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Executive Summary

Introduction

1 This evaluation is part of a series of Country Programme Evaluations (CPEs) launched by the 
Office of Evaluation (OED) of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 
(FAO). The purpose of the CPE was to help orient FAO’s programme in Myanmar and to 
make it more relevant to the country’s needs and priorities. Moreover, the evaluation 
sought to identify lessons learned and make recommendations that will be useful for both 
FAO’s future engagement in the country and the design of the next FAO Myanmar Country 
Programming Framework (CPF).1 The evaluation is intended to provide accountability 
to government and non-government partners, communities and resource partners in 
Myanmar, as well as to all member countries.

2 The evaluation assessed the achievements of the FAO Myanmar Programme at the strategic, 
technical and operational levels, and identified potential areas for future interventions in 
line with FAO’s comparative advantages. 

Evaluation context and process

3 The evaluation was carried out with reference to FAO’s corporate Strategic Framework 
and took into account Myanmar’s status as a focus country for Strategic Objective 5 (SO5), 
“Increase the resilience of livelihoods to threats and crises”. 

4 The evaluation preparatory phase revealed that the FAO Myanmar Country Programming 
Framework 2012–2016 did not represent the optimal evaluation framework for the Country 
Programme Evaluation. To optimize reporting, the seven CPF outcomes were reorganized 
into the following four key priority areas (KPAs):

• KPA 1: “Agricultural production to enhance food and nutrition security sustainably 
increased and rural livelihoods strengthened” (including CPF Outcomes 1 and 6); 

• KPA 2: “Food safety and quality enhanced” (CPF Outcome 2); 

• KPA 3: “Sustainable management of land and natural resources enhanced” (CPF 
Outcomes 3 and 4); 

• KPA 4: “Preparedness for and mitigation of disasters enhanced and resilience improved” 
(CPF Outcome 7).

5 The evaluation team used outcome harvesting2 to assess changes in a determined area of 
work, region or target group, and then determined FAO’s specific contributions to these 
changes. Three case studies were conducted to further inform the evaluation results. 

6 The evaluation was structured to answer the questions “Strategic positioning: Are we 
doing what is needed?” and “Programme contribution: Are we making a difference?” Sub-
questions were developed to further define the objectives of the evaluation.

Country context

7 Myanmar is the largest country in continental Southeast Asia, with one of the lowest 
population densities. The country has abundant natural resources, including fertile and 
diverse agro-ecological land areas (the largest land area in continental Southeast Asia), 
water, forests and a coastline of over 2 000 km. The irrigated area covers about 16.2 percent 
of the total sown area. 

1 FAO Country Programming Framework (2012-2016) was covered under this evaluation.

2 https://usaidlearninglab.org/sites/default/files/resource/files/Outome%20Harvesting%20Brief%20FINAL%20
2012-05-2-1.pdf
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8 Although Myanmar is positioned at an important geopolitical crossroads, with the large 
economies of China and India on its borders, the country remained relatively poor and isolated 
from the 1960s until recently. Myanmar has been undergoing a rapid political transition since 
2012, and the government is moving slowly towards greater democracy. 

9 The country is transforming from an agricultural to an industry- and service-oriented 
economy. Over the past four years, the country’s economy has been steadily opening up and 
foreign investment and development assistance to Myanmar have increased. Although the 
economy has been growing rapidly, income per capita was estimated at only USD 1 161 in 
2015, one of the lowest levels in East Asia.

Findings

Findings on strategic positioning 

Alignment with national policies and frameworks 

Finding 1. The evaluation found strong alignment of most FAO interventions with government 
priorities. This includes FAO interventions in policy support, nutrition, rice and oil seed, integrated 
pest management and food safety. Emergency and relief interventions clearly responded to 
government priorities. 

10 FAO’s work in crop diversification, although very relevant for national priorities, did 
not address important priorities such as production and conservation of plant genetic 
material, including pulses. Similarly, FAO addressed a number of priorities in the fisheries 
and forestry sector. However, other equally important national challenges in the sectors 
were not addressed. 

Finding 2. Other key areas were only marginally addressed due to limited in-country capacity, 
including areas in which FAO has a comparative advantage and those identified as priorities in 
national strategies and in the CPF (such as reduction of post-harvest losses). According to the 
government and international partners, FAO could have provided more support for extension 
services.

Coherence with FAO’s Strategic Framework

Finding 3. The FAO programme in Myanmar contributed to reach the Organization’s strategic 
objectives. However, climate change and gender (two cross-cutting issues under the current FAO 
Strategic Framework) were not adequately addressed. The team also found that, except for several 
interventions that directly addressed irrigation and improved water practices, many interventions 
neglected water and its role in agricultural production systems. Interventions launched under the 
public-private partnership framework were not consistent with SO4 or FAO’s mandate. 

Comparative advantage

Finding 4. Most partners within Myanmar recognized FAO’s authority and status as a global 
intergovernmental organization and its role as the world’s agricultural knowledge agency for 
policy support, integrated capacity building and technical cooperation. As a global Organization 
with a long history of delivering technical cooperation programmes in Myanmar, FAO has 
considerable credibility with the government. FAO is also viewed as a technical agency that 
provides valuable agricultural information as well as technical and policy guidance. This enabled 
the close alignment of mutual priorities while also helping FAO to play an important role in 
informing and influencing policymaking at the national level.

Finding 5. FAO’s close relationship with the government, as well as the political context and 
background in Myanmar, sometimes led to trade-offs. This caused civil society and other stakeholders 
to question FAO’s ability to act as a neutral partner. On some occasions, FAO was unable to involve 
all relevant partners in open discussions on food security, nutrition and poverty alleviation.
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Partnerships and coordination

FAO partnerships with government agencies

Finding 6. FAO is perceived as a valued institutional partner with established and effective 
government relationships, particularly with the Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation 
and many of its line agencies, as well as the Forestry Department, Fisheries Department and 
Department of Rural Development. FAO was not always effective, however, in coordinating 
multi-sectoral work in nutrition with less traditional government partners, such as the Ministry 
of Health.

FAO partnerships 

Finding 7. There were some missed opportunities that FAO should consider for future planning: 
FAO was absent from key platforms such as the Myanmar Fisheries Partnership and the Myanmar 
Climate Change Strategy and Action Plan. 

Finding 8. FAO’s efforts to build partnerships with key development partners in its sectors of 
intervention were limited. For example, there was no collaboration on rice-related issues with the 
International Rice Research Institute, the Japan International Cooperation Agency or the Korea 
International Cooperation Agency. 

Finding 9. FAO had fairly good cooperation with civil society at project level, but a low level 
of interaction with civil society organizations in specific sectors, such as land tenure. This has 
undermined FAO’s leadership in those sectors.  

Finding 10. Benefits to smallholders under partnerships with the private sector remain uncertain.

Findings on programme contributions 

Programme Relevance, Impact and Effectiveness

Key Priority Area 1: Agricultural production to enhance food and nutrition security sustainably 
increased and rural livelihoods strengthened.

Finding 11. FAO influenced the formulation of agricultural policies, strategies and programmes 
in Myanmar. The results were visible but fragmented in crop diversification, plant genetics, plant 
protection, seed production, overall contribution to the seed system and varietal diversification.   

Finding 12. FAO’s work on transferring technology and knowledge through farmer field schools 
(FFS) resulted in increased income, confidence and resilience of direct beneficiaries. However, 
FFS used a rather conservative approach, often delivering standard extension advice rather than 
creating a dynamic adaptive learning institution or community. Furthermore, FFS had a limited 
focus on empowering the poor and landless.

Finding 13. Although FAO’s support to the dairy sector was limited, the school milk feeding 
programme was appreciated. The current Livelihoods and Food Security Trust Fund (LIFT) project 
on livestock could serve as a model for future livestock interventions.  

Finding 14. Water issues were not adequately considered during interventions addressing 
livestock, including in the dry zone. 

Key Priority Area 2: Food safety and quality enhanced.

Finding 15. FAO is recognized as a leader in supporting standards for country food safety. 
Although FAO conducted well-designed food safety interventions in Myanmar, the Organization 



Evaluation of FAO’s Contribution to the Myanmar Country Programme

4

achieved limited results. A more continuous, long-lasting presence is required in the country, 
coupled with an increased focus on capacity development and technical assistance.

Finding 16. FAO contributed to improving food safety-related practices in supply chain 
interventions. This resulted in improved husbandry practices in the smallholder dairy sector, 
improved practices in the post-harvest fisheries sector, and improved food safety practices for 
mango producers and traders.

Findings 17. FAO Myanmar’s activities in natural resource management directly responded 
to government requests and helped to implement key policies and decisions tailored to the 
government’s needs. 

Finding 18. FAO’s work on the co-management of natural resources in community fisheries and 
community forestry targeted poor and marginalized communities, and contributed to reinforcing 
equality in the utilization of natural resources. The work in community fisheries yielded significant 
results in this respect. 

Emergency Centre for Transboundary Animal Diseases (ECTAD)

Finding 19. Through ECTAD, FAO Myanmar addressed the continuing need for stronger 
surveillance, prevention and control of Highly Pathogenic Avian Influenza in Myanmar. It 
responded to the evolving nature of zoonotic diseases, changing circumstances and priorities.

Finding 20. Risk management and biosecurity improvements in poultry farms and live bird 
markets were less effective and require further work. While biosafety and biosecurity practices 
have developed into common knowledge, the application of these practices at individual farms 
and live bird markets has been hindered by cost and perception constraints. 

Finding 21. Working in partnership with the Livestock Breeding and Veterinary Department, 
ECTAD achieved positive results in the control and surveillance of zoonotic diseases, especially 
in the poultry sector. The consistent improvement and proficiency rating of the diagnostic 
laboratories demonstrated the impact of ECTAD’s investment in equipment, technical support 
and capacity building work.

Non-ECTAD emergencies

Finding 22. Emergency responses3 were appropriate to the needs of the Government of 
Myanmar, and to the type of disaster and the needs of beneficiaries. The targeting of vulnerable 
households was consistent across all FAO Myanmar emergency responses. However, a deeper 
analysis is needed on the role of women in agriculture during an emergency to improve the 
relevance of the response. 

Finding 23. FAO Myanmar’s emergency responses targeted both displaced and host communities, 
and clearly articulated the desire to prevent further displacement or migration through the 
resumption of agricultural activities. 

11 However, the use of standard community labels and a standard (blanket) approach to 
delivering inputs and training resulted in lost opportunities to deliver a tailored response, 
bridge recovery and development, or introduce more resilience or peacebuilding 
components. 

Finding 24. When FAO Myanmar responded promptly to emergencies, it contributed to early 
recovery and in some cases prevented beneficiaries from spiralling further into poverty and 
indebtedness.

 

3 Unless state otherwise, “emergency reposes” pertains to Non-ECTAD emergency responses. 
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Finding 25. FAO Myanmar contributed to building beneficiaries’ resilience through input 
distribution and complementary capacity building activities. In areas where FAO had a long-term, 
continuous presence and connected projects, results on resilience were evident. 

12 There is a need for FAO Myanmar to develop a unified resilience programme to connect 
fragmented projects, build on its past success and participate more in the “resilience space” 
in Myanmar.  

Sustainability

Finding 26. Signs of sustainability were observed in areas in which FAO Myanmar worked at both 
the community and national policy levels. Conversely, sustainability was weak in areas where the 
link between knowledge and policy was unclear. 

Programme coherence and synergies

Finding 27. FAO Myanmar benefitted from its proximity to the FAO Regional Office for Asia and 
the Pacific (RAP) and from technical assistance from FAO headquarters. Until recently, however, the 
FAO Myanmar country team sometimes had limited or no involvement in regional programmes. 
The evaluation team noted changes and closer cooperation and communication between the 
Regional Office for Asia and the pacific (RAP) and the country office.

Programme monitoring and knowledge management

Finding 28. Monitoring at the project level was satisfactory for emergencies and major 
interventions, with dedicated staff at country level including those in the Environmental 
Sustainable Food Security Programme (ESFSP); monitoring was weak, however, for national and 
regional TCPs. Monitoring at programme level was not carried out. This contributed to weak 
institutional memory. 

Finding 29. Limited monitoring at the programme level led to limited capacity to produce 
knowledge products and share them with development partners.  

Cross-cutting issues: gender and other equality issues

Findings 30. The CPF 2012-2016 did not demonstrate a commitment to gender and social 
inclusion. About 53  percent of the projects analysed showed no evidence of gender equity 
considerations at the design level, nor information about different social and ethnic groups in the 
target populations. Emergency interventions were better at including disaggregated information 
in the project documents.

13 The recording and documentation of gender and social inclusion was generally poor, 
and there was no follow-up of activities to understand the benefits received by the 
target populations. Moreover, there were many missed opportunities for developing the 
resources and capacities of women. 

14 Prior to the recent partnership with UN Women, FAO had not been proactive in developing 
partnerships for supporting gender integration in Myanmar. The recently completed 
country level gender assessment study for Myanmar was a good start for further work on 
gender and social equity in the country. 

Cross-cutting issues: climate change

Finding 31. FAO carried out fragmented activities targeting climate change adaptation through 
its work in community forestry with the Environmentally Sustainable Food Security Programme 
in the dry zone, and through its limited work on water management and resilience. Recent Global 
Environment Facility-approved projects showed a strong focus on climate change.
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Conclusions 

Conclusion 1. In the context of Myanmar’s sensitive social and political environment, FAO has 
established a solid partnership and cooperation with the government. Through its continuous 
engagement, FAO has played a leading role in supporting and advising the government on 
agriculture, rural development and food security issues. Development actors recognized FAO’s 
role in securing the government’s commitment to initiatives such as the National Zero Hunger 
Challenge. FAO’s interventions are well-aligned with national goals and priorities and broadly 
aligned to the United Nations Development Assistance Framework.  

Conclusion 2. Through its continuous technical support, FAO contributed to Myanmar’s national 
transition by i) responding to the country’s needs and challenges in agriculture and food and 
nutrition security; ii) guiding the implementation of improved agricultural policies and strategies; 
and iii) supporting the launch of important renovation processes, such as those related to the 
national seed system. FAO had limited outreach with less traditional government counterparts 
(such as the Ministry of Health) in discussions related to nutrition and food safety.  

Conclusion 3. FAO’s 2012-2016 Country Programming Framework did not allow a coherent 
approach and synergetic and complementary use of FAO resources. The CPF lacked a theory of 
change and logical, well-structured connections between outcomes and outputs. Furthermore, 
the CPF design could not support the implementation of FAO’s strategic vision as defined under 
the revised Strategic Framework. Although the achievements were in line with government 
priorities, FAO’s positioning was not sufficiently strategic; it relied on multiple and fragmented 
entry points rather than focusing on the areas of FAO’s core competence. 

15 The CPF did not provide a clear programmatic logic, nor a rationale for the individual and 
outcome level interventions. The absence of a strong programmatic framework created 
confusion with regard to FAO’s scope of intervention, weakening FAO’s advocacy capacity 
with the government and with other actors. Due to the CPF’s opportunistic design, FAO 
compromised its capacity to influence the government to align with the Organization’s 
corporate strategic vision. During the CPF design process, FAO did not sufficiently involve 
all relevant government partners. 

Conclusion 4. Given the national political context and FAO’s close relationship with the 
government, the evaluation team recognized FAO’s challenges in liaising with civil society in 
delicate matters, such as those related to land. However, the FAO country office did not appreciate 
the vital importance of civil society in the process of drafting the National Land Use Policy. This 
limited the ability of FAO’s country office to lead within the sector, and had direct repercussions 
on FAO’s relationship with resource partners, fundraising and the long-term sustainability of 
some FAO interventions. During 2016 and under the new government, FAO started changing 
this perception by working closely with the leading land sector network in Myanmar and actively 
including civil society in its land tenure activities. 

Conclusion 5. FAO supported urgent in-country needs and requests, such as those following 
disasters, by fielding high-level experts and senior officers from headquarters or the regional 
office. Until recently, however, FAO did not show sufficient in-country capacity to continuously 
support activities within the Organization’s food security mandate. As a result, FAO did not 
participate in platforms that were developing Myanmar’s reform processes, such as those 
underlying the formulation of a climate change strategy. This trend seemed to be changing 
under the new regional leadership in the FAO Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific (RAP). FAO 
is gradually improving its capacity at country level.

Conclusion 6. There was a lack of attention to needs assessments, context and gender analysis, 
and an overall lack of baseline and monitoring data. Projects often lacked a proper exit strategy 
to phase out or upscale project outcomes. 

Conclusion 7. FAO supported community-led interventions, with promising immediate results 
in community forestry and innovative results in community fisheries. However, FAO missed 
opportunities to create an enabling environment for changes through government policies, 
which could have contributed to the growth and proliferation of community-led fisheries. 
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Conclusion 8. Limited knowledge management combined with the absence of a communication 
plan restricted FAO’s ability to influence platforms and policies. FAO did not adequately share 
important results achieved with key partners. This limited FAO’s capacity to harmonize approaches, 
build effective synergies with partners, create an enabling environment and mobilize resources 
that could have led to long-term changes. 

Conclusion 9. With regard to strengthening rural livelihoods and increasing food security, FAO’s 
results were affected by poor targeting of vulnerable groups and lack of commitment to gender 
integration and social inclusion. Emergency interventions fared better in this regard. 

16 In its effort to meet the expected outcomes and deliver against plans, FAO did not 
systematically consider the complexity of the beneficiary population and often failed to 
design gender and socially inclusive interventions. There was a lack of institutional capacity 
to address gender and social issues in policy, programmes and projects at the country level. 
FAO was also unable to systematically target the most vulnerable layers of the community 
in its interventions. 

Conclusion 10. FAO contributed to important resilience building work through ECTAD, and 
contributed to decreasing vulnerabilities through its emergency responses. Through strong 
partnerships with the government, FAO was able to enter less accessible areas, build technical 
capacities of the government, respond to important disasters and reach a significant number of 
beneficiaries.

17 Through ECTAD, FAO achieved transformative results in animal transboundary disease 
control and prevention. The programme continuously built upon its successes to evolve 
from an emergency response to a resilience programme, with capacity development 
support in three dimensions: community level, institutions and enabling environment. 

18 Other emergency responses were found to be adequate and had short-term positive 
effects on the beneficiaries. However, the fragmented nature of emergencies across the 
country, absence of an umbrella resilience programme, and the ‘silo’ nature of emergency 
and development work limited the transition from emergency results to resilience. 

Conclusion 11. Until recently, FAO was not sufficiently present in key locations outside Yangon 
to liaise with government partners and other stakeholders during responses to protracted crises, 
such as those in Rakhine, Kachin and Shan State. This affected FAO’s capacity to participate 
actively in decision-making processes launched outside Yangon and it compromised awareness, 
access and use of FAO’s products and technical support.  

19 FAO headquarters and the Regional Office for Asia and the pacific (RAP) technical support 
to FAO Myanmar significantly increased the country’s project portfolio. However, the 
one-time or short-term technical and project support activities did not lead to adequate 
ownership, monitoring and follow-up at country office level, nor to sufficient use of results 
achieved through FAO’s global and regional projects.

Recommendations 

Recommendation 1. Alignment and coherence 

FAO should consolidate its interventions into a programmatic approach and identify selective 
entry points for its work in Myanmar. FAO should ensure that the next CPF in Myanmar is 
developed based on a solid theory of change linked to a well-structured logical framework, 
including a logical result chain and indicators for the measurement of results against targets.

