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Executive summary 

Introduction  

 

1. This document presents the results of the Final Evaluation of the project “Building a 

global agenda of action in support of sustainable livestock sector development” 

(herein referred to as the “Project”). This Final Evaluation was foreseen in the Project 

Document and it is being conducted for both accountability and learning purposes. 

The evaluation aimed at: providing accountability to the donors and partners by 

assessing the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nation’s (FAO’s) 

contribution to establishing and managing the Global Agenda for Sustainable 

Livestock (GASL); drawing lessons from the implementation processes and provide 

recommendations to FAO staff and other stakeholders for programmatic 

improvement; and drawing lessons for similar ongoing or future initiatives. 

2. The idea for the Project grew from the international debate about the role of the 

livestock sector in the Sustainable Development Agenda in the early 2000s. Several 

stakeholders recognized the publication Livestock’s Long Shadow (FAO, 2006)1 as a 

turning point as it drew attention to the livestock sector also by highlighting some 

of its negative impacts on the environment and climate change. Other publications 

in that period such as the World Development Report of 2008 (World Bank) and “The 

State of Food and Agriculture 2009: Livestock in the Balance” (FAO, 2009) pointed to 

the potential of livestock for poverty reduction and the under-investment and policy 

neglect in the sector. The launch of the publication “Livestock in a Changing 

Landscape” in 2010 (Island Press) was also important in building consensus on the 

need for a global dialogue on the issue. In this framework, the Project was developed 

after the recommendation of FAO’s Committee on Agriculture (COAG) which, in its 

22nd session in June 2010 recommended FAO to investigate suitable options for 

stakeholder dialogue and concerted action in support of sustainable livestock sector 

development, taking into account the disparities between production systems, the 

proliferation of private standards, the countries’ economic development, the role of 

smallholders, the importance of exports and the status of natural resources. 

3. The Project started its implementation in December 2011 and had an initial timeline 

of two years with an initial budget of USD 1 830 000. Its initial purpose was to 

promote broad-based, voluntary and informal stakeholder commitment through 

global and regional consultations, as well as the search for funds to support a 

subsequent operational phase. A number of budget revisions and extensions, as well 

as the entry of new donors resulted in an overall budget of USD 4 750 308 and an 

end date of 30 September 2017. The main donor is the Swiss Federal Office for 

Agriculture which contributed around 85 percent of the project funds, while other 

donors are the Governments of France, Ireland, the Netherlands and New Zealand, 

and the Livestock Research Centre of Wageningen University and Research (The 

Netherlands). A second phase of the Project has been agreed and will extend the 

current activities until December 2018, with the addition of a few new activities. The 

evaluation also drew on the design and implementation of the second phase of the 

Project, from January 2017 to December 2018, in order to: i) understand the Project’s 

                                                 
1 http://www.fao.org/docrep/010/a0701e/a0701e.pdf  

http://www.fao.org/docrep/010/a0701e/a0701e.pdf
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own learning and adaptation process; and ii) assess the potential for the results to 

be achieved. 

4. The evaluation adopted a results-focused approach and was conducted through an 

inclusive and transparent process. The methodology consisted of a question-based 

approach, informed by the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) Norms and 

Standards and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development's 

Development Assistance Committee (OECD-DAC) criteria. The four key Evaluation 

Questions were further elaborated in an Evaluation Matrix, including sub-questions, 

judgement criteria, suggested indicators and data collection methods and sources. 

The main tools consisted of semi-structured interviews, document reviews and a 

survey addressed to all GASL members. The four main Evaluation Questions (EQs) 

were: 

• EQ1. To what extent were the Project design, approach and implementation 

arrangements relevant? (Relevance and design) 

• EQ2. To what extent did FAO, through the Project, successfully perform its 

facilitator, convener, technical and programmatic services in establishing and 

maintaining GASL? (FAO and GASL - efficiency) 

• EQ3. To what extent does GASL function effectively in an inclusive manner, also 

by mainstreaming gender considerations? (Governance and partnerships) 

• EQ4. To what extent have stakeholders adopted or are likely to adopt new 

practices or policies as a result of their participation in GASL? (Results and 

sustainability) 

 

5. The evaluation aimed at generating useful information that the primary audience 

could use to make decisions, take action or add to their knowledge base. The primary 

audience is identified as GASL’s Secretariat and governing bodies, FAO’s Livestock 

Information, Sector Analysis and Policy Branch (AGAL) and current and potential 

donors. In addition, the evaluation aimed at contributing to FAO and other 

development practitioners’ understanding of multi-stakeholder partnerships (MSPs) 

as a tool for achieving the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. 

Main findings 

 

6. The design of the Project reflected its intended nature as a vehicle to establish a 

Global Agenda with a global mandate and a broad stakeholder participation, with 

the ultimate goal of policy and practice change in the livestock sector. FAO acted on 

COAG’s recommendation by establishing the ground for GASL to function, leading 

to its endorsement by COAG in May 2012. In addition to clearly aligning to the 2030 

Agenda and contributing to several Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), GASL’s 

appeal was that it provided a unique forum to discuss the issues around livestock 

sustainability with a broad and diverse participation. GASL’s focus has been gradually 

broadened from a focus on natural resources to include other topics considered to 

encompass the main factors affecting sustainability such as social, economic and 

environmental issues. The growth in membership from 56 in 2015 to 105 in 2018 

demonstrates its relevance as well as its potential outreach. 

7. The mechanics of GASL’s functioning were not simple to establish and manage. It 

was to some extent an experiment in the domain on Multi-stakeholder Partnerships 
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for Development, which was a relatively new field at the time of its inception. This 

pioneering approach required adjustments to its internal governance along the way, 

such as amendments to its membership conditions and internal decision-making 

processes, which have been enacted in a participatory and effective way. Being 

hosted as a project in FAO was instrumental to its ability to attract funding and new 

members, as well as maintain balance and participation among members. GASL’s 

day-to-day functioning was ensured by an Agenda Support Team (AST) which served 

as a secretariat and was composed of FAO staff located in Rome. Furthermore, FAO’s 

technical expertise in the livestock sector provided an important contribution to the 

initial thematic focus of GASL and its overall strategic direction. However, there have 

been challenges to GASL’s smooth functioning as FAO’s rules and administrative 

processes which have sometimes clashed with GASL’s internal decision-making 

processes and hampered its effective functioning. While there is clear room for 

improvement in such areas, being hosted in FAO presents more advantages than 

disadvantages at this time. 

8. While the ultimate results and impacts of GASL will only become apparent in time, 

the approach of this initiative has demonstrated encouraging progress towards a 

more consensual view on sustainable livestock as well as policy and practice change. 

The contributions and added value of GASL rest in its partnership building and 

knowledge sharing effects, which have been clearly appreciated by its members. 

Reaching a common approach and definition of sustainable livestock will require 

time and concerted efforts, and GASL, with its broad membership, is well positioned 

to contribute to this goal.  

Conclusions 

Conclusion 1 (EQ1). The Project is clearly aligned and contributing to the strategic 

priories of FAO and members of the Global Agenda for Sustainable Livestock, as well 

as several SDGs. It is addressing a gap in the global discourse on livestock 

sustainability which was not being addressed by other stakeholders. 

Conclusion 2 (EQ2 and EQ3). The Project has successfully established and expanded 

the Global Agenda for Sustainable Livestock into an attractive and inclusive platform. 

Being hosted in FAO, and supported through the Agenda Support Team, has been 

critical in attracting members and donors; however, this poses several challenges in 

terms of defining roles and procedures for Multi Stakeholder Processes.  

Conclusion 3 (EQ3). Representation in the Global Agenda for Sustainable Livestock is 

broad and diverse, and respects the principle of openness and inclusiveness; however, 

consumer groups are not clearly represented and the existence of a donor cluster is 

incongruous with the other clusters. This representativeness is further strengthened 

by an internal governance structure which has proven flexible and participatory in 

responding to members’ needs, and has to continuously balance between inclusivity 

and decisive actions. 

Conclusion 4 (EQ3). The Project did not adequately incorporate a gender perspective 

in its activities, however there is a clear potential to do so to address equity issues in 

the livestock sector. 
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Conclusion 5 (EQ4). GASL has proven to be effective in enabling some exchange of 

knowledge, tools and best practices among members, and there is an expectation by 

members that it will do so even more in the future, thereby creating an incentive for 

continued participation. GASL’s goal of advancing towards a common vision for 

sustainable livestock requires continuous compilation of evidence, and application 

of policies and practices based on local contexts; this learning mechanism was 

facilitated by the creation of Action Networks. 

Recommendations  

Recommendation 1. FAO’s Animal Production and Health Division (AGA) 

Management and Partnership Division should draw lessons from GASL and other 

Multi Stakeholder Partnerships and provide guidance on their functioning to enable 

them to achieve concrete result.  

Recommendation 2. GASL should prioritize the establishment of monitoring, 

evaluation and learning mechanism to collect lessons and results from members and 

facilitate reporting to current and potential donors.  

Recommendation 3. In its Action Plan 2019-2021 GASL would benefit from 

developing a shared and explicit theory of change of how it intends to contribute to 

policy and practice change. This should also include further development of the links 

to regional and country levels. 

Recommendation 4. GASL should strengthen its efforts to incorporate e gender 

perspective given its crucial importance in sustainable livestock production. This can 

be done for instance by actively promoting a gender analysis in the policies and 

practices discussed in GASL or by disseminating FAO technical training material on 

gender in the livestock sector. 

Recommendation 5. Broadening the donor base will be critical for GASL’s future, and 

additional communication and outreach efforts should be pursued to ensure its 

activities continue. Leveraging funds from its members has been effective and should 

be further expanded. Furthermore, GASL should consider organizing donors’ 

presence in a different form, by possibly eliminating the donor cluster and 

distributing the donor organizations among the other clusters. 
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1. Introduction  

1.1 Background 

1. This document presents the results of the Final Evaluation of the project “Building a 

global agenda of action in support of sustainable livestock sector development” 

(herein referred as to the “Project”) managed by the Office of Evaluation (OED) of the 

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO). 

2. The Project started its implementation in December 2011 and had an initial timeline 

of two years with a budget of USD 1 830 000. Its initial purpose was to promote 

broad-based, voluntary and informal stakeholder commitment through global and 

regional consultations, as well as the search for funds to support a subsequent 

operational phase. A number of budget revisions and extensions, as well as the entry 

of new donors resulted in an overall budget of USD 4 750 308 and an end date of 30 

September 2017. The main donor is the Swiss Federal Office for Agriculture which 

contributed around 85 percent of the project funds, while other donors are the 

Governments of France, Ireland, the Netherlands and New Zealand, and the Livestock 

Research Centre of Wageningen University and Research (the Netherlands). At the 

time of the evaluation the project expenditure is 100 percent. 

3. A second phase of the Project has been agreed and will extend the current activities 

until December 2018, with the addition of a few new activities. A draft Project 

Document was made available to the evaluation team. 

1.2 Purpose of the evaluation 

4. This Final Evaluation was foreseen in the Project Document and it is being conducted 

for both accountability and learning purposes. As foreseen in the Terms of Reference 

(see Annex 1), it aimed at: 

• providing accountability to the donors and partners by assessing FAO’s 

contribution to establishing and managing the Global Agenda for Sustainable 

Livestock (GASL);2 

• drawing lessons from the implementation processes and providing 

recommendations to FAO staff and other stakeholders for programmatic 

improvement; 

• drawing lessons for similar ongoing or future initiatives. 

 

5. In addition, the findings and lessons captured by the evaluation could also serve as 

evidence to leverage additional resources with potential funding partners to expand 

GASL. 

  

                                                 
2 GASL is a Multi Stakeholder Partnership committed to sustainable development of the livestock sector 

from a social, economic and environmental perspective. See: http://www.livestockdialogue.org  

http://www.livestockdialogue.org/
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1.3 Intended users 

6. The main audience and intended uses of the evaluation are:  

Primary audience Intended use 

GASL Secretariat (Agenda Support 

Team) and FAO’s Livestock 

Information, Sector Analysis and 

Policy Branch (AGAL) of the Animal 

Production and Health Division (AGA) 

To improve the implementation and make 

informed decisions on the way forward 

GASL governing bodies (Multi 

Stakeholder Partnership and Guiding 

Group) 

To improve the implementation and make 

informed decisions on the way forward 

Current and potential donors 
To inform strategic investment decisions in 

the future 

Secondary audience Intended use 

Action Networks 

For future decision-making on their Action 

Plans as well as use and adaptation of GASL 

concepts and principles 

FAO technical departments and 

Partnerships Division (Partnerships 

and South-South Cooperation 

Division - DPS) 

To improve ongoing and future MSPs 

Other potential donors and 

organizations 

To inform strategic investment decisions in 

the livestock sector 

 

1.4 Scope and objective 

7. The Evaluation assessed the entire implementation period, from December 2011 to 

September 2017, covering all key activities undertaken within the framework of the 

Project as described in the Project Document. The focus was on: i) design and delivery 

of results against the intended objectives; as well as ii) effectiveness of the Project’s 

governance along with the linkages with other major initiatives. The Evaluation also 

drew on the design and implementation of the second phase of the Project, from 

January 2017 to December 2018, to: i) understand the Project’s own learning and 

adaptation process; and ii) assess the potential for the results to be achieved. 

8. The evaluation aimed at generating useful information that the primary audience 

could use to make decisions, take action or add to their knowledge base. In 

particular, it had the following objectives: 

• assess the appropriateness of the Project’s design and approach;   

• assess the Project’s achievements and contributions vis-à-vis its objectives;   
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• assess the potential impact of the Project and its contribution to building 

consensus on sustainable livestock sector development;  

• identify key success areas and lessons, and make the appropriate 

recommendations. 

 

9. In addition, the evaluation aimed at contributing to FAO and other development 

practitioners’ understanding of multi stakeholder partnerships (MSPs) as a tool for 

achieving the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development.3 Although the need for 

global MSPs to scale up the impact of initiatives is recognized, more understanding 

is required about their legitimacy, effectiveness and development impact. 

10. In order to achieve these objectives, the evaluation addressed and was organized 

around four key Evaluation Questions (EQ), presented below. 

• EQ1. To what extent were the Project design, approach and implementation 

arrangements relevant? (Relevance and design) 

• EQ2. To what extent did FAO, through the Project, successfully perform its 

facilitator, convener, technical and programmatic services in establishing and 

maintaining GASL? (FAO and GASL - efficiency) 

• EQ3. To what extent does GASL function effectively in an inclusive manner, also 

by mainstreaming gender considerations? (Governance and partnerships) 

• EQ4. To what extent have stakeholders adopted or are likely to adopt new 

practices or policies as a result of their participation in GASL? (Results and 

sustainability) 

 

1.5 Methodology 

11. The evaluation adopted a results-focused approach and was conducted through an 

inclusive and transparent process. The four key Evaluation Questions were further 

elaborated in an Evaluation Matrix, including sub-questions, judgement criteria, 

suggested indicators and data collection methods and sources (see Appendix 3). The 

evaluation methodology was refined and improved during the early stages of the 

evaluation thanks to inputs from the project management and observation of the 

Guiding Group Meeting. 

12. To answer the EQs, the evaluation used diverse methods and tools and triangulation 

of information. The following tools were used:  

• Desk-review of two project documents and other related documents, including 

minutes and presentations of 17 GASL meetings (seven at the level of the Multi 

Stakeholder Partnership and ten at the Guiding Group), GASL Action Plan, 

several FAO Committee on Agriculture (COAG) and Action Network documents, 

etc. 

• Thirty-eight semi-structured interviews (face-to-face and remote) with key 

informants (36 percent women), stakeholders and project participants (see 

                                                 
3 The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development is a plan of action for people, planet and prosperity 

approved by the Heads of State and Government and High Representatives meeting at the United Nations 

Headquarters in September 2015. See: https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org 

https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/
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Appendix 1 for the list of interviewees). The interviews were guided by an 

interview protocol based on the Evaluation Matrix. 

• A survey targeting the 104 GASL member organizations (see Appendix 2 for the 

list of organizations and Annex 2 for the questionnaire - 25 questions). The 

survey was open to all GASL members (not observers). It was requested to only 

submit one response per organization and to be filled either by the person who 

was most involved in GASL or collectively by all colleagues who dealt with GASL 

within the Organization.  

• A survey to the leaders of the nine GASL Action Networks4 consisting of a fact 

sheet questionnaire of seven main questions that further investigated the Action 

Networks’ membership, resources, management, outputs and added value (see 

Annex 2).  

• The evaluation team attended the GASL Guiding Group Meeting held in Rome 

on 6 and 7 March 2018 as well as two Action Network meetings on 8 March 

2018. These meetings served to: i) have a first-hand observation of stakeholder 

interaction, thereby collecting relevant information on different stakeholders; 

and ii) present the evaluation to GASL members and FAO staff. 

 

Table 1: Evaluation methods used for each evaluation question 

Evaluation Question Methods/informants 

1 (Design and inputs): To what extent were 

the Project design, approach and 

implementation arrangements relevant? 

• Semi-structured interviews (Project 

Team, FAO Stakeholders, GASL 

Stakeholders, Donors) 

• Document review 

2 (Results at output level): To what extent 

did FAO, through the Project, successfully 

perform its facilitator, convener, technical 

and programmatic services in establishing 

and maintaining GASL? 

• Semi-structured interviews (Project 

Team, FAO Stakeholders, GASL 

Stakeholders, Donors) 

• Document review 

• GASL Stakeholder Survey 

3 (Results at short-term outcome level): To 

what extent does GASL function effectively in 

an inclusive manner, also by mainstreaming 

gender considerations? 

• Semi-structured interviews (Project 

Team, FAO Stakeholders, GASL 

Stakeholders, Donors) 

• GASL Stakeholder Survey 

4 (Results at medium-term outcome level): 

To what extent have stakeholders adopted 

or are likely to adopt new practices or 

policies as a result of their participation in 

GASL? 

• Semi-structured interviews (Project 

Team, FAO Stakeholders, GASL 

Stakeholders, Donors) 

• GASL Stakeholder Survey 

 

13. At the end of the main evaluation phase, a debriefing session was carried out to 

validate preliminary findings and gather complementary data to further support the 

analysis. The evaluation report underwent an internal quality assurance process to 

ensure it met the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) Norms and Standards5 

and the Office of Evaluation’s (OED’s) requirements as set in its evaluation manual. It 

                                                 
4 The Action Networks are: i) resource use efficiency; ii) grasslands restoration; iii) waste to worth (bio-

economy); iv) silvopastural systems; v) environmental performance (LEAP); vi) dairy in Asia; 

vii) antimicrobial resistance; viii) livestock for social development; and ix) animal welfare. 
5 http://www.uneval.org/document/detail/21 

http://www.uneval.org/document/detail/21
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also benefited from suggestions and comments from the project team and main 

partners, including the FAO Animal Production and Health Division (AGA), Agenda 

Support Team (AST) and Guiding Group Chair. 

1.6 Limitations 

14. The evaluation faced the following limitations:  

• Some essential documents like minutes of Guiding Group meetings held before 

September 2015, or progress reports for the period 2014-2016 were not 

available. The rationale and decision-making for extending the project phase by 

almost four years, while being agreed with donors and partners, was not well 

documented in the project reporting. It was quite difficult for the evaluators to 

retrieve any project documents for the period 2011-2014 and a number of other 

essential documents only became available after the evaluation mission. The 

vast majority of the GASL website links to supporting documents were broken 

during the early stages of the evaluation, however the documents from the 

website were made available to the evaluation team and the technical problem 

was subsequently fixed. 

• The evaluation may have a positive bias as most interviewees and respondents 

to the survey were active members of clusters, Action Networks and Guiding 

Group. This bias may be even reinforced by the low response rate of the surveys 

(both to members and Action Network leaders). 

• The surveys of the Action Networks yielded a somewhat limited response rate 

of 33 percent, as only three organizations responded. Although a higher 

response rate would have enriched the analysis of the evaluation team, this was 

mitigated by the fact that the evaluation held individual interviews with each 

Action Network leader. 

• The survey responses do not well represent the MSP membership as most come 

from a reduced number of countries and there were no responses from the 

public sector. As a result, it was difficult to gather evidence about any possible 

impact at policy level. 75 percent of the respondents worked at managerial, 

director or strategic level and 25 percent at technical, programmatic, 

operational or researcher level. 75 percent were men and 25 percent women. 

The 21 organizations were based in 15 countries6 and represented all GASL 

membership except the public sector (no responses). This limitation is to some 

extent mitigated by the semi-structured interviews held with public sector 

stakeholders. 

