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Summary of prior evaluations and respective evaluation
recommendations

1.

This annex documents provides a brief review of each of the evaluations. The
recommendations that were made in each evaluation is then reproduced in full.

Three previous evaluations of the Flexible Voluntary Contribution Fund (FMM/FVC) have
been undertaken across three funding phases; 2010-2013, 2014-2017 and 2018-2021. A
review of the objectives and scope of the evaluations, assessment of the size of the fund,
and a summary of the findings, conclusions and recommendations provides important
background for this evaluation.’

Summary of prior evaluations

2013 FMM mid-term evaluation

Objectives and scope of the evaluation

3.

The scope of the mid-term evaluation covered the first two years of the FMM's operation,
from December 2010 to February 2013. The evaluation concentrated primarily on testing
the logical links and processes directly related to the FMM mechanism itself, rather than
attempting a detailed assessment of outcomes and impacts at the field level, which was
deemed difficult given the short period and monitoring system weaknesses. The main focus
was on whether the FMM was the most appropriate funding channel for
unearmarked/softly earmarked contributions and how it could be strengthened. The
evaluation aimed to provide guidance for future programming and management, lay a
more solid foundation for evidence collection for a future in-depth evaluation, and identify
broader lessons for the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO)
systems for managing programmatic funding. Key areas assessed included the relevance,
design, efficiency, effectiveness and coordination aspects of the FMM, particularly focusing
on the processes involved in allocating resources, programming interventions,
coordinating within FAO and partnering at the country level. It also touched on broader
issues affecting the mechanism, such as planning, monitoring, staffing and activities within
FAO.

Summatry of key findings

4.

The FMM was found to be potentially a very important mechanism for channelling
unearmarked or softly earmarked voluntary contributions, offering potential benefits such
as reduced transaction costs, increased flexibility and predictability of funding, and
decreased fragmentation. A key attribute was that it channelled funds through FAQO's
corporate systems. However, the evaluation found that short-term and unpredictable
funding, along with different degrees of earmarking by partners, affected the FMM's
operation, leading FAO to treat contributions more like separate streams rather than a

" The content for this section is derived from the three evaluation reports FAO. 2021. Evaluation of the Flexible
Multi-Partner Mechanism (FMM). Programme Evaluation Series, 11/2021. Rome; FAO. 2016. Evaluation of the
Flexible Multipartner Programme Support Mechanism (FMM). Project Evaluation Series, 03/2016. Rome; and FAO.
2013. Evaluation of the FAO Multipartner Programme Support Mechanism (FMM), 05/2013. Rome.



Evaluation of the FAO Flexible Voluntary Contribution Fund — Annex 2. Summary of prior evaluations and
respective evaluation recommendations

single programmatic fund. This made it difficult for funds from one resource partner to fill
gaps in funding from another.

Prioritization mechanisms for FMM funds were found to be relatively weak in the initial
rounds of funding, both for allocation between Strategic Objectives and for activities within
them. Processes based on proposals received some criticism, such as perceived excessive
influence of personal lobbying. The evaluation noted incomplete documentation regarding
the decision-making process and detailed use of funds. Financial reporting systems were
also structured in a way that made it challenging to track exactly how funds were used.

The evaluation noted signs of progress, such as FMM managers introducing improvements
to the prioritization system, including a call for proposals with standard concept notes and
a technical committee to examine proposals. Some lessons learned from FMM were
feeding into the management of other trust funds, suggesting potential for strengthening
FAO systems overall. FMM funds had also supported the piloting and development of
FAO's Country Programming Frameworks (CPF). There was some praise for the speed and
flexibility of FMM budget holders.

Summary of conclusions and recommendations

7.

The evaluation concluded that FMM was potentially a very important funding mechanism
but requires strengthening in several areas, including senior management leadership,
prioritization ~ mechanisms,  monitoring and  reporting, linkages  between
global/regional/country work, and documentation. Recommendations were made to FAO
management concerning governance, priority setting, standard document formats and
reviewing project support costs. Recommendations were also directed at FMM managers
to prepare for the next evaluation by reviewing monitoring arrangements and data
collection, including for transaction costs. The evaluation commended resource partners
for supporting the mechanism and recommended continued support, suggesting they
consider longer and larger commitments and request reports from FAO's main reporting
systems.