FAO should ensure that any future intervention is aligned to its strategic framework and 
mandate, as well as the Sustainable Development Goals. The CPF and other interventions 
would benefit from a more rigorous design based on a thorough analysis of context, gender 
and capacity needs. This would help to ensure the inclusion of marginalized and vulnerable 
groups. 
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20 FAO should identify strategic pathways for maximizing its influence on national food 
and nutrition security. In doing so, the Organization should carefully analyse its areas of 
comparative advantage in Myanmar, considering FAO’s strategic vision and objectives, the 
government’s requests and capacities, and critical synergies with other partners operating 
in Myanmar in the food security and rural development area. 

21 The selection of key areas for FAO’s intervention in the country should align with the Regional 
Office for Asia and the Pacific’s (RAP’s) priorities, in order to improve the effectiveness and 
impact of FAO’s programme in Myanmar, maximize the use of country-level resources and 
ensure the continuous delivery of FAO’s technical assistance. 

22 Each FAO intervention should logically fit into the programmatic framework and its 
achievement should explicitly contribute to the achievement of higher level results. The CPF 
should be designed through a highly participatory and inclusive process. FAO should make 
sure to involve all relevant government partners in the formulation of the CPF, particularly 
for interventions requiring a multi-sector perspective such as those related to nutrition, 
gender, climate change and food safety.  

23 The CPF should support the promotion of inclusive and sustainable agricultural 
development and poverty alleviation through the mainstreaming of social protection, 
gender, decent work, consideration of the indigenous population and other equity 
issues. Projects formulated under the CPF should comply with the recently approved FAO 
environmental and social standards. 

Recommendation 2. One Health

FAO should continue its support for ECTAD, food safety, nutrition and integrated pest 
management under the Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific’s (RAP’s) One Health Strategy. 
These are areas of recognized comparative advantage for FAO in Myanmar.

24 FAO should continue to lead the development of Myanmar One Health and coordinate its 
implementation, building on its comparative advantage, success and broad recognition in 
the sector. 

Recommendation 3. Food safety

FAO should continue its policy support to further develop food control systems and 
formulate a comprehensive food safety policy and strategy. The food safety policy should 
define the roles, responsibilities and coordination of standard regulations among ministries 
and regulation bodies. 

25 FAO should also endeavour to strengthen market and food chain biosafety, develop a 
CODEX manual and address the effects related to intensive industries (poultry and pigs) in 
the private sector, as well as the large and growing export of live animals through and from 
Myanmar to China.

Recommendation 4. Gender

FAO should prioritize the integration of gender considerations in its country programme, 
based on sound gender analysis and development of systematic approaches to integrating 
gender equality and women’s empowerment.

Recommendation 5. Climate change

FAO should proactively and continuously engage in the climate change debate by 
participating in the implementation of the Climate Change Strategy, and in the diffusion of 
climate change adaptation strategies such as climate smart agriculture. 
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FAO’s efforts in climate change should include a long-term and programmatic approach 
in the co-management of natural resources, such as community fisheries and community 
forestry supported by an enabling policy environment. 

26 In the context of emerging challenges and risks induced by climate change, empowering 
community-based organizations for the co-management of natural resources could be 
an effective means to achieve climate change adaptation and mitigation results, as well 
as the conservation of biodiversity. To achieve more substantial results and to strengthen 
responsive and adaptive management systems, a longer term and more inclusive 
programmatic approach is required, working closely with government at all levels (and 
with NGOs where appropriate).

Recommendation 6. Land use and governance of land tenure

Considering the importance of the land sector in Myanmar, as well as FAO’s comparative 
advantage in the sector and good relationship with the government, FAO should further 
assist Myanmar in planning land programmes, developing land policy and maintaining a 
partnership with civil society for coordinating activities in this sector. FAO should support 
the government in developing a comprehensive long-term development plan for land 
administration as a major institutional reform.

27 FAO should provide training for civil society organizations in land policy, land law and land 
education. This would help civil society organizations (CSOs) to better partner with FAO, 
assist and mobilize NGOs, engage effectively with the government and convey knowledge 
to other NGOs, professionals and officials at local levels. FAO could also offer workshops and 
training for government staff on land laws and land policy. These could include civil society 
participants and presenters. The Organization should maintain a continuous professional 
in-country presence, including a regional or international land sector expert. The wider 
dissemination of the Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of Tenure of 
Land, Fisheries and Forests (VGGT) would be more effective through a stakeholder platform, 
as in other countries of the VGGT global programme. As the National Land Use Plan is yet 
to be promulgated, FAO could assist government and work with CSOs to complete the 
process, and to support the amended legislation that will follow. FAO could also assist in 
coordinating discussions on land grabs.

Recommendation 7. Resilience 

FAO should continue its positive work on emergency and resilience, and develop a coherent 
resilience programme for Myanmar. This umbrella programme should be part of the CPF and 
inform the CPF interventions. FAO should ensure adequate arrangements for the continuous 
management of a long-term resilience programme in Myanmar. 

Recommendation 8. Monitoring 

The FAO Myanmar Country Office should make efforts to enhance programme design, 
monitoring and reporting practices, as well as effectively documenting and using lessons 
learned for prioritizing programmes and developing strategic partnerships. 

28 The FAO country office should establish adequate systems and resources for monitoring 
progress in programme and project implementation, and support adaptive programme 
management regarding the allocation of human and financial resources. The monitoring 
system should also address the differential impact on women, girls, men and boys, as well 
as environmental impact and sustainability

Recommendation 9. FAO country office capacity  

In order to guarantee a continuous presence in strategic sectors and platforms, FAO should 
consider the fielding of international staff in Nay Pyi Taw, or areas with a significant presence 
of relevant development actors (e.g. areas with protracted crises management operations). 
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29 The FAO country office, FAO headquarters and the Regional Office for Asia and the 
pacific (RAP) should continue the positive cooperation established to respond to urgent 
government and partner needs. FAO Myanmar should coordinate the flow of information 
among stakeholders, thus enabling the country office to make rapid and informed decisions 
on issues of strategic importance. 

Recommendation 10. Capacity development 

FAO should develop a capacity development strategy in Myanmar. The strategy should have 
the explicit aim of empowering target beneficiaries and should be based on an accurate 
capacity needs assessment informed by historical and cultural contexts. 

The strategy should make sure to address the three dimensions of capacity development by 
targeting communities and organizations, and by creating the enabling environment for 
long-term change. 

30 In the emerging context of Myanmar, people are being asked for the first time to make 
decisions concerning how their lives and livelihoods should be shaped. As such, they do 
not always have the ability to respond as individuals or communities. Thus, future needs 
assessments should adopt approaches that support beneficiaries in formulating their 
needs and aspirations.

Recommendation 11. Knowledge management and communication 

FAO should develop and implement a Knowledge Management and Communication 
Strategy and Action Plan in Myanmar. This strategy should support the dissemination 
of FAO’s global knowledge and experience at the programme and project levels. FAO’s 
comparative advantage as a repository of relevant global knowledge should be used to 
create synergetic partnerships with a range of stakeholders, promote innovation, maximize 
results and attract resource partners. 

31 To ensure continuity and synergies among FAO interventions the strategy should also 
include documentation, lessons learned and sharing from selected FAO interventions.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Evaluation purpose

1 This evaluation is part of a series of Country Programme Evaluations launched by the Food 
and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations’ (FAO’s) Office of Evaluation (OED). The 
purpose of the evaluation was to help orient FAO’s programme in Myanmar and to make 
it more relevant to the country’s needs and priorities. Moreover, the evaluation sought to 
identify lessons learned and make recommendations that will be useful for FAO’s future 
engagement in the country and the design of the next FAO Myanmar Country Programming 
Framework (CPF).4 The evaluation should provide accountability to government and non-
government partners, communities and resource partners in Myanmar, as well as to all 
member countries.

2 The evaluation assessed the achievements of the FAO Myanmar Programme at the strategic, 
technical and operational levels, and identified potential areas for future interventions in 
line with FAO’s comparative advantage. 

3 The main audiences for the evaluation, to which most of the lessons and recommendations 
are addressed, are the FAO Representative and country office staff, and the Government of 
the Republic of the Union of Myanmar. 

4 Other important users of the evaluation include FAO’s Regional Office for Asia and the 
Pacific (RAP), as well as FAO’s other country offices and divisions at headquarters. Further 
users of the evaluation will be FAO’s partners within the broader development community, 
including resource partners, Myanmar agricultural producers, private sector stakeholders, 
United Nations agencies and civil society operating in FAO’s areas of work. Universities, and 
in particular the University of Myanmar and national research institutes, could be other 
potential users of the evaluation. 

5 The evaluation has been designed to ensure national ownership and active participation of 
national partners, particularly the government, to enhance the appropriation of evaluation 
results by the relevant national institutions and promote their use at the national level. To 
this end, a consultative group5 was established to involve national partners operating in 
FAO’s areas of work.

1.2 Evaluation Scope

6 This evaluation examined FAO’s cooperation with Myanmar during the period between 
January 2011 to June 2016. This encompassed but was not limited to FAO interventions 
under the FAO Myanmar Country Programming Framework (2012–2016). The evaluation 
covered development and emergency interventions, analysing their results, outcomes 
(anticipated, unanticipated, positive, negative, intentional and unintentional) and potential 
impacts. 

7 Since the Country Programme Evaluation is a programme evaluation, this report did not 
focus on single projects, but rather assessed FAO’s overall contribution to results in priority 
areas identified through the preparatory phase. 

4 FAO Country Programming Framework (2012-2016) was covered under this evaluation.

5 The Consultative Group included: Government Departments: (1) Department of Agriculture, Ministry of 
Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation; (2) Department of Fishery, Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation; 
(3) Department of Livestock, Breeding and Veterinary Science, Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation; (4) 
Department of Planning, Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation; (5) Department of Rural Development, 
Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation; (6) Department of Environment, Ministry of Natural Resources 
and Environmental Conservation; (7) Forest Department, Ministry of Natural Resources and Environmental 
Conservation; (8) Planning Department, Ministry of National Planning and Economics Development; (9) Non-
Government Agencies, Network organization, UN Agencies; (10) Disaster Risk Reduction Working Group; (11) 
Food Security Working Group; (12) Land Core Group; (13) Myanmar Information Management Unit; and (14) World 
Food Programme-Myanmar.
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8 The evaluation was carried out with reference to FAO’s corporate Strategic Framework 
and took into account Myanmar’s status as a focus country for Strategic Objective 5 (SO5), 
“Increase the resilience of livelihoods to threats and crises”. 

1.3 Methodology

9 The evaluation adheres to the United Nations Evaluation Group Norms and Standards6 and is 
in line with the FAO Office of Evaluation manual and methodological guidelines and practices.

10 The evaluation preparatory phase revealed that the FAO Myanmar CPF 2012–2016 did not 
represent the optimal evaluation framework for the Country Programme Evaluation (the CPF 
structure is further explained in Section 2.12). Given the absence of clear indicators and logical 
structure for the seven CPF Outcomes, the evaluation team considered the term “Outcome” 
misleading and, for evaluation purposes, these were redefined as key priority areas (KPAs). The 
KPAs did not change the CPF content, but presented a different distribution of CPF Outcomes 
for analysis and reporting purposes. The KPAs were initially identified by the project evaluation 
team and then discussed with the country office as well as with the consultative group. 

11 To optimize reporting, the seven CPF Outcomes 7were reorganized into the following four KPAs.

• KPA  1: “Agricultural production to enhance food and nutrition security sustainably 
increased, and rural livelihoods strengthened” (including CPF Outcomes 1 and 6); 

• KPA 2: “Food safety and quality enhanced” (CPF Outcome 2); 

• KPA  3: “Sustainable management of land and natural resources enhanced” (CPF 
Outcomes 3 and 4); 

• KPA  4: “Preparedness for and mitigation of disasters enhanced and resilience 
improved” (CPF Outcome 7).

12 Human resource development and institutional capacity building (CPF priority area 5) was 
analysed as a cross-cutting issue and presented under Section 4.4 on capacity development. 
climate change (part of CPF priority area 7) and gender have also been assessed. 

13 Figure 1 below shows the relation between CPF Outcomes and KPAs. It should be noted 
that the content of the CPF remained unchanged. 

Figure 1: Relationship of the evaluation key priority areas and the FAO Myanmar CPF outcomes

6 http://www.uneval.org/document/detail/21

7 1. Increased agricultural production to enhance food security; 2. Improved food safety and quality; 3. Sustainable 
management of natural resources and the environment; 4. Land use and land management; 5. Human resource 
development and institutional capacity building; 6. Rural livelihoods improvement; 7. Preparedness for and 
mitigation of disasters and climate change.
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1.4 Evaluation questions

14 The evaluation was structured to answer the questions “Strategic positioning: Are we 
doing what is needed?” and “Programme contribution: Are we making a difference?” 

15 Sub-questions were developed to further define the objectives of the evaluation. The 
detailed evaluation sub-questions identified below were contextualized according to the 
priority areas, different types of activities/projects, and stakeholders identified during 
the preparatory phase. Specific questions on sectors were developed by the team at the 
beginning of the in-country investigation phase. 

Strategic positioning: Are we doing what is needed?

Strategic relevance

• Has FAO been addressing the most acute and structurally important challenges in the areas of 
FAO’s competence?

• Has FAO’s programme aligned with relevant national strategies and policies, such as the National 
Economic and Social Development Plan 2011-12 and 2015-16, and the National Strategy on Rural 
Development and Poverty Alleviation?

• Has FAO’s programme aligned with the United Nations Strategic Framework? Are FAO’s activities 
designed to achieve its Outcomes and, ultimately, the Sustainable Development Goals? 

• To what extent was FAO’s programme in Myanmar aligned with and supportive of FAO’s Strategic 
Framework?

• Has FAO responded appropriately to needs as they arise as a consequence of natural or man-
induced emergencies?

Comparative advantage

• What role has FAO played vis-à-vis the government?

• What was FAO’s role vis-à-vis other development actors (civil society, the private sector and other 
international development partners)?

• Is FAO providing the right technical expertise with regard to country level support?

Partnership and coordination

• How did FAO engage in partnerships and to what extent were these partnerships complementary 
and synergetic?

• To what extent has FAO supported the coordination of actors working in the rural development 
and food security sector?

• To what extent has FAO contributed to influence the position and decisions of partners (government 
and others) in relation to food and nutrition security, and has it had a role as convener?  

Normative values

• Have normative values of the United Nations, particularly supporting the poor, marginalized, 
disadvantaged and affected populations been embedded into FAO’s programme and how?

• To what extent has FAO taken into account gender and human rights in the design of its 
programme and during the implementation?

Programme contribution: Are we making a difference?

Programme relevance

• In developing capacity at country level, and in providing policy and technical advice, has FAO 
supported the key actors and provided the appropriate technical content?

• In direct support, has FAO targeted the poorest and most vulnerable households and responded 
to their needs, including women, indigenous populations and young people?

• How does FAO identify beneficiaries and other stakeholders’ needs? Is the development of 
projects based on a sound and well-grounded analysis?

• To what extent did FAO respond to changing needs and priorities of target beneficiaries?
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 Programme impact and effectiveness

• What changes can be observed that are attributable to FAO’s interventions (e.g. behavioural 
changes; institutional changes; policy changes; technical adaptations; tangible benefits)? 

• To what extent have these changes contributed to progress towards key priority areas of FAO 
intervention based on the CPF? 

• To what extent has FAO succeeded in introducing innovative technologies and approaches in its 
areas of interventions?

• Have approaches and technologies introduced by FAO been adopted by other partners or 
contributed to stimulate change in areas beyond FAO’s direct intervention? 

Sustainability of results

• Did FAO interventions have appropriate exit strategies? To what extent were these strategies 
followed during FAO programme execution and how did they contribute to long-term 
sustainability of programme results? 

• To what extent are results owned by the government, beneficiaries at community level and other 
stakeholders? To what extent have the changes that were generated been sustainable?

• Have livelihoods of beneficiaries at community level been affected by results on the medium- and 
long-term and how? 

Programme coherence and synergies

• Did FAO strategically use its resources? Has FAO focused on activities that will lead to achieve the 
best results vis-à-vis its resources?  

• To what extent has FAO headquarters and the Regional Office for Asia and the pacific (RAP) 
represented an added value, particularly in terms of technical support? Has FAO’s knowledge 
base (normative products, guidelines, publications) been used at country level?

• To what extent is FAO’s programming coherent (in terms of the interventions)? Is the CPF an 
appropriate framework? How were the CPF priorities identified?

• To what extent have emergency and development interventions been integrated? To what 
extent have emergency interventions integrated long-term perspectives and to what extent do 
development interventions account for recurrent crises (disaster risk reduction, resilience)? 

Cross-cutting issues (Gender equality and other equity issues; capacity development; climate change)

• To what extent has FAO’s programme integrated cross-cutting issues at different levels (policy, 
project design and implementation) and according to different sectors of intervention?

1.5 Methods and sources

16 The evaluation team used outcome harvesting8 to assess changes in a determined area of 
work, region or target group, and then determined FAO’s specific contribution to these 
changes. Three case studies were conducted to further inform the evaluation results. The 
case studies, listed here below, are available at http://www.fao.org/evaluation/en/. 

• Case Study on FAO’s contribution in Central and Northern Rakhine (contributes to 
analysis of KPA 4), (refer to Box 4); 

• Case study of the Emergency Centre for Transboundary Animal Disease (ECTAD) in 
Myanmar (contributes to analysis of KPA 4), (refer to Box 3);

• Case study of Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of Tenure (VGGT) 
in Myanmar (contributes to analysis KPAs 1 and 3), (refer to Box 2).The case study in 
Central and Norther Rakhine State and the case study on the Emergency Centre for 
Transboundary Animal Disease were selected in consideration that Myanmar is an FAO 
focus country for Strategic Objective 5, addressing emergency and resilience.  

 

8 https://usaidlearninglab.org/sites/default/files/resource/files/Outome%20Harvesting%20Brief%20FINAL%20
2012-05-2-1.pdf
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17 The evaluation also benefited from the following project evaluations:

• Annex 3: Executive summary of Terminal Evaluation of Cluster Evaluation of the 
Environmental Sustainable Food Security Programme (ESFSP) (KPAs 1 and 3);

• Terminal Evaluation of the Bay of Bengal Large Marine Ecosystem, contributing to (KPAs 
1 and 3); 

• Mid-Term Evaluation of the Farm Forest Facility Programme (KPA 1 and 3). 

18 The evaluation adopted a participatory, inclusive and consultative approach, seeking and 
sharing opinions with stakeholders at different stages throughout the process. Protocols 
for the semi-structured interviews were developed by the team and were employed during 
interviews. Different sources were used to verify information. Triangulation of information 
across stakeholders was a key approach for validating evidence. In addition, workshops 
targeting different groups of stakeholders were organized to identify issues, lessons 
learned and potential areas for future interventions.

19 Given the absence of baseline data for most of the interventions, an effort was made to 
reconstruct a baseline through recall methods and triangulation of the reconstructed 
baseline, including results of individual and key informant interviews, as well as secondary 
data, whenever these were available.

1.6 Evaluation process

20 The evaluation was led by FAO’s Office of Evaluation (OED) and supported by national and 
international subject matter consultants. The team members were responsible for collecting 
data and analysing evidence to develop findings, conclusions and recommendations under 
their respective areas of responsibility. 

21 The evaluation was launched in December 2015 in conjunction with the terminal 
evaluation of the Environmental Sustainable Food Security (ESFSP). Considering the change 
in government of Myanmar in April 2016 and the change of FAO Representative in the 
country office in August 2016, the main mission was postponed to October 2016. 

22 During the main mission, the evaluation team met with government partners, development 
agencies and direct beneficiaries at the community level (a detailed list of institutions and 
persons met is presented in Appendix 1). In meeting with beneficiaries (during the main 
mission as well as during the Rakhine case study and the evaluation of the ESFSP) the focus 
was to assess the changes in their lives and livelihoods that FAO interventions helped to 
achieve. The evaluation assessed gender equity and the equitable access to resources, 
knowledge, services and technical support of vulnerable populations and communities. To 
the extent possible, the team assessed short- and long-term project impacts. 