  

                                                 
6 Switzerland (4), Germany (3), France (2), Kenya (2), Netherlands (2), New Zealand (2), Bangladesh (1), 

Canada (1), Ethiopia (1), India (1), Italy (1), Jordan (1), Panama (1), Ukraine (1) and Uruguay (1). 
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Figure 1: Survey Question 4: Which stakeholder clusters of GASL does your organization 

belong to? (Number of responses) 

 

 
1.7 Structure of the Report 

15. Following this introduction, Chapter 2 presents the context of the Project; findings 

and lessons learned are presented in Chapters 3 and 4 respectively; lastly, Chapter 5 

illustrates conclusions and recommendations.  
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2. Context of the Project 

16. The idea for the Project grew from the international debate about the role of the 

livestock sector and the limited investment in the sector’s development. Most 

stakeholders recognized the publication “Livestock’s Long Shadow” (FAO, 2006)7 as 

a turning point. This report drew considerable attention to the livestock sector by 

highlighting its negative impacts on the environment and climate change and was 

cited as a reason for reluctance by some donors to invest in the sector. The World 

Development Report of 2008 (World Bank) highlighted the many positive 

contributions of livestock to the livelihoods of people in developing countries and 

the later publication “The State of Food and Agriculture 2009: Livestock in the 

Balance” (FAO, 2009) concluded that there had been underinvestment and policy 

neglect in the sector. 

17. In this framework, the Project was developed after the recommendation of FAO’s 

Committee on Agriculture, which in its 22nd session (June 2010) recommended FAO 

to investigate suitable options for stakeholder dialogue and concerted action in 

support of sustainable livestock sector development; taking into account the 

disparities between production systems, the proliferation of private standards, the 

countries’ economic development, the role of smallholders, the importance of 

exports and the status of natural resources (COAG/2010/5 “Guidance of the Livestock 

Sector - Issues and Options”).8 

18. In 2011, a global technical cooperation project was launched in response to “the 

urgency and lack of coherent action through the development of a stakeholder 

agreed Global Agenda of Action that targets improved resource use in the livestock 

sector resulting from changed practices by stakeholders (public, private, civil society, 

academia, research, international organizations) and from adoption, by the public 

and private sector, of guidance and recommendations to make livestock food value 

chains more sustainable”. The project took advantage of FAO’s catalytic and 

formative capacities to build consensus through multi-stakeholder processes. It was 

housed in and managed by FAO’s Livestock Information, Sector Analysis and Policy 

Branch of FAO (AGAL) in the form of a Global Agenda of Action Secretariat “with the 

specific responsibility to organize and coordinate the preparatory phase of the 

Global Agenda of Action, including the implementation of stakeholder consultations, 

knowledge management and the creation of appropriate dialogue and oversight 

mechanisms”. Later, the Global Agenda of Action was renamed as the Global Agenda 

for Sustainable Livestock and the Secretariat became the Global Agenda Technical 

Support Team. 

 

  

                                                 
7 http://www.fao.org/docrep/010/a0701e/a0701e.pdf  
8 http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/018/K8144E.pdf 

http://www.fao.org/docrep/010/a0701e/a0701e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/018/K8144E.pdf
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Box 1: The Global Agenda for Sustainable Livestock 

 

GASL is a multi stakeholder partnership committed to sustainable development of the 

livestock sector from a social, economic and 

environmental perspective. It consists of five different 

types of bodies: 

● Seven stakeholder clusters: public sector; 

social movements; private sector; donors; 

academia; NGOs; and intergovernmental and 

multi-lateral organizations. 

● Guiding Group (GG): representatives of the 

seven stakeholder clusters. 

● Nine Action Networks: resource use 

efficiency; grasslands restoration; waste to 

worth (bio-economy); silvo-pastoral systems; environmental performance (LEAP); 

dairy in Asia; antimicrobial resistance; livestock for social development; and animal 

welfare. 

● Agenda Technical Support Team (AST): GASL’s Secretariat hosted by FAO. 

 

FAO has three roles in GASL: i) hosting the Secretariat; ii) technical and programmatic role; 

and iii) partner (intergovernmental collaborator). See EQ2 for the assessment of these 

different roles. 

 

19. The Project had an initial budget of USD 1.83 million and was designed as a two-year 

preparatory phase (from December 2011 to December 2013) to promote broad-

based, voluntary and informal stakeholder commitment through global and regional 

consultations, as well as the search for funds to support a subsequent operational 

phase. This formative stage (the Project) was extended until September 2017 in 

cooperation and agreement with the donors, partially due to the complexity of the 

objectives and some delays in implementation. The evaluation noted some 

limitations in the availability of project reporting in the period 2013-2015 to 

document the extension. The original budget increased to the final USD 4.8 million 

total expenditure, including grants from France, Ireland, the Netherlands, New 

Zealand and Switzerland.9 

20. Although the Project was largely normative, the Project Document stated that it also 

aimed at achieving an indirect impact on food security through analytical work, 

sharing of knowledge and experiences and networking that would result in the 

adoption of guidance and recommendations by stakeholders to make changes in 

practices and policies to make livestock food value chains more sustainable. 

21. The Project identified (on a very broad basis) its main target groups as governments, 

private sector (through their respective branch organizations), academia, civil society 

and international organizations. Later, the non-governmental organization (NGO) 

                                                 
9 FAO Animal Production and Health Division (AGA) negotiated three project extensions with the donor 

partners. 
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cluster was included as a separate stakeholder group. Its main purpose (impact) was 

the implementation of an agreed Global Agenda by key livestock sector stakeholders. 

As intermediate results, the Project involved a coordinated collective and individual 

stakeholder action towards sustainable livestock sector development (outcome) and 

a multi-stakeholder consensus on the Global Agenda’s thematic priorities and 

implementation modes (output). To achieve these objectives, the Project envisaged 

six main activities: 

• develop and establish a multi stakeholder partnership; 

• develop and agree on the Global Agenda’s preparatory phase rules of 

engagement; 

• agree on oversight and other structures required to build a Global Agenda; 

• organize and facilitate multi-stakeholder dialogue; 

• implement targeted analyses and methodology development to inform the 

building of a Global Agenda;  

• collate and share knowledge, experiences and practices to inform the building 

of a Global Agenda. 

 

22. The Project’s outputs can be described using the growth of GASL. This growth can 

be conceptualized by borrowing a pattern often used to describe team formation: 

“Forming, Storming, Norming, and Performing”. The evaluation used the Multi 

Stakeholder Partnership meetings to encapsulate the different stages10 as shown in 

the Box below. 

Box 2: Project’s outputs: growth of the Global Agenda for Sustainable Livestock  

The growth of GASL can be conceptualized by borrowing a pattern often used to describe 

team formation: “Forming, Storming, Norming, and Performing”11 although the actual 

process was more complex and nuanced than this, and progress on several areas was 

made at various points during GASL’s meetings. To simplify, the purpose of the first two 

MSP meetings was to get the Agenda started (“forming”); the next three meetings focused 

on the “norming” that is to more clearly define the Focus Groups (the precursor of the 

later Action Networks) and the GASL governance structure. Also, the name of the Agenda 

of Action changed to GASL. In addition, these meetings explored more deeply the notions 

of practice change as a leitmotif as well as different dimensions of sustainability, 

culminating in the promotion of an “all-in-one” approach based on environmental, social 

and economic sustainability as well as health dimensions. 

 

The fact that in 2015 no MSP meeting was held reflected that the Guiding Group members 

and FAO were engaged in an in-depth debate on the future course of GASL. Atypically, 

this “storming” stage took place after the “norming”. The debate essentially centred on 

two issues. First, the role of the different stakeholders or clusters in GASL (i.e. should 

                                                 
10 As Guiding Group meeting notes are only available from mid-2015 onwards, this part relies foremost 

on the MSP meetings. 
11 Bruce Tuckman has first described these four stages of group formation in 1965. The concept can be 

applied to teams, associations, etc. Very briefly put: a number of persons or institutions form a team/group 

or association/(forming). After the formation, different expectation about how to proceed lead to a phase 

of “storming” which then leads to “norms” being set for the group or association (in the case of GASL 

mainly the governance system). The norms then provide the basis or the rules for enabling a good 

“performance” of the group/association that is to achieve the intended results.    
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decision-making be the privilege of the member states only - in everyday activities 

represented by FAO - or should all stakeholders take part in decision-making by 

consensus?). Second, the level at which GASL should intervene (i.e. should GASL be active 

at the strategic and normative level only or should it also include the grassroots level 

through the activities of its future Action Networks?). Proponents of FAO were on both 

sides of the debate while the donors leaned towards an extension to the grassroots level 

and an inclusive and consensual decision-making, a position which won the argument in 

late 2015. 

 

In the 2016 MSP meeting in Panama, GASL recognized the important contribution of the 

livestock sector towards achieving the 2030 Agenda, re-emphasized the need for 

concerted action and for policy reform, and remarked the importance of institutional 

development and investments for sustaining practice change in livestock (Panama 

Declaration). This MSP meeting was a significant turning point in the development of 

GASL that entered into a new phase with a strong emphasis on “performing”, based on a 

clear mission enshrined in the Panama Declaration. New Action Networks were formed 

and generated products, regional MSPs organized, and the governance structure 

including reporting functions well. This phase continued through 2017 and at the 7th MSP 

meeting in Ethiopia up to the present. 

 

23. An overlapping second phase of the Project was launched in January 201712 with a 

total budget of around USD 4 million. During this new phase, the Project’s strategy 

was to provide a flexible space for stakeholders to suggest relevant topics on 

sustainable livestock to be added to GASL and develop them through the clusters 

and current or new Action Networks by means of self-financed or co-financed pilot 

projects and upscaling. The final goal was to obtain globally-discussed and locally-

tested scientific evidence to support practice and policy change in favour of 

sustainable livestock around the world. 

24. It built upon the impact pathway anticipated in the previous phase by advancing 

towards the United Nations’ 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development targets and 

objectives achieved through the facilitation of dialogue, evidence collection and 

adoption of good practices and policies. The purpose of the second phase was to 

continue financing the GASL Action Plan 2016-2018.13  

25. In line with the Action Plan, the Project was organized around the three outcomes 

below with several outputs: 

• Dynamic and inclusive platform for sustainable livestock policy dialogue, 

knowledge exchange and agreement on joint action at global, regional and 

national levels is facilitated by the Global Agenda supporting the achievements 

of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. 

                                                 
12 The title of this new project was “Global Agenda for Sustainable Livestock”. 
13 Global Agenda for Sustainable Livestock’s Action Plan 2016-2018: Facilitating dialogue, generating 

evidence and adopting good practices in support of the United Nations 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 

Development (Version 16 November 2015): 

http://www.livestockdialogue.org/fileadmin/templates/res_livestock/docs/2016/FINAL-GASL_AP-

16Nov2015.pdf 

http://www.livestockdialogue.org/fileadmin/templates/res_livestock/docs/2016/FINAL-GASL_AP-16Nov2015.pdf
http://www.livestockdialogue.org/fileadmin/templates/res_livestock/docs/2016/FINAL-GASL_AP-16Nov2015.pdf


Final Evaluation of the GASL Project  

15 

 

• Useful tools and robust analytical evidence facilitating the dialogue process to 

arrive at policies, strategies and frameworks in support of sustainable livestock 

development offered by the Global Agenda. 

• Local and global practice and policy change, focusing on continuous, context-

specific improvement and innovation and promoting livestock sector 

investments, and project development achieved and reported by the Global 

Agenda stakeholders.
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3. Findings 

26. This section presents the main evaluation findings for each specific EQ. As explained, 

these findings are based on a desk-review of relevant documents; interviews (face-

to-face and remote) with GASL members, AST, FAO and other relevant stakeholders 

(including a visit to Rome and attending a Guiding Group meeting); a survey of the 

GASL members; and a survey of the Action Networks Leaders. 

3.1 Relevance and design  

EQ1. To what extent were the Project design, approach and implementation 

arrangements relevant? 

 

EQ1.1. What needs were the project objectives addressing and was the project design 

appropriate, also considering other related initiatives? 

 

Finding 1. The Project adapted to the context and its objectives responded to the 

most relevant needs. It was an essential contribution towards building a mechanism 

to address the livestock sector with a systemic approach. The initial focus on livestock 

and the environment was broadened to address the three dimensions of 

sustainability (social, economic and environmental). It was seen as an attempt to fill 

the gaps that were not addressed by other stakeholders as well as an institutional 

experiment to advance towards more effective MSPs. 

 

27. As described above, the Project was a direct response to a request by COAG (June 

2010). An initial presentation suggested to set up a Subcommittee on Livestock 

within FAO, but Member States preferred the idea of an MSP. This idea was 

encouraged by a number of countries and international organizations at a side event 

organized on the initiative of the Ministry of Economic Affairs, Agriculture and 

Innovation of the Netherlands (MEAAI). They agreed to broadly consult on how to 

accommodate livestock production and sector growth in a socio-economic and 

environmentally sustainable fashion within growing resource constraints. In a second 

meeting organized by MEAAI (November 2010) in parallel with the Global 

Conference on Agriculture, Food Security and Climate Change, they recommended 

to build a Global Agenda of Action for Sustainable Livestock Sector Development to 

act towards improved sector performance targeting natural resource protection, 

while including poverty reduction and public health protection. 

28. The project inception is also considered to be the cradle of GASL (originally named 

the Global Agenda of Action) that was subsequently endorsed by COAG in May 2012 

as a valid mechanism to inform, guide and enrich FAO’s intergovernmental processes 

(COAG/2012/4 “Options for Stakeholder Dialogue in Support of Sustainable 

Livestock Development”).14 In 2013, the 38th Session of the FAO Conference 

(C 2013/REP)15 supported GASL as a multi-stakeholder initiative and further 

                                                 
14 http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/024/md282e.pdf 
15 http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/028/mh093e.pdf 

http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/024/md282e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/028/mh093e.pdf
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recommended that FAO continue its central engagement. The period 2011-2014 is 

seen by many stakeholders as a building trust phase. 

29. 2015 was a turbulent year with the FAO officer in charge being replaced and 

stakeholders defending conflicting views on the Project and GASL. In particular, 

donors opposed to FAO’s proposal to keep all funds in-house; they insisted on funds 

to be also allocated to Action Networks and requested a business plan. At the end 

of the year, GASL’s governance structure was strengthened; its vision, mission and 

objectives were clarified; and an Action Plan on “Facilitating dialogue, generating 

evidence and adopting good practices in support of the UN Agenda 2030 for 

Sustainable Development” was developed for the period 2016-2018 (November 

2015). 

30. GASL focus has been gradually broadened from catalysing and guiding the 

sustainable development of the livestock sector through the continuous 

improvement of its natural resource use,16 to including other topics considered to 

encompass the main factors affecting the sustainability of the sector (social, 

economic and environmental). Stakeholders agree that these issues were not 

sufficiently addressed by other organizations or fora. In June 2016, GASL adopted 

the Panama Declaration17 recognizing the important contribution of the sector to 

the 2030 Agenda, including: 

• the vital role of livestock to end poverty and hunger, and to improve food 

security, nutrition and health; 

• the potential contribution of livestock to the sustainable use of terrestrial 

ecosystems, to address environmental degradation and climate change, and to 

improve biodiversity; 

• the role of the livestock sector in promoting peaceful and inclusive societies. 

 

                                                 
16 The initial focus was set at the first MSP meeting in May 2011 (Brasilia, Brazil) by nearly 70 representatives 

from all stakeholder groups from across the globe (Brasilia Consensus). 
17 The Panama Declaration was adopted at the sixth MSP by more than 170 stakeholders in June 2016: 

http://www.livestockdialogue.org/fileadmin/templates/res_livestock/docs/2016/Panama/2016_GASL_PA

NAMA_DECLARATION.pdf 

http://www.livestockdialogue.org/fileadmin/templates/res_livestock/docs/2016/Panama/2016_GASL_PANAMA_DECLARATION.pdf
http://www.livestockdialogue.org/fileadmin/templates/res_livestock/docs/2016/Panama/2016_GASL_PANAMA_DECLARATION.pdf
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Figure 2: GASL timeline 

Source: Agenda Support Team 

31. In line with the above, most stakeholders' opinion is that the project objectives 

adapted to the context and responded to the most relevant needs. As put by one 

interviewee, building GASL as a mechanism to address a complex subject (with a 

systemic approach) was “a social process and an institutional experiment”. A number 

of stakeholders have actively supported the Project, including pledges from donors 

after the COAG session in September 2016 that allowed GASL operation to continue 

until the end of 2018. The Netherlands and Switzerland agreed to both fund the core 

budget. France also provided some small core funding and earmarked funds for 

concrete projects of the Action Networks. Others have already invested in the new 

GASL 2017-2018 Project in concrete actions of the Action Networks in their areas of 

interest (e.g. France, Global Dairy Platform, etc.) and in the Core Budget (e.g. 

Confédération Nationale de l’Élevage and Global Dairy Platform). 

32. Stakeholders agree that the comparative advantage of GASL lies in the strengthened 

partnership, interaction and consensus actions that prevent duplication of effort and 

increase its influence on research and development agendas. But, in addition to the 

global dimension of the Project, the 38th Session of the FAO Conference also 

stressed the need for concrete results in the field. For this purpose, work programmes 

for a number of Focus Areas were developed in 2013 to turn the Agenda into 

concrete action. These Focus Areas then evolved and are now called Action 

Networks. 

33. The Project was instrumental in identifying synergies with similar initiatives in the 

livestock sector (MSPs) and was successful at integrating some of them into GASL 

while maintaining their independence (Action Networks). The livestock sector 

benefits from a number of initiatives both at global and regional level that define 
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themselves as MSPs,18 although they vary in their membership and decision-making 

arrangements. While maintaining their independence, some of these initiatives have 

become part of GASL as Action Networks, such as the Livestock Environmental 

Assessment and Performance Partnership (LEAP) or Dairy Asia (the Pastoralist 

Knowledge Hub (PKH) is not an Action Network but has partnered with the Restoring 

Value to Grasslands Action Network). The Project has been instrumental at 

identifying synergies with these initiatives, integrate them into GASL and fostering 

knowledge and coordination mechanisms through them. 

34. Although MSPs are differently understood and implemented in diverse contexts, 

none of these initiatives are comparable with GASL; they have neither its broad 

mandate nor include the most relevant stakeholder groups. The Livestock Global 

Alliance is the entity with a comparable global mandate in the livestock sector which 

has the overall objective of ensuring access to clear, science-based information 

enabling the public – from consumers to policymakers – to better understand the 

sector and its global public-good dimension. However, its membership is limited to 

five international organizations. GASL and the Livestock Global Alliance have (to 

some extent) overlapping agendas and synergies have not been sufficiently explored 

mainly due to institutional problems. 

EQ1.2. Did the Project align with and contribute to the FAO Strategic Objectives and the 

United Nations Development Agenda? 

 

Finding 2. The Project is well aligned and coherent with the FAO Strategic Objectives 

(SOs), mainly SO2 and SO3. In particular, the approach to sustainable livestock 

development promoted by GASL is aligned with FAO’s sustainability framework 

expressed through Strategic Objective 2. Interaction between the Project (AST) and 

Strategic Programme 2 has been rather limited. The Project is aligned with the United 

Nations 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. It extensively contributed to 

establishing the causal linkages between the livestock sector and the Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs) and GASL currently strives to become a key 

implementation process of the 2030 Agenda. GASL also represents a concrete 

example of SDG 17. 

 

35. In addition to being fully endorsed by COAG and the FAO Conference (see EQ1.1), 

the approach to sustainable livestock development promoted by GASL is fully 

aligned with FAO’s sustainability framework. The Project Document for the second 

phase stated that GASL is hosted in FAO’s Strategic Objective 2, “Make agriculture, 

forestry and fisheries more productive and sustainable”. In particular, it aligns with 

Organizational Outcome 204 - stakeholders make evidence-based decisions in the 

planning and management of the agricultural sectors and natural resources to 

                                                 
18 Among others: One Health; Livestock Environmental Assessment and Performance Partnership (LEAP); 

Global Pastoralists Knowledge Hub; Feed Safety Multi Stakeholder Partnership; Tripartite partnership of 

FAO, World Health Organization (WHO) and World Organisation for Animal Health (OIE); Global Alliance 

for Livestock Veterinary Medicines (GALVmed); Livestock Global Alliance; Dairy Asia; Partnership for 

Livestock Development; Poverty Alleviation and Sustainable Economic Growth in Africa (ALIVE); and the 

Commission on Livestock Development for Latin America and the Caribbean (CODEGALAC). 
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support the transition to sustainable agricultural sector production systems through 

monitoring, statistics, assessment and analysis.19 

36. The Project also aligned with SO3 (reduce rural poverty) and, in particular, 

Organizational Outcome 301 - the rural poor have enhanced and equitable access 

to productive resources, services, organizations and markets, and can manage their 

resources more sustainably. GASL’s goal is to influence the development of policies, 

regulations and incentives to guide the transition to sustainability with inclusiveness, 

equity and sound evidence, while promoting resilience through an adaptive response 

to shocks and opportunities.20 In 2014, the discussion document “Towards 

Sustainable Livestock”21 was published on GASL’s website laying out the broader 

scope of its work and highlighting that global poverty and inequality needed to be 

addressed through livestock as no other sector was more important to the lives and 

livelihoods of the poor. 

