supporting the areas of work within FAO’s mandate, including national
governments.

e The lower the HDI, generally the country received more extra-budgetary and TCP funding,
although there are sizable exceptions of low HDI countries not receiving much. For higher HDI
countries, while the extra-budgetary funding was not forthcoming, as expected, there was TCP
funding for these countries as well, reflecting the demand-driven and technical advisory nature of
the TCP funding.

e There has been a general increase in the ratio of the Field Programme to regular budget resources.
At the country level, excluding the emergency funding, the ratio has generally been stable.
Funding for and the delivery of technical cooperation increased roughly in parallel to the increase
in core resources made available to the country offices.

e There is still weakness in the decentralized offices capacity in resource mobilization. There is a
need for continuing support to decentralized office, including through the development of
networks of intelligence on resource mobilization that allow exchange of information among
headquarters and the decentralized office Network.

e There has been a strong interest expressed in promotion of South-South Cooperation. This does
not appear to have been translated into a strong current in using this modality yet. Given that
South-South Cooperation involves more than one country, more pro-active and coordinated
support from HQ and ROs would be useful.

4.1.1 Decentralization of net appropriation resources

77.  All the RO/SROs evaluations have looked at capacity-related issues in the decentralized
offices. Some, such as the NENA and the LAC evaluations, have made a number of analyses of
the financial capacity at the disposal of the decentralized offices from different perspectives, for
example: correlation with poverty rates; cost-efficiency and effectiveness indicators; and so on.
All the evaluations noted that FAO’s own resources (net appropriations) have steadily increased
in decentralized offices, especially at regional and subregional levels, which in some cases have
led to an increase in the capacities (and resources) mobilized in certain sub-regions and
countries.

78. From 2004-13, the share of net appropriation for the decentralized offices has effectively
increased from 20% to 27%, with a decline in the share for headquarters offices from 65% to
61% (for the balance, Liaison Offices increased from 1% to 2%, and TCP declined from 13% to
11%). Europe/Central Asia has seen the largest increase in budgeted resources (189%) due to a
new SRO and additional resources in the FAO network. Resources for offices in the other
regions increased in the range of 64% to 74%. The increase in resources budgeted for
decentralized offices is shown in Figure 1 below by region.
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Figure 1 Budgeted resources for decentralized offices by region, 2004-2013, excluding Liaison Offices and
TCP (USD millions)
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79.  The steady increase in allocation of the net appropriation was due to: the opening of new
SROs and later on, country offices; the transfer of responsibilities for the country office network;
and the ‘enhancements to the structure and functioning of decentralized offices’ accepted by
Council in May 2012.* This confirms the willingness of FAO Members and Management to
strengthen the decentralized offices.

4.1.2 Field Programme

80.  All evaluations assessed the type and size of resources for the Field Programme® in each
region. A few common elements were identified as affecting its evolution:

e The opening of new SROs, for example the SROs for Meso America and for Central
Asia, led to steep increases in the resources mobilized for the countries in the respective
subregions;

e The occurrence of emergencies, at local, national or subregional/regional in geographic
extension;

“ CL 144/3, Further Adjustments to the Programme of Work and Budget 2012-13.
> The Field Programme includes all forms of trust funds and the TCP.
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e The length of time FAOR posts had been left vacant and the incumbent’s skills to
develop new initiatives and mobilize resources accordingly;

e The changes in the presence of resource partners interested in supporting the areas of
work within FAO’s mandate in any given country; and,

e Partly linked to the two previous points, the growth in the number of governments, in
particular in the Latin America/Caribbean and Near East/North Africa regions,
interested and willing to collaborate with FAO with their own financial resources
through Unilateral Trust Funds.

81. Financial delivery follows budget allocations, either in the immediate for emergency and
rehabilitation interventions, or with a year or two of time-lag for larger and complex projects.
The long-term trends in the delivery of FAO Field Programme by region as well as of the inter-
regional and global initiatives, emergency and development, is shown in Figure 2. Over ten
years, in Africa, Asia/Pacific and Latin America/Caribbean, delivery has doubled. In the Near
East/North Africa, it grew by 50% and in Europe and Central Asia, the fluctuations have
eventually led to a minimal difference against 2004-05: although the increased capacity for
delivery in Central Asia with the opening of SEC led to a peak delivery in 2008/09, this was not
sustained over time in terms of resource mobilization and subsequent delivery.

Figure 2 Field Programme delivery by regions and biennia, 2004-2013 (USD thousands)
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82.  The evaluations found that some of the factors influencing delivery were the same
identified for the increase of the Field Programme itself, namely: the length of time FAORs posts
had been left vacant; the level of guidance and support provided to the country offices; and local
technical, operational and administrative capacity for implementing and monitoring projects and
programmes.
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83.  Two evaluations looked at the correlation* between a number of socio-economic criteria
(e.g. poverty rates; food insecurity) and the delivery of FAO Field Programme to capture the
relationship between the Field Programme resources to such variables.

84. Figure 3 shows the correlation between the 2012 HDI and the extra-budgetary resources
for the Field Programme in 2013 at country level. There was a moderate inverse correlation”
between the HDI and the extra-budgetary resources available to the country; thus, the lower the
HDI, the higher the resources mobilized. It also showed that in 2013 a sizeable number of
potential recipient countries characterized by a low HDI in 2012 did not have extra-budgetary
funded assistance.

Figure 3 Correlation between the Human Development Index 2012 and the total extra-budgetary resources
for newly operational projects in 2013, by country
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85. Figure 4 shows the correlation between the HDI and the TCP resources. Similar to Field
Project resources, the TCP resources were mostly allocated to countries with lower HDI.*
However, a number of Members in the Middle to High HDI category in 2012 did receive TCP
assistance in 2013. This confirms that the distribution of TCP resources has been more even
among FAO Members than the extra-budgetary funded Field Projects, as requested by the
Governing Bodies. Also, given the demand-led nature of the instrument, this might also indicate

“® The analysis focused on the correlation between the total budgets of national projects that became operational in

2013. The TCPs were analysed separately from the extra-budgetary resources since the TCPs, which are to be
demand-led, catalytic and technical-assistance focused, were expected to have a different distribution from extra-
budgetary resources.