2016 FMM evaluation

Objectives and scope of the evaluation

8.

This evaluation covered the period from the FMM's establishment in 2010 to mid-2015. Its
scope included assessing the progress made in implementing the accepted
recommendations of the 2013 mid-term evaluation and evaluating the outcomes and
impacts of FMM activities at the field level. The assessment focused on the FMM
mechanism after the 2013 evaluation, as well as the actual initiatives implemented at both
headquarters and the field level. Specific areas of analysis included the FMM resource
allocation process, the reduction of transaction costs, the involvement of Decentralized
Offices in the formulation of concept notes, and the contribution to FAO's Strategic
Framework and Country Programme Frameworks. The evaluation’s assessment of results
focused on the contribution, added value, catalytic effect and comparative advantage of
FMM resources in achieving FAO's organizational outputs and outcomes.



Summatry of key findings

0.

10.

11.

The evaluation confirmed the strategic importance and relevance of the FMM.
FMM-supported projects were found to be generally well aligned with the FAO Strategic
Framework and contributed to undertaking more strategic and cross-sectoral work. While
FMM funds proved crucial in supporting underfunded or important new areas within the
Strategic Framework, the extent of cross-sectoral work was sometimes constrained by the
specificity of earmarking by some resource partners. The FMM was seen as a valuable
instrument for pursuing corporate priorities.

Despite its strategic importance, the FMM remained underfunded and underdeveloped,
with a limited understanding and generally low profile among stakeholders, reducing
interest from potential new partners. FMM procedures had not been formally documented
in the same way as other funding instruments. Although operational arrangements seemed
fairly well established at higher decision-making levels, the underlying logic for the
selection of FMM proposals within Strategic Objectives was still unclear. There was a
perception among resource partners and FAO personnel that FMM procedures needed to
be better structured, formalized and documented, and more transparent, particularly
regarding fund allocation.

Stakeholder opinions encountered during country studies varied; positive assessments
concerned relevance, flexibility and quality of technical support, while dissatisfaction was
expressed regarding timeliness, often due to erratic funding flows and delays in approvals.
Awareness of FMM was limited among government and other stakeholders, with
FMM-supported programmes often not distinguishable from FAO programmes generally.
Capacity in the FMM Funding Liaison Office was limited, potentially causing administrative
delays. While FMM funding was being used in accordance with its principles, including
innovation, catalytic effects, capacity development and partnerships, there was a request
for closer consultations with headquarters by Country Offices and national stakeholders in
the design and implementation of FMM projects.

Summary of conclusions and recommendations

12.

The evaluation concluded that while strategically important, the FMM needed to address
a number of key issues if it was to reach its full potential, particularly improving its
management, efficiency and effectiveness. It was considered to be a vital mechanism for
flexible contributions but lacked successful marketing, which limited its growth.
Recommendations included improving efficiency and effectiveness to make FMM more
attractive to donors, clarifying and reviewing procedures for fund management and
allocation, increasing participation and ownership of Decentralized Offices and national
stakeholders in concept note design, and enhancing the capacity of the FMM Funding
Liaison Office. It also recommended improving monitoring and reporting in parallel with
corporate processes to enhance marketing.

2021 FMM evaluation

Objectives and scope of the evaluation

13.

This evaluation covered all FMM-funded activities in the 2018-2021 phase, up to February
2021. Its purpose was to inform stakeholders about the fund's overall performance and
contributions towards the FAO Strategic Objectives and Sustainable Development Goals,
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as well as to generate lessons and recommendations for the design of the subsequent FVC
phase (2022-2025). Given the short implementation time of the phase that was being
evaluated, an assessment of results was not feasible. The evaluation therefore based its
assessment of results on the previous phase, focusing on the added value, catalytic effect
and comparative advantage of FMM resources in achieving FAO's outputs and outcomes.
The assessment of the present phase focused on FMM's strategic positioning and the
implications of the five strategic shifts it underwent, covering areas like strategic
positioning, effectiveness of implementation modalities, potential for catalytic effect and
transformational impacts, enablers and constraints, and forward-looking perspectives. It
specifically assessed the mechanism'’s contributions under each FAO Strategic Objective
and the sustainability prospects of results achieved in the previous phase. The evaluation
focused on the fund level, not in-depth evaluations of individual subprogrammes.