37. Despite the Project being approved by FAO SP2 in 2016, interaction between the 

Project (AST) and the SP2 team has been limited to the tagging of the Project to the 

SO2 results framework and its corporate reporting to SO2. Closer collaboration 

would have probably allowed to more thoroughly verify the apparent relevance and 

to better define the causality linkages of GASL’s contribution to SO2. At the time of 

the evaluation, the Project attempted to identify linkages neither with FAO’s Country 

Programming Frameworks (CPF) nor with FAO's mandate on capacity development 

(CD). This is at the heart of FAO's mandate and, according to its Corporate Strategy 

on Capacity Development,22 FAO supports Member Countries by strengthening their 

capacities to achieve their own goals in food security, nutrition and agricultural 

development. The Project is broadly aligned with this core function and contributed 

to some extent to the three capacity development key dimensions (enabling 

environment, specific institutions and individuals). For example, by bringing diverse 

stakeholders together in this unique forum, the Project contributes to building a 

vision of sustainable livestock and facilitates political commitment, thereby 

improving the enabling environment in the sector. Furthermore, the knowledge 

exchange which occurs among GASL stakeholders contributes to their technical and 

functional capacities. 

38. Since 2015, the United Nations 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, accepted 

by all countries and applicable to all, has become a broad and universal policy 

agenda of unprecedented scope and significance. Its 17 Sustainable Development 

                                                 
19 GASL strategic approach evolved from a first phase where the seven stakeholder clusters were the main 

focus (public sector, private sector, academia/research, social movements, NGOs, donors and 

intergovernmental/multilateral organizations) to a more holistic approach including the work of technical 

working groups (Action Networks) to foster knowledge production, piloting and concrete results at local 

level. The Action Networks’ work is typically led by recognized research centres and organizations. This 

would allow GASL to advocate for appropriate livestock policies and programmes in favour of sustainable 

economic, environmental and social development. 
20 GASL aims (through its Action Networks) at systematically assessing the potential roles of different 

livestock sub-sectors and their production models, the pathways by which different sub-sectors contribute 

to development, the metrics that should be used to quantify impact, and the conditions that need to be 

met to achieve meaningful impact. 
21http://www.livestockdialogue.org/fileadmin/templates/res_livestock/docs/2014_Colombia/2014_Towar

ds_Sustainable_Livestock-dec.pdf 
22 www.fao.org/3/a-k8908e.pdf 

http://www.livestockdialogue.org/fileadmin/templates/res_livestock/docs/2014_Colombia/2014_Towards_Sustainable_Livestock-dec.pdf
http://www.livestockdialogue.org/fileadmin/templates/res_livestock/docs/2014_Colombia/2014_Towards_Sustainable_Livestock-dec.pdf
http://www.fao.org/3/a-k8908e.pdf
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Goals and 169 targets involve the entire world, developed and developing countries 

alike. They are integrated and indivisible and balance the three dimensions of 

sustainable development: economic growth, social inclusion and environmental 

protection.23 

39. The FAO Animal Production and Health Division (AGA) suggested and developed a 

Policy Framework linking Livestock to the SDGs24 as a tool to enhance the impact of 

livestock policy analysis to accomplish the 2030 Agenda. In this line, the Project 

extensively contributed to establishing the causal linkages between the livestock 

sector and the SDGs; mapping synergies and trade-offs. For example, the publication 

"Advancing the Livestock Sector towards the Sustainable Development Goals” 

provided an overview of the linkages between livestock and the SDGs in order to 

support GASL partners in achieving the SDGs by helping them assess the full 

importance of the livestock sector’s potential contribution.25 

40. The social, environmental and economic dimensions of sustainable development are 

all intertwined inside, but also cut across the 2030 Agenda. Indeed, while each goal 

has a clear starting point in one of the three pillars of sustainable development 

(economic, social and environmental), most goals are embedded in all three 

dimensions (OECD, 2015). However, the sustainability of the livestock sector has 

traditionally been addressed taking into account a single dimension. As mentioned 

above, GASL focus was on environment until 2015 but the Action Plan 2016-2018 

put a strong emphasis on the SDGs. 

41. GASL currently strives to become a key implementation process of the 2030 Agenda, 

catalysing and guiding the sustainable development of the livestock sector through 

the continuous optimization of its economic, social and environmental outcomes. 

The scope of GASL is incorporated in a Consensus document that has to be endorsed 

at the time of applying for membership. The Consensus recognizes, among other 

things, that: i) the 2030 Agenda provides a comprehensive framework for sustainable 

development, accepted by all countries and applicable to all; and ii) livestock 

development has a key role to play for the attainment of the Agenda 2030.26 

42. Stakeholders broadly agree that GASL represents a contribution to SDG 17: 

“Strengthen the means of implementation and revitalize the Global Partnership for 

Sustainable Development”. GASL is open for membership to and was built through 

the consultation of a broad range of stakeholders, including governments, research 

and academia, the private sector, civil society and NGOs and intergovernmental 

organizations. Dialogue is facilitated and they all work towards a common goal by 

realizing mutual benefits from the process and learning from each other. GASL is 

particularly aligned with the following targets: 

  

                                                 
23 http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/RES/70/1&Lang=E 
24 Livestock and the Sustainable Development Goals, FAO 2016, available at: 

http://www.livestockdialogue.org/fileadmin/templates/res_livestock/docs/2016/Panama/FAO-

AGAL_synthesis_Panama_Livestock_and_SDGs.pdf  
25 The document included scientific facts and figures obtained by FAO experts, including elements from a 

working paper developed by FAO’s Animal Production and Health Division (AGA). 
26 http://www.livestockdialogue.org/fileadmin/templates/res_livestock/docs/2015_consensus.pdf 

http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/RES/70/1&Lang=E
http://www.livestockdialogue.org/fileadmin/templates/res_livestock/docs/2016/Panama/FAO-AGAL_synthesis_Panama_Livestock_and_SDGs.pdf
http://www.livestockdialogue.org/fileadmin/templates/res_livestock/docs/2016/Panama/FAO-AGAL_synthesis_Panama_Livestock_and_SDGs.pdf
http://www.livestockdialogue.org/fileadmin/templates/res_livestock/docs/2015_consensus.pdf
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• (17.14) Enhance policy coherence for sustainable development. 

• (17.15) Respect each country’s policy space and leadership to establish and 

implement policies for poverty eradication and sustainable development 

(MSPs). 

• (17.16) Enhance the global partnership for sustainable development, 

complemented by MSPs that mobilize and share knowledge, expertise, 

technology and financial resources to support the achievement of the SDGs in 

all countries, in particular developing countries. 

• (17.17) Encourage and promote effective public, public-private and civil society 

partnerships building on the experience and resourcing strategies of 

partnerships. 

 

43. The importance of MSPs was also highlighted by the Addis Ababa Action Agenda 

(2015), Rio+20 Summit (2012). FAO has approximately 130 partnership agreements; 

most of them on bilateral basis, and only around 30 MSPs. The Partnerships and 

South-South Cooperation Division (DPS) considered GASL as a “particularly well-

functioning MSP and a good model for others”. DPS provided support to GASL on 

at least two occasions: presentation of a guiding paper on MSPs to the Guiding 

Group meeting held in Geneva (November 2015) and presentation of a tailored-

made document on MSP to GASL MSP meeting held in Panama (June 2016). 

44. GASL also responds to other targets and fits well into the means of implementation 

mentioned in the 2030 Agenda that emphasizes that the proposed global 

partnership go beyond finance and relate both to systemic issues and context-

specific measures. Among these, the following are worthy of mention: North-South, 

South-South and triangular regional and international cooperation to enhance 

knowledge sharing on mutually agreed terms (17.6); promote the development, 

transfer, dissemination and diffusion of environmentally sound technologies (17.7); 

and enhance international support for implementing effective and targeted capacity-

building in developing countries to support national plans to implement all SDGs, 

including through North-South, South-South and triangular cooperation (17.9). 

EQ1.3. Is the Project aligned with stakeholders' priorities? 

 

Finding 3. The Project was aligned with stakeholders' priorities by addressing the 

principles that determine livestock sustainability. GASL’s growth is an indication of 

its relevance mainly related to consensus building, research scaling-up and policy and 

practice change. 

 

45. Most stakeholders' opinion is that the Project made a contribution to their 

organization’s priorities by addressing the five principles that determine livestock 

sustainability: i) increase efficiency; ii) enhance livelihoods and human well-being; 

iii) protect resources; iv) increase resilience; and v) improve governance. This is also 

illustrated by the increase in the number of GASL members (from 56 in 2015 to 105 

in 2018) and Action Networks (from 4 in 2014 to 9 in 2018) over time (see EQ2.1). 

The main motivations expressed by organizations to join GASL can be grouped in 

four broad areas: 

• Consensus building: To have a voice for livestock-related matters. To discuss and 

debate global developments in the livestock sector and see their impacts. To 
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discuss livestock sustainability on a wider sense. Networking. To share 

experience and knowledge. To build a common framework at a global scale. 

• Research scaling-up: To take to scale research results and to be better informed 

of stakeholder needs. Research in sustainability. 

• Policy change: To understand and influence global livestock policy 

developments. 

• Practice change: To strengthen the sustainability of the livestock sector. 

Contributing to long-term sustainable livestock production while aligning the 

interests of various and disparate stakeholders. To reach sustainable agriculture. 

To show sustainable breeding practices and exchange. 

 

46. In line with this, most of the interviewees considered that being a member of GASL 

facilitated to some extent the achievement of their organization’s strategic 

objectives; enabled them access to higher levels; and (in limited cases) facilitated 

their access to financial resources. Nevertheless, several stakeholders also expressed 

concerns mainly related to the limited “strategic, conceptual and analytical 

discussion”. As put by a respondent to the survey, “consensus is a good principle, 

but can also be stifling and create certain no-go areas; we find there is sometimes 

not enough space for really rigorous scientific discussion”. 

3.2 FAO and GASL - Efficiency 

EQ2. To what extent did FAO, through the Project, successfully perform its facilitator, 

convener, technical and programmatic services in establishing and maintaining 

GASL?  

 

EQ2.1. To what extent has the project implementation structure and approach been 

appropriate to deliver the activities? (FAO role as facilitator and convener) 

 

Finding 4. There have been a number of contentious issues in establishing GASL. For 

example, the delineation of the roles of the different actors (particularly FAO) or 

regarding its reach (strategic and normative character only vs including the 

grassroots level). Overall, however, the chosen project implementation approach and 

structure with AGAL/AST as catalyst helped to grow GASL into an attractive and 

inclusive platform focused on making a major contribution to achieving the goals of 

the 2030 Agenda. Both members and Action Networks have significantly grown over 

time. 

 

47. As mentioned above, the AST was tasked to organize and coordinate the preparatory 

phase and to produce a multi-stakeholder consensus on the thematic priorities and 

implementation modes. The Project Document referred to it as an “interim secretariat 

that will be hosted by FAO at least until the launch of the Agenda”. The Project 

Document for the second phase reinforces the role of AST that has become at least 

semi-permanent. In fulfilling its task, the AST counts on technical support from both  
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AGAL and other FAO units,27 as well as from a variety of stakeholders (member states, 

NGOs, private sector, donors, academia/research institutions, etc.) 

48. Between 2011 and 2017, the AST together with the interested stakeholders 

developed the thematic foci – from originally three focus areas to the current nine 

Action Networks - and GASL governance structure that in the beginning consisted 

of the MSP, the Secretariat and a (proposed) Steering Committee and then 

continuously evolved to its present form. The governance setup clearly proved to be 

a solid base for ensuring the establishment and growth of GASL. While it is evident 

that both FAO and other stakeholders jointly shaped this process, the following will 

solely focus on how the continuum FAO-AGAL-AST has enabled the growth of GASL. 

49. AST has been essential in the organization of seven MSP meetings (2011-2017) and 

ten Guiding Group meetings (2015-2017, documentation on earlier meetings is not 

available). AGAL provided technical and procedural inputs and organized the 

meetings usually in cooperation with local organizations in the hosting country. The 

Secretariat also performs less visible tasks like supporting the GASL chair, liaising 

with GASL members, assisting in setting up Action Networks, representing GASL in 

international events, conferences, etc. 

50. A clear majority (65 percent) of the GASL members that responded to the survey 

found that FAO did a very good job in enabling an open and voluntary stakeholder 

participation in GASL and its meetings. None considered FAO’s role as unsatisfactory. 

One respondent particularly mentioned that FAO’s commitment increased over time 

while another highlighted FAO’s ability to involve heterogeneous groups. 

Table 2: Survey question 9 

How would you rate FAO's role as a facilitator of the Global Agenda? (To what extent has 

FAO supported open and voluntary stakeholder participation in an objective and unbiased 

manner?) 

Poor Moderately 

Unsatisfactory 

Moderately 

Satisfactory 

Very Good Don’t Know 

- - 3 11 3 

 

51. The assessment of FAO’s ability to provide a neutral forum for discussion and 

constructive consensus building was a bit more mixed, but still overall positive. 

53 percent of the respondents thought that FAO did a very good job, and none 

considered it unsatisfactory. The more critical voices perceived FAO’s role as too 

dominant at times. 

  

                                                 
27 The Project Document stated that FAO through its Animal Production and Health Division (AGA) will 

ensure adequate operational and technical support and will be responsible for monitoring and knowledge 

management, reporting, communication and visibility. To support the implementation of the Project a full-

time and a part-time international expert will be hired and the necessary budgetary provisions are made. 

The head of AGAL is the Budget Holder, the head of AGA functions as Lead Technical Officer. 
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Table 3: Survey question 10 

How would you rate FAO's role as a convener of the Global Agenda? (To what extent has 

FAO provided a neutral forum for discussion and negotiation and constructive consensus 

building) 

Poor Moderately 

Unsatisfactory 

Moderately 

Satisfactory 

Very Good Don’t Know 

- - 7 9 1 

 

52. In recent years, there have been some extended discussions on FAO’s role (for 

example during the Guiding Group meeting in September 2016), particularly on 

whether FAO had a convening role. AGAL/AST was the main organizer and input 

provider for the early MSP meetings. As the Project gradually evolved, GASL - as it 

was the intention of the project design - became a functioning platform in its own 

right with a proper governance structure, including a Chair and Guiding Group that 

call for meetings of the committee and, therefore, act as conveners. This reflects the 

positive transformation of GASL from an embryonic to a fully functioning state.28 

53. Consequently, COAG 2016 has omitted the convening role in its task description of 

FAO in GASL and has instead requested that FAO strengthen its Secretariat role (and 

continue its technical as well as intergovernmental collaboration). The discussion on 

FAO’s convening role is most likely an expression of the friction that occurs when an 

organization like FAO, in which ultimate decision-making is vested in the Member 

States, is charged with establishing an MSP in which non-state actors play an 

important role (see EQ2.5). 

54. In the past couple of years GASL has gained momentum attracting new members 

that feel that GASL is a forum they cannot afford not to be part of. It has grown in 

size and depth from 2011 to 2017. The number of members has almost doubled in 

2016 and 2017, from 56 to 106 members. All stakeholder clusters participated in this 

growth (see graph below). FAO and the Guiding Group have been effective in 

establishing the seven stakeholder clusters and in solving some issues that evolved 

around the social movement cluster. FAO’s role and inputs, in particular AGAL/AST, 

were necessary but not in themselves sufficient for explaining the growth of GASL 

membership. Once the small initial core group was established (preparatory MSP 

meeting in Brazil), further growth also took place by word of mouth, FAO instigated 

growth by including Dairy Asia and LEAP Action Networks, and GASL members 

attracted new members 

                                                 
28 To put some numbers to the argument, in the first MSP meeting in Brazil (2011) there were 22 

international (non-Brazilian) participants, 4 from FAO Rome. In the MSP meeting in Ethiopia (2017) the 

number of FAO Rome participants increased to 6, the number of 7 international (non-Ethiopian) attendees 

stood at 165, a more than seven-fold increase compared to the first MSP meeting. The role of the non-

FAO stakeholders in GASL has increased not only in terms of numbers, but also in regard to inputs and 

shaping the Agenda. 
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Figure 3: GASL member growth per cluster 

 

55. FAO helped organize the seven global meetings of the MPS that took place during 

the period 2011-2017 (another will be held in Mongolia in June 2018).29 Numerous 

stakeholders believed that the purposeful selection of MSP meeting locations was a 

clever strategy to increase the number of public sector participants from the chosen 

region. 

Table 4: MSP meetings during the period 2011-2017 

Date  Place  Participants Action 

Networks 

Main Output 

Total Inter 

national
30 

FAO 

Rome
31 

May 2011 Brazil 99 22 4 0 Brasilia Consensus 

December 

2011 

Thailand 56 42 6 3 Phuket Roadmap 

January 2013 Kenya  108 83 5 3 Programme revision 

October 2013 Canada 108 67 5 3 Governance Structure 

October 2014 Colombia 167 97 4 3 Sustainability approach 

June 2016 Panama  189 121 10 6 Panama Declaration 

May 2017 Ethiopia 279 165. 6 8 Consolidation, sharing 

 

56. As shown in the Table above, the number of Action Networks that are embedded in 

GASL also increased over time, from three to eight in the period from 2014 to 2017 

                                                 
29 The first meeting in Brazil (May 2011) was held as a preparatory meeting for the Project which properly 

started with the MSP meeting in Thailand (December 2011). 
30 It includes the participation of (sometimes up to five) regional FAO staff members. 
31 It includes Rome-based FAO staff plus sometimes a consultant hired by FAO Rome. 
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(one of them is provisionally approved). Like for GASL membership, the evolvement 

of Action Networks demonstrates that there were different avenues for growth. 

57. In the preparation for the initial MSP meeting in Brazil, three topics (Closing the 

Efficiency GAP, Restoring Value to Grasslands, and From Waste to Worth) that were 

first called Focus Areas were selected based on their relevance for sustainable 

livestock development and the fact that they were non-controversial in the sense 

that diverse stakeholders – public sector, private sector, NGOs - could rally behind 

them. In the period up to 2017, five more Action Networks were added. FAO was 

essential in the creation of two (LEAP and Dairy Asia), another three evolved 

organically from within GASL and were approved in 2017 (Animal Welfare, Livestock 

for Social Development, Livestock Antimicrobial Resistance). These three networks 

were all initiated by persons (and their institutions) that had first participated in MSP 

meetings already in the years 2011 and 2013 respectively. 

58. As already mentioned, there were a number of contentious issues in establishing 

GASL, for example some extended discussions on the delineation of the roles of the 

different actors within GASL or on its reach (should it be only strategic and normative 

or also include the grassroots level). They explain (at least in part) the substantial 

delay in project implementation. The first project phase was supposed to last two 

years up to December 2013, in the end it lasted until December 2015 doubling the 

foreseen duration. At the time FAO was tasked with establishing GASL, experience 

with global MSP was scant and the 2030 Agenda with its SDG 17 on global 

cooperation still in the far distance. The Project Document well reflected these 

circumstances and basically asked to get the platform moving while figuring out how 

to do it. This involved many unknowns. To get the different, partly feuding 

stakeholders to the same table and talk to each other was already a big effort. Then 

the governance structure (chair, clusters, guiding group, etc.) had to be meshed out, 

Action Networks had to be identified and organized, and global meetings prepared. 

It also needs to be mentioned that most stakeholders can only devote a small part 

of their time to the MSP, some of them partly on a voluntary basis. 

59. The second storming phase described above, that led to 2015 being a year without 

any global MSP meeting, is considered a normal occurrence when entities with 

different rationales, FAO as intergovernmental organization and an MSP consisting 

of very different stakeholder groups as well as donors have to mesh out rules and 

procedures for moving forward. Most stakeholders were not critical of the long 

duration of the first project phase, and, on the contrary, were satisfied that GASL is 

alive and well functioning as a global MSP. Finally, it needs to be mentioned that 

GASL advanced further than the Project Document had planned for.   

 

EQ2.2. To what extent has FAO provided high quality technical inputs (reports, assessments, 

methodologies) to the stakeholders for evidence based and informed discussion? (FAO role 

as technical agency) 

 

Finding 5. FAO provided both technical as well as process-oriented inputs of high 

quality at crucial stages of the evolution of GASL. The inputs were essential in moving 

GASL forward both by contributing to the governance structure and to the thematic 

focus, most strikingly in preparing the breakthrough “Panama Declaration”. 
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Furthermore, most of the Action Networks profited to some extent from AGAL/AST 

conceptual, organizational, administrative and/or financial support. 