23 Project sites for field visits were selected in consultation with the country office and national 
counterparts. During site visits the team prioritized the use of tools and approaches 
fostering beneficiaries’ active participation, such as careful facilitation and composition of 
focus group discussions, active listening during open discussions in groups and individually. 
The team also met with non-beneficiary households to explore targeting issues and spill-
over effects. Communities were identified in relation to the relevance of the interventions, 
their scope and geographical location. These include areas of high rice production, high 
population density and diverse climatic condition that affects agricultural and fisheries 
production. Through field missions and case studies, the evaluation team covered FAO 
activities in the areas of Ayeyarwady, Bago, Rakhine, Magway, Mandalay, Nay Pyi Taw and 
Yangon as shown in Figure 2 in Section 2.10.

1.7 Limitations

24 The evaluation was constrained by lack of data due to limited programme level monitoring 
at country level. The absence of programme level monitoring as well as the absence of 
monitoring systems and baselines for most of the projects impacted the evaluators’ 



Evaluation of FAO’s Contribution to the Myanmar Country Programme

16

capacity to retrieve data and information, get in touch with some beneficiaries and key 
informants, quantify results and triangulate findings, particularly in relation to programme 
contributions. The lack of quantitative monitoring data at project and programme level 
diminished evaluators’ capacity to quantitatively report against achievements.

25 At the time of the main evaluation mission, the FAO Representative had just changed, 
the team involved in the ESFSP had left and there had been other recent changes and 
departures. These factors, combined with poor internal knowledge management and 
institutional memory at country level, also made information gathering particularly difficult. 

26 The absence of programme design, indicators and targets for the CPF had obvious 
repercussions on the evaluation capacity to assess results achieved, since these could not 
be compared against expected targets. The evaluation methodology was designed taking 
these factors into account. Thus the evaluation reports on overall results of the programme 
but not against each CPF objective. 

1.8 Structure of the report 

27 Section 1 includes the Introduction, with purpose, objectives and scope of the evaluation 
and its methodology; Section 2 Context includes a brief overview of country context, and 
in particular sectoral information related to the key priority areas. This section also includes 
a brief presentation and analysis of FAO’s programme in Myanmar and a review of FAO 
Myanmar’s County Programme Framework (2011-2016); Section 3 presents an analysis 
and the main findings of the analysis of FAO’s Strategic Positioning; Section 4 Findings 
on programme contributions contains FAO’s contributions to key priority areas. Section 5 
presents Conclusions and Recommendations which are based on the findings of Sections 
3 and 4. Throughout sections of the document dealing with emergency and resilience, the 
Emergency Centre for Transboundary Animal Diseases (ECTAD) is treated separately from 
other emergency responses.
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2. Context

2.1 Overview

28 Myanmar is the largest country in continental Southeast Asia, with one of the lowest 
population densities. The country has abundant natural resources, including fertile and 
diverse agro-ecological land areas (the largest land area in continental Southeast Asia), 
water, forests and a coastline of over 2 000 km. Irrigated area covers about 16.2 percent of 
total sown area. 

29 Although Myanmar is positioned at an important geopolitical crossroads, with the large 
economies of China and India on its borders, the country remained relatively poor due to 
its international isolation from the 1960s until recently. 

30 Myanmar has been undergoing a rapid political transition and since 2012 the government 
has been moving towards greater democracy. The latest turning point in this process was 
the victory of the National League for Democracy in the parliamentary elections on 8 
November 2015. The National League for Democracy took the reins of government from 
1 April 2016.

31 Myanmar is transforming from an agricultural to an industry- and service-oriented 
economy. Over the past four years, the country’s economy has been steadily opening up and 
foreign investment and development assistance to Myanmar have significantly increased. 
The economy has been growing rapidly, with gross domestic product growth ranged from 
7.3 to 8.4 percent from 2012-2015.9 Although, major changes are underway in areas such 
as infrastructure investments, improving banking systems, enhanced connectivity and 
urbanization, per capita gross national income was estimated at around USD  1  16110 in 
2015. This is one of the lowest levels in East Asia and the Pacific, which places Myanmar as 
a lower middle-income country in the World Bank’s classification. 

2.2 Agriculture

32 The agriculture sector’s share of the economy has decreased significantly in the last decade 
as a result of increased manufacturing, construction, services and migration. However, 
agriculture remains critical to the livelihoods of rural people (comprising 72 percent of the 
population) and for the overall reduction of poverty and food insecurity in Myanmar. 

33 “Agriculture, livestock and fisheries account for about 28 percent of gross domestic product and 
over two-thirds of employment. Together these sectors are a key source of foreign exchange, 
earning over USD 3.1 billion in 2015/2016. Historically, Myanmar was a major exporter of rice, 
while in recent times it has become an important exporter of pulses. In addition to annual 
crops (including oilseeds and vegetables), Myanmar also has an industrial crop sector (which 
includes rubber, sugarcane, cotton, oil palm, coffee and tea), as well as fisheries (e.g. shrimp) 
and livestock (e.g. cattle and poultry) sectors. While the potential for significant production 
and productivity gains in agriculture and the natural resource sector (including fisheries and 
forestry) is immense, Myanmar also faces formidable challenges in realizing this potential. 
These challenges include a weak rural infrastructure; a complex set of land issues that remain 
largely unresolved; low agricultural productivity and competitiveness of agri-food products; 
and an underfunded and poorly organized research, extension, and education system”.11 

34 In addition, the country faces a very high risk of natural disasters, with recurrent floods 
affecting the coastal areas of the country. Myanmar will also need to manage potential 
threats such as environmental impacts, climate change, food safety and antimicrobial 
resistance.

9 World Bank data, 2015.

10 World Bank data, 2015.

11 Agricultural development strategy and investment plan draft December 2016.
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2.3 National Agricultural Policy 

35 The government’s most recent policy statements and frameworks place agriculture at the 
centre of the poverty alleviation and rural development strategy and programme. This vision 
was articulated in the National Strategy on Poverty Alleviation and Rural Development.12 

36 In November 2011, the president called for reducing the poverty rate by half, to 16 percent 
by 2015, by focusing efforts on strategic priority areas mostly related to agriculture and the 
rural economy.  

37 During 2012, the government also formulated a Framework for Economic and Social 
Reforms to guide policy priorities for immediate reform measures, and to link to the 20-
year National Comprehensive Development Plan. To serve the development plan and 
other needs, the Framework for Economic and Social Reforms recognized the need for 
formulating several sectoral strategies and plans, one of which would be for agriculture 
and rural development. Three main policy objectives were prioritized by The Ministry of 
Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation: i) achieve surplus paddy production; ii) achieve self-
sufficiency in edible oil; and iii) increase the production of exportable pulses and industrial 
crops. 

38 At the time of the evaluation, there was evidence that the policy-institutional systems in 
Myanmar were undergoing a rapid transition to a less top-down and more participatory 
mode of policymaking and implementation. One important development in Myanmar over 
the last decade was the growth of civil society organizations. With the support of global 
donors and technical support agencies, civil society organizations have been attempting 
to develop a better understanding of the environmental and livelihood concerns in the 
sector, and to forge effective coordination between the people and the policymakers, as 
well as among the different development actors. 

2.4 Livestock  

39 Meat production in Myanmar grew 14.5 percent per year from 2004 to 2014, the highest 
rate in Asia (FAOSTAT, 2014). During this period, growth rates for dairy consumption and 
meat consumption were 4.4 percent and 3.5 percent respectively. 

40 Distribution and management of livestock vary with climate, geographical and social 
conditions. In 2014 the total numbers for the main species were cattle (15.5 million), buffalo 
(3.4 million), sheep (1.2 million) and goats (5.6 million) (FAOSTAT, 2014).

41 In the past, over 98 percent of the total livestock population came from small farms. In 
the last five years, there has been an increase in the private sector and particularly in the 
intensive poultry and pig industries. Many of these are concentrated in production zones 
and in areas closer to the main population centres.

42 In addition, in recent years there were large movements of cattle from Myanmar to China. 
Some of these originated from Myanmar, however, many were moving from India and 
Bangladesh through Myanmar to China. These movements also pose disease threats to 
livestock industries in Myanmar.

43 Myanmar is increasingly committed to using inter-disciplinary and multi-sectoral 
approaches to address complex issues related to development of the livestock sector. The 
evaluation team found that the One Health approaches will likely be a significant priority 
for the government and other partners.

12 Unveiled in 2011 following a Government-led analytical and consultative process culminating in a three-day 
National Workshop on Rural Development and Poverty Alleviation in May 2011.
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2.5 Food safety 

44 Myanmar has only recently opened its economy to market forces and, as a consequence, 
is undergoing a major transformation in its economy and its industries.

45 At the national level, there have been many recent changes to the union laws related to 
food safety management. Some modernized laws have been drafted and promulgated 
(Law on Import/Export 2014; Law on Consumer Affairs 2015); others are being passed 
into law in the next 12 months (Union Food Law, and the Union Fisheries Law). Other 
laws need to be reviewed to ensure that they are relevant to modern food safety 
management in a market-based food system (for example Law on Pesticides 1991; Law 
on Plant Quarantine 1990; and Freshwater Fisheries Law, 1991). However, most of these 
laws do not have comprehensive regulations.  

46 Myanmar has adopted a policy approach to recognize CODEX (CODEX  Alimentarius: 
Food Code) standards as a base framework for food regulation, and to align with 
requirements under regional agreements in ASEAN as a mechanism to ensure consistent 
and internationally and regionally acceptable regulatory and management standards. 
For the domestic food supply, there is no legal basis given to these CODEX standards; nor 
is there any systematic scrutiny and enforcement of compliance with standards. 

2.6 Fisheries

47 Myanmar’s per capita fish consumption of 42.5 kg/year is one of the highest in the world. 
Besides its huge domestic potential, the fisheries sector is an important source of foreign 
exchange in Myanmar.13 

48 An important characteristic of the fisheries sector in Myanmar is its rich diversity. The 
country has abundant water resources – ranging from the open seas to rivers, lakes, 
tanks, irrigation canals, estuaries, floodplains and inundated paddy fields – which play 
host to a wide variety of fish and shellfish resources. 

49 The fisheries sector employs 3.2 million people.14 A large proportion of people involved 
in fisheries are small-scale fishers, using basic fishing methods involving single-person or 
family-based operations. 

50 In most small-scale fisheries, average fish catches tend to be very small, diverse and 
seasonal, with the result that most households must depend on a variety of other 
supplementary activities to meet their livelihood needs. This is further compounded 
by extremely poor economic infrastructure facilities for landing, storage, preservation, 
processing, transport and marketing, resulting in significant value chain losses and costs. 

51 Despite the official statistics showing consistent increases in annual fish production, 
recent evidence collected by the Global Bay of Bengal Large Marine Ecosystem (BOBLME) 
clearly showed that the marine resources are under heavy stress and possibly over-
exploited. Mangroves, which are of immense ecological and economic importance (in 
addition to acting as a natural shelter against cyclones), have been badly damaged in 
several areas for various purposes, including aquaculture. 

52 In the meantime, a Marine Fisheries Law was awaiting approval by the Parliament. 
This new law (which would replace the existing law, promulgated between 1989 and 
1991) was reportedly more people-centred and would support new initiatives such as 
co-management, and was drafted in consultation with FAO and several civil society 
organizations. However, the evaluation could not obtain a draft copy of the new law, 

13 Fisheries and Aquaculture Department, FAO. 2012.

14 Fisheries and Aquaculture Department, FAO. 2012.
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which made it difficult to assess its implications (when enacted) for the sustainability of 
ongoing and future FAO projects.

53 After the devolution of the fisheries mandate from the union to the regions in 2010, the 
regional governments were in varying stages of developing their own laws relating to 
fisheries. The laws should favour more participatory decision-making at all levels. 

2.7 Forests and forest biodiversity 

54 Myanmar is a globally important repository of forest biodiversity.15 Forests presently 
cover more than 31  million hectares or 47  percent of the total land area in Myanmar 
(down from 31.8  million hectares and 48  percent in 2010), accounting for the largest 
remaining areas of forest in mainland Southeast Asia.16 

55 The Forest Law was developed in 1992 and the overall national Forest Policy was 
developed in 1995. This Forest Policy also introduced the idea of community forestry, 
which was further developed in the Community Forestry Instructions of 1995.

56 The forestry sub-sector is vital to Myanmar because of its substantial contributions to 
the economy and its strong influences on climate stability, soil and water conservation 
and environmental protection. Apart from high value timber such as teak and other 
hardwoods, Myanmar forests produce abundant non-timber forest products such as 
bamboo and rattan, which continue to provide a very important source of income for 
poor and landless rural households. 

57 The objectives of the National Forest Master Plan, a 30-year roadmap (2001-2030), include 
developing rural communities, alleviating poverty and conserving the environment. This 
is to be accomplished through the creation of job opportunities, affording permission to 
use forest lands and extraction of non-timber forest products, as well as diversification 
of cooking energy sources and incomes. The master plan also set a target of achieving 
918 000 hectares of community forestry by 2030.

58 The emphasis on community forestry came about due to the fears over future timber 
supply and the consequent need to create incentives for forest restoration. Community 
forestry has been increasingly recognized as an important means to protect forest land 
in Myanmar, and prevent unsustainable deforestation.17 

59 The National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan was approved by the cabinet in 
November 2015, and identifies commitments to be achieved in line with the Aichi 
targets under the Convention on Biological Diversity. More recently, in 2016, Myanmar 
ratified the Paris Agreement and is in the process of preparing its nationally determined 
contributions; the latter will include targets for maintaining forest cover, and expanding 
the protected areas network. 

60 However, despite the existence of forest law, policy, master plan and relevant targets, 
deforestation continues to be a serious issue. In 2010, FAO estimated a net loss of forest 
of 114  000 hectares/year (FAO, 2010), while more recently deforestation has been 
estimated as high as 0.9 percent per year; illegal logging has been estimated to account 
for as much as 80 percent of the total logging volume and has been linked to organized 
crime and conflict in ethnic areas (Department for International Development - DFID, 
2014).  

15 Myers et al. 2000; Tordoff et al. 2012.

16 FAO 2010, 2015, Macqueen, 2016.

17 Tint et al., 2014.
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2.8 Land sector

61 In 2008, a new constitution and the policy towards a market-led economy contributed to 
rising land prices and land grabs. Since the existing land laws were carried over from the 
colonial period, the farmers had no formal tenure security; on the contrary, their tenure 
was like an informal tenancy arrangement. Sale of farmland was not allowed but the 
use of the land could be inherited. The government responded by issuing two new land 
laws: the vacant, fallow and virgin land management law as well as the farmland law. 
Recognizing the importance of land in the new market-led economy, the government 
also decided in 2012 to create a Land Utilization and Allocation Steering Committee, and 
to set the first goal of creating a National Land Use Policy.

62 The government endorsed a comprehensive National Land Use Policy in January 2016. 

63 The policy development process stands out as a milestone in Myanmar ś history. The 
National Land Use Policy was developed using an unprecedented multi-stakeholder 
consultative process managed by both the public sector and civil society. The policy 
represents the collective voice of the people and provides an important foundation 
on which improvements to this “living document” can be made over time as more 
information becomes available. 

64 While the development of the National Land Use Policy was a strong national process, 
the policy adopts a broad set of international good practices for addressing the range of 
land governance issues in the country; these good practices were streamlined with those 
found in the Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of Tenure (VGGT), of 
which Myanmar is a signatory.

2.9 Disaster risk reduction and emergencies

65 Myanmar experienced several significant natural disasters and conflicts within the last 
ten years that affected livelihoods and food security, and displaced numerous families. 
Based on the United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs’ 2017 
Humanitarian Response Plan, an estimated 6.4  million people are living in conflict-
affected areas; about 525 000 are in need of humanitarian assistance. 

66 Armed conflict and communal violence largely contributed to these humanitarian crises. 
In 2011, mass displacement of people was experienced in Kachin and Northern Shan. The 
following year, inter-communal violence led to mass displacement in Rakhine, leading the 
government to declare a state of emergency. Armed conflicts leading to displacement 
were again experienced in Shan in 2015 and Rakhine in 2016. In Rakhine State alone, 
which has a population of about 3.1  million, 402  000  people (about 13  percent) are 
considered internally displaced persons. 

67 Natural disaster also caused and exacerbated the humanitarian crisis in Myanmar. In the 
same period, three strong cyclones made landfall in Myanmar including Cyclone Nargis 
in 2008, Cyclone Giri in 2010 and Cyclone Mahasen in 2013. About 2.8 million individuals 
were affected and more than 140 000 lives were lost, mostly from Ayeyarwady region 
up to the northern Rakhine. Three major earthquakes above 6.0 magnitude were 
experienced in Myanmar in 2011, 2012 and 2016 in the northern and eastern region, 
which affected about 28  000  individuals. Flooding, especially in 2015, also affected 
numerous regions and displaced 1.7 million individuals. 

68 Several indexes and reports highlighted the high risk and high vulnerabilities of Myanmar 
to violent conflicts and extreme natural disasters caused by climate change and socio-
economic and political factors. These includes the 2017 Index for Risk Management,18 

18 http://www.inform-index.org/ –developed by the Inter-Agency Standing Committee Reference Group on Risk, 
Early Warning and Preparedness and the European Commission. 
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which ranked Myanmar as 12th highest risk to humanitarian crisis and disasters among 
191 countries; 2016 Global Climate Risk Index19 which ranked Myanmar as the second 
highest in risk relative to climate change; and the ASEAN Disaster Risk Assessment20 
which in 2010 ranked Myanmar as the country with the highest social vulnerability21 (3.5 
times higher than Indonesia). Myanmar ranked 148th out of 188 countries in the 2014 
Human Development Index, which is below the average in East Asia and the Pacific.

2.10 FAO programme

69 The evaluation team performed an analysis of FAO’s portfolio in Myanmar during 
the period 2011–2016. The aim was to identify the main sectors funded through 
extra-budgetary (donor funding) and FAO Regular Programme support (Technical 
Cooperation Programme (TCP)), and to identify areas of FAO technical support. The 
analysis included national projects and excluded regional, interregional and global 
projects including Myanmar as a beneficiary country, for which no information on the 
funding share for Myanmar was available.22 This led to an initial list of 43 projects.23 This 
initial analysis was completed by additional background analyses and discussions at the 
headquarters, regional and country level, highlighting other areas of FAO interventions. 
The contribution of regional and global projects was also assessed in terms of their 
contribution and synergies with the FAO Myanmar Programme. Figure 3-E shows the 
number of projects within the scope of the evaluation. 

70 From 2011 to 2016, a total of USD 770 million of development funding was provided 
for Myanmar, with Japan and the European Union as the largest donors (refer to Figure 
3-A). Based on this value, FAO’s share of in-country funding was about 6.7  percent, 
approximately USD 51.6 million. For the same period, FAO’s largest funders in Myanmar 
were Japan, Italy and the Global Environment Facility (refer to Figure 3-B). Figure 3-C 
shows that KPA 4 was the most funded key priority area, followed by KPA 1 and KPA 
3. KPA 2 was the least funded result area. A breakdown of FAO Myanmar’s funding by 
sector is shown in Figure 3-D. The top funded sectors24 were Emergency (26 percent), 
Forestry (18  percent), Transboundary Animal Disease (13  percent), Crop Production 
(12 percent), Fisheries (11 percent) and Livestock (10 percent). The Food Safety sector, 
which does not appear in the graph below but was still addressed by the evaluation, 
received funding from regional and global projects, as well as through a TCP facility. 