Summatry of key findings

14.

15.

16.

The evaluation found the FMM to be of strategic relevance to FAO as a vehicle for financing
innovation. The FMM was found to be the only voluntary funding mechanism in FAO
designed to directly support Strategic Objectives through unearmarked or lightly
earmarked funds. While resource partners and FAO had different understandings and
expectations of flexibility, the renewed FMM enabled seed funding in underfunded areas
or emerging priorities. However, awareness and knowledge of the FMM varied, particularly
in Decentralized Offices, where personnel and national counterparts sometimes had little
knowledge of the mechanism, its procedures or guidelines.

The renewed FMM introduced significant changes to governance and implementation
arrangements, including the establishment of a dedicated Coordination Unit, resource
allocation criteria and updated guidance documents, which instilled confidence in its
management among resource partners and FAO. The processes for prioritization and
resource allocation improved with the introduction of criteria, but concerns remained
regarding the lack of clarity and transparency in how criteria were applied and weighted.
While procedures for formulating and approving subprogrammes were perceived as
somewhat simpler than other modalities by headquarters personnel, many key informants
expressed concern that the two-year cycle was too short to demonstrate envisaged results
and inconsistent with a programmatic approach.

Financial reporting complied with FAQ rules, allowing resource partner contributions to be
traceable in subprogrammes. The 2020 Annual Progress Report was comprehensive and
transparent, providing dashboards and information on contributions, allocations and
overall performance. However, some key informants felt the reporting requirements were
disproportionate to the funding level and intervention length. The evaluation also
highlighted that insufficient attention had been paid to systemizing the knowledge
generated through FMM support for learning within FAO and beyond. Visibility and
understanding of the FMM at decentralized levels and among government partners was
found to be important but currently limited.

Summary of conclusions and recommendations

17.

The evaluation concluded that the changes introduced have improved FMM management
and restored resource partner confidence, as evidenced by increased resources and new
partners, a contrast to findings from the 2016 evaluation. Despite exceeding resource
mobilization targets, the FMM remained small relative to total voluntary resources. While



strategically relevant and contributing to corporate priorities, areas for further
improvement include developing a dedicated resource mobilization strategy, increasing
pooling of funds, ensuring realistic subprogramme durations, improving Decentralized
Office involvement, clarifying resource allocation criteria, strengthening quality assurance
of reports, and enhancing knowledge management and independent evaluations.

Prior evaluation recommendations

Recommendations made in the 2013 mid-term evaluation

Recommendation 1. Market the FMM funding mechanism vigorously to resource partners, at least
for a portion of their funds, and encourage providers of unearmarked voluntary contributions to
join the mechanism in the 2014-2015 biennium. This is predicated on the implementation of
Recommendations 2 and 3.

Recommendation 2. Review the governance arrangements for prioritization of FMM funds. Eight
specific principles are proposed for this, which reflect the underlying values of competition,
transparency, flexibility and institutional strengthening — including improved linkages between
headquarters and country work.

Recommendation 3. Adopt standard document formats for future FMM activities that provide
sufficient information for managers to be able to compare different proposals and monitor
achievements. These should be agreed by the Technical Cooperation Services, Office of Strategy,
Planning and Resources Management and Office of Support to Decentralization. Six specific
principles are proposed for this, which reflect the underlying values of proportionality,
transparency, institutional strengthening and Paris Declaration commitments.

Recommendation 4. Following the 2013 FAO study of project support costs, review — with
governance bodies — the case for charging lower project support costs for the FMM, both to reflect
the fact that transaction costs (or “indirect variable support costs”) could potentially be lower than
they are for projects, and to attract donors to the mechanism.

Recommendation 5. Prepare for the next evaluation of FMM by reviewing the monitoring
arrangements for existing and new workstreams and ensuring that adequate monitoring data is
being collected on activities funded under the mechanism. This should also address the issue of
data collection on transaction costs.