 

60. The documents of the seven MSP meetings (agendas, presentations, input papers, 

etc.) are the best database available for analysing the FAO technical inputs to 

building GASL. In the seven MSP meetings, 133 presentations/input papers and 33 

posters were presented (and documented). FAO Rome32 produced 26 of the 133 

inputs, the vast majority prepared by AGAL/AST. Approximately, these inputs can be 

classified as: nine strictly technical inputs (e.g. “Multiple Benefits from Sustainable 

Livestock”), ten “process” inputs dedicated to advance the process of establishing 

the Agenda and its governance (e.g. “Building a Global Agenda of Action”) and seven 

inputs that contain both technical and process elements (for example “Update on 

initial Agenda Focus Areas”). 

61. The main emphasis of the first few MSP meetings was to establish and shape the 

basic governance of GASL. Consequently, the majority of the FAO presentations were 

process inputs, while in the latter MSP meetings many FAO inputs provided both 

technical and process information, for example on livestock and SDGs (technical) and 

how to link GASL to the SDGs and the 2030 Agenda (process). Solely technical inputs 

are quite evenly distributed among the different meetings. They formed a knowledge 

backbone and provided an update that usually included recent data and helped to 

conceptualize the notion of sustainable development for different livestock systems. 

62. FAO inputs, that is mainly AGAL/AST inputs, were most numerous and prominent in 

the two MSP meetings held in Thailand (2011) and Panama (2016). The first one was 

essential for establishing GASL and fleshing out the (first) form of its constituent 

components. The 2016 meeting was a turning point that, after a year of crisis and 

internal discussion, affirmed the governance structure, expanded the number of 

Action Networks, confirmed grassroots level activities and most of all established 

how GASL was to pursue sustainable livestock development linked to SDG goals and 

the 2030 Agenda (see also EQ1). Many interlocutors favourably commented on this 

meeting as a breakthrough, some particularly mentioned that the AGAL/AST inputs 

prepared the ground for the discussion on sustainable livestock and SDGs in the 

meeting. 

63. In 2016, FAO's Office for Partnerships, Advocacy and Capacity Development (OPC) 

assisted GASL to develop a set of rules and procedures following COAG 

recommendations.33 

64. AGAL/AST also played an essential role in identifying and conceptualizing the topics 

of the first three Action Networks (then still called Focus Areas). In addition, Action 

Network leaders in both interviews and survey highlighted that most of the more 

recently established Action Networks profited from AGAL/AST conceptual, 

organizational, administrative, website and/or financial support, particularly in the 

phase of setting up the network. 

                                                 
32 Sometimes, also regional FAO offices provided inputs but less relevant for moving GASL forward. 
33http://www.livestockdialogue.org/fileadmin/templates/res_livestock/docs/2016/2016_GASL_rules_and_

procedures.pdf 

http://www.livestockdialogue.org/fileadmin/templates/res_livestock/docs/2016/2016_GASL_rules_and_procedures.pdf
http://www.livestockdialogue.org/fileadmin/templates/res_livestock/docs/2016/2016_GASL_rules_and_procedures.pdf
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65. Most stakeholders thought that the quality of the FAO inputs was high, the inputs 

were timely and they had a strong focus on moving GASL forward. For example, 

53 percent of the respondents to the survey rated as very good the FAO technical 

inputs (reports, assessments, methodologies) to the stakeholders for evidence based 

and informed discussion. The rest rated them as moderately satisfactory. 

Table 5: Survey question 11 

How would you rate FAO's technical inputs to the Global Agenda? (To what extent has FAO 

provided high quality technical inputs (reports, assessments, methodologies) to the 

stakeholders for evidence based and informed discussion?) 

Poor Moderately 

Unsatisfactory 

Moderately 

Satisfactory 

Very Good Don’t Know 

- - 5 9 3 

 

EQ2.3. To what extent has FAO promoted the creation of pilot initiatives and projects or 

influenced existing projects to apply the principles discussed? (FAO role as programmatic 

agency) 

 

Finding 6. Synergies and interlinkages between GASL and FAO existed both at the 

technical and particularly at the process/institutional level. Nevertheless, no 

concerted effort was made to promote the feedback loop of GASL generated 

knowledge and principles to FAO – nor was foreseen in the planning documents. 

 

66. While the previous sub-question addressed the issue of the quality and timeliness of 

FAO inputs to GASL, the present one focuses on whether or not a feedback loop 

exists, that is whether knowledge and principles generated in GASL positively 

influenced FAO pilot activities or projects. Before addressing this question, it must 

be mentioned that the design of GASL, as reflected in the Project Document and the 

Action Plan 2016-2018, privileged the establishment and promotion of a Global 

Agenda, a feedback loop was neither foreseen nor were specific activities planned. 

Any feedback loop from GASL to FAO technical units at headquarters, while having 

occurred in some cases, was found to be more incidental than planned. 

67. Just as any other GASL stakeholder, FAO is expected to utilize knowledge shared and 

tools and methods developed within GASL activities in its own projects, research and 

activities. Differently from other stakeholders, however, FAO as host organization of 

the GASL Secretariat has a privileged position which makes it easier to transfer 

knowledge and practices. The participation of FAO observers in Guiding Group 

meetings held in Rome shows that this advantage is at least partly utilized. 

68. As described above, the analysis and discussion on linking sustainable livestock 

development to the 2030 Agenda was substantially shaped by AGAL/AST inputs and 

this had some reverberations within FAO, not least because some of the staff 

involved in preparing the material have continued their work on livestock policy 

within FAO. The incorporation of LEAP (originally an independent project hosted in 

AGAL) into GASL has benefitted both sides. Other examples of synergies include the 

cooperation of the Pastoralist Knowledge Hub in FAO with the Restoring Value to 

Grasslands Action Network and the Silvopastoral Action Network. The cooperation 
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between the Pastoralist Knowledge Hub and GASL was essential for the pastoralist 

group to join the Social Movement Cluster and to later cooperate with a number of 

Action Networks. Still, there is clearly room to identify further synergies. One FAO 

interlocutor coined the phrase “FAO outsiders know GASL better than FAO staff”. 

69. Nevertheless, GASL is arguably just as much about processes than about products. 

Therefore, synergies at the process level might prove at least as beneficial to FAO as 

technical or normative knowledge generated in GASL. The MSP approach of GASL 

has greatly influenced initiatives at the regional and local level in Mesoamerica, 

Eastern Europe and Central Asia as well as in Mongolia. In these three cases, 

governments in conjunction with FAO regional and national offices have started 

initiatives that are based both on the MSP approach as well as on the main GASL 

product, that is to foster sustainable practices and policies in livestock development 

(see EQ4). 

70. In Rome, the FAO Office for Partnerships, Advocacy, and Capacity Development 

(OPC) participated in several workshops and Guiding Group meetings to support 

shaping GASL governance. Both OPC and FAO’s Legal and Ethics Office (LEG) 

exchanged with GASL in order to clarify legal and partnership aspects of hosting AST 

within FAO. The growing importance of MSPs in the context of the 2030 Agenda (see 

EQ1.2) is an opportunity for FAO to tap on the experiences gained through the 

involvement of FAO in GASL (see also EQ2.5). 

EQ2.4. To what extent has FAO been able to manage its multiple roles while avoiding overlaps 

and conflicts of interest? 

 

Finding 7. FAO managed its multiple roles reasonably well. However, the existing 

resources did not permit AGAL/AST to fully perform the assigned roles in support of 

GASL. 

 

71. FAO’s ability to manage its multiple roles in GASL in reality refers to the actions of 

just a small number of FAO staff that engage the support of others when needed. So 

much depends on the concerned individuals. The GASL Budget Holder and Head of 

AGAL division is mainly active at the strategic and steering level and provides high 

quality technical inputs. The Director of the Animal Production and Health Division 

(AGA) - of which AGAL is a part of - represents the cluster “Multi-lateral and 

Intergovernmental Organizations” in the MSP. It is thus not wrong to say that the 

different FAO roles are (at least partly) distributed among different individuals. 

72. The GASL survey respondents overall had a positive perception of how FAO has been 

able to manage its multiple roles (41 percent thought that FAO’s performance was 

very good); though among the four survey questions on the role of FAO, it drew the 

highest share of “moderately satisfactory” assessments (41 percent) and one 

respondent (6 percent) thought it was poor. 
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Table 6: Survey question 12 

How would you rate FAO's ability to manage its multiple roles in the Global Agenda? (To 

what extent has FAO been able to avoid overlaps and conflicts of interest between its 

convener, facilitator and technical agency roles?) 

Poor Moderately 

Unsatisfactory 

Moderately 

Satisfactory 

Very Good Don’t Know 

1 - 7 7 2 

 

73. Critical remarks did concern two other points that relate to the roles of FAO. Some 

of the interlocutors were of the opinion that AST was under-resourced and thus 

lacked the capacity to fully perform the required support role. Fortunately, an 

additional Assistant Project Officer has recently been employed in AST and two more 

positions might materialize with the help of donors. Whether this will prove sufficient, 

is still to be seen. It also needs to be pointed out that the Project Document for the 

second phase foresees FAO in-kind contributions to the tune of one P4 position 

which for 2017 has not yet been much in evidence. 

74. The second point concerned not so much the different roles but FAO rules and 

procedures that many considered cumbersome for GASL as an MSP (see EQ2.5). 

EQ2.5. Are the FAO systems and procedures appropriate to ensure the effective functioning 

of GASL? 

 

Finding 8. Reporting was found wanting for much of the project period, but a 

substantial improvement was observed recently. FAO systems and procedures 

permitted the functioning and growth of GASL - though with some friction. 

 

75. This question entails two dimensions. First, has FAO adequately dealt with the 

standard aspects of project management such as reporting, monitoring, 

communication, financial controls, etc.? Second, are the FAO procedures appropriate 

to ensure the effective functioning of GASL? 

76. Regarding project management, the evaluation team observed substantial 

improvement in reporting and documentation over the years. However, it was rather 

difficult to obtain project documents for the early years (2011-2014). This includes 

documentation relating to the Project’s extension, which however was discussed and 

agreed between FAO and the donor based on the original Project Document. The 

reports were submitted to the FAO documentation site but never uploaded. Finally, 

some early documents could be retrieved from former project staff. Other essential 

information like minutes of Guiding Group meetings held before September 2015 as 

well as progress reports 2014-2016 were not available (though some donor specific 

reports were submitted). Also, the vast majority of the GASL website links did not 

lead to the supporting documents they were supposed to for two months during the 

evaluation period of six months. Overall, project reporting and documentation was 

found to be rather weak (see EQ3.1). On the positive side, there have been recent 

improvements such as progress reports for 2017 as well as a website that functions 

properly again at the time of writing this report. 



Final Evaluation of the GASL Project                                                                                                         

32 

 

77. The second dimension on the appropriateness of FAO rules and procedure is a bit 

more vexing. FAO was entrusted with a project that aims to form a global MSP or - 

to put it more bluntly- to form an entity under FAO rules in which decision-making 

differs from standard FAO practices. Once the platform was established, the AST 

hosted in FAO became, as its name says, a support unit. In GASL decision-making 

rests with the MSP and it involves all seven clusters (by consensus), while in FAO 

decision-making ultimately rests with the Member States and is more hierarchical. 

Decision-making in GASL also differs from other partnerships hosted in FAO. In the 

Global Soil Partnership, for example, decision-making is left to the member states 

while other stakeholders participate solely as observers. 

78. Other issues related to FAO procedures include: i) whether or not GASL can have its 

own logo; ii) whether its website should be part of the FAO website (at present there 

is a link to the GASL website from the FAO website topic “livestock and 

environment”); iii) providing translation services according to FAO rules (costly for a 

project with a small budget and many international meetings); iv) lengthy approval 

processes to receive funds; and v) the selection of the chair. The latter is a good case 

in point. In 2016, applications for the position of the chair were invited according to 

FAO rules. The new chairperson was then selected by the Guiding Group in a 

consensus process involving all seven clusters. The chair was then hired - again 

following FAO rules – as a project consultant. This two-tier recruitment process is 

workable but considered cumbersome by most. 

 

3.3 Governance and partnerships 

EQ3. To what extent does GASL function effectively in an inclusive manner, also by 

mainstreaming gender considerations? 

 

EQ3.1. Does the support team have the necessary human, financial and technical capacity to 

effectively support the functioning of GASL? 

 

Finding 9. Despite its limitations, AST is providing an adequate support to GASL and 

its members. Timely reporting and effective communications were the weakest 

aspects of AST performance. Limited financial resources and shortage of staff are 

considered to be the main obstacles for AST to perform to its greatest potential. 

 

79. AST is the Secretariat of GASL and provides technical and operational support. It is 

responsible for providing the technical and operational support to ensure the correct 

functioning of GASL coordination and cooperation processes, in particular through: 

● facilitating stakeholder interaction, coordination and consensus building; 

● providing and coordinating expertise and analysis; 

● assisting in the preparation of guidance for technology and policy 

development; 

● assisting in the development of GASL’s communications channels, including its 

website and its presence on social networks, while also monitoring 

communication strategy; 

● providing secretarial support to the Guiding Group and Chairperson; 

● helping organize MSP, Guiding Group and other meetings;  
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● providing progress reports on the use of GASL’s trust fund resources to its 

donors and Guiding Group. 

 

80. The majority of stakeholders agree that, even if with limitations, AST is providing an 

adequate support to GASL and its members. AST helped organize a number of MSP, 

Guiding Group and other meetings (see EQ2.1). In addition, some of the main 

achievements of AST to date are related to the firsts two responsibilities mentioned 

above (i.e. facilitating interaction, coordination and consensus building; and 

providing and coordinating expertise and analysis). In this sense, the work of AST, 

together with other stakeholders, has been crucial to: 

● develop GASL’s thematic foci from originally three Focus Areas to the current 

nine Action Networks (see section EQ1.1); 

● consolidate an MSP aligned with the SDGs - advocacy on sustainable livestock 

sector in the process of developing the 2030 Agenda and at policy level (see 

EQ1.2); 

● formalize GASL organizational structure with approved rules and procedures 

(see EQ3.4);  

● facilitate due diligence to verify that projects comply with the rules to be 

certified by GASL.34 

 

81. This overview is broadly supported by all stakeholders. For example, half the 

respondents to the survey (50 percent) rated AST support as excellent, 45 percent 

rated it as moderately satisfactory and only one respondent (5 percent) rated it as 

moderately unsatisfactory. Stakeholders' opinion is that AST is doing a good work 

but it is under-resourced. The respondents to the survey describe AST’s work as 

“great”, “helpful and responsive”, “excellent secretariat”, “always ready to answer a 

question”, etc. 

Table 7: Survey question 15 

How would you rate the overall support given to GASL by the Agenda Support Team 

(secretariat)? 

Poor Moderately 

Unsatisfactory 

Moderately 

Satisfactory 

Excellent Don’t Know 

- 1 9 10 3 

 

82. AST also played an instrumental role to channel FAO´s support to strengthen GASL 

(see EQ2.3) and contributed to expand the donor base (there are currently eight 

active donors and a few more have expressed interest). Nevertheless, fundraising is 

a major challenge according to most stakeholders (highlighted for example during 

the last Guiding Group meeting attended by the evaluators). 

83. Most stakeholders mentioned that AST is at times hampered by internal processes 

and clearly under-resourced. This prevented AST to be as effective as it could be to 

guide GASL to better focus its activities by, for example: i) providing timely reporting 

                                                 
34 A risk management and due diligence screening is applied to “prevent conflicts of interest, undue 

influence on policymaking and the possibility of any party securing an unfair advantage”. 
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to the donors and Guiding Group on the use of GASL’s trust fund resources35 (see 

EQ2.5); or ii) providing evidence on causality linkages through the analysis of 

information (see EQ1.2). There is also broad consensus that communication has to 

improve (see EQ2.5). As mentioned above (see EQ2.4), additional staff (one Assistant 

Project Officer) joined AST in February 2018 to provide support in communications 

and to the Action Networks. Two more positions are under consideration: there are 

currently two proposals from Junior Professional Officers from France and Germany. 

84. Shortage of staff is seen as a limitation by 30 percent of the respondents to the 

survey, but 40 percent thought that the human resources at AST were adequate 

(30 percent did not know). In addition, the majority of the respondents (65 percent) 

considered that AST had adequate technical expertise and knowledge while 

10 percent thought it was not adequate (25 percent did not know). On the other 

hand, financial resources is considered to be the main challenge for AST to perform 

to its greatest potential. Half of the respondents (50 percent) considered that AST 

has too few financial resources while 25 percent thought that they are adequate 

(25 percent did not know). These results were overall confirmed during the 

interviews. 

Table 8: Survey question 16 

The Agenda Support Team ensures the functioning of the Global Agenda and is based in 

FAO. How would you rate its current resources? 

 
It has too few 

resources 

It has adequate 

resources Don't know 

Human resources (staff) 6 8 6 

Technical expertise and 

knowledge 2 13 5 

Financial resources 10 5 5 

 

85. AST is currently hosted by FAO and is administratively under both the Animal 

Production and Health Division (AGA - on sustainable livestock-related issues) and 

FAO’s Office for Partnerships, Advocacy and Capacity Development (OPC) (on multi-

stakeholder coordination and governance mechanism aspects). It is funded by the 

donors’ core budget voluntary contributions (mainly the Governments of the 

Netherlands and Switzerland). The Project Document for the second phase (January 

2017 to December 2018) estimated the AST average annual cost at approximately 

USD 600 000 and in-kind support provided by AGA equivalent to 13 months of P4 

level with an approximate value of USD 218 000.  

86. GASL Action Plan provides an estimate of the required financial means to implement 

the activities and to achieve the outcomes and outputs as per the logical framework, 

                                                 
35 AST supports the Project Budget Holder (coordinator AGAL) to monitor and report on GASL activities 

and financial aspects. This currently involves: short reporting on activities and achievements at each 

Guiding Group meeting; annual progress reporting once a year to the Guiding Group, including financial 

information; and any other reporting agreed with the project donors. There was no reporting in 2014, 

2015 and 2016. AST presented a two-year progress report 2016-2017 during the last Guiding Group 

meeting in March. Although performance has improved, there is still room for improvement. 
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based on the FAO full cost structure. The total estimated amount for the period from 

2016 to 2018 is USD 5.3 million. The amount raised so far is much lower. This budget 

mainly covers costs related to AST and does not include the entire budgets of the 

Action Networks. It provides support to these groups to pursue certain objectives 

relevant to the multi-stakeholder process such as ignition capital for research 

processes, practice and policy change assessment, participative policy development, 

technology and knowledge exchange initiatives, and ingenious forms of capacity 

development. The budget also considers resources for emerging initiatives driven by 

new themes that can become relevant during the project horizon. 

EQ3.2. To what extent do the members of GASL constitute a balanced geographic and sectoral 

representation of livestock sector actors? 

 

Finding 10. Engagement with GASL has evolved over time including both signed‐up 

members and observers. Members are part of one of the seven clusters that represent 

different stakeholder groups. GASL has not only grown but also evolved since its 

inception. Nevertheless, its work has been and still is mainly sustained by a small and 

dedicated group of core partners. Consumers’ interests are not represented in GASL 

and the donors cluster does not represent any stake on the livestock sector. GASL 

needs to increase its representativeness by attracting members from most regions of 

the world, including important countries for the livestock sector. 

 

87. As mentioned above, engagement with GASL has evolved over time, becoming 

gradually more formal and including both signed‐up members and observers. 

Membership requires an organization to sign the Consensus Document. Although 

applications for membership must be screened by AST, all stakeholders agree that 

GASL’s declared principle of openness and inclusiveness is adhered to. Membership 

is voluntary and driven by member interests as very little funding is available (e.g. 

travel assistance to attend meetings provided to some organization representatives). 

In addition, any organization can attend the annual MSP meeting as observer, but 

observers cannot be part of the governance and management structure. 

88. Member organizations are part of one of the currently seven existing clusters, 

representing different stakeholder groups: public sector, private sector, 

research/academia, donors, NGOs, social movements/community-based 

organizations and international NGOs/multilateral organizations. Each cluster 

organizes itself within GASL and develops principles of operation. All clusters are 

represented in the Guiding Group, usually through their leaders or co‐leaders. 

89. There is clear evidence that GASL has not only grown but also evolved since its 

inception. This momentum is still maintained as demonstrated for example by: i) 29 

new members in 2016 (eight of them are governmental institutions); ii) 19 new 

members in 2017 (three public sector, four private sector, six NGOs, two academia 

and research and four donors); iii) or the incorporation of Bill and Melinda Gates 

Foundation that has officially joined GASL in May 2018. Although its work has been 

and still is mainly sustained by a small and dedicated group of core partners, the 

work of GASL has in general been linked to the broader work programmes of the 

member organizations (see EQ1.3). 
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90. Overall stakeholders' opinion is that there is an adequate representation in GASL. 