19 Global Climate Risk Index (CRI) (Kreft, et. al. 2016); index is for the period of 1995-2014.

20 ASEAN Disaster Risk Management Initiative, Synthesis Report on Ten ASEAN Countries Disaster Risks Assessment, 
2010. 

21 “Estimated based on the average number of people killed per year at country level. The social vulnerability 
ranking at country level was estimated based on the average number people killed per year per million (relative 
vulnerability)” (ASEAN Disaster Risk Management Initiative, 2010).

22 It is important to highlight that methodologically the evaluation considered also regional, interregional and 
global interventions in its analysis.

23 Excluded projects also include Telefood projects and TCP Facilities. 

24 Food Safety was identified as a sub-sector, however, only TCPF funding was earmarked for this sector.
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Figure 2: Overview of the Myanmar Programme – 1

71 Figure 4-A below shows the trend of the FAO Myanmar national project funding by 
year and sector from 2011 to 2016. FAO’s work in Agricultural Policy received the most 
funding in 2014, in the form of the National Action Plan for Poverty Alleviation and 
Rural Development project. In Fisheries, FAO had two long-term projects through the 
Environmental Sustainable Food Security Programme, from 2009 until 2015. FAO’s work 
in Emergency received continuous funding except in 2012. FAO’s work on Transboundary 
Animal Disease was mainly through the Emergency Centre for Transboundary Animal 
Diseases, and was funded largely prior to 2011 during the avian flu pandemic. The work 
on livestock had no significant funding until it received a USD 4.9 million project from the 
Livelihoods and Food Security Trust Fund in 2015. In forestry, funding noticeably increased 
in 2016, as it received combined funds of about USD 8 million from the United Nations 
Programme on Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD), 
and from the Global Environment Facility. 
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72 Figure 4-B compares FAO’s internal funding mechanism (TCP) and donor funding. With 
the exception of forestry, the evaluation team could not establish that TCP was able to 
leverage external funding for all sectors. However, the TCP funding was used strategically 
for activities that had received less funding from donors; these included activities related to 
value chains, statistics, post-harvest losses and to some extent agricultural policy. 

73 Figure 4-C shows that the surge in FAO funding in Myanmar was tied to disaster events, 
which received the highest level of funding. Both the country (bilateral) funding and United 
Nations funding (excluding FAO) in Figure 4-C contributed to emergency funding. The Global 
Environment Facility funding contributed to another surge FAO programme funding. 

Figure 3: Overview of the Myanmar Programme - 2
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2.11 Myanmar Country Programming Framework

74 FAO’s Country Programming Framework in Myanmar identified the following seven 
priority areas (denominated as outcomes) for FAO’s cooperation with the government for 
the period of 2012–2016: 

Outcome 1. Increased agricultural production to enhance food security; 

Outcome 2. Improved food safety and quality;

Outcome 3. Sustainable management of natural resources and the environment;

Outcome 4. Land use and land management;

Outcome 5. Human resource development and institutional capacity building;

Outcome 6. Rural livelihoods improvement; 

Outcome 7. Preparedness for and mitigation of disasters and climate change.

75 The seven outcomes were intended to be achieved through 38 outputs. Subsequently, and 
following the recommendation of the CPF mid-term review carried out in late 2015, the 
number of outputs was reduced to 34. 

76 Aside from a few departments at the Ministry of Agriculture and the Department of 
Planning, no other partners seemed to be aware of the existence of the FAO CPF. The 
evaluation team was unable to determine the extent to which the CPF was formulated 
through a consultative and inclusive process, as stated in the CPF document. Evidence 
suggested that the CPF was neither used to present the FAO programme to resource 
partners and other stakeholders, nor to keep track of FAO Myanmar’s progress towards 
the achievements of its stated outcomes. 

77 The CPF lacked a clear and detailed analysis of the main national priorities. These priorities 
should have been identified by defining critical gaps in areas of FAO’s comparative 
advantage. Except for the crop sector, however, the other sub-sectors were not analysed 
accurately. In the absence of such an analysis, there was not a clear rationale guiding FAO’s 
interventions. 

78 The linkage between the seven outcomes and the 38 outputs was unclear. There were no 
indicators at outcome and output level. As a result, the CPF was not structured as a set of 
hierarchical, well-ordered priorities, but rather as a list of randomized activities. The only 
evident criteria that the evaluation team could find for putting together the CPF was the 
potential of being funded. 

79 The evaluation team found that the above issues severely undermined the strategic and 
programmatic function of the document, as well as its potential to be used for attracting 
additional resources. In consideration of the factors above, the evaluation team could not 
use the CPF as a strong reference for this evaluation. The evaluation team believes that 
more attention should be placed on the formulation of the future CPF, and addresses this 
topic under the Section Conclusions and recommendations. 
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3. Strategic positioning: Are we doing what is 
needed?

3.1 Alignment with national policies and frameworks 

3.1.1 Key Priority Area 1: Agricultural production to enhance food and nutrition 
security sustainably increased and rural livelihoods strengthened

Finding 1: FAO interventions in policy support, as well as those targeting nutrition, rice and 
oil seed, were strongly aligned with government priorities. 

Interventions addressing integrated pest management and marketing and management of 
pesticides responded to government priorities. 

FAO’s work in crop diversification, although very relevant for national priorities, did not 
address important priorities such as production and conservation of plant genetic material, 
including pulses. 

80 The evaluation team found significant alignment between FAO interventions and 
government requests, needs and priorities under this key priority area. The Government of 
Myanmar, through the National Committee on Poverty Alleviation and Rural Development 
chaired by the Vice-President, requested FAO’s technical support in developing the 
agricultural component of the National Strategy on Poverty Alleviation and Rural 
Development. The National Action Plan for Poverty Alleviation and Rural Development 
through Agriculture (NAPA) was conceived to deliver on that request and funded through 
the Livelihoods and Food Security Trust Fund (LIFT) (refer to Box 1).

81 FAO interventions in the seed sector, such as developing the seed policy and high yield 
rice seed, were based on direct requests of the government and aligned with the crop 
production priorities for poverty alleviation identified under the National Strategy on Rural 
Development and Poverty Alleviation. 

82 Similarly, projects addressing integrated pest management and the management and 
marketing of pesticides at state/regional/district level were inscribed in the framework 
of national rules and regulations, and also continued a long history of FAO support in these 
areas. 

83 The expansion of oil seed, to which FAO provided technical support, was also part of the 
government priorities and was funded by the government through a unilateral trust fund.  

84 Although FAO Myanmar only marginally addressed nutrition under the CPF, it led the Zero 
Hunger Challenge in Myanmar which was launched at the highest political level. 

85 Other priorities identified by the government were very marginally addressed, including 
areas where FAO could have provided critical support such as the development of 
extension services. In addition, FAO almost exclusively supported research aimed at 
improving high yield varieties of rice, but did not address other national priorities such 
as research supporting sustainable diversification, production and conservation of other 
plant genetic material including of other crops and pulses. 

Finding 2: Other key areas were only marginally addressed due to limited in-country capacity. 
These include areas for which FAO would have had a comparative advantage and that were 
identified as priorities in national strategies and in the CPF, such as reduction of post-harvest 
losses.
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Extension service was also an area in which, according to the government and to international 
partners, FAO could have provided support; however, this has not been sufficiently addressed 
by FAO’s work so far. 

Box 1: FAO’s work in agricultural policy and the National Action Plan for Poverty 
Alleviation and Rural Development through Agriculture (NAPA)

Given the fundamental shifts in priorities and policy orientation taking place in Myanmar at the 
time, the scope of NAPA was designed to cover the important segments and inter-linkages within 
the agriculture and rural development sectors. Agriculture in NAPA was defined broadly to include 
crops, livestock, fisheries and forestry, as well as several sub-sectors of the rural economy closely 
linked to agriculture: agro-industries, product value chains, markets and finance. The second 
important consideration was that, given its origin in relation to the National Strategy on Rural 
Development and Poverty Alleviation, poverty alleviation was an overriding focus of NAPA. 

The NAPA project was designed to be implemented in two phases. Phase I was to include a detailed 
analysis of priorities and constraints, various themes and sub-sectors of the agriculture and rural 
sectors, and stakeholder consultation and participation at the national and regional levels, leading 
to the formulation of an interim NAPA. Phase II was to focus on investment planning and investment 
profiles, as well as the deepening of the sector and institutional analysis, including inter alia 
analyses and national and regional consultations to promote stakeholder involvement in the 
process. Phase I was intended to take ten months, and phase II eight months.

The objective of NAPA was to guide effective implementation of the agricultural component of 
the National Strategy on Rural Development and Poverty Alleviation through a comprehensive 
agricultural and rural development plan, consisting of reform proposals for policy and institutions 
and backed by investment plans. The final product was intended to be a fully operationalized 
NAPA, including action plans on policy, institutions, investment, human resource development and 
monitoring and evaluation. 

The proposal for this to be achieved within an 18-month project lifetime seems incredibly ambitious. 
Phase I took almost 20 months, rather than the initially planned ten months. Delays were also 
related to the change in government which brought changes in the structure of the Ministry of 
Livestock, Fisheries and Rural Development and the Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation. 

The programme design was intended to include international and national consultants working 
together to produce background papers on 13 different sub-sectors. The evaluation team found 
uneven quality of the background papers produced. Some were very well designed and drafted, 
while others were rather generic, reflecting issues that are typical across Southeast Asia without 
clearly identifying the details of the situation in Myanmar.

Consultative processes were organized at different levels and conducted as intended but considering 
the delays in the overall process, the donor decided not to implement the second phase of NAPA. 
A good number of NAPA sector papers contributed to the drafting of a proposal for the Global 
Agriculture and Food Security Programme Fund (GASFP). 

3.1.2 Key Priority Area 2: Food safety and quality enhanced

Finding 3: Food safety interventions were relevant and aligned to government priorities in 
the sector.

86 Myanmar’s national laws are in the process of being revised and updated to reflect modern 
regulatory management in the emerging market economy. Regulations and technical 
standards are yet to be developed in many areas. A small number of CODEX standards 
have been adopted as Myanmar national standards under the Law on Standardization; 
however, these are applied largely to exports and have not been adopted as mandatory 
enforceable standards for domestic food.   

87 FAO’s work addressing CODEX and other regulations was aligned to Myanmar’s efforts 
to improve capacity development and standards on food safety within the country to 
comply with ASEAN standards. The FAO national TCP facility on enhancing inter-ministerial 
coordination of food safety control in Myanmar built upon previous projects that 
highlighted the need for better coordination among the ministries responsible for food 
safety regulation in the country. 
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3.1.3 Key Priority Area 3: Sustainable management of land and natural resources 
enhanced

Finding 4: FAO addressed a number of priorities in the fisheries and forestry sector. However, 
other equally important national challenges in the sectors were not addressed. 

88 FAO’s work on community forestry in Myanmar, through the Forest Farm Facility and the 
FAO-EU Forest Law Enforcement, Governance and Trade Programme, was clearly aligned 
to the national target of 2.37 million acres of community forests. FAO also engaged in the 
Voluntary Partnership Agreement process through collaboration with the government, 
private sector and civil society to address deforestation, which is another main priority of 
the forestry sector. The evaluation team found that until recently FAO’s programme did 
not adequately consider issues related to the competitive use of forests and agriculture 
(refer to Section 4, Findings on programme contributions). Sustainable land use practices 
are currently being addressed under the recent Global Environment Facility-funded project 
“Sustainable cropland and forest management in priority agro-ecosystems of Myanmar”. 

89 FAO Myanmar’s CPF provided a list of gaps and areas requiring priority attention for the 
sustainable development of the fisheries sub-sector; however, this list only marginally 
addressed Myanmar’s national objectives, such as the influential Framework for Economic 
and Social Reform. More specifically, the CPF focused significantly on post-harvest issues. 
Other issues of broader relevance to FAO’s strategic priorities in Myanmar were not 
included in the CPF agenda for fisheries, as explained under Section 4.3 (coherence).  

3.1.4 Key Priority Area 4: Preparedness for and mitigation of disasters enhanced and 
resilience improved

Finding 5: ECTAD is well aligned with the Myanmar Action Plan for disaster risk reduction. 

Finding 6: FAO recently began to include resilience and disaster risk reduction in other 
emergency interventions. 

90 The Myanmar Action Plan for Disaster Risk Reduction has seven overarching and interlinked 
components. The Emergency Centre for Transboundary Animal Disease programme 
in Myanmar is strongly aligned with the seven action plan components, and especially 
Component 3: Multi-hazard early warning systems. ECTAD has also adapted to the 
changing policy and political environment in Myanmar by providing technical support for 
the Highly Pathogenic Avian Influenza (HPAI)-specific contingency plans, the government’s 
broader livestock strategy and addressing emerging policy areas around One Health and 
the liberalization of trade.

91 Non-ECTAD emergency responses showed more results in Component 4 of Myanmar 
Action Plan “Preparedness and Response Programs at National, State/Region, District 
and Township levels”. Through its emergency responses and post-emergency assessment, 
FAO contributed to Component 2: “Hazard, vulnerability and risk assessment”. This 
includes survey data and currently, geospatial data on agricultural hazards. FAO’s activities 
in the dry zone through technical support in conjunction with emergency response was 
aligned with Component 5 “Mainstreaming of disaster risk reduction into development” 
and Component 6 “Community-based disaster preparedness and risk reduction”. There 
was weak alignment to Components 1 ”Policy, institutional arrangements and further 
institutional development” and 2 “Multi-hazard early warning systems” in the past; 
as the responses were spread out and were not under a unifying programme. However, 
the current activities – especially those relating to multi-hazard mapping and resilience 
programming such as in Rakhine State – are now contributing to Components 1 and 2.   

3.2 Alignment with broader frameworks 

Finding 7: The CPF was aligned with Millennium Development Goal 1, “Eradicate extreme 
poverty and hunger”, as well as to the strategic priority of the United Nations Strategic 
Framework 2012-2015 in Myanmar.
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92 The CPF was formulated in 2011 under the broader United Nations framework of the 
Millennium Development Goals (and before the launching of the Sustainable Development 
Goals, approved in 2015). 25

93 Most interventions under the CPF (over 50 percent) should contribute to poverty alleviation 
and are explicitly aligned to Millennium Development Goal 1. The evaluation team validated 
the focus of the CPF on poverty alleviation and food security and nutrition. However, the 
evaluation team also noticed gaps in aligning with other aspirational global goals, such as 
those considering the role of gender equality.

94 FAO also contributed to other global, regional and national frameworks, although most of 
them were not explicitly mentioned in the project design. 

95 Through its work in community forestry, the global Forest and Farm Facility supported the 
implementation of Myanmar’s National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan, contributed 
to helping Myanmar achieve the Aichi Targets under the Convention on Biological Diversity, 
and helped Myanmar to meet its commitments under the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change. 

96 FAO’s support to the Bay of Bengal Large Marine Ecosystem Project was particularly 
relevant to broader frameworks such as the United Nations Convention on the Law of the 
Sea and the Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries. 

97 The United Nations Strategic Framework for Myanmar, covering 2012-2015, does not assign 
a specific role for FAO in the implementation beyond participating in the Food Security and 
Agriculture Thematic Group. FAO’s work, however, contributed to achieving the Strategic 
Priorities of the framework under Strategic Priority 1 (encouraging inclusive growth). FAO 
also helped to strengthen the capacities and resilience of communities, organizations and 
local authorities in the vulnerable locations of the Delta to respond to natural disasters 
and climate change effects; these interventions were well aligned to the third Strategic 
Priority of the framework (reducing vulnerability to natural disasters and climate change). 
The upcoming FishAdapt project, funded through the Global Environmental Facility, 
will include policy support for disaster risk reduction and climate change and enhancing 
knowledge, information and systems for better informed decision-making related to 
disasters and climate-induced risks.

3.3 Coherence with FAO’s Strategic Framework

Finding 8: The FAO programme in Myanmar was aligned to the Organization’s Strategic 
Objectives. However, the evaluation team found cases of misalignment with FAO’s Strategic 
Framework. For example, climate change and gender (two cross-cutting issues) were not 
adequately addressed. The team also found that, except for several interventions that 
directly addressed irrigation and improved water practices, many interventions neglected 
water and its role in agricultural production systems. 

Interventions launched under the public-private partnership framework were not consistent 
with SO4 or FAO’s mandate. 

98 The evaluation team used FAO’s Reviewed Strategic Framework (2013) as its reference for 
the analysis presented in this Section, although some of the projects were formulated and 
implemented under the previous framework. 

99 FAO’s five Strategic Objectives contribute to its Organizational Outcomes, which in turn 
support the main goals of the Organization:

• SO1 - Contribute to the eradication of hunger, food insecurity and malnutrition;

• SO2 - Increase and improve the provision of goods and services from agriculture, forestry 
and fisheries in a sustainable manner;

25 Officially known as “Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development” is a set of seventeen 
aspirational “Global Goals” The goals are contained in paragraph 54 United Nations Resolution A/RES/70/1 of 25 
September 2015.
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• SO3 - Reduce rural poverty;

• SO4 - Enable more inclusive and efficient agricultural and food systems at local, national and 
international levels;

• SO5 - Increase the resilience of livelihoods to threats and crises.

100 Through its policy support, such as for the formulation of the National Seed Policy, FAO 
Myanmar aligned with and contributed to Strategic Objective 1. The adoption and launch 
of the Zero Hunger Challenge, which represents an explicit government commitment to the 
eradication of hunger and malnutrition, was an outcome level achievement under this Strategic 
Objective.26 FAO’s limited contribution to other aspects of SO1, such as improved governance, 
coordination and monitoring, was largely due to the limited capacity of the Myanmar Country 
Office, as well as FAO’s limited capacity to link with non-governmental partners in long-term 
partnerships. (Refer to Section 3.5 covering partnership and coordination). 

101 FAO Myanmar supported a number of interventions aimed at introducing more sustainable 
practices and in direct alignment with Strategic Objective 2. These included work on 
community forestry and fisheries, as well as farmer field schools (FFS) and work related to 
research and improved plant genetic resources. The focus on sustainable irrigation practices 
and management of agricultural water was addressed to a limited extent. 

102 FAO’s work in Myanmar contributed to Strategic Objective 3 through interventions in the 
co-management of natural resources and land management. FAO supported a number of 
empowering interventions with communities of fishermen and forest users, which were in 
direct alignment with this strategic objective. The evaluation team found that the work related 
and contributing to SO3 in Myanmar, in addition to contributing to food security, has good 
potential for conflict resolution, peacebuilding and environmental protection. 

103 FAO appears to have responded adequately to Strategic Objective 4 notably by facilitating 
the work of international standard setting bodies for food safety and plant health. FAO’s 
work in Myanmar addressed food safety interventions and the development of capacity and 
regulatory frameworks in relation to CODEX and Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures was 
well-aligned to this strategic objective.  

104 FAO also promoted public-private partnerships with mango producers and smallholder dairy 
farmers, and considered the potential for developing partnerships for other commodities. 
However, the targets of such interventions did not always include the most disadvantaged 
participants, thus showing a misalignment with the strategic objective and with FAO’s mandate. 

105 FAO’s activities on resilience were aligned with Strategic Objective 5. This includes the ECTAD 
programme, through its activities on awareness raising, early warning systems, emergency 
work and contributing to changes in policy regarding transboundary animal diseases. Prior 
to 2015, emergency responses for disaster and humanitarian crises had minimal resilience 
elements. After 2015, there was more alignment with the current activities to SO5. This can be 
attributed to the country office’s strengthening of its resilience team in terms of staff technical 
capacity, senior management, project design and project implementation. One example is its 
development of the FAO Rakhine Resilience Action Plan (2017-2020). This plan reflects clear 
alignment to SO5 and an attempt to develop a coherent resilience strategy. 