Recommendation Resource Partner (RP)-1. Align funds to FAO’'s new Strategic and
Functional/Additional Objectives, avoiding more specific earmarking within these.

Recommendation RP-2: Wherever possible, align timing of FMM funds to FAO's biennium planning
cycle, giving sufficient notice of funding to be able to include it in plans, and a minimum period of
two years' funding.

Recommendation RP-3. Allow part of the FMM funding to be used if needed for further support
to build key FAO systems and institutions that support the strategic aims of FMM, such as
Corporate Results Monitoring and Reporting and Technical Networks.

Recommendation RP-4: Request reports from FAO's main reporting systems, rather than separate
FMM reports, and if necessary, focus dialogue with FAO on any improvements required to the main
reporting systems.
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Recommendations made in the 2016 evaluation

Recommendation 1. FAO should formalize, harmonize and document FMM planning and resource
allocation procedures, particularly below the Strategic Programme Leaders’ level, and strengthen
monitoring and reporting of results. Resource management and reporting should be further
systematized.

Recommendation 2. Building on Recommendation 1, FAO should improve FMM’s efficiency and
effectiveness, and demonstrate its achievements and contributions with a view to making FMM a
more attractive instrument for supporting FAO corporate priorities.

Recommendation 3. FAO should clarify and review the procedures for managing FMM funds, as
well as their allocation between and within Strategic Objectives, in order to improve predictability
of funding and enable better FMM implementation planning.

Recommendation 4. FAQO should increase the participation and ownership of Decentralized Offices
and national stakeholders in the design of concept notes and strengthen alignment with CPFs and
national policies and strategies. This would involve more meaningful consultations at regional
and/or country level during the design of concept notes.

Recommendation 5. FAO should enhance the capacity of the FMM Funding Liaison Office in order
to achieve a satisfactory level of administration, coordination, monitoring and reporting.
Implementation status of the evaluation recommendations

18. An update on the implementation status of the recommendations from the 2021 evaluation
report was conducted by OEV and reviewed by the Evaluation Team. A summary of
progress against each of the recommendations is provided in Table 1.



Table 1. Summary of progress against recommendations

Recommendations

Status

Recommendation 1: FAO should review and revise the FVC theory of change to align with the
new Strategic Framework. In particular, the FVC theory of change should be revised to better
articulate how the flexible funding of the FVC contributes to FAO's effectiveness. Clearer
elaboration of this in the Action Pathway of the theory of change should assist in informing
choices about the selection of Programme Priority Areas and subprogrammes in the next phase
of the FVC. In revising the theory of change, FAO should also provide precise definitions of key
concepts, for example, flexibility, catalytic and innovation.

Partially implemented.

While the FVC has made progress in aligning its Theory of
Change (ToC) with the new Strategic Framework, challenges
remain in fully articulating how flexible funding contributes to
FAO's effectiveness and in providing precise definitions of key
concepts.

The resource mobilization strategy should go beyond the traditional resource mobilization
approaches to include exploration of emerging financing modalities, for example, impact
investments, blended finance, and non-financial resources (expertise). The resource mobilization
strategy should explore the inclusion of non-traditional resource partners, for example,

The FVC resource mobilization strategy should be aligned to the broader resource mobilization
strategy of the Resource Mobilization and Private Sector Partnerships Division.

Recommendation 2: FAO should develop a resource mobilization strategy dedicated to the FVC.

philanthropic organizations and the private sector with due consideration for conflicts of interest.

Not implemented.

The evaluation notes the corporate restriction on the FVC
having its own dedicated resource mobilization “strategy,” in
line with the Director-General's directive that FAO should
maintain a single overarching strategy for resource
mobilization. In this context, referring to an FVC-specific
resource mobilization “plan” is considered more appropriate.
Regardless of the terminology, the evaluation found that a
dedicated and clearly articulated resource mobilization
roadmap for the FVC does not currently exist, and that the
FVC is not playing a central role in the broader FAO resource
mobilization strategy currently in place.

Recommendation 3: FAO should increase the pooling of resource partner contributions at
subprogramme level to reduce fragmentation of the FVC portfolio, and to ensure that the
funding allocated to a subprogramme is sufficient to achieve the intended outcomes of the
subprogramme.