The correlation coefficient was — 0.412.

The correlation coefficient was — 0.43.

47
48
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that the TCP is perceived as a useful and appropriate tool of delivery and assistance for Members
at different levels of development.

Figure 4 Correlation between the Human Development Index 2012 and the total TCP resources for newly
operational projects in 2013, by country
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86.  Another resource available for the field programme is the reimbursement of the cost of
Administrative and Operational Support (AOS) provided by FAO offices to projects. How AOS
is forecasted, calculated, distributed and used has a direct impact on how decentralized offices
work.

87.  The RO/SRO evaluations indicated that the country offices required more information
and support, as well as more timely distribution of AOS, for a more effective use of this financial
resource and made some recommendations on this issue.

88. In November 2014, the Finance Committee endorsed a proposal by the Secretariat about
‘the final concept of the comprehensive financial framework for cost recovery in terms of the
cost recovery model, benefits and implementation considerations.”* The new policy, which will
likely take effect in 2016, changes the whole structure of cost recovery, by moving “t0 a
proportional full cost recovery model where all costs of delivering the programme of work under
all source funds are categorized into three cost categories: Direct Operational Costs; Direct

“" FC 156/7, Comprehensive Financial Framework for Cost Recovery — Update. November 2014
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Support Costs; and Indirect Support Cost”.*° In this framework, it is hoped that the calculation
and distribution of AOS will be more transparent to all involved.

4.1.3 The relationship between Reqular Programme budget and Field Programme

89.  The main aim of decentralization is, through increased core resources and greater
delegation of authority, that the decentralized offices, particularly the country offices,** would be
able to better meet the needs and expectations of the Members with more timely and relevant
products and services, delivered with the support of the rest of the Organization. This, in turn,
should facilitate the mobilization of resources to support the field work of the Organization.
Figure 5 below shows the variation over the last decade of the delivery of both types of
resources.*.

Figure 5 Delivery of the Field Programme and Regular Programme by biennia, 2004-2013 (USD thousands)
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90. There has been a general increase in the delivery of Field Programme over the last
decade. To measure how the increase in core resources for country offices may have leveraged
the delivery, the delivery of extra-budgetary resources by the country offices was compared to
the net appropriation by region. The result is shown in Figure 6 below.

50 H
Ibid.

*1 Since RO/SROs have a different function, the analysis does not apply to them.

% There is still a rise in the Europe/Central Asia region in 2013 since the appointment of FAOR shifted the Budget
Holder responsibility of technical cooperation, and more pronounced positive trend in the Asia Pacific region.
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Figure 6 Ratio of delivery from extra-budgetary resources to Regular Budget resources: FAO country
offices by region, 2010-2014
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91.  The data gathered show a sharp rise in the ratio observed in Africa from 2012-2013, and
a constant and rise in Asia/Pacific over the four years. The main reason for these significant rises
was the transfer of Budget Holder responsibility for emergency projects to the country offices.
The drop in the Near East/North Africa region in 2012 was a compounded effect of a decrease in
the Field Programme, likely due to the unstable security conditions in several countries, as well
as to a parallel increase in the delivery of the net appropriation to a number of countries. The rise
in 2013 was due to the shift of Budget Holder responsibility for sizable emergency projects in the
region. On the other hand, in the Europe/Central Asia region, the general fall in the ratio was
considered to reflect difficulties in raising funds in the region, while the rise in 2013 was due to
an appointment of an FAOR in Kyrgyzstan that allowed the Budget Holder responsibilities to be
moved from the SRO (or HQ) to the country office.

92.  Since the transfer of Budget Holder responsibility does not represent the rise in the

relative ability of country offices in attracting funds and increase delivery, the same ratio was
calculated without the emergency projects. The result is shown in Figure 7 below.
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Figure 7 Ratio of delivery from extra-budgetary resources to Regular Budget resources: FAO country
offices by region, 2010-2014 — non-emergency projects only
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93.  The figure shows a more stable ratio in each region in the period 2010-13.% This
generally means the fund raising ability and delivery moved roughly in parallel to the increase in
core resources, but not out of proportion. It is still noteworthy that there are differences in the
ratio among the regions, reflecting the respective ability to attract funding and deliver, be it the
ability of the recipient country or the FAO offices.

94, It is also worth mentioning that since the LAC evaluation was completed, OED carried
out a country evaluation in Colombia: the ratio of the delivery in this country was at a high
value, between 8 to 9, for three years. The country evaluation recommended that FAO “should
assume a much more strategic role and better position itself in its areas of specialisation,
nationally and in the United Nations System™** and focus on advisory and capacity development
roles rather than large field programme implementation. In other words, the high ratio was
undoubtedly a measure of a large field programme, but this in itself was not a guarantee of
success.

4.1.4 Resource mobilization

95.  The first FAO Resource Mobilization and Management Strategy was initiated under the
IPA and approved in 2011. Among others, this strategy foresaw that the main responsibility in
the decentralized offices for resource mobilization should rest with the head of the office,

% There is still a rise in the Europe/Central Asia region in 2013 since the appointment of FAOR shifted the Budget

Holder responsibility of technical cooperation, and more pronounced positive trend in the Asia Pacific region.

% Evaluation of FAQO's cooperation with Colombia, 2009-2013, at
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/oed/docs/Evaluation%20F AO0%20Colombia%20Executive%20summ
ary.doc
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although all staff should engage in resource mobilization; training sessions were organized for
decentralized offices from 2011 onward.

96.  Another important corporate step forward on resource mobilization was the Council’s
approval in June 2012, also following requests from the Regional Conferences held earlier that
year, of the establishment of posts of Partnership Development Officer in a number of countries
and all ROs.»

97.  Thus, in consideration of the key role of resource mobilization in supporting the delivery
of FAO’s mandate and core functions, all the RO/SRO evaluations assessed the capacity of
decentralized offices to effectively carry out this function as per the Resource Mobilization and
Management Strategy. Their common finding was of systematic capacity gaps across most
regions, at both regional and country levels. This was further confirmed by the limited number of
CPFs including resource mobilization strategies, as mentioned above.