106 In response to Myanmar’s compounding vulnerabilities as mentioned in Section 2 (Context), 
FAO has chosen Myanmar to be a focus country for Strategic Objective 5 ”Increase the resilience 
of livelihoods to threats and crises”. As such, Myanmar was given priority for coordinated 
support and technical assistance, and will set an example for future projects, including lessons 
learned and resilience building activities. 

107 Two cross-cutting themes of FAO’s Strategic Framework, gender and climate change, were not 
adequately addressed by FAO’s programme. Dedicated sections of this report (Section 4.5 and 
Section 4.6) present a detailed analysis of this issue. 

26  For “outcome level achievement” the evaluation is referring to FAO Strategic Framework. The launch of the Zero 
Hunger Challenge was achieved through the participation of FAO and other organizations, including, but not 
limited to WFP and UNICEF.
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3.4 Comparative advantage

Finding 9: Most partners within Myanmar recognized FAO’s authority and status as a global 
intergovernmental Organization and its role as the world’s agricultural knowledge agency for 
policy support, integrated capacity building and technical cooperation. FAO’s role as a global 
Organization with a long history of delivering technical cooperation programmes in Myanmar 
gives it considerable credibility with the government, which has enabled a close alignment of 
mutual priorities while also helping FAO to play an important role in informing and influencing 
policymaking at the national level.

108 FAO’s strong and trusted relationship with the government was established during a delicate 
political period, while other agencies experienced difficulties in working effectively with 
Myanmar’s institutional partners. 

109 Donors advised that in the past FAO Myanmar was their preferred implementation partner 
because it was the only Organization working at country level that had relationships with the 
government, as well as the experience and expertise to ensure successful delivery of project 
outcomes. For example, prior to 2011 FAO was the only agency working on specific sectors, 
such as livestock interventions. In this sector, FAO has always led coordination activities and is 
able to facilitate discussion and actions on regional and cross-border issues.27

110 FAO Myanmar played an important policy support and advocacy role and contributed to 
sensitizing the government on food security and nutrition issues, such as the Zero Hunger 
Challenge launched by Myanmar Vice-Minister in 2014.

111 The government recognized FAO’s capacity to provide support in policy development, 
requesting an intervention for the seed policy, National Action Plan for Poverty Alleviation and 
Rural Development, and more recently for the development of the Global Agriculture and Food 
Security Programme. In the fisheries sector, FAO’s participation in the planning discussions, as 
well as its normative guidance, are reported to have contributed significantly to the contents 
of the new Marine Fisheries Law under consideration by the Myanmar Parliament. 

Finding 10: FAO’s close relationship with the government as well as the political context and 
background in Myanmar sometimes led to trade-offs, which caused civil society and other 
stakeholders to question FAO’s ability to act as a neutral partner. On some occasions, FAO 
was unable to involve all relevant partners in open discussions on food security, nutrition and 
poverty alleviation.

112 During Myanmar’s transition towards democratization, civil society increasingly began to 
participate in interventions and discussions on poverty alleviation. Around the same time, 
donors started to support and cooperate directly with non-governmental organizations 
(NGOs) and other civil society organizations. Several international stakeholders reported that 
they did not trust FAO Myanmar as a neutral convener. The evaluation team believes this is 
a natural trade-off that is linked to FAO’s corporate position and strong relationship with 
the government; in the past, this led to a diminished capacity to act freely as a convener in 
delicate discussions and processes between government and civil society. This was evident, for 
example, during the VGGT process, further described in this evaluation (refer to Box 2).

113 The evaluation team found that FAO missed opportunities to communicate important 
results achieved where it acted as a neutral and honest broker. For example, FAO contributed 
to the government’s decision to offer the tender-lease agreements to small-scale fishing 
communities in the Ayeyarwady Delta. These important results, achieved through FAO’s 
long-term presence and engagement at field level, showed FAO’s capacity to act as an honest 
broker. Moreover, the fisheries co-management project was likely the first of its kind to have 
brought the government officers to work closely with the fishing communities (refer to Box 
5). However, FAO failed to communicate these results to partners. These are important results 
achieved through FAO’s long-term presence and engagement at the field level. 

27  As exhibited by the global and regional projects, GLO/302 and RAS/901.
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114 The government and development partners view FAO as a significant actor in terms 
of emergency responses, and especially in the distribution of agricultural inputs. FAO 
was also capable of entering into high-level dialogue to appeal for funding support in 
response to emergencies, through the United Nations Central Emergency Response Fund 
and other funding.  

Finding 11: FAO’s knowledge management capacity at country level was limited. 

115 FAO’s overall country capacity in knowledge management was found to be weak, with 
exceptions related to the individual programme’s capacity such as ECTAD and Environmental 
Sustainable Food Security Programme, which showed excellent internal monitoring and 
knowledge management. The evaluation found that FAO’s repository of information outputs 
and normative guidance was considered the most significant part of its work, especially by 
the research, academic and development communities in Myanmar. However, access to these 
documents was largely confined to people with access to the internet and online resources, 
while significant demand (especially in local languages) for the hard copies of publications, 
including its normative guidance, remains largely unmet. 

116 FAO’s Country Office in Myanmar showed weak institutional memory and limited capacity 
to share technical information and normative products with government, national and 
international NGOs and platforms, such as the disaster risk reduction network. Although this 
weakness was mitigated through the support of the Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific 
(RAP) and FAO headquarters, the absence of a strong knowledge management system at 
country level affected FAO’s capacity to act as an unparalleled information source. 

Finding 12: FAO is viewed as a technical agency that provides valuable agricultural information, 
as well as technical and policy guidance.

117 The evaluation team found that FAO was valued for its technical support. This was evident, for 
example, in the work related to agricultural research in cooperation with the Department of 
Agricultural Research. 

118 In land tenure, the VGGT was used as a catalyst to promote well-informed stakeholder 
interest in creating a new land use policy, as well as to educate civil society ǹetworks and 
government; these results were achieved through FAO’s professional leadership on rights-
based tenure. While most of the on-the-ground work was performed under other donors and 
civil society organizations, FAO nevertheless promoted an excellent and timely reference for 
land policymakers.

119 FAO’s technical advantage in policy and technical support was recognized by government 
and non-government partners at national level. These areas included food safety; agricultural 
statistics and census; fishery global normative products; and ECTAD.  

120 In the context of emergencies, FAO was viewed as a strong technical agency with regard to 
agricultural information and guidance, including FAO information systems such as the Global 
Information and Early Warning System on Food and Agriculture and Emergency Prevention 
System. After the flooding in 2015 and 2016, there was a strong presence of national and 
international NGOs that looked to FAO for technical advice in post-emergency agriculture, 
livestock and disaster risk reduction. FAO had mixed results in response to these demands, also 
due to its discontinuous presence in co-leading the Food Security and Agriculture Working 
Group in charge of ensuring emergency recovery.

3.5 Partnership and coordination

3.5.1 FAO partnerships with government agencies

Finding 13: FAO is perceived as a valued institutional partner with established and effective 
government relationships, particularly with the Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and 
Irrigation and many of its line agencies, as well as the Forestry Department, Fisheries 
Department and Department of Rural Development. FAO was not always effective, 
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however, in coordinating multi-sectoral work in nutrition with less traditional government 
partners, such as the Ministry of Health.

121 FAO has developed solid partnerships with the government, leading to effective 
cooperation and trust. The Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation, the Ministry of 
Forestry and the Ministry of Rural Development28 requested FAO’s support for a number of 
strategic tasks. Good relationships and trust were shown also under the new government. 
For example, the Ministry of Agriculture recently asked FAO to help prepare the Agriculture 
Development Strategy in order to develop a USD  30  million proposal for the Global 
Agriculture and Food Security Programme fund, together with the Asian Development 
Bank and the Livelihoods and Food Security Trust Fund. FAO ECTAD and the LIFT project 
have also assisted the University of Veterinary Science to establish a course in veterinary 
epidemiology and sponsored student field trips.

122 The government believes FAO could improve its information sharing and play a more active 
coordination role. FAO could also engage more with less traditional government partners. 
For example, to implement cross-sectoral issues such as gender equality and preventing 
and reducing child labour in agriculture, FAO should start involving the Department of 
Social Welfare.29 ECTAD has collaborated effectively with the World Health Organization 
and Ministry of Health on the control of emerging infectious diseases and more recently on 
One Health approaches; however, FAO should better engage with the Ministry of Health 
on nutrition-related issues. The Ministry of Health and the Department of Food and Drug 
Administration deserve a more central role in food safety interventions. 

123 FAO Myanmar implemented all emergency activities in collaboration with the government. 
This arrangement was advantageous in reaching emergency areas, which are often 
restricted to foreign or non-government aid agencies. At the same time, FAO could have 
made a better use of this opportunity to reach out and coordinate the work with other 
agencies for a more inclusive programming. 

124 In Rakhine, FAO was among the few agencies with a direct partnership with the Livestock 
Breeding and Veterinary Department and the Department of Agriculture. This was a crucial 
position that could influence decision makers and help build the capacity of the local 
government, especially in extension services. However, due to the discontinuous presence 
of FAO senior decision makers in strategic locations (e.g. Rakhine), this influence has been 
limited so far.

3.5.2 FAO partnerships with international organizations

Finding 14: There were some missed opportunities that FAO should consider for future 
planning: FAO was absent from key platforms such as the Myanmar Fisheries Partnership and 
the Myanmar Climate Change Strategy and Action Plan. FAO’s discontinuous presence in the 
Food Security Working Group led to temporary gaps in technical support and advocacy around 
emergency interventions. 

Finding 15: FAO efforts in building partnerships with key development partners in its sectors of 
intervention was limited. For example, there was no collaboration on rice-related issues with 
the International Rice Research Institute, the Japan International Cooperation Agency or the 
Korea International Cooperation Agency. 

125 FAO Myanmar co-chaired the Food Security Working Group with the World Food 
Programme, and at the time of the evaluation partners were appreciative of this role. FAO 
also hosted the Food Security Working Group30 Coordinator, previously hosted by the World 

28 These Ministries changed under the New Government, after April 2016.

29 The Department of Social Welfare is responsible for implementing the National Strategic Plan for the Advancement 
of Women (2013-2022). The Department is also responsible for collecting beneficiary identification data for 
emergency and disaster risk reduction interventions, and shares this data with the Committee for Disaster 
Management at different levels.

30 The Food Security Working Group discussed in this section is part of the UN cluster coordination system, and is 
different from the “Food Security Working Group “in Myanmar which is a non-government organization that bears 
the same name. Further reference: http://www.unocha.org/what-we-do/coordination-tools/cluster-coordination
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Food Programme. In this role, opportunities arose for FAO to provide technical guidance 
and link recovery projects with other FAO interventions. However, the discontinuous 
presence of FAO in this role reflected in gaps in linking agriculture and food security to 
overall coordination. It also meant there was a gap in much needed technical support for 
implementation and advocacy around emergency interventions. Further clarity is needed 
on the roles and responsibilities of the coordinator moving forward. 

126 FAO was co-chair of the Myanmar Cooperation Partners Group on agriculture and rural 
development, with the Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation as chair. The group has 
undertaken and sponsored important studies. More recently FAO and the United States 
Agency for International Development (USAID) actively supported the new government 
in formulating the Agriculture Development Strategy and the Global Agriculture and Food 
Security Programme (GASFSP) proposal.

127 FAO’s discontinuous presence of dedicated technical staff at country level affected the 
Organization’s capacity to influence and coordinate other actors in a number of sectors 
and initiatives. This happened, for example, with the VGGT and in coordinating the 
nutrition strategy. In the case of the VGGT (refer to Box 2), the European Union, the United 
States Agency for International Development, the Swiss Agency for Development and 
Cooperation and LIFT filled the void and assisted the government to create a new land use 
policy. 

128 Other groups, platforms and processes in which FAO could not adequately participate 
during the evaluation period included the Rakhine Development Committee/Council, 
Myanmar Fisheries Partnership, and the Myanmar Climate Change Strategy and Action 
Plan. The Myanmar Climate Change Strategy and Action Plan, for example, was developed 
in a broad stakeholder consultation process involving almost 3 000 people from a wide 
range of stakeholder organizations. FAO’s absence was noted, especially in the agriculture 
and food security group. There could be a chance for FAO to contribute to this group in the 
future by providing support to the development of a Climate Smart Agriculture Strategy.

129 Despite its absence in the Rakhine Development Committee, since April 2016 FAO has 
started to actively re-engage in disaster risk reduction (e.g. through the disaster risk 
reduction workgroup with financial resources provided by a project funded by the 
Japanese Government). However, the project will last only 11 months with no possibility 
of an extension due to the nature of the grant. The disaster risk reduction workgroup 
supported the drafting of the Implementing Rules and Regulation of the National Disaster 
Risk Reduction Law, which is a strategic document where FAO can add value. Programmes 
that received long-term funding (such as ECTAD), and which had a continuous and long-
term presence of experienced international and national staff, proved to establish more 
solid partnerships with international stakeholders and NGOs.

130 The evaluation team also noted that despite the importance of rice production in FAO’s 
programme, no collaboration and association was observed with the International Rice 
Research Institute, even though the two organizations have offices based on the same 
campus. Similarly, no partnership was established with the Japan International Cooperation 
Agency – which would have been useful in relation to FAO’s work on seed policy – or with 
the Korea International Cooperation Agency for promoting technologies to prevent post-
harvest loses. 

3.5.3 FAO partnerships with Myanmar civil society

Finding 16: The limited interaction with civil society organizations has undermined FAO’s 
leadership in some sectors, such as land tenure. 

131 An important development in Myanmar over the last decade was the growth of civil society 
organizations. In the aftermath of Cyclone Nargis, a number of global organizations have 
initiated or augmented development work in the country, resulting in the emergence of 
new networks and platforms to reflect the needs and aspirations of the people in more 
meaningful ways.
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132 As explained under Section 3.4 on comparative advantage, FAO’s engagement with civil society 
in Myanmar was considered low by civil society organizations and other development actors, 
although FAO engaged in a number of partnerships with NGOs31 at project level. Most of these 
partnerships were specific to the project needs, and had little long-term value or visibility. 

133 FAO Myanmar did not engage sufficiently with civil society on land tenure, and only recently 
recognized the benefits of doing so (see Box 2).  

134 The evaluation team analysed partnerships in Rakhine through Social Network Analysis using 
data from the Myanmar Information Management Unit, which was validated through field 
interviews32 (refer to Figure 4). The results showed that FAO Myanmar was in a small but closely 
connected network, but rather isolated from larger and more actively coordinating networks. 
An additional analysis of the implementing partners of FAO’s emergency projects and its letters 
of agreement mechanism showed an almost proportional distribution of engagement with the 
national/international NGOs and the government. There remains, however, an opportunity to 
increase the number of partners. 

135 It was recognized that national NGOs are evolving in Myanmar and are able to deliver emergency 
responses, especially in areas with limited access. To some extent, FAO has collaborated with 
national NGOs as implementing partners, and has increased project activities in the States of 
Rakhine, Magway and Katchin. This interaction was viewed by key development actors and by 
the government as an opportunity to increase capacity in Myanmar. 

Figure 4: Social Network Analysis model of Rakhine development actors highlighting related 
subnetworks (in distinct colours) to the overall network 

31 The Fisheries co-management project established partnerships under letters of agreement with two national 
‘service providers’ (Ever Green Group and Mangrove Service Network) as well as an international NGO (Istituto 
Oikos). In the forest sector, under the FFF project, FAO established a partnership with the MERN.

32 The SNA used the Gephi programme for modelling and the data from the 4W matrix of MIMU.
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3.5.4 FAO partnerships with the private sector

Finding 17: Partnerships with the private sector should be carefully monitored to ensure that 
smallholders receive the intended benefits.

136 To some extent, FAO has promoted improvements in the commodities supply chain 
through public-private partnerships. This is a fertile area of expansion for Myanmar and for 
FAO. The government is seeking support from the private sector in certain areas, including 
dairy production, vegetable food processing and marketing. However, the private sector 
in Myanmar is still very young. Producer associations and cooperatives often have weak 
organizational structures and poor internal decision-making processes. Some of the 
partnerships established by FAO do not show clear, long-term benefits for smallholder 
producers and smallholder farmers. For example, the partnerships established with the 
Flowers and Vegetables Producers Association to improve mango supply chains were based 
on an excellent idea, and seem to have yielded good initial results. However, considering 
the membership of the organization, its vertical organizational structure, and the limited 
results for smallholders (which the evaluation team reviewed one year after the project 
ended), the evaluation team believes that a more accurate analysis should be carried out 
before embarking on future public-private partnerships. 

137 The value chain approach seemed to work well in Myanmar and could be a good entry 
point for further supporting fruit and vegetable producers, dairy production, and for 
sectors such as organic farming. This approach contributed to sensitizing the government 
on domestic and global trade challenges. Partnerships with the private sector need to be 
carefully monitored to ensure that smallholders receive the intended benefits.
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4. Findings on programme contributions 

4.1 Programme relevance, impact and effectiveness

4.1.1 Key Priority Area 1: Agricultural production to enhance food and nutrition 
security sustainably increased and rural livelihoods strengthened

Finding 18: FAO influenced the formulation of agricultural policies, strategies and 
programmes in Myanmar. The results were visible but fragmented in crop diversification, 
plant genetics, plant protection, seed production, overall contribution to the seed system 
and varietal diversification.   

Finding 19: FAO’s work on transferring technology and knowledge through farmer field 
schools resulted in increased income, confidence and resilience of direct beneficiaries. 
However, farmer field schools used a rather conservative approach, often delivering standard 
extension advice rather than creating a dynamic adaptive learning institution or community. 
Furthermore, FFS had a limited focus on empowering the poor and landless.

Finding 20: Although FAO’s support to the dairy sector was limited, the school milk feeding 
programme was appreciated. The current LIFT project on livestock has an improved design 
and could serve as a model for future livestock interventions.  

Finding 21: Water issues were not adequately considered in interventions addressing 
livestock, including in the dry zone. 

Agriculture policies

138 FAO supported the government in the formulation33 of the National Plan of Action for 
Food and Nutrition (NAPA) (as explained under Nutrition below). 

139 The scope of NAPA was designed to cover the important segments and inter-linkages 
within the agriculture and rural development sectors. However, the timeline and the 
delivery of NAPA was very ambitious, and it was terminated after its first phase. Overall, the 
evaluation team found appreciation for NAPA from government partners. NAPA served as 
a background document for the Global Agriculture and Food Security Programme proposal 
formulation (refer to Box 1). 

140 Prior to 2016, Myanmar did not have a coherent National Seed Policy in place, nor a 
national seed programme that would support the economic and food security goals of 
Myanmar. The National Seed Policy was endorsed by national parliament and came into 
effect in August 2016. The policy is being used to strengthen the national seed industry, 
which includes both public and private seed industry. It assures all farmers of continuous 
access to quality seeds that are suitable to their needs. In addition, the National Seed Policy 
is a framework for seed production, certification and marketing systems. 

Seeds

141 FAO contributed to strengthen various components of the seed sector. However, though 
the National Seed Policy is in place, the various components of the seed sector are still weak. 
Several stakeholders suggested that FAO could further strengthen (or establish ex novo) 
quality seed testing laboratories across various agro-ecological regions of the country to 
facilitate quality seed production and distribution. Seed marketing through informal and 
formal seed distribution systems is another important component of the seed sector where 

33 Myanmar was part of FAO regional project on “Support to the European Commission programme on linking 
information and decision-making to improve food security for selected greater Mekong subregional countries 
(GCP/RAS/247/EC)”, NPAFN was an outcome under this project. 
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FAO could play a significant role. FAO assisted in the implementation of the International 
Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources, but did not contribute to the development of national 
law and policy guidelines for the protection of plant varieties and farmers’ rights. 