This overview was confirmed by the survey results and broadly supported during the 

interviews. For example, 64 percent of the respondents to the survey thought that 

the current representation is excellent (35 percent) or moderately satisfactory 

(29 percent) in terms of covering the various stakeholder groups (i.e. public sector, 

private sector, NGOs, academia, social movements, donors, multilateral 

organizations, etc.), 18 percent rated it as moderately unsatisfactory and 18 percent 

did not know. 

Table 9: Survey question 13 

How would you rate the current representation in GASL in terms of covering the various 

stakeholder groups (public sector, private sector, NGOs, academia, social movements, 

donors, multilaterals and potential others)? 

Poor (key 

stakeholder 

groups are not 

represented) 

Moderately 

Unsatisfactory 

(several 

stakeholder 

groups are 

under or not 

represented) 

Moderately 

Satisfactory 

(most 

stakeholder 

groups are 

represented) 

Excellent (all the 

relevant 

stakeholder 

groups are well 

represented) 

Don’t Know 

- 3 5 6 3 

 

91. Some stakeholders thought that GASL became “somewhat academic and 

governmental” as a consequence of private sector companies and farmers not being 

“sufficiently involved” or “well represented”. Nevertheless, private companies are 

represented through the professional associations that are members of GASL and 

the evaluators believe that this opinion rather reflects the normative nature of GASL 

(see Section 2). As a respondent to the survey put it, GASL is “a smart way to invite 

different groups”. 

92. On the other hand, some stakeholders highlighted that consumers’ interests were 

not represented in GASL and that it would be necessary to create a cluster for that. 

Most also considered that the donors cluster should not be on par with other 

stakeholder groups as there is a risk of excessive influence in decision-making, and 

should therefore be eliminated as a cluster but could be retained as a group outside 

of GASL’s participatory decision-making structure. Actually, current members of this 

cluster naturally fit in other existing ones (e.g. public sector, multilateral 

organizations, etc.) and ideally all clusters should include donors in the future. 

93. Almost 72 percent of the respondents to the survey thought that geographic 

representation is excellent (29 percent) or moderately satisfactory (41 percent); 

12 percent rated it as moderately unsatisfactory and 18 percent did not know. 

  



Final Evaluation of the GASL Project  

37 

 

Table 10: Survey question 14 

How would you rate the current geographic representation in GASL? 

Poor (key 

countries or 

regions are not 

represented) 

Moderately 

Unsatisfactory 

(several 

countries or 

regions are 

under or not 

represented) 

Moderately 

Satisfactory 

(most countries 

and regions are 

represented) 

Excellent (all 

relevant 

countries and 

regions are well 

represented) 

Don’t Know 

- 2 7 5 3 

 

94. Although there is no definition of what should be considered a balanced 

representation in GASL, broad geographical coverage seems to be an important 

feature for any open global mechanism as GASL. This not only involves the 

participation of representatives from different regions and countries but also a 

diverse representation of different stakeholder groups from each country or region. 

In this sense, there was broad agreement among stakeholders that GASL needs to 

better communicate its benefits to different stakeholder groups in order to increase 

its representativeness, e.g. Central Asia, Australia and North America but also 

important areas of South and Central America, Africa, Asia and Europe. The Regional 

Multi Stakeholder Partnership Meeting in Ukraine in April 2018 seems to be a positive 

example to follow in this regard. 

95. GASL is currently supporting the establishment of the Mongolian Agenda for 

Sustainable Livestock (MASL), work in progress led by the Ministry of Food, 

Agriculture and Light Industry (MoFALI). The Mongolian Agenda for Sustainable 

Livestock is seen as an innovative GASL pilot initiative turned into a government 

programme by MoFALI that could prove effective in attracting the interest of Central 

Asian grassland systems stakeholders in general. The idea is to introduce Regional 

Chapters that, while keeping independency, align with GASL principles. This is an 

interesting example of how GASL can contribute knowledge and creative forms of 

capacity building to empower regions to engage into MSP processes. Nevertheless, 

the approach needs to be tested as too loose relationships have the risk of deviations 

from the principles and contradictory messages. 

EQ3.3. To what extent do the members of GASL participate and contribute to the sessions? 

 

Finding 11. GASL has been successful in balancing inclusivity and the need for some 

formality in its governance. GASL provided a neutral space that facilitated open 

dialogue. The level of participation in the meetings was quite stable and the 

presentations have come from a range of organizations that appears reasonably 

representative of the membership. All clusters regularly and actively participated in 

the MSP and Guiding Group sessions that were held in different regions of the world. 

Most of the limitations were related to the limited financial resources. Action 

Networks have progressively been given more space to report on their experiences. 
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96. As already mentioned, the level of engagement from member organizations has 

fluctuated over time. GASL evolved from a single platform to its current shape with 

seven clusters. Overall, there is agreement that it has been successful in balancing 

inclusivity and the need for some formality in its governance. There is evidence of 

strong presence of FAO, but others have also been actively engaged. 

97. The level of participation in GASL meetings seems quite stable and the presentations 

have come from a range of organizations that appears reasonably representative of 

the membership. According to the survey results, 70 percent of the member 

organizations were often or always represented in both MSP and Guiding Group 

meetings.36 25 percent never or rarely attended an MSP meeting and 20 percent 

never or rarely attended a Guiding Group meeting. On the other hand, participation 

in the meetings and events organized by Action Networks is much less regular with 

only 40 percent of the member organizations often or always attending and 

35 percent never or rarely attending. 

Table 11: Survey question 18 

Since your organization joined the Global Agenda, how often has someone from your 

organization attended its meetings? 

 
Never 

attended 

Rarely 

attended 

Often 

attended 

Always 

attended N/A 

MSP meetings 2 3 9 5 1 

GG meetings 2 2 10 4 2 

AN 

meetings/events 2 7 4 4 3 

 

98. Although these results should be considered with caution as 19 percent of the 

respondents only joined GASL in 2017 and expect to attend their first meetings in 

2018 (another 24 percent joined in 2016), there seemed to exist a number of limiting 

factors for members to effectively contribute to GASL. Most of them, including 

80 percent of the respondents to the survey, considered the financial resources of 

their organizations to be too few to participate in the meetings (only 15 percent 

thought that they were adequate). Some members (40 percent) also had difficulties 

due to limited human resources; 60 percent were adequately staffed. On the other 

hand, stakeholders consider (including 95 percent of the respondents to the survey 

and all interviewees) that member organizations have the necessary technical 

expertise and knowledge to effectively participate in GASL. 

  

                                                 
36 This is a very high result especially if one considers that clusters are represented in the Guiding Group 

with a maximum number of five representatives each. Only clusters with very few members could aspire 

to have all members represented in the Guiding Group and that is not the case for most clusters. 
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Table 12: Survey question 17 

As a member of the Global Agenda, do you think your organization has sufficient capacity 

to effectively participate in the Global Agenda? 

 
My organization has 

too few resources 

My organization has 

adequate resources 

Don't 

know 

Human resources (staff) 8 12 0 

Technical expertise and 

knowledge 1 19 0 

Financial resources 16 3 1 

 

99. All contacted stakeholders agree that GASL provided a neutral space that facilitated 

an open dialogue among them. All clusters regularly and actively participated in the 

MSP and Guiding Group sessions and discussion was promoted through a wide 

variety of breakout sessions that addressed issues of interest for specific clusters or 

Action Networks as well as cross-cutting issues of wider interest. Some of these 

discussions are far from evident, e.g. the evaluation team could see how 

representatives of pastoralists and multinational meat processing organizations 

engaged in equal terms in discussions that would be difficult to imagine in a different 

forum. 

100. Action Networks have also evolved from the original three focus areas to the current 

set up with nine Action Networks. They have progressively been given more space 

to report on their experiences. For example, the sessions attended by the evaluation 

team allowed effective feedback to the Guiding Group and the different clusters. 

Some of them generated intense discussions that were a clear evidence of existing 

differences. All stakeholders agree that GASL fostered truth and created tolerance to 

ambiguity. There is however a risk of inconclusive goals and lack of progress. Many 

stakeholders thought that GASL should strengthen the space provided for lesson 

learning and systematization. 

101. The MSP meetings have been held in different regions of the world. This has been a 

challenging strategy (logistically, financially, etc.) compared, for example, with 

organizing the meetings at FAO headquarters in Rome. Nevertheless, it has proved 

effective to increase the participation of different stakeholders and to attract new 

members into GASL. 

EQ3.4. Are the internal governance mechanisms appropriate to deliver the expected 

outcomes? 

 

Finding 12. The Project put in place a governance and implementation structure that, 

despite the difficulties and delays, contributed to deliver some results. One of the 

Project’s more successful features was to provide a facilitated space for different 

organizations to develop trusting relationships while identifying and working to deal 

with a shared issue. The Project allowed to experiment with MSPs (FAO has a specific 

strategy to engage with each different type of stakeholder but not with all of them 

as an MSP) and GASL governance structure has become more stable and efficient 

over time. 
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102. There is no standard format for MSPs structure or their governance mechanisms. 

Nevertheless, they are widely recognized as major factors affecting their 

effectiveness. In this sense, governance structures should be appropriate to their 

mission and composition, and able to address any potential asymmetries of power 

and conflicts of interest. A simple classification of partnership models can be done 

according to two elements: the number of partners and the level of formality of the 

relationship between them. 

103. GASL partnership model evolved over time, becoming gradually more formal. A set 

of Rules and Procedures (2016) laid out the current membership and leadership 

arrangements and the principles under which GASL operates (see Box 3). 

Box 3: Principles underpinning GASL Rules and Procedures 

 

1. Stakeholders work towards a common goal, with success determined by the 

commitment of each single one. 

2. Dialogue is facilitated across a broad range of actors and sectors, and diverse 

parties are aligned around a common vision, goal or objective. 

3. Stakeholders realize mutual benefits from the process through win‐win 

agreements, and in doing so they learn from each other. 

4. Equity and inclusiveness are guaranteed for all partners. 

5. Transparency and accountability are ensured through agreement on governance 

mechanisms, including who participates in decision‐making, and on rules and 

modalities of cooperation. 

 

104. GASL is led, governed and works through four different structures: stakeholder 

clusters, Guiding Group, Action Networks and AST (see Box 1). The oversight 

mechanisms and their respective governance functions for GASL were outlined in the 

Project Document and, as planned, further defined during the preparatory phase 

gradually evolving to their current shape. 

Figure 4: GASL organization structure 

 

Source: Agenda Support Team 
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105. The organization of the MSP in clusters that aim at representing the most important 

interests (stakeholder groups) in the livestock sector is seen as a breakthrough. This 

structure is an attempt to break a complex system into smaller pieces and reflects 

the principles of a dynamic, open and inclusive initiative working through consensus. 

Most stakeholders agree that it enables GASL to pick up as many different signals 

about livestock and related problems as possible. The model is broadly seen as 

innovative and, during the interviews, it was compared with a “technopark” or an 

“incubation hub”. It is believed to provide an “adequate structure” and “some 

minimum rules for admission and implementation” that are conducive to generate 

relevant results. 

106. The Guiding Group provides overall leadership and guidance. It currently has 

approximately 30 members and, since the MSP meeting in Ottawa (2013), its 

membership is clearly defined with five representatives from each Cluster (usually 

the co‐leaders). All the main stakeholder groups are therefore represented at the 

highest level of leadership and governance is clearly in line with GASL multi-

stakeholder nature. The governance mechanisms mostly relate to: i) the selection of 

the Guiding Group Chair every two-years by the Guiding Group members (the 

previous one was re-elected during the meeting attended by the evaluators); and ii) 

the selection of the Guiding Group members appointed by the Clusters. 

107. Stakeholders' opinion is that GASL current operational modality and governance 

structure are appropriate and effective. Nevertheless, most institutions (including 

FAO) still find it difficult to fully work along the requirements of SDG 17 on 

partnerships. In this sense GASL has experienced difficulties with some issues that 

are not yet fully solved, for example: i) with the rules and regulations that rendered 

it difficult to receive funds from private sector partners (particularly for core budgets); 

or ii) with some communication issues such as logos on products, which are also 

elaborated under Evaluation Question 2.5. 

108. Consideration was given to the establishment of a smaller Guiding Group Executive 

Committee responsible for implementation of decisions but it has been disregarded 

as an unnecessary additional layer by the Guiding Group. 

109. GASL Action Plan 2016-2018, developed on the fourth year of the first phase of the 

Project, provides an insight of the implementation strategy and underpinning Theory 

of Change. As shown in Figures 4 and 5, it is represented by a circle and has no head. 

As said by an interviewee, this demonstrates “trust in the process”. The Action 

Networks as satellites around the governing bodies is also a fair demonstration of 

the idea of “breaking the complex system down into smaller pieces”. 
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Figure 5: GASL theory of action 

 

Source: GASL Action Plan 2016-2018 

110. The Action Networks are an effective and efficient vehicle to reach a broader 

audience (beyond GASL members) through loose arrangements. They provide a 

space in which the different clusters effectively interact and engage, and they enable 

GASL to connect the local and global levels. Nevertheless, most stakeholders 

recognize the need to strengthen the mechanisms to catalyse the global dialogue 

into local action and to use local action to inform the global dialogue. As depicted 

in Figure 5, the simple bridges (lines) between both levels do not recognize the 

complexity involved in learning through exchange of experiences and concrete 

projects and pilots. It would be better represented by feedback loops of: i) learning 

from experience that can be translated into systematic and general information; and 

ii) capacity building that allows systematic and general information (such as good 

practices) to be applied in the field. 

111. There is evidence that, in addition to the global level MSP, GASL promoted linkages 

and partnerships through the work of the Action Networks (global, regional and 

national levels). The outputs produced by the Action Networks, such as best practice 

guidelines, methodologies for environmental assessment, production models and 

policy briefs, have benefited from the technical reviews and inputs provided by GASL 

stakeholders, and from the dissemination channels available to GASL (website, 

presentations at MSP and Guiding Group meetings). For example, GASL members 

contributed to the definition of the Action Plan on Antimicrobial Resistance in 2017.  

112. It is nevertheless important to note that this goes beyond the objectives of the 

Project that is the subject of the evaluation (even more if considered as the 

intervention covered by the first Project Document). Most of the characteristics of 

the Project do not significantly address the issue of developmental impact except in 

the broadest of terms. It can be concluded that the intended purpose of the Project 

is primarily aimed at encouraging cooperation between the various stakeholders in 

linking their normative and operational capacities for the benefit of both developed 

and developing countries. 
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113. This is not meant to imply that no development impact is expected, but the 

statement of objectives relates more to how GASL is expected to operate rather than 

to what it is expected to achieve, although this has been addressed in the 2016-2018 

Action Plan. In this sense, GASL seems to rely on the use of the existing capacities of 

both the implementing entities and the countries themselves or, as interestingly put 

by an interviewee, it is “not for us to have a solution, we provide the process”. It is 

therefore of the utmost importance to further investigate on how the learning and 

capacity building loops could be strengthened. 

114. Most of the work of the Action Networks members is not directly attributable to 

GASL. Nevertheless, GASL is an excellent platform to identify synergies between 

action networks and clusters and encourage them to work together towards 

achieving the SDGs. In this sense, several stakeholders mentioned the need to keep 

the momentum during the time span between meetings, a mechanism to promote 

communication among clusters and action networks with a view to strengthen the 

interaction of the different groups. 

EQ3.5. To what extent has gender equality been mainstreamed in the design and work of 

GASL? 

 

Finding 13. The gender perspective was not included in project design. Nevertheless, 

GASL could play a positive role in the enabling environment by mainstreaming 

gender equality and operating at different levels (from individual to organizational 

and enabling environment). There is no evidence of FAO’s support to strengthen 

GASL’s transformative nature. 

 

115. In 2012, FAO developed its Policy on Gender Equality (2012)37 with the purpose of 

providing FAO with a framework for guiding its efforts to achieve gender equality in 

all its technical work, and for assessing results. In its policy, FAO commits to 

integrating gender into all facets of its work, ensuring that gender mainstreaming 

becomes a standard practice in all its normative, regional, subregional and country 

level activities. The policy identifies five main objectives (see Box 4). 

Box 4: Objectives of the FAO Policy on Gender Equality  

 

● Women participate equally with men as decision-makers in rural institutions and 

in shaping laws, policies and programmes. 

● Women and men have equal access to and control over decent employment and 

income, land and other productive resources. 

● Women and men have equal access to goods and services for agricultural 

development, and to markets. 

● Women’s work burden is reduced by 20 percent through improved technologies, 

services and infrastructure. 

● The share of total agricultural aid committed to projects related to women and 

gender equality is increased to 30 percent. 

FAO Policy on Gender Equality (2013) 

                                                 
37 http://www.fao.org/docrep/017/i3205e/i3205e.pdf 

http://www.fao.org/docrep/017/i3205e/i3205e.pdf
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116. Moreover, in 2015, the environmental and social management guidelines (2015)38 

established the mandatory requirements for managing environmental and social 

performance of FAO field programmes, projects and sub-projects. Although these 

guidelines were not applicable at the time of the project outset, the Environmental 

and Social Standards (ESS) are used by the evaluation as relevant benchmarks. In 

particular, ESS 8 is anchored in the FAO Policy on Gender Equality and recognizes 

that gender equality is a major factor of sustainability for interventions in the 

agriculture and rural development sector and, among others, establishes the 

requirements presented in Box 5: 

Box 5: FAO’s Environmental and Social Safeguard Standard on gender 

 

Among other things, the ESS 8 requires that: 

● FAO programmes and projects are gender-responsive in their design and 

implementation. FAO seeks to identify and address the different needs, 

constraints, contributions and priorities of women, men, girls and boys. 

● FAO conducts a gender-sensitive stakeholder analysis to ensure that women’s and 

men’s different interests, roles and responsibilities are assessed in project 

planning and implementation. 

● FAO conducts a gender analysis to respond to women and men’s specific needs 

and priorities, to identify potential risks, benefits and impacts, to overcome their 

constraints to access productive inputs, resources and services, and to participate 

in decision- making.  

● FAO projects provide equal opportunities for women and men, and assess the 

gender sensitivity of planned interventions. 

● FAO projects track progress on gender results and measure changes over time. 

To achieve this, FAO seeks to collect sex-disaggregated data and formulate 

gender-sensitive indicators for projects results framework. 

Source: FAO Environmental and Social Standards Guidelines 

 

117. The Project Document stated that “the project does not include any gender-related 

special measures and components, however, its outcomes will ensure that the 

livestock sector can contribute effectively to the livelihoods of over half the world’s 

one billion or so ‘extreme poor’, many of which are female”. The Project did not 

include any gender analysis neither during its formulation nor implementation in 

order to hold true the second part of the statement, i.e. to ensure that women and 

men benefited equally, and inequality was not perpetuated. The Project does not 

incorporate any gender-specific indicators, targets or activities which results in 

women’s needs and priorities neither being acknowledged nor documented. 

118. The second Project Document (2017-2018) included a slightly more elaborated 

gender dimension (dedicated Section 3.2). It included a general description of the 

situation of women in the sector but does not clearly identify the linkages with GASL. 

Nevertheless, the last paragraph claimed that GASL’s leadership would “advocate 

                                                 
38 http://www.fao.org/3/a-i4413e.pdf 

http://www.fao.org/3/a-i4413e.pdf
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among its members and AN projects and key areas for policy intervention, the 

empowerment of women livestock keepers.” In addition, advocacy for sex-

disaggregated data collection and gender-responsive good practices were 

requested, as well as fostering gender-sensitive messages. Nevertheless, no 

convincing strategy was depicted and, until now, an implementation strategy has not 

been envisaged. As a result, little was done during implementation. 

119. In this line stakeholders' opinion was that gender issues were not sufficiently 

addressed by GASL. This was confirmed both at the interviews and the survey. For 

example, only 21 percent of respondents to the survey thought that the tools, 

guidance, methodologies or other outputs produced by GASL incorporated a gender 

dimension. 53 percent considered that they did not but only one respondent 

thought that there was no potential for it. 

Table 13: Survey question 20 

Do the tools, guidance, methodologies or other outputs produced by GASL incorporate a 

gender dimension? 

No, and I don't see any 

potential for this 

No, but there is potential for 

this to happen 

Yes Don’t know 

1 9 4 5 

 

120. Undoubtedly, GASL could play a positive role in the enabling environment by 

mainstreaming gender equality and operating at different levels (from individual to 

organizational and enabling environment). For example, GASL can have a greater 

role in promoting gender analysis in the livestock sector; in more equal 

representation of men and women among its staff; in promoting a gender 

perspective in technical papers presented; and in making available the existing 

training material on gender and livestock to its members. In addition to being a basic 

human right, gender equality is also an essential means by which FAO and GASL 

members can achieve their mandate. The Project could contribute to strengthen 

GASL’s transformative nature. There is no evidence of FAO’s support in this sense. 