98.  The AF evaluation found that resource mobilization skills and competences were mostly
concentrated among the personnel working in the emergency and rehabilitation teams and that
training on resource mobilization to broaden the capacity pool had been inadequate. The AP
evaluation assessed as positive the development of the regional resource mobilization strategy,
and the results stemming from partnering with non-traditional donors, including South-South
Cooperation, the Global Environment Facility and to some extent, governments in the region,
and the international financial institutions. At country level, however, only very few offices had
developed a national resource mobilization strategy and work was only incipient. Also, the
evaluation found that decentralized office’s resource mobilization efforts were for the most part
carried out in isolation from the related work of other decentralized offices and from HQ itself.
In Latin America/Caribbean, the evaluation noted the lack of a structured policy for resource
mobilization in the region and the risk of high dependence on few donors for extra-budgetary
resources for the field programme. Nevertheless, a few country offices had been successful in
mobilizing significant national resources through the Unilateral Trust Fund modality; further, in
particular in Brazil, FAO was also harnessing resources from the Government based on the
national interest for South-South Cooperation, addressed to countries within the region as well as
in other regions.

99. During the interviews carried out in 2014 it emerged that limited concrete action had
happened as of yet®, including with respect to the new planned resource mobilization posts in
ROs. The relatively junior level of the posts under creation, as commented upon in some
evaluations, also appeared to be a still unresolved issue. Although some initiatives appeared to be
incipient, country offices in more than one region expressed concern for the lack of support and
coordination on resource mobilization from their respective ROs. Their requests were about
having access to information from the different levels in the Organization, about sectors and
countries of interest for traditional and new resource partners, emerging opportunities, potential
for subregional and regional work.

% See CL144/15, Structure and Functioning of the Decentralized Office Network.

% Some regions, such as REU reported that a Resource Mobilization Working Group was established in 2014 and
that the RO had also approved a Regional Resource Mobilization Strategy as well as an Action plan for Resource
Mobilization.
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100. In December 2014, the Director-General issued a bulletin on “the Alignment of Resource
Mobilization and the Project Cycle to the Strategic Framework,” which among other things
clarified roles and responsibilities on resource mobilization in HQ and decentralized offices. At
the time of writing this report the project cycle guide and related manuals, procedures and
processes were being amended accordingly.

415 South-South Cooperation

101.  Although the topic of South-South Cooperation had been touched upon only in the AP
and LAC evaluations, and marginally in the NENA evaluation®’, this type of collaboration was
often mentioned in visits conducted for the RO/SRO evaluations to MICs, and have more
recently featured in the discussions of FAO Governing Bodies and in proposals by Management
as an emerging cooperation modality.

102. A rapid analysis of the evolution of extra-budgetary resources under this category in
FPMIS indicated that in the period 2004-2014, a total of USD 135 million had been allocated to
these initiatives, 50% of which in two years, 2004 and 2007. In the period 2010-13, a total of
USD 56 million was received by FAO for South-South Cooperation, corresponding to 2% of the
total Field Programme in the same period. Main donors have been: China with 41% of the
contributions; Brazil with 18% and the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundations at 12%. In this period,
destination countries appeared to mostly be in Africa, followed by Latin America and Mongolia.

103. Data available in the RO/SRO evaluations are too limited to analyse the extent of interest
among MIC Members to expand this approach. The country evaluation in Colombia found
evidence of this, as well as the AP evaluation in the Asia region. The Organization is
undoubtedly keen to explore the opportunities in this area, as indicated in the recently released
“FAO South-South Cooperation Strategy”®. Also, specific posts for South-South Cooperation
have been recently created in some ROs to support such work (and resource mobilization in
general).

104. In this regard, it might be useful to take into account the observations raised in the AP
and LAC evaluations, about the need for an integrated approach to the role of FAO in it,
avoiding the creation of additional unnecessary layers and ensuring that country offices in both
sending and receiving partners have sufficient capacity and support to handle this specific
modality of cooperation. Given that South-South Cooperation involves more than one country,
pro-active and coordinated support from HQ and ROs would also be important.

4.2 Technical and human resources capacity in the decentralized offices

Findings

o Over ten years, there has been a shift in professional posts from HQ to decentralized offices,
while General Service posts decreased in both decentralized offices and HQ. There is still
insufficient capacity in decentralized offices to meet demands.

%" The evaluation recommended the establishment of a regional trust fund to enable enhanced technical cooperation
within the region.
% http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/themes/doc/SouthSouth_strategy_en.pdf
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e Presence of highly-skilled FAOR is critical in maintaining the visibility of FAO in the country, as
well as ensuring the quality and delivery of work. Prolonged vacancies in FAOR positions had
negative effects. The new thrust to appoint senior staff as FAORs has been found successful.

e There has been progress in matching the skill-mix in the decentralized offices with needs.
Limited use of CPFs and lack of clarity about the roles of HQ, RO and SROs in supporting the
country operations created gaps in the strategic analysis and planning to identify the most
appropriate profiles of technical staff in RO/SROs.

e Vacancies and the use of non-staff human resources provided flexibility in skills management in
face of transition to decentralized structure and financial uncertainty. However, such flexibility
needs to be managed pro-actively. Also, FAO was sometimes not considered an attractive
employer in contractual terms in local markets to retain skilled non-staff human resources.

4.2.1 Human resources in decentralized offices

105. Human resources occupy the single largest expenditure item in the use of the regular
programme budget. In the period 2011-2013, the share of the net appropriation allocated to
human resources in decentralized offices varied between 92% in the Asia/Pacific region in
2012/13 to 62% in Europe/Central Asia in 2010/11. Overall variation over time has been
negligible, from 22% in 2010-11 to 21% in 2012-13. This reflects FAO’s core functions in the
reviewed Strategic Framework that focuses mostly in ‘soft’ rather than ‘hard’ products and
services, even in interventions linked to emergency and rehabilitation.