Crop production and protection – farmer field schools and livelihoods strengthening 

142 FAO has provided support to crop diversification and intensification in Myanmar through 
massive distribution of rice seed, pulses, oilseeds and vegetables under emergency and 
development interventions (refer to Figure 5). 

Figure 5: Overview of evaluation field work and highlights of results

143 Input distribution was combined with the transfer of improved technologies such as 
registered or quality-declared seeds, cropping patterns and improved water management. 
The evaluation confirmed that some improved technologies (such as line-sowing) had an 
evident uptake by beneficiaries and non-direct beneficiaries. Similarly, drought tolerant 
rice varieties and improved seed were extensively used in the dry zone area as a result of 
the Environmental Sustainable Food Security Programme. Capacity development schemes 
were mostly carried out through the FFS. The evaluation team observed more closely those 
FFS developed under the ESFSP. 

144 The ESFSP developed about 500 FFS in a similar number of villages, including a total of 
about 10 000 farmers. FFS were used as vehicles for organizational capacity building at 
farm and village level, as well as for the establishment of new economic groups such as 
seed banks, revolving fund groups and machinery groups. FFS were also used as venues to 
discuss common issues in the community, going beyond their initial objectives.

145 Through the formation of different organizations such as FFS, seed multiplication groups 
and demonstration plots, local farmers gained better access to extension services, seed 
and other inputs, and equipment. Notably, many FFS members maintained regular contact 
with the extension staff, and vice versa.  
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146 Additionally, as some FFS farmers belonged to the Village Development Committees, their 
skills have helped strengthen the grassroots level administration, conducive for improving 
democracy at local levels. Occasionally, government extension staff recognized the benefits 
of FFS training methods in the projects and have piloted FFS with their own budgets from 
the regional administration; they have also expressed the need to continue applying FFS 
with their own budgets.  

147 However, the evaluation team found that FFS were not designed according to FFS guidelines 
and used a rather conservative approach, often delivering standard extension advice 
rather than creating a dynamic adaptive learning institution or community. In addition, FFS 
received regular inputs (fertilizers and seeds). Although FFS beneficiaries were described in 
project documents as landless, the most vulnerable farmers were not targeted under the 
interventions. 

148 This rather limited attention to empowerment of the poor and landless combined with 
the limited sustainability of FFS resulted in increased benefits in production, income and 
resilience for direct beneficiaries but had little spillover effect. 

149 In limited cases, the evaluation team found a surprising impact at community level. 
Groups of beneficiary farmers had invested their benefits for the strengthening of the 
community village, building infrastructure and one school. This seemed to be related to 
the strong leadership of selected individuals within the community. Although further 
investigating on the underlying causes that led to these surprising results was without the 
scope of this evaluation, this shows the importance of the beneficiary selection process 
and could suggest to conduct further studies to document this process and inspire future 
interventions. 

150 The evaluation team found that despite the extensive training received, members of the 
FFS in the Dry Zone did not have adequate knowledge of integrated pest management 
and other improved agricultural practices. The evaluation team found this to be a missed 
opportunity, especially considering FAO’s efforts to strengthen pest and pesticide 
management regulatory frameworks and practices. 

151 Overall, in the period under evaluation, FAO provided very little analysis, advisory support or 
facilitation related to product marketing strategy or market access. Marketing of increased 
production was identified as a gap under the livelihoods strengthening interventions.34 
Similarly, very little was done to reduce post-harvest losses by FAO. 

Nutrition 

152 FAO initiated the National Zero Hunger Challenge in Myanmar in partnership with the 
World Food Programme, World Health Organization and United Nations Children’s Fund. 
This was endorsed by United Nations country team as its first flagship initiative in the 
country. Moreover, the President of Myanmar committed to the challenge and acted as 
chair of the National Zero Hunger Challenge committee and its vice-president.

153 According to many stakeholders, FAO was less successful in coordinating the Myanmar 
National Action Plan for Food and Nutrition Security: Response to the Zero Hunger Challenge 
which was prepared and submitted in January 2016 without a budget. Apparently, FAO 
did not allocate a focal point to this initiative, nor involve some relevant partners such as 
those from the health sector; FAO also handed over to the REACH Coordinator most of the 
coordination tasks. 

154 This National Action Plan facilitated an initiative by the national government for food 
security capacity development, with a strong focus on food security information, analysis 
and policy support.

34 ESFSP Evaluation. 
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Agricultural Statistics 

155 During the evaluation period, the major contribution to agricultural statistics was the 
Agricultural Census, which was accomplished by the Government of Myanmar with FAO’s 
support and completed successfully in 2013. The government staff highly appreciated 
FAO’s support for this activity. In addition, the evaluation team found appreciation of FAO’s 
technical assistance to the Food Balance Sheet initiative.  

156 The Government of Myanmar has prioritized a more strategic approach to statistics. Thus, 
the government is participating in the Regional Action Plan for Global Strategy to Improve 
Agricultural and Rural Statistics. It is receiving technical assistance from FAO to prepare the 
Strategic Plan for Agricultural and Rural Statistics35 which is being done in coordination with 
other strategic activities being implemented by the World Bank and Asian Development 
Bank for overall statistics improvement in the country. 

157 During the evaluation period, aside from important results achieved through ECTAD, FAO 
carried out limited work in the livestock sector. This mainly involved a regional dairy project 
and the development of the recently launched LIFT livestock project. The results achieved 
in Animal Transboundary Disease control are presented under Section 4.1, KPA 4. 

158 FAO achieved promising but limited results in the dairy sector through a regional 
intervention36 aimed at empowering smallholder milk producers by enhancing productivity 
and market access. The evaluation team found that farmers benefitted from the training, 
which focused on improve production and quality of milk. Smallholders adopting improved 
practices reported on average a 20 percent improvement in milk production, reduced post-
harvest losses and received better prices for the improved milk quality. 

159 The evaluation team found that although some donors (e.g. New Zealand) may be 
assisting with other inventions on dairy sector improvement, there is a risk that increased 
intensification may result in the exclusion of the smallholder sector. There is a need for FAO 
to work with partners to ensure that further development of dairy production, processing 
and marketing systems involves integration with smallholder supply chains and results in 
the improvement of livelihoods, nutrition and health for smallholder producers and their 
families. 

160 Dairy sector improvements, particularly those carried out in the dry zone, should also take 
into account water conservation measures. Water quality issues should also be taken into 
account, given that the dairy sector is one of the biggest polluters of water worldwide.37. 

161 Although the multi-donor funded LIFT livestock programme is only in the early stages, 
the evaluation team found that it is a good example of FAO’s capacity to develop a 
comprehensive livestock development project that will generate good outcomes for the 
smallholder livestock sector in the central dry zone. If successful, the approach could be 
used for other livestock industries and other regions of Myanmar. The FAO Myanmar LIFT 
project can also play an important role in supplying cattle, sheep and goats for the growing 
export trade (see below).

162 The livestock industry is changing rapidly, including increased intensification and 
industrialization in the poultry, pig and dairy industries, as well as reduced reliance on 
cattle and buffalo for draught power. As a result, there is potential to export livestock and 
animal products to higher priced markets, and increased opportunities for small-scale beef 
production. FAO needs to work with the government to refine national livestock plans and 
priorities to address these challenges and opportunities (i.e. beef production and for trade). 
The national livestock census implemented under the LIFT-funded project is an important 
first step in developing such plans.

35 Global Strategy Planning for Rural Agricultural Services (SPARS Project) – WB/ABD/FAO. 

36 Regional intervention entitled “Small holder dairy development in Bangladesh, Myanmar and Thailand” FAO The 
project was USD 7.2 million allocated in a partnership of CFC, FAO and APHCA with significant in kind support by 
the countries. Participants were smallholders, livestock departments, private sector and NGOs. 

37 http://www.fao.org/docrep/w2598e/w2598e04.htm
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163 An FAO China South-South-Cooperation project involving collaboration on Transboundary 
Animal Diseases among China, Myanmar, Lao PDR and Vietnam is under development.

164 The project will be aligned closely with an initiative by China to manage the disease risks 
from the high numbers of cattle and buffalo moving informally from or through Myanmar. 
China has been discussing the proposal with Myanmar animal health authorities at FAO-
facilitated cross-border meetings; the main aim is to bring informal/illegal trade under 
government control and reduce transboundary disease risk, for example, by allowing 
authorized traders from Myanmar to move live cattle to a prescribed buffer zone in 
Yunnan Province of China for slaughter and processing. To maximize the benefits of large 
movements of cattle from Myanmar to China, there is an opportunity for FAO at country 
and regional levels to support the government with plans for bilateral collaboration, value 
chain studies, market requirements, policy change, infrastructure, guidelines and technical 
inputs on biosecurity, health and production.

4.1.2 Key Priority Area 2: Food safety and quality enhanced 

Finding 22: FAO is recognized as a leader in supporting standards for country food safety. 
Although FAO conducted well-designed food safety interventions in Myanmar, the 
Organization achieved limited results. A more continuous, long-lasting presence is required 
in the country, coupled with an increased focus on capacity development, sustainability and 
technical assistance to achieve substantial results in this field.

Finding 23: FAO contributed to improving food safety-related practices in supply chain 
interventions. This resulted in improved practices in the post-harvest fisheries sector at 
national level and improved husbandry practices in the smallholder dairy sector, . Limited 
results were achieved in improving food safety practices for mango producers and traders.

165 The FAO Myanmar CPF had a separate Outcome on food safety. This demonstrated 
Myanmar’s interest in prioritizing food safety-related interventions, as well as the country’s 
recognition of FAO’s role in the implementation of the food safety agenda. Despite this 
focus, however, food safety was implemented with limited resources, mainly through 
regional interventions and through the use of a small TCP facility. 

166 FAO’s interventions in food safety responded to government priorities. The strengthening 
of national food control regulatory frameworks to enhance Myanmar’s participation in the 
CODEX, as well as the intervention aimed at strengthening inter-ministerial coordination,38 
were designed after a needs assessment and mapping of country gaps in the food safety 
area. The evaluation team found rigor and logic in their initial design. 

167 The country office assigned the food safety coordination project under the responsibility 
of the Ministry of Livestock, Department of Fisheries, which was less directly involved in 
the project implementation than the Ministry of Health. This was considered a shortcut for 
project approval, but ultimately slowed down the follow-up actions related to the approval 
of the formal agreement formulated under the project. 

168 Despite the limited visibility of the interventions, Ministries that did not directly partner 
with FAO (such as the Ministry of Health) were satisfied with FAO’s support in food safety 
matters, and particularly with the technical support provided by the FAO Regional Office 
for Asia and the Pacific (RAP). 

169 In late 2016, the government renewed its interest in getting FAO’s support for further 
developing the food control system and for the development of a comprehensive Food 
Safety Policy. The Food Safety Policy should resolve the outstanding issues related to the 
roles, responsibilities and coordination on standard regulations among ministries and 
regulation bodies. The development of a CODEX manual is another government priority 
for which FAO’s support was recently requested. 

38 “Enhancing Inter-Ministerial Coordination for Strengthening Food Safety Control Management in Myanmar.”
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170 The FAO country office did not have technical expertise in this subject matter and was 
involved only to a limited extent. At the time of the evaluation, it was difficult to identify 
an FAO country focal point for food safety-related matters; considering the important role 
that food safety plays under One Health-related issues, the country office should identify 
a focal point. 

Improved fish quality control, certification and traceability systems

171 FAO was also involved in developing improved fish quality control, certification and 
traceability systems in the country, especially for export to western markets. The market 
access TCP was quite successful in achieving its immediate objectives. The European Union 
lifted the requirement for mandatory testing of shrimp from Myanmar in December 2014, 
indicating a greater confidence in the inspection and certification performed by the Fish 
Inspection and Quality Control Division. 

172 TCP funds were intended by FAO to act as a start-up for mobilizing additional funding; as 
such, the Market Access TCP succeeded in catalysing a European Union-funded GIZ project 
(EU-GIZ Myanmar Trade Development Programme). This project began working with 
the Fish Inspection and Quality Control Division with the aim of broadening the Sanitary 
and Phytosanitary Measures system developed by the TCP along the supply chain. The 
new project was also undertaking work on the guidelines developed by FAO in order to 
incorporate elements of the supply chain that the TCP could not address within its limited 
resources and timeframe.

173 The project mostly focused on the later stages of export value chains, while the more 
critical early stages – capture/harvest, landing, handling, preservation, transport to 
processing factories – remained largely untouched. Although there was some guidance on 
traceability to cover these actions in the next stage, it was not implemented at the time of 
the evaluation and should have been given due attention in the project. Given the size and 
scope of the TCP, it could not have covered the entire supply chain even though the project 
document commits itself to doing so;39 however, the idea that a large part of the value 
chain was left out of the project’s focus was not noted in the final report.

174 The TCP on Market Access had a direct impact on the national government, and its work 
was quickly incorporated into the fish quality control systems at the national level. For the 
target groups (export processing plants), the project outputs had an immediate benefit in 
that it not only improved fish quality systems, but enhanced their market access globally. 
The work also led to a much larger follow-on project being implemented by the EU-GIZ 
project, which reportedly drew upon and was further developing the work done by the 
earlier TCP. To that extent, the TCP on Market Access can be qualified as a sustainable 
project.

Value chain 

175 FAO has promoted improvements in the commodities supply chain through public–
private partnerships. Through funding from the Common Fund for Commodities and the 
Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries Fund for International Development, 
FAO initiated improvements in mango supply chains, improving product quality and 
reducing the dependence on single buyers. However, direct profit margins to smallholders 
were questionable, as was the project’s focus on their prioritized needs. The evaluation 
team found that although implementing partners had a strong interest in the project, 
they did not clearly commit to providing benefits to smallholders and were not trusted 
partners among small mango producers, who viewed the association as an “association of 
rich traders” not interested in sharing benefits with the smallholders.

176 As a result of these internal conflicts machinery purchased through the TCP project for 
mango washing and packing is presently not being used. 

39 Output 1 states that the “Capacity of stakeholders to implement hygienic practices throughout the value chain 
improved”.



Evaluation of FAO’s Contribution to the Myanmar Country Programme

43

4.1.3 Key Priority Area 3: Sustainable management of land and natural resources enhanced 

Findings 24: FAO Myanmar’s activities in natural resource management directly responded 
to government requests and helped to implement key policies and decisions and tailored to 
the government’s needs. 

Finding 25: FAO’s work on the co-management of natural resources in community fisheries 
and community forestry targeted poor and marginalized communities, and contributed to 
reinforcing equality in the utilization of natural resources. The work in community fisheries 
yielded significant results in this respect. 

Co-management of natural resources 

177 Under this key priority area, FAO carried out innovative and interesting interventions in 
community fisheries and community forestry. The community fisheries interventions have 
dedicated descriptions under Box 5. 

178 The community fisheries project40 covered a significant number of poor, marginalized 
and vulnerable fishing communities, whose access to livelihood resources was very low 
and declining further (Figure 6). The communities were able to establish linkages with 
the government, fully understand the issues and take advantage of the support systems 
available to them. They were able to sustain the relationships, systems and livelihood 
interventions beyond the project life. This model of fisheries management went beyond 
the conventional understanding of controlling or regulating fishing. It covered the whole 
range of activities along the value chains while also targeting the livelihood concerns of the 
fishers, ensuring a more holistic approach to fisheries management.

179 The global Forest Farm Facility intervention in Myanmar worked successfully with 
community forest producer associations to establish a strong and effective national apex 
body. This has led to the identification and development of products and their marketing 
through developing collaboration with forest product companies. Bringing together the 
Forestry Department, NGOs, community forestry groups and the private sector proved to 
be an innovative approach. FAO Myanmar’s work in the forestry sector with the Myanmar 
Environment Rehabilitation-conservation Network, an NGO-network organization, was 
very strategic as it was able to access smaller community forestry groups and national NGOs. 
The co-management of natural resources carried out through village fishery societies and 
through Community Forestry represents an important first step in establishing effective 
longer-term natural resource co-management systems. 

180 The evaluation team found that village fishery societies do not have a mature understanding 
of the nature and productivity of fishery resources, the impacts of different gears, or the 
mechanisms that might be implemented to restrain fishing efforts from exerting excessive 
pressure on stocks. Similar findings were found in relation to community-based forestry and 
forest management. 

181 The ESFSP intervention focused on changing the management system to one where local 
fishers had more control over, and financial interest in, their own fishery resources. This has 
worked well, and indeed is arguably a precondition for implementation of a more ecosystem-
based approach. The ESFSP intervention has indeed demonstrated the significant impact that 
a shift to local ownership of fisheries resources can have on attitudes to and responsibility for 
fishery conservation, and creates a management framework within which more ecosystem-
based approaches to fisheries management may be more effectively implemented. 

More on forestry 

182 In the forestry sector, support was provided to the Forestry Department for forest mapping 
and database development. FAO was seen to address a very important need and provided 
the basis for the Forestry Department to move ahead with various aspects of forest 
management in a well-informed manner. In addition, this work was catalytic in helping 

40 GCP/MYA/010/ITA, under the ESFSP. Refer to Annex 3. 
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to leverage a much larger investment from the government of Finland for a nationwide 
forest inventory. Support for Reference Emissions Levels and Monitoring, Reporting and 
Verification was also a key part of the REDD-readiness process, which will allow Myanmar 
to access much larger funding for REDD implementation in the future. In addition, the 
development of updated forest maps and the Forest Resources Assessment report 2015 
were directly attributable to FAO Myanmar. 

183 The Forestry Department requested assistance from FAO to support the development of 
rules and regulations and/or Standard Operational Procedures for Community Forestry 
aligned with the revised Forest Law. 

More on fisheries 

184 FAO implemented a national component of the Global Bay of Bengal Large Marine 
Ecosystem (BOBLME) programme. The BOBLME programme undertook extensive surveys 
to assess marine fisheries health and explored a number of related areas – policy/legislative 
frameworks, ecosystem approaches to management, capacity building needs, small-scale 
fisheries – to support the development of a broad framework of action to address the 
fisheries management concerns. 

185 In the fisheries sector, both the work on community fisheries and BOBLME41 generated 
knowledge that had potentially significant policy, research and development implications. 
Examples include: i) economic analysis of community fisheries; (ii) survey results of RV Fritjof 
Nansen indicating that the marine resources of Myanmar may have been largely exploited 
beyond their Maximum Sustainable Yield; and (iii) identification and mapping of more 
than 20 ecosystem subregions, providing an excellent higher level ecological baseline. 
BOBLME also supported the diffusion of the Voluntary Guidelines on Small-Scale Fisheries. 
However, the evaluation team found that some of these findings had limited impact on 
policy settings, institutional arrangements, planning and management approaches or 
behaviours and practices. 

Land use management and governance of tenure

186 FAO’s work on land use management has mostly targeted support to capacity development 
of mapping and geographic information systems. 

187 The evaluation team found cases in which FAO should have better advised land use strategies 
and agricultural policies. For example, the stated purpose was for Myanmar to become self-
sufficient in palm oil supply, to substitute imports, to improve rural industrial and social 
infrastructure, and to create an inflow of foreign direct investment. FAO has supported this 
policy thinking through a number of projects. For example, in order to contribute to the 
government’s plan to rapidly increase oil palm plantations FAO provided 6 000 germinated 
seeds that were planted at an oil palm estate in Kawthaung, Tanintharyi Region.

188 However, the oil palm industry developed without much regard to land occupation by local 
populations, land suitability, conversion of forests, water sources or endangered species. Due 
to the low productivity resulting from the limited suitability of the growing area, including 
a five-month dry season, as well as the inefficiencies resulting from poor management, 
domestically produced palm oil is still more expensive than imported palm oil. 

189 The evaluation team felt that a more substantial and programmatic approach to land 
use is needed, possibly through the establishment of a land use policy and strengthened 
implementation authority at the local level.