3.4 Results and sustainability  

EQ4. To what extent have stakeholders adopted or are likely to adopt new practices 

or policies as a result of their participation in GASL? 

 

EQ4.1. What, if any, were the new tools, policies or practices adopted by members as a result 

of their participation in GASL? What were the enabling or limiting factors? 

 

Finding 14. GASL has contributed towards the recognition and dissemination of new 

tools, policies and practices (e.g. specific features, points of view, etc.) It has provided 

a platform for stakeholders to engage in policy dialogue and built action-oriented 

consensus on sustainable livestock development (short-term effects). This has so far 

resulted in a limited adoption or implementation of new tools, policies or practices 

by members as a result of their participation in GASL (medium-term effects). 
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Furthermore, plausible linkages between the short-term and medium-term effects 

should be more clearly identified (drivers for practice and policy change). 

 

121. As mentioned in Section 2, the effects of the evaluated project were mainly expected 

at the normative level. In this sense, it was evident from the interviews that all 

stakeholders thought that GASL had been more successful at arriving at common 

positions on sustainable livestock development among diverse stakeholders/clusters 

than at achieving practical implementation. This is further confirmed by the results 

of the survey as 42 percent of the members thought that the tools, guidance, 

methodologies or other outputs produced by other GASL members had made a 

contribution to the work of their organization. 58 percent thought that there was no 

contribution although there is potential for future contribution, and only 5 percent 

thought that GASL did not have the potential to achieve it. 

Table 14: Survey question 19 

Have any of the tools, guidance, methodologies or other outputs produced by other GASL 

members made a contribution to the work of your organization? 

No, and I don't see any 

potential for this 

No, but there is potential for this 

to happen 

Yes 

1 10 8 

 

122. Several stakeholders even considered that GASL should only focus its activities on 

the normative level. Nevertheless, it was evident from the interviews that the majority 

of stakeholders considered that the role of the Action Networks was essential for 

GASL. They are seen as the vehicles to develop practical instruments based on the 

results achieved at the normative level and test them in the field. This should allow 

feedback loops to improve both the instruments and normative elements based on 

the field experience. 

123. In this sense, GASL has contributed to place at the disposal of different stakeholders 

a diversity of knowledge, tools and guidelines that emerged from the work done 

within the Action Networks: 

• tools and cases to sustainably contribute to social and economic dimensions of 

livestock keeping while helping to mitigate environmental impacts; 

• methods and approaches for assessing adaptation, adaptation, co-benefits and 

resilience with focus on models and tools for modelling (assessing) sustainable 

options;  

• improved soil carbon, soil health and soil fertility under grassland;  

• animal management and livestock husbandry systems (improved livestock 

management  systems);  

• reduction of livestock greenhouse gas emissions by making livestock production 

systems  more efficient, while also meeting animal health and animal welfare 

requirements;  

• livestock environmental assessment and performance guidelines; 
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• promotion and support of international research collaboration on reducing the 

intensity of  greenhouse gas emissions from livestock production systems, 

including by pasture restoration and soil  carbon sequestration; 

• grasslands multi-functionality and multiple values conceptual model; 

• socio-economic and food security dimensions of climate change in the livestock 

sector; 

• compilations of best practices and quality standards; 

• case studies that highlight diverse action – from industry-wide sustainability 

standards to  on-farm solutions; 

• showcasing transformative solutions at scale. 

 

124. There is not much evidence of new tools, policies or practices developed by GASL 

members that are being used by others, but LEAP was mentioned several times as a 

particularly well performing Action Network during the interviews. Nevertheless, the 

attribution of LEAP achievements to GASL is far from evident; there is no evidence 

that LEAP would not have delivered the same products and achieved similar results 

in the absence of GASL. There is evidence though of GASL contribution in terms of 

disseminating, discussing and piloting tools. A couple of members mentioned that 

“LEAP guidelines are very useful” and that “LEAP’s work has been helpful in the 

design of Life Cycle Analysis”. Another innovation associated with GASL is adding the 

social dimension to the scaling up of eight silvopastural systems pilots (the biggest 

one in Mexico has 12 000 ha) that before only looked at production increase. 

125. GASL has been successful in making the case for a global approach towards 

sustainable livestock sector development through: i) building consensus on resource 

use issues; ii) developing harmonized metrics and methodologies (or at least 

contributing to their dissemination and recognition); and iii) linking the sector with 

the SDGs (see EQ1.2). There is also some evidence of contribution towards: i) building 

capacity among member organizations; and ii) practice change as a number of 

regional and sub-sectoral institutions and platforms are increasingly basing their 

activities on GASL’s approaches and messages. 

 

126. In this sense, the majority (58 percent) of the respondents to the survey clearly 

thought (strongly agreed) that their organization had benefited from networking 

opportunities and only 5 percent thought that it had not. 53 percent clearly thought 

(strongly agreed) that their organization had gained knowledge and technical 

materials on livestock issues; and less than 16 percent thought that had did not. A 

similar percentage also thought that their organization influenced the creation of 

guidelines for sustainable livestock production. 47 percent thought that GASL gave 

them access to a broader audience for their message and 42 percent even 

considered that GASL allowed their organization to contribute to the design and/or 

implementation of sustainable livestock production policies. 
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Table 15: Survey question 21 

What have been the benefits for your organization, in participating in the Global Agenda so 

far? 

 Disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

Don't 

know 

My organization gained knowledge and 

technical materials on livestock issues 3 6 10 0 

My organization gained access to sources of 

funding 11 3 3 2 

My organization's reputation has improved 2 7 7 3 

My organization benefited from networking 

opportunities 1 6 11 1 

My organization gained access to a broader 

audience for its message 2 8 9 0 

My organization has influenced the creation of 

guidelines for sustainable livestock production 3 4 10 2 

My organization has contributed to the design 

and/or implementation of sustainable livestock 

production policies 3 6 8 2 

I still don't know what the benefits are, but I 

want to continue participating 6 8 4 0 

 

127. The Table above also indicates that GASL has made some contribution towards 

improving the member organizations’ reputation. Over 73 percent of respondents 

strongly or somewhat agreed and only 10 percent disagree. On the less positive side, 

almost 58 percent thought that GASL did not facilitate access to sources of funding 

and only 32 percent thought that it did (strongly or somewhat agreed). GASL also 

contributed to increase the number of members of some action networks (e.g. 

restoring value to grasslands). The existence of others is entirely dependent on GASL 

(e.g. antimicrobial resistance). Others evolved relatively independent from GASL (e.g. 

Dairy Asia although GASL had a strong role in conceptualizing it). 

128. Nevertheless, most stakeholders (67 percent) still didn't know what the benefits of 

participating in GASL were. This appears to contradict the previous paragraphs and 

the evaluators believe that it is an indication of the need to i) identify plausible 

linkages between the short-term and medium-term; and ii) manage expectations. 

129. Most stakeholders agreed that GASL had gradually become more useful over time. 

For example, over 42 percent of the respondents to the survey agreed, while 

10 percent thought that it had become less useful over time and 16 percent thought 

that it had remained the same.  
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Table 16: Survey question 22 

How has the usefulness of GASL and its meetings changed over time? 

It has become less useful over 

time 2 

It has remained the same 3 

It has become more useful over 

time 8 

Don't know 4 

Other (please specify) 2 

 

130. Some stakeholders also considered that GASL will become even more crucial in the 

future in order to provide an evidence-based and balanced view of livestock's 

multiple benefits. In this sense, it seems particularly important to clearly identify the 

most important drivers for practice and policy change by establishing plausible 

linkages between the short-term (policy dialogue and building consensus) and 

medium-term effects (adoption and implementation of new tools, policies or 

practices). The initiative, made by the AST, that the five Guiding Group members of 

the Cluster Academia and Research should review the tools and cases presented in 

the last MSP meeting seems a step forward into this direction. 

EQ4.2. Have sustainability considerations been taken into account in designing GASL? 

 

Finding 15. GASL has two interlinked ways to sustain its approach and results: i) to 

attract new members; and ii) to advance towards an evidence-based common view. 

Nevertheless, GASL’s financial situation makes it difficult to implement a 

comprehensive strategy. The environment is favourable for GASL both at global, 

regional and to some extent at country level. It is crucial that GASL’s Secretariat (AST) 

continues to be hosted by FAO in order to ensure its sustainability. 

 

131. Despite all the challenges, the majority of stakeholders consider that it is crucial that 

GASL’s Secretariat (AST) continues to be hosted by FAO in order to ensure its 

sustainability. Even those that pointed out important difficulties were unable to 

propose a better alternative. The most important advantages of GASL’s Secretariat 

being located at FAO are probably related to: i) identifying synergies with other 

initiatives that can even become action networks (see for example LEAP); 

ii) influencing policy at international, national and local level; iii) reputation of the 

leading multilateral organization on livestock and agriculture; and iv) the fact that 

Ministries of Agriculture can directly support FAO hosted projects. 

132. GASL has two interlinked ways to sustain its approach and results: i) to attract new 

members; and ii) to advance towards a common view by better understanding 

livestock sustainability. The path towards a common understanding should be paved 

with evidence on what works (and what does not) in different contexts and how it 

can be can be adapted (through the work done within the Action Networks). This 

common view should not be seen as a static endpoint but as a continuous evolution 

that should attract new members into the discussion. 
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133. According to the last update presented by AST, there is a deficit of USD 814 723 for 

2018 and, as discussed earlier (see EQ3.3), member organizations have very limited 

financial resources to contribute to implement concrete actions. In the near future, it 

is possible that the action networks get (very limited) seed money from GASL but 

they need to raise additional funds from alternative sources. It should be noted that 

the deficit refers to the gap between GASL’s proposals for activities versus the funds 

actually received. In the case of a discrepancy, more important activities are 

prioritized and others are cut so that overall the budget is balanced. In this sense, 

the aim of GASL Action Plan 2016-2018 was to explore the interest of current and 

potential new donors to support countries in achieving the 2030 Agenda and the 

SDGs related to sustainable livestock, while contributing to validate and shape a new 

innovative cooperation approach. 

134. GASL’s fundraising strategy has not been very successful until now. A fundraising 

task force distributed a pamphlet and an open letter, but the response was not very 

enthusiastic. Current donors have though given positive signals to continue their 

support for core funding. For example, the Swiss Development Cooperation will 

sponsor the MSP meeting in Mongolia with USD 50 000, Heifer international pledged 

USD 10 000 and the Mongolian government budgeted USD 95 000. 

135. In practice, FAO has a key role in brokering and supporting partnerships through the 

strength of its existing networks. Providing evidence and understanding about how 

sustainability works will require organizational, national and global level analysis that 

is packaged and communicated to advance towards a common view. This analysis, if 

favourable, can be expected to encourage greater interest and support for GASL. 

Project sustainability assumes the setting up of a number of positive feedback loops 

as described earlier (see EQ3.4). Partnerships will be driven by growing recognition 

of a common approach to livestock sustainability. This should probably be accounted 

for in the Action Plan 2019-2021. 

136. Overall, the environment is favourable for GASL both at global and to some extent 

at country level as demonstrated by the fact that 115 countries validated and 

supported GASL in September 2016 (COAG). In addition, 19 governments (seven in 

Latin America, five in Africa, four in Europe, one in North America, one in Asia and 

one in Oceania) have joined and supported GASL, including as donors (Canada, 

France, Ireland, Netherlands and Switzerland), and as MSP venues (Brazil, Canada, 

Ethiopia and Panama). 

137. There is evidence that some countries and regions are using GASL’s principles and 

MSP approach to adopt policies and legislation in favour of sustainable livestock 

development: 
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• In Mesoamerica, through the FAO Commission on Livestock Development for 

Latin America and the Caribbean (CODEGALAC)39 and the Council of Agricultural 

Ministers of Central America. 

• In Mongolia, with the establishment of the Mongolian Agenda for Sustainable 

Livestock by the Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Light Industry with seed 

capital from project resources. 

• In Eastern Europe and Central Asia where a process has started through FAO 

and member governments to open a regional chapter that will implement the 

project’s multi-stakeholder approach to practice and policy change with own 

resources and project’s seed capital. 

 

138. GASL has been proactive to ensure political support particularly through the seven 

MSP meetings. Some stakeholders think that they were too expensive and GASL 

should change to a meeting every second year. Nevertheless, all MSP meetings have 

been singular and important events and are the mechanism through which GASL’s 

multi-stakeholder nature is operationalized. 

139. Approximately 200-250 participants from all continents are expected at the 8th MSP 

meeting that will be held in Mongolia in June 2018. The chosen topic for the meeting 

“livestock on the move” relates to the dynamics of the sector in a rapidly changing 

environment.40 It seems particularly appropriate as the discussions will allow to map 

how GASL can continue to deliver through its Clusters and Action Networks. The 

regional chapters (see EQ3.2) could also be an effective mechanism to enhance 

country ownership and ability to drive the implementation of a common agenda. 

140. GASL is currently considering the establishment of an Editorial Committee that would 

work on voluntary basis and no budget assigned but with some general support from 

AST. Several stakeholders think that the feasibility of this approach is rather dubious. 

The function of the Committee would be to evaluate product quality, but it is not 

sufficiently clear yet. Quality control should be understood as a process rather than 

as the ad hoc review of documents. The idea would be to focus on publications that 

come out under GASL’s banner rather than simply being housed on its website. 

Nevertheless, the amount of work has not been estimated and it could easily be too 

much to be undertaken by unpaid volunteers. 

141. On the other hand, there is a growing demand within GASL to collect cases and 

showcase best practices of sustainable livestock production (e.g. private sector 

initiatives, public policies, etc.) This is being achieved through the work done within 

the action networks and, as mentioned above, it is allowing to gather evidence on 

                                                 
39 The CODEGALAC is the FAO technical advisory forum on sustainable livestock production for the Latin 

American and Caribbean Regional Conference. The Commission was established in 1986 by the FAO 

Council at the request of its Member States. The Commission brings together representatives from 

Governments to exchange experiences in policies and programmes for sustainable livestock development. 

Its objective is to support the preparation of policy frameworks for the livestock sector as well as the 

design and formulation of technical cooperation programmes and strategies. Main topics of discussion 

involve regulatory and technical issues associated with animal health, sustainable livestock production, 

climate change, family livestock farming and the sector's development trends. 
40 It is also a reference to the nomadic form of herding in Mongolia. Originally some actors proposed to 

focus the whole meeting on pastoralist and nomadic issues, ‘livestock on the move’ was a compromise for 

including all aspects of livestock. 
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what works and what does not in different contexts, and how it can be adapted. The 

review of the 14 cases and 13 tools presented in the last MSP in Addis Ababa by the 

academia and research cluster is an interesting initiative in this direction. 
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4. Lessons learned 

142. GASL is an innovative attempt to operationalize SDG 17. It challenges the extended 

opinion that governments should be the sole decision makers in MSPs and the rest 

of stakeholders should play complementary roles (advisers, observers, etc.). GASL 

proves that an alternative model in which decisions are made by consensus is not 

only feasible but has an added value. The MSP processes can be, in themselves, an 

important value added and the fact that all stakeholders (clusters) have the same 

weight in the governance mechanism contributes to develop both trust and a 

common view. 

143. The organization of the MSP in clusters representing the most important interests in 

the sector is also an attempt to break a complex system into smaller pieces. GASL 

goes beyond the typical and overly simplified three categories of stakeholders (e.g. 

public sector, private sector and civil society). Defining more precise sub-categories 

enables to pick up as many different signals about livestock and related problems as 

possible. Additionally, it empowers stakeholders whose voice was not otherwise 

heard. 

144. Participation nevertheless depends on the potential gains that might be different for 

each stakeholder group, and risks and opportunities associated with MSPs (e.g. 

mobilize additional funding, influence public policy, empowering marginalized and 

vulnerable groups, etc.). It is therefore important to clearly identify causal linkages 

that demonstrate how the benefits are achieved and minimize the tension that can 

be created by: i) different interests and motivation to engage; ii) different perception 

of the associated value added and risks; and iii) different roles and responsibilities 

within the partnership. 

145. COAG’s support was crucial for maintaining and moving forward an initiative that 

sometimes went through several challenges, such as process-related challenges (in 

part due to its innovative nature), difficulty in raising funds (in part due to donors’ 

aversion to risk) or receiving criticism for not achieving immediate developmental 

impacts (in part due to wrong expectations). 

146. Clear rules are attractive and useful but loose rules also have their merits and are 

necessary in certain moments to move forward. Balance in its management is critical 

and the Secretariat needs to be hosted by an institution with credibility in the sector, 

that is seen as neutral by most stakeholders (or at least is able to enter into a dialogue 

with most of them) and has the capacity to facilitate dialogue among them. 

147. GASL is also implementing an innovative strategy to go beyond its normative 

mandate and promoting developmental impact (through action networks). This 

strategy demonstrates the benefits of linking a “policy-oriented” Multi Stakeholder 

Platform with “action-oriented” MSPs (already existing or newly created by GASL 

members). 
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148. Due to the need to manage the Multi Stakeholder Platform process, transaction costs 

can be high, generally underestimated and to some extent unaccounted for. 

Involving different stakeholders is a demanding process that requires time, skills and 

financial resources. Expertise is also essential for effective engagement in an MSP 

that, in addition to increasing the transaction costs, can potentially bring some bias 

against weaker stakeholders. 
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5. Conclusions and recommendations 

5.1 Conclusions 

Conclusion 1 (EQ1). The Project is clearly aligned and contributing to the strategic 

priories of FAO and members of the Global Agenda for Sustainable Livestock, as well 

as several SDGs. It is addressing a gap in the global discourse on livestock 

sustainability which was not being addressed by other stakeholders. 

149. The Project has produced good value for money and it is overall making a positive 

contribution to FAO’s goals. It has made an essential contribution towards building 

a mechanism to address the livestock sector with a systemic approach (GASL). Its 

objectives responded to the most relevant needs by adapting to the context. 

150. The approach to sustainable livestock development promoted by the Project and 

GASL was aligned with FAO’s sustainability framework expressed through Strategic 

Objective 2. The initial focus on environment broadened to address the three 

dimensions of sustainability (social, economic and environmental) responding also 

to the United Nations 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. In this sense, the 

Project has extensively contributed to establishing the causal linkages between the 

livestock sector and the SDGs, mapping synergies and trade-offs. 

151. The comparative advantage of GASL mostly lies in the strengthened partnership, 

interaction and consensus actions (normative work at global level). In this sense, the 

Project was both an attempt to fill a gap that was not being addressed by other 

stakeholders and an institutional experiment to advance towards more effective 

MSPs. 

Conclusion 2 (EQ2 and EQ3). The Project has successfully established and expanded 

the Global Agenda for Sustainable Livestock into an attractive and inclusive platform. 

Being hosted in FAO, and supported through the Agenda Support Team, has been 

critical in attracting members and donors; however, this poses several challenges in 

terms of defining roles and procedures for Multi Stakeholder Processes.  

152. The Project and GASL faced (and still face today) a number of to-be-expected 

structural problems such as the delineation of the roles of the different actors, 

particularly FAO. Nevertheless, FAO’s role was crucial to establish and expand GASL, 

for instance hosting GASL in FAO facilitated donor funding from Ministries of 

Agriculture, which would not have been possible if GASL was hosted in a foundation 

or private entity. Furthermore, GASL benefited from FAO’s reputation as a strong 

technical agency and its experience as a neutral facilitator for multi-stakeholder 

policy processes. 

153. Even if with limitations, the Agenda Support Team provided adequate support to 

GASL and its members. In particular, it facilitated interaction, coordination and 

consensus building; and it provided and coordinated expertise and analysis. Linked 

with Conclusion 2, the fact that AST was hosted by FAO was crucial to: i) develop 

GASL’s thematic foci; ii) align with the SDGs; and iii) formalize GASL organizational 

structure. 



Final Evaluation of the GASL Project                                                                                                         

56 

 

154. The FAO Animal Production and Health Division (AGA) and the Agenda Support 

Team worked as a catalyst that helped to grow GASL into an attractive and inclusive 

platform focused on making a major contribution to achieving the goals of the 2030 

Agenda. FAO provided both technical as well as process-oriented inputs of high 

quality at crucial stages of the evolution of GASL. These inputs were not only essential 

to better define the thematic focus but also to make GASL’s governance structure 

more stable and efficient. 

155. Even though FAO managed reasonably well its multiple roles, the existing resources 

are rather limited to permit the Agenda Support Team to fully perform its supporting 

roles. The AST was at times hampered by internal processes limiting its effectiveness 

to provide evidence and establish links through the analysis of information. The AST 

also faced important limitations in terms of both internal and external 

communication. For example, progress reporting (to donors and Guiding Group) on 

the use of GASL’s trust fund resources was very weak, although it has substantially 

improved since around 2016 based on requests for stronger financial reporting by 

donors. 