106. Over the period 2004-13, there has been a shift in the number of budgeted posts,
Professional and above and General Service, assigned within the Programme of Work and
Budget (PWB) to the decentralized offices. This is depicted in Figure 8. In particular, there was a
net increase in the number of Professional posts and above, including national professional staff,
in decentralized offices with an increase of about 26%. At the same time, the number of
budgeted posts in HQ divisions and offices decreased by 5%. General Service posts decreased
overall by 15%, with the largest drop in HQ. Thus, the overall trend was an increase in the
number of professional posts in decentralized offices.

Figure 8 FAO national and international professional-and-above posts in HQ and decentralized offices,
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107. Nevertheless, the RO/SRO evaluations concluded from interviews with senior
government officers in the countries visited and surveys that FAO had not enough ‘people on
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board’ to meet the requests and expectations of the Members, in particular in the decentralized
offices.

108. In a country office where the Field Programme is small, due to various circumstances,
staff of the office will typically include an international staff in the position of FAOR, two
national professional posts for Assistant FAOR respectively for Administration and Programme,
and two or three support staff. In countries with sizable field programmes, staff on project posts
and those in the category of non-staff human resources (NSHR) makes up the rest, undertaking
mostly technical work.

4.2.2 FAOQO Representatives

109. The importance of the presence of a skilled FAOR was underscored by many evaluations.
The thrust in recent years has been the selection of senior staff who had already served a number
of years for the Organization, in HQ or a regional/SRO, as FAORs. A rough analysis in
December 2014 indicated that more than half of the heads of decentralized offices had been
selected from the pool of senior staff in the Organization, often in technical roles. Although in
some cases these appointments meant diversion of highly experienced technical staff in specific
areas of specialization, in the words of many of those FAORs, their working experience in HQ or
RO/SRO had greatly facilitated the communication and networking with the other entities for
collaboration and support, as well as their performance in the role of advocacy and information
sharing at country level on the overall mandate and work of the Organization. Overall, the
approach has been found very successful.

110. At the same time, the RO/SRO evaluations noted the concern expressed by Members on
detrimental effects of long vacancies at the level of head of decentralized offices. In all regions
and countries, it was noted that long vacancies in the post of FAOR have had damaging
consequences on the profile and performance of the Organization in the country, as well as in
staff morale and office organization. According to the information available> in December 2014,
as of January 2015, there should be 14 vacancies of heads of decentralized offices: eleven
FAORs, one TO/FAOR and two Subregional Coordinators. This represented a vacancy rate of
13% for this group. Information in 2014 from the Office of the Inspector General also indicates
that the occurrence of extended interim periods for FAORs had been significantly shortened.
This represents an important improvement. It is also affected by the fact that, in the period 2012-
2014, recruitment for PWB posts has been frozen for long periods of time.

4.2.3 Skill-mix in decentralized offices

111. The NENA evaluation had noted that the regional skill-mix was largely governed by
abolition of posts, retirements, transfers and out-posting of staff to country offices rather than by
a defined set of priorities for the region. The other evaluations confirmed the ‘opportunistic
approach’ to revise skill-mix in decentralized offices and analysed the extent to which the
staffing profile at the time of each evaluation, matched the needs reflected in the regional and
subregional priorities approved by the Regional Conferences.

* The staffing situation is very dynamic when analysed at the level of 142 offices, and vacancy figures in this
section should be taken as indicating orders of magnitude.
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112. In 2012 and 2013%, the Organization carried out a skill-mix review to improve the
staffing profile. Progress in implementing the findings and conclusions, was rather slow. Lack of
competences and skills in key areas of work was typically one of the reasons for decentralized
offices to forgo the role of Lead Technical Officer in projects and programmes. The staffing
profiles were also analysed in terms of administration, operations and support services. Overall,
decentralized offices were found to have adequate skill-mix for discharging these functions.

113.  Senior staff in decentralized offices was mildly optimistic on the current skill-mix in their
offices and on the possibility of taking into account regional and subregional priorities in guiding
further adjustments.® Still, mention was made of two issues that slowed down progress in
improving the skill-mix in decentralized offices. First, follow-up to the 2013 skill-mix review
was overtaken by the PWB preparation process; the order should have been reverse, to establish
programme priorities first, followed by the review of required profiles. Secondly, the
implementation of the first round of the mobility policy, recruitment processes were frozen for
relatively long periods of time.

114. Mention was made at the same time of the low capacity of decentralized offices of being
forward-looking and strategic in ‘building’ the desirable skill-mix across the pool of technical
officers through re-profiling of job descriptions and terms of reference when a new vacancy has
to be issued. If this is the case, there is a need for supporting the heads of offices in developing
this kind of skills.

115. In addition, the findings of the RO/SRO evaluations since 2012 point to some lack of
clarity on roles, responsibilities and functions between headquarters, ROs and SROs in
supporting country offices. This undermines the strategic analysis and planning at regional and
subregional level about which are the most useful profiles of technical staff in RO/SROs. The
fact that such a profile might differ from a region to another and possibly from a subregion to
another, should not mean that the decision is left entirely to ROs; if so, some kind of corporate
guidance to this effect would be useful®.

116. In the Latin America/Caribbean region, for example, there seems to be more requests for
technical officers with solid background in formulation and implementation of public policies in
their respective sectors, whereas in Africa, there may be more need for technical expertise with
solid experience in project and programme design and implementation, as well as capacity
development at the individual and organizational level. There is some evidence of good
collaboration between some technical departments and decentralized offices in this respect, but
the skill-mix reviews carried out so far do not seem to have properly addressed this aspect.

8 The skill mix and technical requirements in DOs were also reviewed in the context of the work planning exercise

for 2014-15.

Largely from interviews conducted in 2014.

For example, the role of a SRO needs to be clearly defined in order to have the appropriate skill-mix. If the SRO
operates as technical hubs then there should not be a need for administrative or operational skills.

61
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Overall, thus, there is room for a more structured process whereby these issues are analysed,
discussed and agreed strategies are implemented upon®.