Implemented.

The FVC has enhanced the flexibility of its funding, with
roughly 70% of contributions now unearmarked and the
remaining 30% softly earmarked at the level of the “four
betters,” allowing for broader use compared to previous,
more rigid earmarking. However, fragmentation remains a
challenge, as the relatively large portfolio of small grants
continues to limit the scope and effectiveness of
subprogrammes. The funding modality continues to rely on
asking most successful applicants to reduce their scope and
budget to make it possible to fund a larger portfolio than
would be possible otherwise.
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Recommendations

Status

Recommendation 4: FAO should change its approach of tying the duration of subprogrammes
to the availability of funding in a given biennium, which limits the duration of subprogrammes to
a maximum of two years. Delinking the duration of subprogrammes from the biennium funding
cycle will give FAO greater flexibility in designing subprogrammes that have durations
commensurate with their intended outcomes.

Implemented.

FVC has formally implemented the recommendation by
establishing a new governance framework that allows for
subprogramme durations to extend beyond single bienniums
and to be determined on a case-by-case basis. This
represents a significant step towards greater flexibility.
However, the issue of "short project timeframes” as a
hindering factor for achieving impact and sustainability is still
frequently raised, suggesting that the implementation is not
yet fully effective in allowing durations commensurate with
intended outcomes.

Recommendation 5: FAO should ensure that decentralized offices are actively engaged in the
development of concept proposals and in the detailed design of subprogrammes. Regional
offices should be invited to identify and prioritize FVC proposals and should be involved in
decision-making in the selection of countries for implementation.

Implemented.

The Call for Proposals mechanism has increased
Decentralized Offices engagement. However, HQ-bias
perception remains, and full strategic participation of DOs is
still evolving.

Recommendation 6: FAO should continue to improve the effectiveness of the FVC resource
allocation processes. An important action that is needed is for FAO to provide more precise
definitions of the resource allocation criteria. There should be greater transparency in soliciting
of concept proposals through an open call for proposals, with clear criteria and application
requirements to ensure that ‘bankable’ proposals are submitted. FAO should put in place a
formal process for assuring the technical quality of concept proposals.

Partially implemented.

FAO has made advances in some aspects of this
recommendation, particularly in using a Call for Proposals for
soliciting concept notes and strengthening the rigor of initial
assessments. However, critical issues around precise
definitions of criteria and overall transparency of the selection
process are still not fully addressed.

Recommendation 7: FAO should introduce a mechanism for quality assurance of the content of
FVC annual reports to address concerns raised by implementing units and technical divisions
about the technical quality of subprogramme summaries in annual progress reports. The quality
assurance should include relevant FAO technical staff in reviewing and commenting on draft
reports. FAO should also obtain formal feedback from resource partners and FAO stakeholders
on the readability and usefulness of the 2020 Annual Progress Report.

Partially implemented.

A process is in place for technical divisions to examine and
revise the assessment of their individual subprogramme
reports. However, the overarching narrative section of the
Annual Progress Report, which is prepared by PSR, is not
subject to review by contributors. PSR coordinated with
resource partners to facilitate their review of the 2022 Annual
Report.




Recommendations

Status

Recommendation 8: FAO should ensure that FVC-funded interventions are evaluated
independently to learn lessons from implementation and to enhance policies and practices.
These should be thematic evaluations or cluster evaluations of related subprogrammes. The
themes of these evaluations should be around resource allocation criteria or those aspects that
set the FVC apart from other funding modalities in FAQ. For example, the FVC could be evaluated
under the theme of innovation or under the theme of catalytic effects. These thematic
evaluations are distinct from the current evaluation that focused on the revised governance and
implementation arrangements and will enable a deeper analysis of FVC's contribution to FAO's
results. The evaluations should be linked to a strategy for cataloguing and disseminating the
knowledge generated, within FAO and beyond.

Partially implemented.

FVC has initiated "impact evaluations" for some longer-
running FVC-funded subprogrammes, which aligns with the
spirit of learning lessons and deeper analysis of contributions.
However, there is not a fully implemented strategy for
conducting broader thematic or cluster evaluations focusing
on FVC-specific aspects (like innovation or catalytic effects)