156. The Agenda Support Team’s scarce resources limited GASL’s ability to systematically 

track lessons learned and collect examples of the benefits that the various 

stakeholders are receiving from participating in GASL. Also, for some sectors of the 

member organizations, for instance FAO, their participation in GASL was not strongly 

linked to the mainstream work of the organization, although there is clear potential 

for it given the relevance of GASL’s mandate. 

Conclusion 3 (EQ3). Representation in the Global Agenda for Sustainable Livestock is 

broad and diverse, and respects the principle of openness and inclusiveness; however, 

consumer groups are not clearly represented and the existence of a donor cluster is 

incongruous with the other clusters. This representativeness is further strengthened 

by an internal governance structure which has proven flexible and participatory in 

responding to members’ needs, and has to continuously balance between inclusivity 

and decisive actions. 

157. GASL’s declared principle of openness and inclusiveness is adhered to. Membership 

is voluntary and driven by member interests. In addition, any organization can attend 

(as observer) the annual Multi Stakeholder Platform. A broad range of stakeholders 

are represented in GASL’s clusters. Nevertheless, consumers’ interests are not 

represented in GASL and the donors cluster does not represent a clear stake in the 

livestock sector. 

158. Achieving a broader geographical coverage is still an ongoing process for GASL. It 

does not only involve the participation of representatives from different regions and 

countries but also a diverse representation of different stakeholder groups from each 

country or region. Despite the challenges, organizing the Multi Stakeholder Platform 

meetings in different regions of the world proved effective to increase the 

participation of different stakeholders and to attract new members into GASL. 

159. Although the level of engagement fluctuated, all clusters actively participated in 

Multi Stakeholder Platform and Guiding Group meetings. Stakeholders engaged in 

discussions within specific clusters or Action Networks but also on others that 
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addressed cross-cutting issues of wider interest. GASL fostered truth and created 

tolerance to ambiguity. 

160. GASL current operational modality and governance structure are appropriate and 

effective, within the limitations of the operating environment. Nevertheless, most 

institutions (including FAO) still find it difficult to work along the requirements of 

SDG 17. GASL has experienced difficulties with some issues that are not yet fully 

solved, for example with the rules and regulations that rendered it difficult to receive 

funds from private sector partners (particularly for core budgets), or with some 

communication issues such as logos on products. In addition, the donors cluster is 

recognized by most stakeholders to be misplaced as a cluster. 

161. GASL put in place a challenging governance and implementation structure that, 

despite the difficulties and extensions, successfully balanced inclusivity and the need 

for some formality. All stakeholder clusters are equally represented in the main 

governance body (the Guiding Group). One of the Project’s more successful features 

was to provide a facilitated space for different organizations to develop trusting 

relationships while identifying and working to deal with a shared issue. 

Conclusion 4 (EQ3). The Project did not adequately incorporate a gender perspective 

in its activities, however there is a clear potential to do so to address equity issues in 

the livestock sector. 

162. The Project neither included a gender analysis nor did it incorporate gender specific 

indicators, targets or activities. The second Project Document did include a more 

elaborated gender analysis and a general description of gender and women 

empowerment issues in the livestock sector, however it did not identify clear linkages 

with GASL’s work plan. As a consequence, there was no gender mainstreaming in 

GASL. Nevertheless, GASL has the potential to be used as an effective vehicle to 

address and promote gender equality in the livestock sector, including both at the 

systemic level of the enabling environment and at the practices and production level. 

Conclusion 5 (EQ4). GASL has proven to be effective in enabling some exchange of 

knowledge, tools and best practices among members, and there is an expectation by 

members that it will do so even more in the future, thereby creating an incentive for 

continued participation. GASL’s goal of advancing towards a common vision for 

sustainable livestock requires continuous compilation of evidence, and application 

of policies and practices based on local contexts; this learning mechanism was 

facilitated by the creation of Action Networks. 

163. The effects of the evaluated project were mainly expected at the normative level. In 

this sense, GASL contributed towards the recognition and dissemination of new 

tools, policies and practices. It provided a platform for stakeholders to engage in 

policy dialogue and built action-oriented consensus on sustainable livestock 

development (short-term effects). This resulted in some cases of adoption or 

implementation of new tools, policies or practices by members (medium-term 

effects). Also, there is an expectation by members that this will continue to happen 

in the future, therefore providing an incentive for continued participation. 
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164. On the other hand, the main impact pathway as described in the original Project 

Documents was not sufficiently detailed as plausible linkages between the short-

term and medium-term effects were not clearly identified (i.e. the most important 

drivers for practice and policy change). GASL has two interlinked ways to sustain its 

approach and results: i) to attract new members; and ii) to advance towards a 

common view by better understanding livestock sustainability. The path towards this 

common understanding should be paved with evidence on what works (and what 

does not) in different contexts and how it can be adapted. This should not be seen 

as a static endpoint but as a continuous evolution that should attract new members 

into the discussion. 

165. An effort was made to turn the normative work into concrete action by identifying 

synergies with similar initiatives in the livestock sector and integrating them into 

GASL while maintaining their independence. The Action Networks were an effective 

and efficient vehicle to reach a broader audience (beyond GASL members) through 

loose arrangements. They provided a space in which the different clusters effectively 

interact, but not robust mechanisms to catalyse the global dialogue into local action 

and to use local action to inform the global dialogue. 

166. Nevertheless, the intended purpose of the Project was to encourage cooperation 

between the various stakeholders in linking their normative and operational 

capacities for the benefit of both developed and developing countries. In this sense, 

GASL provided the process and relied on the use of the existing capacities of both 

the implementing entities and the countries themselves. 

5.2 Recommendations  

Recommendation 1. FAO’s Animal Production and Health Division (AGA) 

Management and Partnership Division should draw lessons from GASL and other 

Multi Stakeholder Partnerships and provide guidance on their functioning to enable 

them to achieve concrete result.  

167. FAO should learn from its experiences regarding: i) the challenges and opportunities 

of hosting MSPs; ii) the potential frictions between the rules and processes of FAO 

and those established by MSPS to govern themselves; and iii) the management skills 

needed to successfully manage MSPs. In the mid-term, FAO with the support of GASL 

should reflect on adjusting its rules to more effectively host MSPs and better 

contribute towards the 2030 Agenda, for example by looking at decision-making, 

selection of chairperson, degree of independence of GASL communication from FAO 

and fundraising. The aim should be to reflect on how to recognize functional 

autonomy for GASL in order for it to more effectively achieve its objectives. FAO’s 

Partnership and South-South Cooperation Division (DPS) should play an important 

role to facilitate this process, based on its expertise and experience, and potentially 

involving other relevant units such as the Legal and Ethics Office (LEG), Office for 

Corporate Communication (OCC) and Resource Mobilization Division (TCR). 

Recommendation 2. GASL should prioritize the establishment of monitoring, 

evaluation and learning mechanism to collect lessons and results from members and 

facilitate reporting to current and potential donors.  

https://home.fao.org/departments/opc/home/,DanaInfo=intranet.fao.org+
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168. To develop and put in place a Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) system that 

collects and compiles information from GASL stakeholders on: i) outcome level 

results such as observed changes in national policies and planning documents, or 

new practices being adopted by producers; ii) lessons and examples of best practices 

that contribute to evidence and understanding of sustainable production systems, 

including the development of sustainability indicators; and iii) lessons and feedback 

on GASL governance and structure. Some elements of this are already present in 

GASL, either formally or informally, for example the periodic presentations from 

Action Networks at Guiding Group meetings on good examples in their areas. 

However, positive examples of achievements are often not captured and 

communicated and there is scope for further efforts on compiling lessons and results. 

In this regard, the publication of good practices during the MSP in Ethiopia in 2017 

is a positive initiative in this direction. The evaluation supports the inclusion of 

transversal analysis as part of the MEL system, i.e. cross-cluster and cross-action 

network analysis. While the Agenda Support Team has limited resources and needs 

to prioritize the functioning of GASL, a MEL can be a critical asset to contribute to 

GASL results and assist in communication and resource mobilization. 

169. AST should continue the practice introduced in 2016 of providing timely reporting 

to the donors and the Guiding Group on GASL activities and financial aspects. This is 

needed as decision makers need clear and updated information on the use of GASL’s 

trust fund resources with scenario-based planning should there be a resource 

shortfall. 

170. GASL should improve its communication (both internal and external). The evaluation 

suggests developing a comprehensive communication strategy that includes 

upgrading the website, but also to identify complementary information channels for 

feeding GASL technical, normative and process knowledge back into member 

organizations (including FAO). Options are short informative internal workshops after 

MSP meetings, active distribution of GASL Action Network documents, etc. It is 

important to manage expectations - GASL’s should not attempt to transmit a single 

message (e.g. to farmers or governments) but rather multiple tasks to change 

attitudes and improve the conditions for policy and practice change. 

Recommendation 3. In its Action Plan 2019-2021 GASL would benefit from 

developing a shared and explicit theory of change of how it intends to contribute to 

policy and practice change. This should also include further development of the links 

to regional and country levels. 

171. The next GASL Action Plan (2019-2021) should contain a more explicit theory of 

change providing the underpinnings for the actions planned and activities budgeted. 

The theory of change, or a similar concept, should serve the purpose of identifying 

the most effective channels to be prioritized by GASL and its members to promote 

policy and practice change. This would also form the basis for allocation of resources 

and monitoring of results. It is recommended that time is set aside in the next 

Guiding Group meeting and Multi Stakeholder Platform in 2018 to work on this and 

possibly engage a consultant to facilitate the process. 

172. Some of the elements of the theory of change which have emerged from the 

evaluation, and that GASL can consider, are to use its resources for: 
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• Compiling and presenting voluntary guidelines and successful practices in the 

governance and structure of Multi Stakeholder Partnerships, to GASL members 

and to COAG. 

• Enabling Multi Stakeholder Partnerships as a tool for advocating sustainable 

livestock development to regional and national levels (like in Central America or 

Mongolia). 

• Feeding technical inputs through Clusters and Action Networks to national level 

and to stakeholders, etc. 

• Promoting specific goals and tools with a regional and country focus, through 

the action networks which have linkages to specific regions and countries. A 

possible example of this has been the regional MSP meeting in Ukraine in 

2018.41  

• Identifying linkages between Action Networks and FAO’s Country Programming 

Frameworks and mandate on capacity development. Intervening at national 

level would potentially be more effective for policy adoption but it would have 

higher transaction costs. These could be envisaged as activity packages that are 

only triggered when sufficient resources are available. 

 

Recommendation 4. GASL should strengthen its efforts to incorporate e gender 

perspective given its crucial importance in sustainable livestock production. This can 

be done for instance by actively promoting a gender analysis in the policies and 

practices discussed in GASL or by disseminating FAO technical training material on 

gender in the livestock sector. 

173. The Project should consider tracking progress on gender results and measure 

changes over time on this aspect, as they are extremely relevant in the development 

of the livestock sector. Furthermore, GASL should consider incorporating a gender 

dimension into its principles to actively promote change, for instance by actively 

promoting a gender analysis of the production practices and models discussed and 

promoted, or by disseminating gender-related training modules and information, for 

instance those available in FAO. Additionally, promoting an Action Network on 

gender could be explored, but also incorporating a gender perspective as a cross 

cutting issue at the normative level (e.g. in GASL’s principles). 

Recommendation 5. Broadening the donor base will be critical for GASL’s future, and 

additional communication and outreach efforts should be pursued to ensure its 

activities continue. Leveraging funds from its members has been effective and should 

be further expanded. Furthermore, GASL should consider organizing donors’ 

presence in a different form, by possibly eliminating the donor cluster and 

distributing the donor organizations among the other clusters. 

174. GASL needs to secure more stable sources of funding by mobilizing additional funds 

and enlarging its donor base. In a context of increasing constraints on public funding 

(at global, national and regional levels), GASL and FAO should explore alternative 

ways to leverage additional funds, in particular private or philanthropic funds. GASL 

needs to more widely share success stories so that investors (including both 

members and non-members of GASL) can see GASL’s contribution to those 

practicing sustainable livestock systems and to the SDGs. The Monitoring, Evaluation 

                                                 
41 http://www.fao.org/europe/news/detail-news/en/c/1119277/  

http://www.fao.org/europe/news/detail-news/en/c/1119277/
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and Learning system (mentioned in Recommendation 2) should provide evidence to 

encourage the participation of donors. Strategically engaging with existing or newly 

created initiatives (e.g. action networks, regional chapters, etc.) that already have or 

are able to attract additional and complementary funds should be paramount for 

GASL. 

175. GASL should consider eliminating the donor cluster as it does not represent a stake 

in the livestock sector in the way that the other clusters do. All the members of the 

donor cluster naturally fit in other clusters (e.g. public sector, private sector and 

academia). Ideally, donors should exist in all clusters - all clusters should feel 

responsible for financing. In case the donor group is eliminated as a cluster, a donor 

coordination group can be established outside of GASL’s Guiding Group as a space 

reserved for donors. Furthermore, GASL should continue its successful efforts for 

increasing its geographical representativeness, enlarging its stakeholder base from 

all regions and including important livestock countries. In the mid-term, GASL should 

consider increasing its sector representativeness by exploring options for the 

creation of a consumers cluster. This is nevertheless a rather heterogeneous group 

that can unbalance GASL if done at the wrong time. 
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6. Appendices 

Appendix 1. List of people interviewed 

No Name Position Organization 

1 Mr Henning Steinfeld Project Coordinator FAO (AGAL) 

2 Mr Eduardo ArceDiaz Project Manager FAO (AGAL) 

3 Mr Fritz Schneider Chairperson GASL FAO (AGAL) 

4 Mr Berhe Tekola 
Director of FAO-AGA and Cluster Coordinator 

for Intergovernmental Orgs 
FAO (AGA) 

5 Mr Badi Besbes Senior Animal Production Officer FAO (AGAG) 

6 Mr Camillo de Camillis Manager of LEAP Partnership FAO (AGAL) 

7 Ms Anne Mottet Livestock Development Officer FAO (AGAG) 

8 Mr Gregorio VelascoGil Regional Project Coordinator FAO (AGAG) 

9 Mr Jean-Jacques Soula OIE Coordinator in the PPR Secretariat OIE 

10 Ms Ana Saez Partnerships Officer FAO (DPS) 

11 Vanja Maslovarik Programme Officer FAO (TCR) 

12 Ms Giulia Macri Donor Liaison Officer FAO (TCR) 

13 Mr Philippe Ankers Senior Officer FAO (SP3) 

14 Mr Ronald Vargas Senior Officer FAO (CBL) 

15 Mr Antonio Tavares Director FAO Legal Counsel FAO (LEGA) 

16 Mr Felix Njeumi Animal Health Officer FAO (AGAH) 

17 Mr Jeroen Dijkman Senior Officer FAO (AGDS) 

18 Mr Vinod Ahuja 
Livestock Policy Officer - Action Network 

leader: Dairy Asia 
FAO (RAP) 

19 Ms Melina Lamkowsky Consultant FAO (RAP) 

20 Mr Nathanael Pingault Coordinator of CFS HLPE Report FAO (AGD) 

21 Ms Beate Scherf SP2 Management Team member FAO (SP2) 

22 Mr Robert Guei  COAG Secretary FAO (AGD) 

23 Mr Alejandro Acosta Livestock Policy Officer FAO (AGAL) 

24 Mr Hsin Huang 
Secretary General - Cluster Coordinator - 

Private Sector 
International Meat Secretariat 

(France) 

25 Mr Marcelo Gonzalez 
Vice Minister - Cluster Coordinator - Public 

Sector 
Government of Paraguay 

26 Ms Nancy Bourgueois 
Researcher - Cluster Coordinator - Academia 

and Research 
Bern University for Applied 

Sciences (Switzerland) 

27 Ms Liz Wedderburn 
Assistant Research Director - Cluster Member 

- Academia and Research 
AgResearch (New Zealand) 

28 Mr Alwin Kopse 
Head of International Sustainable Agriculture 

Unit - Cluster Coordinator - Donors 
Swiss Federal Office of 

Agriculture (FOAG) 

29 Mr Pablo Frere 
Coordinator - Cluster Coordinator - Social 

Movements 
Redes Chaco, Argentina 

30 Ms Lesley Mitchell Consultant - Cluster Coordinator - NGOs Donkey Sanctuary (UK) 

31 Ms Shirley Tarawali Assistant Director General ILRI (Kenya) 

32 Mr Ernesto Reyes 
Researcher - Action Network leader: Social 

Development and Efficiency 
Agribenchmark (Germany) 

33 Mr Julian Chara 
Coordinator - Action Network leader: Silvo-

Pastoral 
CIPAV (Colombia) 

34 Mr Ulf Magnusson Professor - Action Network leader: AMR 
Swedish Univ. of Agricultural 

Sciences 
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35 Mr Matthew Hooper Counselor New Zealand Embassy, Rome 

36 
Ms Alexandra De 

Athayde 
Executive Director 

International Feed Industry 

Federation (USA) 

37 Ms Caroline Emond Director General 
International Dairy Federation 

(USA) 

38 
Ms Margherita 

Gomarasca 
Coordinator 

Veterinaries Without Borders 

International (Belgium) 
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Appendix 2. List of GASL members 

The following organizations have joined The Global Agenda by signing the consensus 

document or expressing their will to join.  

Total amount of members as of 31 August 2017: 104  

Public Sector (PuS): 15 

1. PuS - Directorate of Livestock Production, Busia County, Kenya  

2. PuS - Government of Argentina, Instituto Nacional de Tecnología Agropecuaria (INTA)  

3. PuS - Government of Costa Rica, Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock  

4. PuS - Government of Cuba, Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock  

5. PuS - Government of Dominican Republic, Ministry of Agriculture  

6. PuS - Government of El Salvador, Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources  

7. PuS - Government of Ethiopia, Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries  

8. PuS - Government of Kenya, Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries  

9. PuS - Government of New Zealand, Ministry for Primary Industries  

10. PuS - Government of Mongolia, Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Light Industry (24-

02-2017  

11. PuS - Government of Panama, Ministry of Agricultural and Livestock Development  

12. PuS - Government of Paraguay, Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock  

13. PuS - Government of Rwanda, Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Resources  

14. PuS - Government of Uganda, Uganda Bureau of Statistics  

15. PuS - Kamutjonga Inland Fisheries Institute, Namibia (11-05-2017, Addis MSP)  

Private Sector (PrS): 24  

1. PrS - BEAM, Beijing Environmental Asset Management Consultancy Centre, China  

2. PrS - Canadian Cattlemen’s Association  

3. PrS - C.B.P.S. (Centro Brasileiro de Pecuaria Sustentavel), Matto Grosso, Brazil 

4. PrS - Country Carbon, Australia  

5. PrS- Dairy Sustainability Framework (10-05-2017, Addis MSP)  

6. PrS - European Livestock and Meat Trading Union  

7. PrS – Farm4Trade SRL, Italy (20-06-2017, after Addis)  

8. PrS - GIZ, Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit, Germany  

9. PrS - Global Initiatives  

10. PrS - GRSB, Global Roundtable for Sustainable Beef  

11. PrS - International Dairy Federation.  

12. PrS - International Egg Commission  

13. PrS - International Feed Industry Federation  

14. PrS - International Meat Secretariat  

15. PrS - International Poultry Council  

16. PrS - Kenya Dairy Board  

17. PrS - Mercy Corps, Ethiopia (12-05-2017, Addis MSP)  

18. PrS - Novus International, United States of America  

19. PrS - Ranch 4 International Ltd, Canada  
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20. PrS - Savory Institute, United States of America  

21. PrS – SWISSGENETICS (23-08-2017, after Addis MSP)  

22. PrS - Turkey Farmers of Canada  

23. PrS - Van Drie Group  

24. PrS – VetEffecT  

Academia & Research (A&R): 23  

1. A&R - Agri benchmark, Germany  

2. A&R - AgResearch, New Zealand  

3. A&R - ATB, Leibniz Institute for Agricultural Engineering Potsdam-Bornim  

4. A&R - A&R - Bangladesh Livestock Research Institute, Dhaka, Bangladesh 

5. A&R - Bern University of Applied Sciences, HAFL, Switzerland  

6. A&R - CATIE, Centro Agronómico Tropical de Investigación y Enseñanza, Costa Rica  

7. A&R – CIAT, Centro Internacional de Agricultura Tropical, Colombia 

8. A&R - CIPAV, Centro para la Investigación en Sistemas Sostenibles de Producción 

Agropecuaria  

9. A&R - CIRAD, Centre de Coopération Internationale en Recherche Agronomique pour 

le Développement, France  

10. A&R - CONICET (Consejo Nacional de Investigaciones Científicas y Técnicas), 

Argentina  

11. A&R-DBARC, Debre Birham Agricultural Research Center, Ethiopia 

12. A&R - El Colegio de la Frontera Sur (ECOSUR), Mexico  

13. A&R - IFCN Dairy Research Network  

14. A&R - INRA, Institut National de la Recherche Agronomique, France  

15. A&R - Institut de l’Elevage, France  

16. A&R - Instituto Plan Agropecuario, Uruguay  

17. A&R - Kansas State University, College of Veterinary Medicine  

18. A&R - Leibniz Institute for Agricultural Engineering and Bioeconomy (ATB)  

19. A&R - Leibniz - Leibniz Institute for Farm Animal Biology (Leibniz Institut Fur 

Nutztierbiologie)  