4.2.4 Flexible forms of human resource management

117. During the transition to decentralized structure and in face of financial unpredictability, it
was considered necessary to have some flexibility in human resources management while
securing necessary expertise.

118.  One form of such flexibility is the use of vacancies. While vacancies in FAOR posts was
unanimously considered detrimental, vacancies in technical posts in RO/SROs, and to some
extent country offices, were considered more manageable with such compensatory measures as
support from other staff in the Organization or the use of consultants. The RO/SRO evaluations
noted that vacancies would allow the re-profiling of a number of technical positions and adjust
the skill-mix in RO/SROs to changed circumstances. It was cautioned however that care should
be taken not to affect the delivery and quality of the work. In some cases, it was noted that the
vacancy was not the result of deliberate management decision but due to the slowness of
centralized recruitment process.

119. In November 2014, the Progress Report on Implementation of the Human Resources
Strategic Framework and Action Plan presented to the Finance Committee indicated a vacancy
rate for all the decentralized offices at 17%.% On average, there were more vacancies among the
category of national professional staff. Several of the vacant posts in RO/SROs * for technical
officers in areas of high relevance in regions, e.g. fisheries and aquaculture, and water and land
management. Other areas with several vacant posts were policy, nutrition and gender. The gaps
tended to be filled by NSHR in practice.

120. Another way to maintain flexibility while securing necessary expertise was the use of
NSHR. Figure 9 shows the proportion of NSHR within total human resources available in the
regions.® With ratios of NSHR to staff ranging from 3-1 in EU/CA to 7-1 in LAC, their
importance for the operation of the decentralized offices is clear.

8 Reportedly, FAO is currently working on workforce/succession planning and talent management policies and
procedures, with a view to introducing some processes at the start of 2016. The processes aim at “assisting
managers to formulate plans and designs of the desirable future workforce in their units and define the measures
needed to recruit the right staff, including the ratio between staff member and non-staff employees”. In this
regard, the 2015 annual mobility planning exercise will be a first step in this direction.

8 This is from December 2014 information.
®  Data is from December 2014.

36



Synthesis of the evaluations of FAO’s Regional and Subregional Offices

Figure 9 FAO human resources on 3 December 2014, by category and region
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121. The majority of NSHR is funded through extra-budgetary resources. This is expected as
the Field Programme calls for specific expertise for a limited duration. On the regular budget, the
ratio of the share of NSHR expenditure in different decentralized offices remained mostly
between 20 to 40 percent range. This could be considered as the margin of flexibility in adjusting
the profiles of technical support. Further detailed analysis with a breakdown by regions and
offices provided the following stylized facts. Between the biennia 2010-2011 and 2012-2013, the
share of NSHR in the regular budget increased in all the ROs except one; decreased in all the
SROs except one; and decreased on average in country offices in all regions except one. Hence,
the need for the margin of flexibility is presumably higher in ROs, whereas more stability is
sought in the country offices.

122. In addition, all the RO/SRO evaluations®’ noted that a large portion of those who were
working in country offices were often offered non-attractive contractual conditions in terms of
grade at recruitment and opportunities for career development even when compared to other UN
agencies. This had a detrimental effect in retaining skilled human resources, especially highly-
skilled ones hired on NSHR contract without any presumption of continuing employment. This
in several occasions led to unintended turnovers, undermining the efficiency of delivery of the
decentralized office operations.

4.2.5 Mobility policy

123.  An important factor for skills management in decentralized structure is an enabling
environment for staff mobility across offices. The lack of mobility however has had an impact on
the perception and reality of appointments, roles and responsibilities that over the years has not

87 See sections 7.1.2 of the AF evaluation; section 7.5 of the ECA evaluation; section VI11.C of the NENA
evaluation; section 5.3.4 in the LAC evaluation; and section 7.5.4 in the AP evaluation.

37



Synthesis of the evaluations of FAO’s Regional and Subregional Offices

contributed to smooth relationships and constructive collaboration among the various levels in
the Organization. This had been picked up by a number of evaluations, starting with the 2004
Evaluation of Decentralization that had called for the rotation of technical staff, both as a means
of ensuring effective linkages between headquarters and the field and to catalyse staff skills
development. The need for a mobility policy in FAO had also been discussed by the Independent
External Evaluation of FAO and taken up by the IPA, through “Action 3.61: Establish an
incentive based rotation policy in HQ and between HQ and the decentralized offices with clear
criteria”.® Last, the NENA and AF evaluations also assessed mobility in the context of the
decentralization policies.

124. In December 2013, FAO issued its first Corporate Mobility Policy. A compendium of
posts open for mobility was prepared, and staff was invited to apply for opened positions. The
total number of staff that moved positions through the Policy in the period January-July 2014
was 47, including 31 geographic assignments.® The interviews in 2014 drew negative feedback
on the result from both decentralized offices and HQ that some among the re-assigned staff did
not have the required profile, competences and skills for the jobs they had moved into. At the
same time, the interviewees also acknowledged that lessons had been learned and that the revised
policy will contain key improvements that would enable a more effective application of the
concept.

4.2.6 Capacity development for FAO employees in decentralized offices

125. As part of the implementation of the IPA, FAO devoted efforts to expand the staff
training curriculum, with special emphasis on management training, aimed to contribute to the
development of a more efficient and accountable workforce to sustain the work of the
Organization. This had rapid visible effects in HQ, with a platform offering training
opportunities to staff. In the PWB allotments, resources assigned to staff capacity development
ceased to be fungible with other budget items.

126. In consideration of the importance of qualifications and skills of employees to carry out
the enhanced tasks for which decentralized offices became responsible in 2010, all RO/SRO
evaluations assessed the offer and access of FAO employees in the decentralized network to
capacity development initiatives.

127. In general, evaluations positively assessed the increased efforts by the Organization from
2010 onward, in developing training programmes to ensure that existing personnel would be able
to work effectively, and that newly recruited personnel would have an adequate orientation to
FAO procedures and systems. The offer of tutorial, on-line, face to face and e-learning
opportunities was expanded to a wide range of subjects and categories, from career development
to technical trainings, courses on FAO procedures, use of General Resource Management
System, procurement and Letters of Agreement and Resource Mobilization.