190 The Forestry Department and the Department of Agriculture are cooperating with FAO 
in the newly started Global Environment Facility project on sustainable crop land and 
agroforestry ecosystems in Myanmar, which clearly addresses high priority issues of 
sustainable land use and production in the country. 

41 Refer to http://www.fao.org/evaluation/digest/evaluations-detail/es/c/416088/ for the full report.
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191 FAO was a catalyst for enabling a much better informed discussion on a National Land Use 
Policy for Myanmar. 

192 The launching of the VGGT in Myanmar in 2013 was successful and generated significant 
interest; participants from government and civil society gained knowledge of VGGT and 
the motivation to use the VGGT as a guide for the drafting of the National Land Use Policy. 
The work carried out under the VGGT was addressed by this evaluation under a separate 
case study and described in Box 2.

Box 2: The Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, 
Fisheries and Forests in the Context of National Food Security 

The Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, Fisheries and Forests 
in the Context of National Food Security (VGGT) promotes secure tenure rights and equitable 
access to land, fisheries and forests as a means of eradicating hunger and poverty, supporting 
sustainable development and enhancing the environment. The guidelines were officially endorsed 
by the Committee on World Food Security on 11  May 2012. The guidelines serve as a reference 
set of principles and internationally accepted norms or practices for the responsible governance of 
tenure. In this context, tenure refers to “how people, communities and others gain access to natural 
resources, whether through formal law or informal arrangements. The rules of tenure determine who 
can use which resources for how long and under what conditions.
In promoting the VGGT, it was important to develop partnerships with civil society networks, 
government and business. However, the partnerships with civil society organizations were limited. 
Misunderstandings between civil society organization and FAO Myanmar on participation in a 
Bangkok Forum on Land in 2013 also contributed to a weak relationship. The attempts to obtain 
further funding for follow-up activities in 2013 were not successful; proposals were made to DfID and 
LIFT, though it is not clear whether the poor relationship with civil society organizations contributed 
to this result. Consequently, FAO Myanmar did not have the resources to support the various 
participants in the National Land Use Policy. In Myanmar’s land tenure development context, civil 
society organization networks were very important in the development of the policy. The Mekong 
River Land Governance Project (funded by the Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation) has 
been very effective in furthering research on better tenure arrangements for people in traditional or 
customary communities.
The government was quick to recognize the important role that civil society would play in the National 
Land Use Policy development but FAO country office was not as quick or appreciative of civil society. 
There was a period of time from 2013 to 2015 when the relationship between FAO country office and 
civil society was not healthy, at least in the land governance sector.
This situation began to change in 2015 as a result of joint workshops. The May 2015 workshops 
in Mandalay and Yangon, in particular, were successful in helping civil society organizations 
to understand the VGGT, as well as how civil society organizations could better engage with 
government on the development of National Land Use Policy. The workshops provided a solid base 
for core members of the LIOH network to connect with members across the country (a total of 909 
written comments were submitted as a result of the national consultation process). FAO’s work and 
presentations on customary land tenure were commended by participants. The consultants hired 
by FAO for the NAPA Lands Study (2015) and the FIRST land analysis (2016) were also commended. 
Workshops in-country, however, were believed to be better facilitated by civil society, with FAO 
providing expertise on technical matters. In 2016, the consultant working on FIRST established good 
working relations with civil society networks, especially through the Land Core Group. This approach 
will be important to continue, as recommendations are made and actions taken to support planning 
and policy development. The figure below shows an estimate of the complexity of donors involved in 
the land sector in Myanmar in the last six years.
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4.1.4 Key Priority Area 4: Preparedness for and mitigation of disasters enhanced and 
resilience improved 

Emergency Centre for Transboundary Animal Diseases

Findings 26: Through ECTAD, FAO Myanmar addressed the continuing need for stronger 
surveillance, prevention and control of Highly Pathogenic Avian Influenza in Myanmar. 
It responded to the evolving nature of zoonotic diseases, changing circumstances and 
priorities.

Finding 27: Risk management and biosecurity improvements in poultry farms and live 
bird markets were less effective and require further work. While biosafety and biosecurity 
practices have developed into common knowledge, the application of these practices at 
individual farms and live bird markets has been hindered by cost and perception constraints. 

Finding 28: Working in partnership with the Livestock Breeding and Veterinary Department, 
ECTAD achieved positive results in the control and surveillance of zoonotic diseases, 
especially in the poultry sector. The consistent improvement and proficiency rating of the 
diagnostic laboratories demonstrated the impact of ECTAD’s investment in equipment, 
technical support and capacity building work.

193 Despite predating the CPF under review, the evaluation team found that ECTAD continued 
to contribute to FAO’s programme in Myanmar. ECTAD assisted in building the capacity of 
the Livestock Breeding and Veterinary Department to conduct surveillance and control of 
Highly Pathogenic Avian Influenza. This included support for developing guidelines and 
training, as well as the establishment of clinical and laboratory capacity and a national 
contingency plan for disease control. It also gradually integrated its activities, coordination 
schemes and joint initiatives which linked Myanmar’s early warning system with its 
neighbouring countries, the ASEAN region and the Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific’s 
(RAP’s) One Health initiative.  

194 While ECTAD has limited direct engagement with small farmers and traders, during the 
evaluation period it provided biosecurity training to a number of farmers, including in 
poultry production zones, and to traders at live bird markets. Moreover, ECTAD distributed 
awareness raising materials throughout these sub-sectors in partnership with the 
Livestock Breeding and Veterinary Department and sectoral groups such as the Myanmar 
Livestock Association and Market Development Committees. Despite this, the evaluation 
team observed limited individual initiatives related to reporting and bio-safe practices at 
the farmer and trader (market) level due to individual cost and perception concerns. The 
evaluation team observed that while there is relatively good knowledge and understanding 
of biosecurity and bio-safe practices in markets and small farms, it has not consistently 
translated to practical implementation. It will require further targeted work in practical 
settings, using behaviour change approaches.  

195 ECTAD provided policy and technical support for government responses to emerging 
infectious diseases and transboundary animal diseases and developed contingency plans 
for Highly Pathogenic Avian Influenza viruses (H5N1 HPAI, H7N9) and Low Pathogenic 
Avian Influenza. Rapid response procedures developed for HPAI have also been useful for 
foot-and-mouth disease, and porcine reproductive and respiratory syndrome outbreaks 
in more recent years. ECTAD was also responsible for strengthened surveillance and 
quarantine capacity at the border area (China) for avian influenza. ECTAD convened 
meetings (including National Steering Meetings) with senior decision makers. The project 
supported Myanmar’s participation in two high-level meetings between the People’s 
Republic of China, Lao PDR and Myanmar, where issues relating to international trade and 
livestock disease were discussed. 

196 In addition to ECTAD’s work in laboratories, its work in the mapping of commercial farms 
and areas with large ruminants was relevant in monitoring risk areas and production 
practices. Additionally, ECTAD supported diagnostic laboratories with instruments and 
capacity development to enable food safety tests. These ECTAD laboratories have already 
responded to requests for testing meat and food products. 
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Box 3: Emergency Centre for Transboundary Animal Diseases

“Many of the emerging infectious diseases are highly infectious and animal origin accounts for 
70 percent ... Myanmar is growing fast in terms of social and economic development. Trade, 
travel and tourism sectors are becoming more developed with these positive transformations, 
increasing the cross-border movement of humans, animals and products. This leads to higher 
risk of transmission of communicable diseases including avian influenza”.

-Minister of Health, the Department of Public Health (DoPH) Director General, Dr Soe Lwin Nyein

The Emergency Centre for Transboundary Animal Diseases (ECTAD) is FAO’s corporate centre for the 
planning and delivery of veterinary assistance to FAO member countries responding to the threat 
of transboundary animal health crises.42 The FAO ECTAD Office in Myanmar works closely with the 
Livestock Breeding and Veterinary Department and since its establishment in 2007, has focused on 
projects that address the need for enhanced capacity in country. Early ECTAD projects were funded 
by the World Bank, AusAID/DFAT, USAID and other bilateral donors. They aimed to build technical 
and human resource capacity within the Livestock Breeding and Veterinary Department as well as 
provide technical support by developing enabling mechanisms such as policies and the infrastructure 
to support operation functions. 

The Government of Myanmar faced its first major outbreak of Highly Pathogenic Avian Influenza 
(H5N1) in 2006, which provided the impetus for the government to build its capacity for prevention, 
detection and control of HPAI and other emerging infectious diseases. The Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations was at the forefront of this work, capitalizing on its history of a 
close working relationship with the Government of Myanmar. 

Since the first outbreak of HPAI in Myanmar in 2006, the country had an average of one reported 
and confirmed outbreak annually until 2013. In addition to HPAI outbreaks in recent years, there 
has been a significant expansion of HPAI H5Nx influenza viruses related to Clade 2.3.4.4 in China 
since 2014. H5N8 has spread around the world via migratory waterfowl and H5N6 is spreading more 
widely and affecting humans in Asia; these present imminent threats to poultry in Myanmar. ECTAD 
achieved significant results and showcased a promising emergency/recovery/development model 
that builds on strengthening resilience. Detailed information available in the Case Study on ECTAD.

42

Non-ECTAD emergencies 

Findings 29: Emergency responses43 were appropriate to the needs of the Government of 
Myanmar, as well as the type of disaster and the needs of the beneficiaries. The targeting 
of vulnerable households was consistent across all FAO Myanmar emergency responses. 
However, a deeper analysis is needed on the role of women in agriculture during an 
emergency in order to provide a more tailored response. 

197 The evaluation team found consistent feedback and evidence that the type and location 
of emergency assistance was in agreement with the government’s needs. In most cases, 
consultations were conducted at the community level to determine the preferred varieties 
of crops and breeds of livestock. In the majority of responses, inputs were also tailored to 
household assets and the capacities of beneficiaries. The provision of training also ensured 

42  FAO ECTAD.

43 Unless state otherwise, “emergency reposes” pertains to non-ECTAD emergency responses. 
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that beneficiary farmers have the information they need to maximize the benefits of the 
inputs received. The evaluation team found that livestock and poultry (chickens and doves) 
distributed at the right time contributed to increased income for landless and vulnerable 
groups. The emergency inception phase was advantageous for the regional government 
to identify convergence during emergencies. Furthermore, the evaluation team found that 
FAO Myanmar is working to improve its accountability to affected populations through 
more targeted beneficiary selection and stakeholder consultations. One of the areas that 
it can improve is communications, especially with development partners and regional 
government. 

198 Across all responses, FAO Myanmar targeted smallholders, landless/tenant farming and 
households that are in need of assistance. It prioritized women and vulnerable groups 
within the community. Respondents were able to recall the participatory process of 
consultation to identify the poorest, female-headed families, as well as the elderly, disabled 
and households with younger children. The majority of the villages viewed FAO’s support 
as equal and fair. However, the evaluation team found limited analysis on the impacts of 
conflicts and disasters to women. This was a missed opportunity to address more deep-
set gender issues. In spite of this, the evaluation team found that there were conscious 
efforts to target women and female-headed households in the actual implementation. 
Evidence was seen in the distribution of poultry and small ruminants across all projects. 
To a certain degree, FAO Myanmar and its implementing partners developed a culture of 
gender conscious response. 

Finding 30: FAO Myanmar’s emergency responses targeted both displaced and host 
communities. It clearly articulated the desire to prevent further displacement or migration 
through the resumption of agricultural activities. 

However, the use of standard community labels and a standard (blanket) approach to 
delivering inputs and training resulted in lost opportunities to deliver a tailored response, 
bridge recovery and development, or introduce more resilience or peace-building 
components. 

199 The evaluation team found that the current humanitarian definitions of villages used 
by FAO in its emergency responses, especially in Central and Northern Rakhine, do not 
capture important differences among the communities. For example, the term internally 
displaced persons is more nuanced and should be used carefully in the design of projects 
and beneficiary selection.

200 Some villages had symbiotic agricultural relationships, as seen in several isolated 
communities.44,45 In these instances, there were opportunities to strengthen intercommunal 
collaboration, building on lessons from successful peace-building agricultural actives in the 
area. In addition, through FAO’s access to some restricted areas, there were opportunities 
to contribute to peace-building work. FAO Myanmar had some limited activities of this 
type in the past. However, there were good examples in several areas in Myanmar where 
the United Nations Development Programme and the United Nations High Commissioner 
for Refugees linked development projects to peace-building. 

Finding 31: When FAO Myanmar responded promptly to emergencies, it contributed to early 
recovery and in some cases prevented beneficiaries from spiralling into further poverty and 
indebtedness.

201 Considering the degree of disaster, its recurrent nature and the limitations of FAO 
Myanmar, the evaluation team found that FAO’s emergency responses have contributed 
positively to restoring livelihoods. The evaluation team also found that borrowing money/
inputs was the most common coping mechanism during emergencies. Indebtedness often 
compounds when agricultural production is disrupted due to a disaster. The continued 
production enabled by FAO responses contributed to preventing beneficiaries from 
acquiring further debts. 

44 According to general classification, isolated communities are Rakhine villages that are surrounded by Muslim 
villages or settlement, or vice versa. The isolation referred to in this report is the distance and access to services.

45 Sites visited were in Sittwe, Mrauk U, Pauktaw and Minbya.
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202 In several cases, communities that received FAO seed interventions in 2013 reported 
increased yields per acre; this allowed them to partially pay their debts in 2014 and 
completely pay them in 2015. Households who were able to pay their initial debt after a 
good harvest also had a better ability to invest in agricultural inputs for the next cropping 
cycle. There was consistent positive feedback on the quality of rice, legume and vegetable 
seeds as well as the fertilizers provided by FAO. The increase in production was attributed 
to the infusion of quality fertilizers which farmers are otherwise unable to afford.

203 The response was less successful, however, when the delivery of the process and/
or inputs were late. This was generally due to a longer inception processes and FAO’s 
complex procurement process. While the project might deliver within the NTE deadline, 
delivering inputs towards the end of the project leaves little time to conduct proper 
monitoring by FAO, implementing partners and the government. Monitoring should 
therefore be addressed through post-project monitoring, possibly by building this into 
the implementing partnership agreement. 

Finding 32: FAO Myanmar contributed to building the beneficiaries’ resilience through 
input distribution and complementary capacity building activities. In areas where FAO 
had a long-term, continuous presence and connected projects, results on resilience were 
evident. 

There is a need for FAO Myanmar to develop a unified resilience programme to connect 
fragmented projects, build on its past success and participate more in the “resilience 
space” in Myanmar.  

204 The evaluation team found that in some cases, despite not being able to contribute to a 
sustained change in income, FAO-assisted communities were more stable and were able 
to re-engage in their farming activities. Thus, FAO’s capacity building efforts helped to 
increase resilience to future shocks. However, capacity building largely depended on the 
mode, timing and opportunity to immediately apply the new learning using the inputs, 
which limited reinforcement of the knowledge initiated by FAO Myanmar. Behaviour 
change and improved practices are long-term goals which are reached through the 
continuous provision of information and possibly inputs. Generally, weak extension 
services limited the people’s access to information and their opportunity to reinforce the 
application of new knowledge and skills. 

205 Although FAO Myanmar showed mixed results regarding how its emergency response 
responded to the dynamic humanitarian crisis and repeated natural disasters, strategic 
thinking has increased recently. One example is linking disaster risk reduction with 
recovery response, as seen in its collaboration with the government to conduct multi-
hazard assessment using drones. The result of the exercise aims to enhance disaster 
impact assessment, facilitate analysis of multi-hazard risk and add another layer for 
robust beneficiary selection. This is a good example of how to maximize the emergency 
resources including technical staff, establish baselines for future planning of emergencies 
and resilience work, and bridge emergency and recovery/development projects.

206 There were lost opportunities to facilitate synergies between different FAO emergency 
and development activities due to limited focal points on resilience, such as a dedicated 
resilience coordinator. This gap was also expressed with regard to FAO Myanmar’s 
perceived limited presence in disaster risk reduction and emergency-related platforms.  

207 At the time of writing this report, FAO Myanmar has started to strengthen its resilience 
programming. These efforts include the Rakhine Resilience Plan, which is very strategic 
and well-aligned to the needs of the area and development partners. The increased 
number of technical staff of the two (or three) emergency projects positively contributed 
to FAO’s increased presence in coordinating and technical platforms. Current staff 
recruited through emergency projects also provided technical support to increase the 
country office portfolio and attract funding. This was a positive and proactive use of 
emergency resources and added coherence to the proposed activities. However, a long-
term resilience coordinator is needed at the senior level to build on and create synergies 
among the results of current projects, serve as a focal point for partners working in 
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emergencies, and mobilize funds for resilience work. A dedicated resilience manager 
would address the need for an integrated resilience programme, help to manage cyclical 
patterns of natural disaster in the country, contribute to resolving protracted crises, 
and assist in pre-emptive strategies for possible emergency needs (i.e. the re-entry of 
internally displaced persons in southern Myanmar as expressed by other partners).

Box 4: Case study on the contribution of FAO in Central and Northern Rakhine State

“Even if other agencies do not support us with material things, we have learned how to raise 
livestock so we can also help ourselves “

                                                               - A farmer in Rakhine during an interview

Rakhine State has 18 townships, 2082 village tracts and 7720 villages. The population in Rakhine 
is estimated at about 3.3  million, with 1.6  million males and 1.7  million females. The average 
household size is six people, compared to the national average of 5.2. From 2010 to 2016, FAO 
implemented eight projects in Rakhine State totalling USD 3 834 839. Five projects were emergency 
response and one was a non-emergency project.

FAO’s estimated target was about 23  500 household beneficiaries. This amounted to 116  414 
individuals. Only three projects cited disaggregated data on women and children in the project 
document. Out of a total of 99 414 individuals from the three projects, there were 52 539 (52 percent) 
female beneficiaries.

During the Country Programme Evaluation inception in December 2015, initial discussions with 
agencies and important stakeholders identified the Rakhine State as a relevant case study, as FAO 
has access and works with various types of communities. The study focused on the effects of FAO’s 
contribution to the recovery in Rakhine, documenting factors that led to the inclusion/exclusion 
of beneficiaries as well as FAO’s role among other development agencies. The FAO country office, 
government, other United Nations agencies and international NGOs were consulted to contextualize 
the study. Field work took place from April to May 2016.  

The study covered seven emergency and recovery/rehabilitation projects that responded to 
disasters or conflict events from 2011 to 2016 and the consequent humanitarian emergencies. The 
study covered six townships in Rakhine State: Buthidaung, Maungdaw, Kyauktaw, Mrauk-U, Minbya 
and Sittwe. Detailed information is provided in the Case Study on Central and Northern Rakhine.

4.2 Sustainability

Finding 33: Signs of sustainability were observed in areas where FAO Myanmar worked 
at both the community and national policy levels. Conversely, sustainability was weak in 
areas where the link between knowledge and policy was unclear. 

208 The evaluation team found issues with FAO’s programme that undermined its long-term 
sustainability. The most important factors were related to the lack of i) empowerment 
and strategy in delivering capacity development programmes; ii) targeting; iii) absence 
of clear exit strategies; and iv) partnering at the project formulation and implementation 
level. These considerations resulted from gaps described under the capacity development, 
partnerships and contributions sections of this report. This section is meant to add further 
considerations to the issue of sustainability of FAO interventions. 
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209 Most interventions were technically sustainable; however, the evaluation team found 
that some interventions failed due to lack of adequate analysis and technical guidance. 
For example, the Royal Jelly TCP showed a number of technical weaknesses, the most 
evident of which was the absence of a cold chain (and of electricity) in the project sites 
meant for the production of Royal Jelly. The main cause for this might have been the use 
of consultants not familiar with Myanmar conditions. 