20. A&R - National Institute of Animal Sciences, Vietnam  

21. A&R - Royal Veterinary College, University of London  

22. A&R - UFSJ, Universidade Federal de São João del-Rei, Brazil  

23. A&R - UNPA, Universidad Austral de la Patagonia, Argentina  

Donors (Do): 9  

1. Do - Confédération Nationale de l’Élevage (CNE), France 

2. Do - GDP, Global Dairy Platform  

3. Do – Government of Canada, Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada 

4. Do - Government of France, Ministry of Foreign Affairs  

5. Do- Government of Ireland, Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine  

6. Do - Government of Switzerland, represented by the Swiss Federal Office for 

Agriculture  

7. Do - Government of The Netherlands, Ministry of Economic Affairs  
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8. Do - SLU, Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences  

9. Do - USAID-ETHIOPIA (11-05-2017, Addis MSP)- has not donated yet 

Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs): 23  

1. NGO - Animal Task Force, European Union  

2. NGO - ANTHRA (Member Of Life Network), India (10-05-2017, Addis MSP)  

3. NGO - Compassion in World Farming, United Kingdom  

4. NGO - Fundación CoMunidad, Panama  

5. NGO - Fundación Produce Michoacán, Mexico  

6. NGO - Heifer International  

7. NGO - Humane Society International  

8. NGO - Inter Eco Center, Ukraine  

9. NGO- KYEEMA Foundation, Australia (17-05-2017, after Addis MSP)  

10. NGO - League for Pastoral Peoples  

11. NGO - LIFE, Local Livestock for Empowerment of Rural People, South Asia  

12. NGO - LIFLOD, Livestock Farming and Local Development Network  

13. NGO - Pacto Caquetá: Cero Deforestación y Reconciliación Ganadera, Colombia  

14. NGO - SAVES, Society of Animal, Veterinary and Environmental Scientists, Pakistan  

15. NGO - Senaapathy Kangayam Cattle Research Foundation (12-05-2017, Addis MSP)  

16. NGO - SOS Sahel Ethiopia (09-05-2017, Addis MSP)  

17. NGO - TAFS Forum, Switzerland  

18. NGO - The Donkey Sanctuary  

19. NGO - The Nature Conservancy  

20. NGO - Veterinaries Without Borders-Switzerland  

21. NGO - VSF International (10-05-2017, Addis MSP)  

22. NGO - World Animal Protection  

23. NGO - World Wildlife Fund  

Social Movements (SM): 4  

1. SM - APESS, Association pour la Promotion de l’Elevage au Sahel et en Savane  

2. SM - Pastoralist Knowledge Hub  

3. SM - Redes Chaco, WAMIP, Argentina  

4. SM - WAMIP North Africa  

 

Intergovernmental (IntG): 6  

1. IntG - African Development Bank  

2. IntG - African Union – Inter-African Bureau for Animal resources  

3. IntG - FAO, Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations  

4. IntG - ILRI, International Livestock Research Institute  

5. IntG - The World Bank  

6. IntG - World Organization for Animal Health (OIE)
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Appendix 3. Evaluation Matrix 

Evaluation Question 1 (Design and inputs). To what extent were the Project design, approach and implementation arrangements relevant? 

EQ1.1. What needs were the project objectives addressing and was the project design appropriate, also considering other related initiatives? 

Indicators Methods/Informants 

1.1.1 Stakeholders' opinion is that the project objectives are clear 

1.1.2 Stakeholders' opinion is that the project objectives respond to the most relevant needs 

1.1.3 Stakeholders' opinion is that the project defined clear and shared objectives for GASL with measurable deliverables and a 

defined timeline 

1.1.4 Stakeholders' opinion is that sufficient measures were implemented to avoid duplication and exploit synergies of GASL 

with other initiatives 

• Semi-structured interviews (Project 

Team, FAO Stakeholders, GASL 

Stakeholders, Donors) 

• Document review 

Analysis 

• Do stakeholders spontaneously focus on the same needs and objectives as those identified by the evaluation? If not, why not? 

• Do stakeholders perceive a change in the descriptors over the evaluated time period? 

• How have the problems been identified and classified? (validity of the procedure) 

• Retrospective construction of the problems/objectives/impact diagrams and/or theory of change 

• Are the causal links clear and plausible? (apparent coherence of the objectives’ linkages) 

• Distribution of the indicators per cluster. Do these indicators show significant differences between clusters? Why? 

• Have other similar partnerships been established in the livestock sector? Do GASL and the Livestock Global Alliance have overlapping agendas? Have synergies been 

identified and exploited? 

EQ1.2. Did the Project align with and contribute to the FAO Strategic Objectives and United Nations Development Agenda? 
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Indicators Methods/Informants 

1.2.1 Stakeholders' opinion is that the Project is aligned with the FAO strategic objectives 

1.2.2 Stakeholders' opinion is that the Project is aligned with the United Nations development agenda 

• Semi-structured interviews (Project 

Team, FAO Stakeholders) 

• Document review 

• To what extent is the approach to sustainable livestock development promoted by GASL aligned with FAO’s sustainability framework expressed through Strategic Objective 

2? Have the causal linkages been identified? (apparent relevance of the causality linkages) 

• To what extent is the approach to sustainable livestock development promoted by GASL aligned with the 2030 Agenda and the SDGs? Has GASL contributed or can 

contribute to SDG 17? Have the causal linkages been identified? (apparent relevance of the causality linkages) 

EQ1.3. Is the Project aligned with stakeholders' priorities? 

Indicators Methods/Informants 

1.3.1 Stakeholders' opinion is that the Project made a contribution to their organization’s priorities • Semi-structured interviews (GASL 

Stakeholders) 

• GASL stakeholder survey 

• What are the incentives for stakeholders to become members? Does being a member facilitate in any way the achievement of their Strategic Objectives? Does it facilitate 

their access to financial resources? (fundraising) 

• Distribution of the indicators per cluster. Do these indicators show significant differences between clusters? Why? 

Evaluation Question 2 (Results at output level). To what extent did FAO, through the Project, successfully perform its facilitator, convener, technical and 

programmatic services in establishing and maintaining GASL? 

EQ2.1. To what extent has the project implementation structure and approach been appropriate to deliver the activities? 

(FAO role as facilitator and convener) 

Indicators Methods/Informants 
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2.1.1 Stakeholders' opinion is that the project implementation structure and approach were appropriate to deliver preliminary 

results 

2.1.2 Potential stakeholders were mapped and approached with an effective and targeted message in order to solicit their 

participation 

2.1.3 Number of members of GASL over time 

• Semi-structured interviews (Project 

Team, FAO Stakeholders, GASL 

Stakeholders, Donors) 

• Document review 

• GASL Stakeholder Survey 

• Did the project implementation suffer any substantial delay? Did the governance structure and institutional arrangements play a positive or negative role in the delay? 

• To what extent has FAO supported open and voluntary stakeholder participation in an objective and unbiased manner? 

• What has been the evolution of GASL in terms of the number of members? 

• To what extent is the growth of GASL members attributable to FAO’s role in the Project? 

• To what extent has FAO provided a neutral forum for discussion and negotiation and constructive consensus building? 

EQ2.2. To what extent has FAO provided high quality technical inputs (reports, assessments, methodologies) to the stakeholders for evidence based and informed 

discussion? (FAO role as technical agency) 

Indicators Methods/Informants 

2.2.1 Inputs provided by FAO (quantitative and qualitative analysis) 

2.2.2 Stakeholders' opinion is that FAO’s inputs were timely 

2.2.3 Stakeholders' opinion is that FAO’s inputs were relevant 

2.2.4 Stakeholders' opinion is that FAO’s inputs were of high quality 

• Semi-structured interviews (Project 

Team, FAO Stakeholders, GASL 

Stakeholders, Donors) 

• Document review 

• GASL Stakeholder Survey 

• What type of technical inputs did the FAO Animal Production and Health Division (AGA) contribute to GASL (reports, assessments, methodologies, etc.)? And other FAO 

Divisions? 

• What has been the evolution during the evaluation period? 

• Have any clusters, Action Networks and/or countries particularly benefited from the technical inputs? Why? 
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EQ2.3. To what extent has FAO promoted the creation of pilot initiatives and projects or influenced existing projects to apply the principles discussed? (FAO role as 

programmatic agency) 

Indicators Methods/Informants 

2.3.1 FAO stakeholders' opinion is that GASL has made a contribution to other FAO initiatives and projects • Semi-structured interviews (Project 

Team, FAO Stakeholders) 

• What other FAO initiatives and projects benefited from GASL? (number, evolution in time) 

• What type of contribution did GASL provide (technical inputs, reports, assessments, methodologies, etc.)? 

• What has been the evolution over the evaluation period? 

• Were there significant differences in terms of the origin of the inputs (clusters, Action Networks)? Why? 

EQ2.4. To what extent has FAO been able to manage its multiple roles while avoiding overlaps and conflicts of interest? 

Indicators Methods/Informants 

2.4.1 Stakeholders' opinion is that FAO has been able to manage its multiple roles avoiding overlaps and conflicts of interest • Semi-structured interviews (Project 

Team, FAO Stakeholders, GASL 

Stakeholders, Donors) 

• GASL Stakeholder Survey 

• Do the different stakeholders clearly understand the different roles? Do GASL members identify specific problems related to the multiple roles? Do FAO staff identify 

specific problems related to the multiple roles? Does the project team identify specific problems related to the multiple roles? 

• What measures have been implemented to avoid conflicts between the different roles? Have they been effective? Is it clear for the members what FAO’s role is in a given 

moment? 

• Are there differences in the performance as regard to the indicators (clusters, Action Networks and/or countries)? Why? 

EQ2.5. Are the FAO systems and procedures appropriate to ensure the effective functioning of GASL? 
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Indicators Methods/Informants 

2.5.1 Stakeholders' opinion is that FAO procedures are appropriate • Semi-structured interviews (Project 

Team, FAO Stakeholders, GASL 

Stakeholders, Donors) 

• Document review 

• Do stakeholders identify difficulties related to specific procedural issues (e.g. recruitment, logos, etc.)? 

• What are the options for the future legal/administrative status of GASL (in FAO)? 

Evaluation Question 3 (Results at short-term outcome level). To what extent does GASL function effectively in an inclusive manner, also by mainstreaming gender 

considerations?? 

EQ3.1. Does the support team have the necessary human, financial and technical capacity to effectively support the functioning of GASL? 

Indicators Methods/Informants 

3.1.1 Stakeholders' opinion is that the support team has an adequate capacity • Semi-structured interviews (Project 

Team, FAO Stakeholders, GASL 

Stakeholders, Donors) 

• GASL Stakeholder Survey 

• What are the resources currently available for the support team (human, financial, technical? Number, level, etc.) 

• How has the level of resources evolved in relation to the number of areas, groups, countries, members, etc. covered? 

• Do GASL members consider that the current resources are adequate? If not, why? 

EQ3.2. To what extent do the members of GASL constitute a balanced geographic and sectoral representation of livestock sector actors? 

Indicators Methods/Informants 
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3.2.1 Stakeholders' opinion is that the members distribution is adequate • Semi-structured interviews (Project 

Team, FAO Stakeholders, GASL 

Stakeholders, Donors) 

• Document review 

• What countries are represented in GASL? Is it a balanced representation in terms of broad geographical areas? And in terms of type of countries (e.g. level of 

development)? 

• What type of organizations are represented in GASL? Is it a balanced representation (overall, per country, per region, etc.)? 

• What should be considered a balanced representation? 

EQ3.3. To what extent do the members of GASL participate and contribute to the sessions? 

Indicators Methods/Informants 

3.3.1 Level of participation in the sessions, including Action Networks (number, percentage) 

3.3.2 Stakeholders' opinion is that GASL provided a neutral space for discussion 

• Semi-structured interviews (Project 

Team, FAO Stakeholders, GASL 

Stakeholders, Donors) 

• Document review 

• Observation of Guiding Group Session 

• GASL Stakeholder Survey 

• Did all clusters regularly and actively participate in the MSP and Guiding Group sessions? And Action Networks? 

• Were Action Networks given an adequate space to report on their experiences? Were the sessions organized to allow an effective feedback from Action Networks to the 

Guiding Group and the different clusters? Was space provided for lesson learning and systematization? 

• Did the sessions allow the Guiding Group and clusters to provide feedback to the Action Networks? 

• Which are the clusters and/or Action Networks with the best performance with regard to the indicators? Why? 

EQ3.4. Are the internal governance mechanisms appropriate to deliver the expected outcomes? 
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Indicators Methods/Informants 

3.4.1 Stakeholders' opinion is that the current operational modality and governance structure are appropriate • Semi-structured interviews (Project 

Team, FAO Stakeholders, GASL 

Stakeholders, Donors) 

• GASL Stakeholder Survey 

• Is the theory of action (implementation strategy) clear and appropriate to reach the intended objectives? 

• Are the governance mechanisms appropriate for an effective decision-making process? Do the current operational modality and governance structure facilitate risk 

monitoring and mitigation (by the Guiding Group)? To what extent has the MSP made informed decisions to steer the project ahead? To what extent has the Guiding 

Group been successful at providing strategic direction for GASL? 

• How have the Action Networks evolved (number, members, focus areas, countries, etc.)? Do they all function in a similar way? Are the current mechanisms adequate to link 

the work of the Action Networks with the Guiding Group (action plan, reporting, Guiding Group sessions, etc.)? Does the Guiding Group play the role of an Executive 

Committee? And an Editorial Committee? 

• Are the Action Networks an effective and efficient vehicle to reach a broader audience (beyond GASL members)? Loose arrangement? 

• How are the Action Networks funded? What is the role of the leader/champion of the Action Network? 

• Did the governance mechanisms facilitate the coordination of the work of the different Action Networks? Did it allow to identify synergies and avoid duplications? To what 

extent did it promote complementary actions? 

• Did the different clusters effectively interact and engage in the Action Networks? 

• Which are the clusters and/or Action Networks with the best performance with regards to the indicators? Why? 

EQ3.5. To what extent has gender equality been mainstreamed in the design and work of GASL? 

Indicators Methods/Informants 

3.5.1 Stakeholders' opinion is that gender issues were (sufficiently) addressed by the project design 

3.5.2 Women participation/representation in GASL (percentage, number) 

3.5.3 GASL promotes gender-sensitive approaches to livestock production (pilot initiatives) 

• Semi-structured interviews (Project 

Team, FAO Stakeholders, GASL 

Stakeholders, Donors) 
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• Document review 

• GASL Stakeholder Survey 

• Was the project design underpinned by a gender analysis? If not, has one been conducted later during implementation? 

• Does the logframe include gender-specific or gender-sensitive indicators, targets or activities? 

• Is there equal participation of men and women in the activities (quantity and quality)? Female representation at the MSP and Guiding Group (and AST)? Does GASL 

implement any specific actions to promote women participation? 

• Has the Project and/or its activities been transformative? Could GASL play a positive role in terms of enabling environment? 

Evaluation Question 4 (Results at medium-term outcome level). To what extent have stakeholders adopted or are likely to adopt new practices or policies as a 

result of their participation in GASL? 

EQ4.1. What, if any, were the new tools, policies or practices adopted by members as a result of their participation in GASL? What were the enabling or liming 

factors? 

Indicators Methods/Informants 

4.1.1 New tools, policies or practices developed by GASL members (quantitative and qualitative analysis) 

4.1.2 New tools, policies or practices adopted/implemented by GASL members (quantitative and qualitative analysis) 

4.1.3 Stakeholders' opinion is that GASL has contributed to the new tools, policies or practices adopted/implemented by GASL 

members 

• Semi-structured interviews (Project 

Team, FAO Stakeholders, GASL 

Stakeholders, Donors) 

• GASL Stakeholder Survey 

• Have GASL members developed new tools, policies or practices? Has the Project and/or GASL contributed to their development (e.g. specific features, points of view, etc.)? 

Would they have been developed in the absence of the Project and/or GASL? 

• Have stakeholders engaged in policy dialogue and built action-oriented consensus on sustainable livestock development? (short-term effects) 

• Have stakeholders implemented changes in their practices and policies? Is there any evidence that new tools, policies or practices were adopted or implemented as a result 

of their participation in GASL? (medium-term effects) 
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• Are plausible linkages between the short-term and medium-term effects clearly identified? Is there agreement among stakeholders on the causality chain? Are innovation, 

capacity building and incentive systems seen as the most important drivers for practice and policy change? Have these issues been considered by GASL? If not, should 

they? What is the role that GASL should play to promote innovation, build capacities or provide incentive systems? What stakeholders should engage in the process? 

• Are there clusters and/or Action Networks that performed particularly well or bad regarding the indicators? Why? 

EQ4.2. Have sustainability considerations been taken into account in designing GASL? 

Indicators Methods/Informants 

4.2.1 Stakeholders' opinion is that GASL has been established as a sustainable mechanism 

4.2.2 Members have appropriate capacity to participate and contribute to GASL’s sessions 

• Semi-structured interviews (Project 

Team, FAO Stakeholders, GASL 

Stakeholders, Donors) 

• GASL Stakeholder Survey 

• Is the environment favorable for GASL (both at global and country level)? 

• To what extent is GASL proactive in ensuring political support (both at global and country level)? What specific actions are implemented? 

• Comparison of the most significant costs and benefits for GASL members (e.g. networking, knowledge, visibility, funding etc.) 
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Appendix 4. Project Logical Framework 

Design Summary 

Indicators / Targets 

(by End of Project unless otherwise 

stated) 

Data sources Assumptions 

Impact 

Implementation of an agreed Global 

Agenda of Action (AoA) by key livestock 

sector stakeholders 

Key public and private sector actors 

use guidance and recommendations 

from the AoA to make livestock food 

value chains more sustainable 

Published voluntary rules, standards 

and guidelines  

COAG recommendations 

Policy impact assessments 

 

 

Outcome 

Coordinated collective and individual 

stakeholder action towards sustainable 

livestock sector development 

Key livestock sector actors have made 

specific implementation commitments 

for an AoA  

AoA implementation programme 

agreed 

Branch organizations annual reports 

Project reports 

 

The livestock sector and resource use 

efficiency remain important 

considerations for national and 

international policy agendas. 

COAG endorses the AoA as an 

appropriate consultation mechanism 

Output 

Multi stakeholder consesus on a Global 

AoA’s thematic priorities and 

implementation modes 

Key stakeholders are participating in 

discussing and building a global AoA 

 

Key stakeholder organizations are 

actively promoting AoA 

implementation with their 

membership 

Report of SC meetings and external 

reviews 

Project reports 

Webs statistics and requests for 

information 

Reports of fora meetings  

Stakeholder organizations reports 

Stakeholder surveys 

Appropriate and viable entry points 

to policy, institutional and technical 

reform are identified  

 

Key stakeholders are effectively 

involved in programme definition 

and priority setting 

Activities 

1. Develop and establish a multi 

stakeholder platform 

2. Develop and agree on AoA preparatory 

phase rules of engagement 

3. Agree on oversight and other structures 

required to build a Global AoA   

4. Organize and facilitate multi-

stakeholder dialogue 

5. Implement targeted analyses and 

methodology development to inform the 

building of a Global AoA 

6. Collate and share knowledge, 

experiences and practices to inform the 

building of a Global AoA 

 

1. Multi-stakeholder dialogue 

ongoing from February 2012 

2. At least three targeted analyses to 

support priority setting for the AoA 

are under implementation by June 

2012 

3. Key stakeholders actively seek 

information and use methodologies 

to inform decision making on AoAs 

thematic and implementation 

priorities from December 2012 

 

Semi-annual project reports 

Workplan reviews 

Activity progress reports 

Oversight mechanism meeting 

minutes 

Web statistics - blogs 

 

Key stakeholders can be identified 

and are interested in AoA 

development 
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7. List of Annexes   

Annexes available at http://www.fao.org/evaluation/en/ 
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Annex 2. Questionnaires 

http://www.fao.org/evaluation/en/


OFFICE OF EVALUATION
www.fao.org/evaluation


	Pagina vuota