68
C 2008/4.

% FC 156/10, Progress Report on Implementation of the Human Resources Strategic Framework and Action Plan,
November 2014.
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128.  Further, both RAF and RNE carried out capacity development needs assessments in 2011
and 2010 respectively, to guide in the planning of training programmes, although these had not
taken place yet by the time of the respective evaluations.™

129. Despite the improved scope of the capacity development efforts, the evaluations had
found areas for improvement, in particular with respect to the following:

e Capacity development and the induction of newly recruited staff
e The AP and AF evaluations noted that in the two regions, NSHR had had significantly
less access to training than staff members.

130. In order to harmonize the findings of the AP and AF evaluations, data on attendance in
courses and events was updated™ in November 2014. This showed that in the period 2013-2014:

e The total number of face-to-face, organized on-line and e-learning courses taken was
12,787,

e The coursed were attended by 7,704 ‘students’;

e The number of ‘students’ corresponded to 4,992 employees: employees attended more
than one course, hence the difference in the number of students and employees.

131. The number of employees who attended one or more courses represented 63% of all FAO
personnel assigned to the decentralized office network. Figure 10 below shows the number and
percentage of FAO students (7,704) by region and category of training.”

" In the case of RNE, the NENA evaluation recommended that such assessment takes place as early as possible

™ Source: FAO Learning, Performance and Development Branch and Donor Liaison and Resource Mobilization
Team.

2 Gender-disaggregated data were available only for a minority of courses, thus it was not included as a variable.
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Figure 10 Number and percentage of FAO ‘students’ attending capacity development courses and events by
category and region, in 2013-2014
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132. Courses on FAO procedures were the most attended across all regions, followed by
General Resource Management System (GRMS above), procurement, career development,
resource mobilization and soft skills development. These trends were observed in most regions.
In all regions, however, courses on PEMS and Gender Focal Points had the lowest levels of
attendance. .

133. An important building-block in developing capacity for decentralized offices is the
induction for new externally-recruited FAORs. The approach followed in 2014 of a two-week’s
briefing is obviously helpful, nevertheless hardly sufficient. An initiative that started in mid-2014
to take stock of the experience up to then, as well as the planned learning community for FAORs
were still on-going at the time of writing.

4.3 Capacity to manage and technically support the Field Programme

Findings

o The decentralization of responsibilities to the decentralized offices for development, management
and technical support of the Field Programme has been progressing.

e The capacity to technically support projects has been an issue, especially when the responsibility
is passed onto decentralized offices. In this regard, attention needs to be paid in particular to the
capacity, the skill mix and the competencies of staff in RO/SROs as the decentralization of
responsibilities further progress.

134. The core challenge for FAO is to efficiently deliver products and services to its Members
which are timely and quality assured. Since the early 2000s, FAO policy, based on the principles
of subsidiarity, establishes that the management and technical support to the Field programme
should be delivered from the closest possible location to the action. This means that national

40



Synthesis of the evaluations of FAO’s Regional and Subregional Offices

projects should be managed by the FAOR as Budget Holder and backstopped or supported by the
relevant SRO/RO. The regional projects, i.e. initiatives covering more than one country in the
same region, should be managed and backstopped by the relevant SRO/RO. Finally, inter-
regional and global projects, i.e., those with the scope that spans across regions or of global
nature, should be managed and backstopped from HQ.

135. The enforcement of the policy was uneven over time and went through a number of
modifications. In its most recent version, the role of Lead Technical Unit (LTU) was always to
be located in headquarters, whereas the role of Lead Technical Officer (LTO) should be as close
as possible to the action, possibly at country level.

136. The distribution of the roles of LTU and LTO, and indirectly of Budget Holder, across
the different levels in the Organization, has often been perceived as one of the main indicators of
the degree of decentralization. At the same time, it has often been seen as one of the causes of
weak collaboration between headquarters, RO/SROs. Underlying issues that were identified by
the RO/SRO evaluations to affect the delegation of roles were competition for resources that are
allocated according to the roles.™ Also, it has been argued that HQ units, being formally
responsible for the corporate message, were in a better position to provide technical clearance for
and advisory support to projects and programmes.

137. The RO/SRO evaluations assessed the distribution of these roles. They all found that over
time the role of LTO had progressively been taken up by RO/SROs but that most projects were
still backstopped by technical officers in headquarters. LTOs in ROs were often assigned for
policy-related projects, as the Policy Unit had been heavily decentralized in early 2000s, and for
projects funded with resources mobilized within the region. More recently, the role of LTO for
projects funded by the Global Environment Facility has been assigned to the project managers
located at country level.

138. In general, the main reason for retaining projects in headquarters had been the limited
skill-mix and size of the technical pool in RO/SROs, although in some cases, the definition of
inter-regional and global scope had been somewhat stretched to ensure the handling of projects
from headquarters. On the other hand, in a few cases, those who were involved in one regional
programme were in several different locations, i.e. HQ, RO, programme management unit in
another location and country focal points in several countries, thus adding to the transaction costs
and coordination challenges.

139. The responsibility of operational management of the Field Programme was on the
contrary early and strongly decentralized. One exception in this case was Europe/Central Asia,
where the operational responsibility had to be retained in REU or SEC, due to the very limited
number of FAO Representations. The ECA evaluation had found that even when delegation
would have been possible, REU had preferred a RO-centred approach™. Further, as of 2013, the

" The Budget Holder is entitled to the reimbursement of the Administrative and Operational Support cost (AOS),

The LTO is entitled to the reimbursements of staff time through the Technical Support Services (TSS), even if
eventually, only a small portion of those funds are ever levied from the projects.

According to REU, full operational management was given to Kyrgyzstan and Georgia in 2014, and efforts were
underway to give operational responsibility also to Tajikistan and Armenia.

74
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decentralized offices have also become responsible for the operations of all emergency projects,
which in some cases represented a major shift in location of budget management.

140. The evolution across all regions in the period 2010-13 for all three roles is shown below
in Table 5.” The figures in the table indicate the allocation of total Field Programme Budget
responsibilities by LTU, LTO and Operating Unit for each region, and the change from 2010-
2011 to 2012-13.

141.  With regards to the LTUs, the trend is one of slow hand-over from headquarters to ROs
of the role of LTU, more pronounced for Latin America/Caribbean possibly due to the higher
share of funds mobilized from within that region. Regarding the LTO role, HQs is split in
technical departments and TCE, as this division has been playing this role quite extensively and
has increased its share of LTO roles also in 2012/13. The hand-over of the role to ROs is strong
and visible, though slightly less so to SROs. Country offices have been LTO for the TCP Facility
since the inception of this mechanism, hence the role already in 2010-11: nevertheless, the
significant increase of this type of role in most regions represents a major shift in the way the
Organization works. Finally, and with the exception of Europe/Central Asia where REU office
seems to have passed on responsibility for operations to HQ and SEC, in all other regions, the
responsibility for management of the field programme as of 2013 was largely in country offices.

142. The transfer of LTU and LTO roles and of operational responsibility has thus clearly
accelerated in the biennium 2012-13, with minor exceptions. However, a major concern in this
respect remains how the technical quality and coherence can be ensured through decentralized
services. All RO/SRO evaluations noted the concern of FAORSs that technical backstopping from
RO/SROs or HQ had not often been forthcoming due to either the lack of competence in some
specific subject matter, or the lack of capacity to respond”. Some evaluations also highlighted
the limited focus given to knowledge management and internal learning in decentralized
offices™.

143. Inthis regard, systematic technical backstopping of projects at country and regional level,
and technical clearance of documents and projects is the last step in a chain of actions through
which the Organization can ensure the delivery of quality products and services to its Members.
Gaps at this level, which undermine the quality and timeliness of the technical and policy
assistance and support provided at country level, means that the resources in RO/SROs, or in HQ
considering that some projects are also backstopped from there, are not enough to provide
adequate technical support to all FAO activities at the regional and country level.

144. In terms of quality of FAO’s programmes and projects, three of the RO/SRO evaluations
called attention to the weakness of FAO’s project designs as indicated by the majority of project

75
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This excludes inter-regional and global projects for which all three roles are located in HQ.

Because of the extensiveness of LTO role played by TCE at HQs, the percentages of LTOs allocated to TCE are
also shown in the table.

Less than half of the respondents to the recent survey also considered that their units had sufficient critical mass
to meet technical requests from members in a timely manner.

The RLC Evaluation recommended improving the management of knowledge within the region.

7
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evaluations.™ The Project Cycle Guide issued in September 2012 represented a major step
forward in updating and streamlining FAQO’s procedures for the design, formulation and
implementation of the Field Programme. There are signs that, following training sessions in the
second half of 2013, the Manual gained some acceptance and was considered a useful tool when
formulating new projects and activities.

145. In October 2014, the Corporate Programmes Monitoring Board endorsed a document
with title “Project Cycle and Strategic Framework: Basic principles and guidelines’, expected to
become the new FAO policy on roles and responsibilities in the development and management of
the Field Programme. At the time of writing this report, the project cycle guidelines and related
manuals and procedures are being amended to also reflect the December 2014 Management
decision on their alignment to resource mobilization.

™ As per OED database, recurrent weaknesses tend to be, among others: lack or poor context analysis; low levels
of integration of gender equality perspectives; unrealistic time-frames; institutional set-up not conducive to
sustainability.
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Table 5 Allocation of total Field Programme Budget responsibilities by LTU, LTO, Operating Unit for each
region, and its change from 2010-2011 to 2012-2013

Lead Technical Unit (LTU) Lead Technical Officer (LTO) Operating Unit
2012-13 change 2012-13 change 2012-13 change
Africa
HQs 80% (x0%) 39% (-24%) 2% (-52%)
TCE / / 36% (+4%) / /
ROs 3% (+1%) 15% (+14%) 13% (+7%)
SROs 16% (-1%) 50 (+2%) 6% (+5%)
FAORS 2% (-1%) 50 (+4%) 79% (+40%)
Asia & the Pacifi
HQs 85% (-8%) 23% (-42%) 1% (-46%)
TCE / / 11% (-8%) / /
ROs 14% (+8%) 520 (+23%) 2% (-3%)
SROs 0% (+0%) 1% (-1%) 8% (+6%)
FAORs 1% (x0%) 13% (+12%) 88% (+42%)
Europe & Central Asia
HQs T7% (-7%) 42% (-8%) 20% (+10%)
TCE / / 8% (+8%) / /
ROs 21% (+11%) 39% (+5%) 23% (-16%)
SROs 1% (-3%) 11% (-3%) 43% (+12%)
FAORs 1% (£0%) 1% (x0%) 14% (-6%)
Latin America and the Caribbean
HQs 62% (-9%) 29% (-33%) 3% (+20%)
TCE / / 6% (-3%) / /
ROs 27% (+12%) 49% (+35%) 2% (-8%)
SROs 8% (-5%) 10% (-8%) 22% (+14%)
FAORs 3% (+1%) 6% (+4%) 73% (+15%)
Near East and North Africa

HQs 99% (x0%) 50% (-33%) 1% (-63%)
TCE / / 10% (-4%) / /
ROs 1% (+1%) 33% (+32%) 14% (+10%)
SROs 0% (x0%) 6% (+5%) 39% (+38%)
FAORSs 0% (-1%) 0% (-1%) 46% (+15%)

Source: FPMIS, compiled by OED
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5 Conclusions and recommendations

146. Overall, the synthesis found that progress has been made over time, towards a more
inclusive and harmonized management model across the whole organization, from headquarters
to the country offices. The challenge still remains: finding the right balance between global and
local needs and expectations of 197 Members, who are the shareholders of a knowledge
organization with normative and operational mandates over a wide range of technical sectors in a
continuously changing world.

A. Has the decentralization process led to better response to country needs in terms of
country coverage?

147. The RO/SRO evaluations have found progress in the servicing of country needs in
general, for some countries in Central Asia and Central America in particular. Such progress has
been reflected in an increased field programme delivery, and a greater appreciation and demand
by government counterparts and partners for FAO products and services. Factors that have
contributed to this include: the expansion of the decentralized office network with presence in
more countries, transformation of National Correspondents and TO/FAOR respectively into
Assistant FAORs and fully-fledged Representations; and improved selection process of FAORSs.

148.  With respect to the overall network structure, there were no unique and best locations
identified for RO/SROs. Nevertheless, it was found that, in some cases, historical reasons
prevailed, having led to inefficiency in the travel to countries where most of the work was
carried out and ineffectiveness in coordination and collaboration with partners. UN Women
provides an example of a systematic approach to decide on the locations.

149. At the same time, many Members are rapidly changing their expectations and needs. This
should be factored in when planning the location of RO/SROs offices and over the medium and
long-term. In this context, the function of Representations in higher income and upper middle
income countries were also questioned.

Conclusion 1: Enhancements to the FAO decentralized office network since 2010 has led to
improved services to its Member Countries. Questions remain on location of some ROs and
SROs, as well as on the adequacy of host country arrangements in high and upper middle
income countries.

Recommendation 1: To FAO Member Countries and Management

FAO Member Countries and Management should consider reviewing the types and coverage of
Representation in countries and the location of RO/SROs. If agreed to move forward, discuss a set of
criteria to guide the process.

B. Have the priority-setting and programming mechanisms adapted to the needs of more
decentralized FAO?

150. Some recent process improvements and reform initiatives at the corporate level, not
always directly linked to the decentralization process, have started to positively influence the
coherence among global, regional and country programmes. The Regional Conferences now play
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an important role in corporate priority setting. The Regional Representatives have been more
present in corporate decision-making processes. At a more technical level, focal points in
RO/SROs have been involved since early 2013 in the formulation and planning process for the
work plans for the Strategic Objectives. Such involvement have allowed for a better
understanding of the new concepts included in the reviewed Strategic Framework, and a more
robust guidance at regional level, for example through the Regional Initiatives. At the same time,
some missed opportunities were identified to increase the involvement of country offices in the
priority-setting process, suggesting that national priorities may not have been fully reflected into
the process.

151. At country level, significant progress in improving the coherence of country programmes
had been made through the adoption of the Country Programming Frameworks. Its systematic
roll-out from 2012 onwards provided an opportunity for enhancing the relevance and
effectiveness of the work of the Organization, identifying synergies and developing partnerships
with a broad range of stakeholders, in alignment with regional and global priorities. Work has
progressively started to ensure the alignment of CPFs with the new reviewed Strategic
Framework, especially at the time of conducting annual or mid-term reviews of CPFs. This
should be encouraged as it is fundamental for ensuring sustained coherence between corporate
objectives and country programmes and relevance to the countries’ own development plans.

152. The quality of CPFs was found quite uneven in such aspects as: situational analysis,
results framework, gender mainstreaming, estimation of resource requirements and associated
resource mobilization action plans. A stronger and earlier engagement and support from various
corporate technical levels would be needed to strengthen them.

Conclusion 2: While aligning priorities at the corporate, regional and country levels
remains a challenge, process improvements and reform initiatives have strengthen their
coherence. There is still room for improving the quality of CPFs and the coherence of the
corporate and national priorities through CPFs.

Recommendation 2: To FAO Management

FAO Management should take further measures to improve the quality and effectiveness of CPFs, as
well as their coherence with corporate priorities across all countries. For this, a stronger and earlier
engagement and support from various levels of the Organization would be needed.

C. Has the capacity of decentralized offices improved to service the needs of Members
through decentralized operations?

153. Since 2010, operational responsibility has been transferred to the decentralized offices
and the LTO responsibility in the 2012-2013 biennium, having brought FAO closer to its clients.
Core resources and professional posts have steadily increased in decentralized offices over the
last decade, to cater for the new and strengthened offices and following the transfer of
management responsibilities. These trends and measures, together with improved selection
process of FAORs, have enhanced the capacity of many decentralized offices to provide more
timely and relevant assistance.
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154.  Nevertheless, decentralization necessarily meant spreading the resources thin across the
globe. Concern remains on technical capacities of decentralized offices. Technical support and
backstopping of field programme in countries were not always forthcoming from RO/SROs,
often due to capacity issues. This is not only in quantitative terms. Achieving the high level of
technical expertise and the right skill mix remains a challenge for decentralized offices. To
strategically plan and identify most appropriate profiles of technical staff in RO/SROs requires
further understanding of the technical support roles between HQ and RO/SROs.

155. Vacancies and the use of “non-staff human resources’ provide necessary flexibility to
adjust the skill mix during the decentralization process and in face of financial unpredictability.
For this, vacancies should be proactively managed and should not be the result of process
inefficiencies as seen in some cases. The decentralized offices rely heavily on non-staff human
resources. FAO was found not always an attractive employer in the local market for highly-
skilled employees in this category, making it difficult to attract and retain highly skilled human
resources. Decentralized offices need to be more empowered to manage the levels and the mix of
staff skills in the local context, especially those in non-stable contracts.

156. Resource mobilization for the field programme still remains a challenge for decentralized
office, and particularly so in some regions. Further support to decentralized offices, such as
through enhanced networks of intelligence on resource mobilization opportunities and learning
initiatives on resource mobilization, would be needed.

157. In recent times FAO has been more active in capturing the opportunities offered by the
growth in the number of governments interested and willing to collaborate with FAO with their
own financial resources or through South-South Cooperation. Given that South-South
Cooperation involves more than one country, pro-active and coordinated support from HQ and
ROs would be useful.

Conclusion 3: Technical and financial capacity in decentralized offices has increased
overtime and it has helped to provide more timely and relevant assistance. The progress
has been uneven among the regions however, and the challenge remains in achieving
desirable levels and mix of skills, and in resource mobilization.

Recommendation 3: To FAO Management

FAO Management should take measures to further facilitate and empower decentralized offices to
achieve desirable levels and skill mix of their human resources, taking into account local contexts, and
to further facilitate and support their resource mobilization efforts.
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