210 The evaluation team found that the long-term involvement of dedicated FAO staff was 
essential for project sustainability. However, considering that about 90 percent46 of FAO 
programmes were funded by voluntary donor contributions, continued external support 
is a precondition for the sustainability of most programme results. FAO must seek timely 
and continuing assistance to ensure the sustainability of its work in Myanmar.

211 In the absence of funding continuity in the community fisheries intervention as well 
as unclear linkages of results to policy, sustainability is at risk despite excellent results 
achieved at community level. In community fisheries, the most significant threat to 
the sustainability of project activities was the decision of the Ayeyarwady regional 
government not to renew the lease under the Special Fisheries Management Area after 
2017 (refer to Box 5).

212 The ECTAD programme has continuously built on its own successes; its results in policy, 
capacity building and laboratory infrastructure have shown sustained impact and remain 
in use.

213 As shown by the Rakhine case study, those FAO Myanmar projects that included measures 
to promote resilience helped communities transition from emergency to recovery, and to 
some extent to development (refer to the Case Study).

214 The evaluation team found that FFS could be an excellent way to achieve long-term 
sustainability through the empowerment of beneficiaries. Although FAO Myanmar used 
FFS as a key approach for building capacity development, the evaluation found that 
inappropriate design and implementation of training schemes significantly affected 
results and sustainability. FFS is meant to work under a specific framework, as a learning 
platform that works with minimum input distribution; however, in Myanmar, FFS came 
to be highly subsidized and the farmer-to-farmer technical learning component was 
minimal and received little attention.

215 FAO’s attention to ensure environmental sustainability of its interventions in Myanmar is 
not explicitly and continuously documented and traced. The new safeguards47 recently 
introduced by FAO will surely contribute to ensure that standards for environmental 
sustainability are met.  

46 Estimates are based on the comparison of TCP and non-TCP funded projects from 2011 to 2016.

47 http://www.fao.org/environmental-social-standards/en/
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Box 5: Community fisheries

The fisheries co-management project was instrumental in the creation of village fisheries societies 
in 20 villages in Bogale Township, and facilitated the transfer of 28 tender lots from the government 
to the societies; the village fishery societies, in turn, sublet the fishing rights to stow net fishers 
and used the proceeds for fisheries management, purchasing fishing lots, and for the establishment 
of a microfinance fund. The project facilitated the development of fisheries co-management plans 
and by-laws for the village fishery societies. To support the co-management process, the project 
prepared and published reviews and field guides on freshwater fisheries legislation as well as 
other technical and policy advisory guidance. The project also made efforts to develop post-harvest 
infrastructure (jetties, collection centres) and skills for women’s groups to improve the quality of 
their fisheries products and market access. It constructed or rehabilitated fish ponds, provided 
training and necessary inputs such as seed, fertilizer and other equipment. Livelihood diversification 
was also supported through provision of livestock such as pigs, layer ducks and chickens. 

The various project activities seemed to fit well under the different components of the Voluntary 
Guidelines on Small-Scale Fisheries, including: (i) governance of tenure and use rights to the natural 
resources; (ii) value chains, post-harvest and trade; (iii) gender equality; and (iv) disaster risks and 
climate change. There were few overt activities dealing with social development, employment and 
decent work, but the overall impact of the project may have contributed to this component as well. 

At the community level, the people’s interest in the outputs of the project remained high. The 
systems were still working as envisaged and the village fishery societies managed to renew the 
tender-lease for the current year. The infrastructure was in use, although the cooperative marketing 
system appeared to be having problems in some seven or eight villages, according to the fishers. 
The female post-harvest trainees were reported to be using the practices for better quality products. 
Most positively, the village fishery societies groups continued to meet regularly among themselves 
as well as with the Township Department of Fisheries officers to give updates on the situation. The 
stow net fishers had sizeable incomes from the tender lot areas. The revolving loan funds were being 
managed and the groups reportedly had reasonably good capital, with proper bank accounts and 
accounting procedures in place.

The most important threat to the sustainability of the project activities was the decision of the 
Ayeyarwady regional government to stop offering the lease under the Special Fisheries Management 
Area from 2017. The fishing areas would revert to the old system of auctions, where the highest 
bidders would get the lease. The Special Fisheries Management Area was a direct outcome of 
the FAO project’s work in the area; the tender-lease system it had given rise to formed the basis 
of development support in the project area. The village fishery societies groups do not have the 
resources to take this issue up at the relevant levels of the government and, with FAO having 
completely withdrawn and no other support forthcoming, the future of the tender lot process remains 
very uncertain. Interactions with the Department of Fisheries at the regional and district levels did 
not indicate any particular concern about the issue or about the future implications of going back on 
what was apparently a progressive step. A common sentiment was that the fishers were not ready 
for co-management and that the unity and cohesion necessary for such a system to work was lacking 
in the communities. 

Overall, three things were apparent to the evaluation relating to the project: (i) while there was strong 
buy-in from the project communities to the co-management idea, there were problems within the 
village fishery societies groups; (ii) the government did not ‘own’ the project after FAO’s withdrawal; 
and (iii) the communities lacked the support that FAO had provided both in terms of resolving the 
teething troubles that any community cooperative initiative must face and in championing the fishers’ 
cause at the right levels within the government. The absence of an honest broker – for example, a 
civil society organization – was keenly felt by the fishers in the project areas.
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4.3 Programme coherence and synergies

Finding 34: FAO Myanmar benefitted from its proximity to FAO Regional Office for Asia 
and the Pacific (RAP) and from technical assistance from FAO headquarters. Until recently, 
however, the FAO Myanmar country team had limited or no involvement in regional 
programmes. The evaluation team noted positive changes, happening under new FAO 
regional and national management resulting in closer cooperation and communication 
between the Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific (RAP) and the country office.

216 The CPF structure did not represent a good entry point for programmatic interventions 
or for enhancing their coherence. The absence of a common framework to rationalize 
projects into a cohesive programme at the national level, and to establish cross-project 
linkages, led to a fragmented approach to FAO’s project portfolio and to limited synergies 
among projects. The evaluation team has outlined under the contributions section some 
interventions that led to concrete, synergic interventions. ECTAD was implemented as 
a coherent programme. ECTAD activities were informed and supported by the ECTAD 
Regional Office in the Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific (RAP) through the provision 
of technical and operational support and normative guidelines. The Crisis Management 
Centre in Rome is also available at the government’s request. An annual regional meeting 
of ECTAD and its partners may also help to determine the direction of ECTAD and its 
sub-offices, including that of ECTAD Myanmar. Regional meetings also helped to tailor 
the priorities in countries and ensure coherence and synergy among FAO objectives and 
ECTAD’s country and global contributions.

217 The three Italian-funded projects, known as the Environmental Sustainable Food Security 
Programme, had weak programmatic links and were implemented in different parts 
of the country and without any clear synergy between them, except for the financial 
administration. Post-harvest interventions in fisheries and crop production, which could 
have been very relevant to the ESFSP beneficiaries, were not directly linked to them. 

218 The evaluation team found evidence of good use of TCP facilities,48 which were used to fund 
activities considered very relevant at country level (such as for the intervention addressing 
inter-ministerial coordination on food-safety).

219 The Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific (RAP) considers Myanmar as an important 
country to invest in, and allocated staff resources to it. Strategic use of technical expertise 
at RAP level could have been enhanced by involving RAP in the timely formulation or 
backstopping of national interventions. Gender is an evident case in which the technical 
resources provided by RAP were underutilized. 

220 On the other hand, in several headquarters- and RAP-led projects, FAO Myanmar’s level of 
involvement was confined to purely operational matters. This further affected the country 
office’s capacity to maximize the synergies of its projects. FAO headquarters and the FAO 
Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific (RAP) at times were working directly with the 
government and bypassing the country office. This was ineffective and undermined FAO 
Myanmar’s liaison responsibilities. Moreover, it added a layer of confusion in communications 
with government line agencies (which still requested direct communication with FAO 
Myanmar), and affected the timeliness of project approvals and monitoring.

221 Also in some areas of work, ready-made technical assistance from FAO headquarters and 
the FAO Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific (RAP) may have constrained the country 
office’s ability to develop in-house resources for technical support. A positive example was 
the use of the international land tenure expert recruited under the Global FIRST project, 
funded by the European Union, to support the strategic VGGT process in Myanmar. In 
terms of improved synergies, the last fishery and forestry projects funded by the Global 
Environment Facility are also building on previous interventions. 

48 The TCP Facility aims to provide urgent, local programming support activities and to strengthen field programme 
development processes. It is a rapid-response and flexible tool at the disposal of FAO member countries. A TCPf 
project responds to specific and short-term assistance in any technical area falling within FAO’s technical mandate 
and Strategic Framework.
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4.3.1 Programme monitoring and knowledge management

Finding 35: Monitoring at the project level was satisfactory for emergencies and major 
interventions with dedicated staff at country level, such as the Environmental Sustainable 
Food Security Programme; it was weak, however, for national and regional TCPs. 
Monitoring at programme level was not carried out. This contributed to weak institutional 
memory. 

Finding 36: The limited monitoring at the programme level led to limited capacity to 
produce knowledge products and share them with development partners.  

222 The project monitoring was conducted on an ad hoc basis rather than in any standardized 
way. Monitoring and evaluation systems were used for process monitoring for projects 
and there was limited systematic use of a monitoring and evaluation system at the FAO 
Myanmar programme level. It was not clear to what extent the results of the monitoring 
and evaluation system were utilized by other stakeholders. In most cases, the project’s 
monitoring and evaluation progress reports were produced efficiently but focused 
almost entirely on activities. For many activities, it was difficult to discern the substantive 
objectives or expected results and impacts; to know how a set of activities would 
comprise an effective strategic action; or to understand how different activities related 
to each other.

223 In the Environmentally Sustainable Food Security Programme, the monitoring system was 
detailed and matched the need of a very complex programme; the model was exemplary 
and could be used for other similar activities. In the case of emergencies, ECTAD did not 
have a Monitoring Officer on the team, and project activities were generally monitored 
by implementation partners (Livestock Breeding and Veterinary Department and 
Ministry of Livestock, Fisheries and Rural Development) and tracked by ECTAD project 
staff per component. In non-ECTAD emergencies, there was process monitoring within 
the lifespan of a response, as well as several attempts to conduct a systematic impact 
assessment on some responses. The monitoring and evaluation system of ECTAD was 
more effective because there were clear incentives attached to it like opportunities for 
continuous funding, demand from the donor and the FAO regional office. While this was 
appreciated, there should be more systematic and required post-response assessments 
– not only to inform partners for accountability but also to record lessons learned. In 
the case of past responses in Ayeyarwady, there was limited monitoring after project 
completion. Establishing a resilience programme could entail a systematic review of old 
responses to determine if the emergency/recovery/development nexus is progressing.

224 There was no monitoring unit or officer based in the country office. This was deleterious 
to the institutional memory of the organization at country level, which was quite weak 
due to rapid staff turnover. The limited monitoring at the programme level led to limited 
capacity to produce knowledge products and share them with development partners.  

225 Although FAO contributed to knowledge generation of natural resource information in 
Myanmar, there were weaknesses in knowledge management and communication, and 
a lack of a strategic approach in linking knowledge to policy. This limited the translation 
of new and sometimes innovative knowledge to important tools such as policy or high-
level discussions, especially at the national level.

4.4 Cross-cutting issues 1: Capacity development in the FAO Country 
Programme Framework

226 Capacity development is a core area of FAO’s work in Myanmar, and the CPF for 2011-16 lists 
human resource development and institutional capacity building among its main priority 
outcomes (Outcome 5). Most projects under the CPF included capacity development as 
an integral component. Additionally, through workshops, fora and hands-on trainings, 
the CPF endeavours to support capacity development in the following cross-cutting 
areas: strategy/action plan formulation; policy analysis; project formulation, evaluation 
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and monitoring; institutional capacity building; partnership/network building; and 
mainstreaming gender in agriculture. 

227 Despite the importance of capacity development as a cross-cutting theme and as 
an important tool to achieve FAO’s CPF objectives, the evaluation found no attempt 
at the country programme level to develop a cohesive capacity building strategy 
across all sectors, based on an understanding of the capacity gaps at the recipient 
level. Due to the absence of a broader strategy, most capacity development work 
was confined to the individual project level. This resulted in (i)  diminishing FAO’s 
capacity to attract resources; (ii) a fragmented approach that failed to link the three 
dimensions of capacity development49 and at times provide tangible results beyond the 
project level; and (iii) limited follow-up in the post-project period by both FAO and its 
partner organizations.

228 Lack of clarity on the capacity development objectives also contributed to the training 
not reaching the level where it was needed (e.g. in forestry and fisheries, while the actual 
focus of the management systems was at the district and township levels, the training 
and exposure programmes targeted the national and regional levels), and not being 
focused on more locally relevant activities (e.g. in the training received by community 
forestry groups, certain potentially lucrative activities performed solely by women may 
have been overlooked). 

229 Due to the lack of capacity needs assessment within the projects, the capacity 
development component did not adequately address targeting of equity issues such as 
gender, youth and vulnerable groups at the community/individual level in the capacity 
development programmes. Among other consequences, this affected the projects’ 
abilities to increase the representation of women and vulnerable groups (e.g. the elderly) 
through the capacity development activities. 

230 In addition, FAO minimally addressed some important policymaking needs (e.g. in 
promoting VGGT to the required level) and organizational needs of partners and civil 
society bodies (e.g. the capacity of civil society organizations in forestry to submit 
proposals for grants).

231 The language in which the capacity development programmes were undertaken 
was raised as an important issue in several areas covered by the evaluation (e.g. 
land policy, forestry, Rakhine case study). Considering the wide diversity of local 
languages spoken in the country, as well as the poor English comprehension 
skills among government officers, FAO’s capacity development programmes were 
constrained by not adequately addressing the local language needs. 

232 The use of international consultants – including Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific 
(RAP) and headquarters staff – for training design and implementation resulted in a 
high quality of work. However, it also contributed to missed opportunities to develop 
local expertise; poor understanding of the local context; inability to present ideas in 
appropriate local languages; and, most significantly, short-term engagement with 
communities, whereas a longer-term, strategic engagement would have been necessary. 

233 In support of capacity development at the organizational level, FAO’s work has led to 
improvement in the capacity of the partner organizations in specific areas. Several projects 
have undertaken training of trainer programmes focused on Ministry of Agriculture, 
Livestock and Irrigation and other institutional stakeholders, as a means to ensure 
effective and wider implementation of training programmes. This helped to develop 
a good – albeit very small – cadre of trainers in the country. The support provided 
to different line departments of the Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation to 
cope with animal health and food safety requirements was seen as being very timely 
and important (e.g. support to the Livestock Breeding and Veterinary Department to 

49 The three dimensions of capacity development as defined by FAO is the individual/community level, institutional 
level and enabling environment.
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undertake effective animal health surveillance and control activities in the field and in 
the lab; to the Department of Fisheries, in fish quality control along the value chain; 
and to the Forest Department, in applying the United Nations Framework Convention 
on Climate Change guidelines and harmonization of the national systems with global 
reporting systems). Similarly, FAO’s work with the Department of Agricultural Research 
and Seed Division of the Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation and with the 
Applied Research Center for Perennial Crops, and other line agencies enhanced national 
institution capacities for breeder’s seed production.

234 The training and other capacity development programmes placed considerable emphasis 
on technical issues, and the quality of support provided was considered to be excellent 
in this respect; however, much less focus was placed on the broader policy-institutional 
context, despite the CPF’s emphasis on capacity development in these areas. Similarly, 
capacities for market-led development strategies (e.g. in forestry and fisheries) remained 
underdeveloped, which reduced the effectiveness of government efforts to address the 
livelihood needs of target groups.

235 At a more fundamental level the evaluation found that, despite a long period of 
engagement with the partner organizations on building their capacities, there still 
exists a considerable gap50 in achieving this objective. While this may be partly owing to 
historical reasons, it is also due to the fact that FAO has not assessed the effectiveness 
of its various capacity building activities, in order to learn from past experiences and to 
develop a more cohesive strategy for better results across all projects.

236 At the community level, the members of the target communities where FAO implemented 
projects were able to recall the training received from FAO projects long after the projects 
had ended. The training was considered helpful, both to improve the existing practices in 
fisheries, livestock and crop production, and to cope with future disasters and conflicts. 
The skills imparted to fisherwomen to improve the quality of their fish processing methods 
had reportedly reduced losses and added to their incomes. Training on community 
institution building, natural resource management and livelihood diversification led to 
increased awareness, if not exactly sustainable implementation. 

237 The farmer field school system, promoted through many of the FAO-implemented 
projects (e.g. GCP/MYA/01/ITA and GCP/MYA/011/ITA), was considered an effective 
organizational capacity building mechanism, as well as a mechanism for access, 
promotion, coordination and strengthening of innovative farming techniques at the 
farm and village levels. 

238 Although FAO-Myanmar used farmer field schools as a key approach for building capacity 
development, the evaluation found that inappropriate design and implementation of 
training schemes heavily affected results and sustainability as explained under Section 
4.1.1 (KPA 1 contribution) and Section 4.2 (Sustainability).

239 The evaluation found that ongoing community-level needs assessment exercises tried to 
identify people’s needs and aspirations (with regard to a particular project’s objectives), 
without necessarily reflecting on the people’s capacity for expressing their needs in a 
meaningful manner. In the emerging context of Myanmar, people are being asked for 
the first time to make decisions concerning how their lives and livelihoods should be 
shaped, and to express their needs to facilitate this process; as such, they do not always 
have the ability to do so as individuals or communities. It is not clear to what extent 
the needs assessment exercises under different projects (e.g. EFSFP) were preceded by 
capacity development of the communities to reflect upon and articulate their needs in a 
purposeful manner.

50 Refer to Section 4.1. (Contribution to Results).
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Figure 6: Selected results of FAO Myanmar in the three dimensions of capacity 
development

4.5 Cross-cutting issues 3: Gender and other equality issues

Findings 37: The CPF 2012-2016 did not demonstrate a commitment to gender and social 
inclusion, including limited human and financial resources.

53 percent of the projects analysed showed no evidence of gender equity considerations 
at the design level, nor information about different social and ethnic groups in the target 
populations. Emergency interventions were better at including disaggregated information 
in the project documents.

The recording and documentation of gender and social inclusion was generally poor, and 
there was no follow-up of activities to understand the benefits received by the target 
populations. Moreover, there were many missed opportunities for developing the resources 
and capacities of women. 

Prior to the recent partnership with UN Women, FAO had not been proactive in developing 
partnerships for supporting gender integration in Myanmar. The recently completed country 
level gender assessment study for Myanmar was a good start for further work on gender 
and social equity in the country. 

240 Myanmar’s government has made progress in improving the country’s complex gender 
situation. The current social, economic and political reforms being undertaken present an 
opportunity for the advancement of gender equality and women’s rights.

241 Gender equality and women’s rights are guaranteed under the 2008 Constitution of the 
Government of Myanmar.51 The National Strategic Plan for the Advancement of Women 
(2013-2022) – prepared by the Myanmar National Committee for Women’s Affairs for the 

51 Myanmar National Committee for Women’s Affairs, “National Strategic Plan for the Advancement of Women 
(2013-2022), Ministry of Social Welfare, Relief and Resettlement, Department of Social Welfare.
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Department of Social Welfare of the Ministry of Social Welfare, Relief and Resettlement – 
was based on the 12 priority areas of the Beijing Platform for Action and the Convention 
on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination Against Women. Its aim is to improve the 
situation of women and to fully support their rights in accordance with the Constitution of 
the Republic of the Union of Myanmar (2008).

Social and cultural context 

242 Myanmar’s ethnic and religious diversity includes over 100 ethnic groups. Ethnic groups 
are among the poorest and most marginalized populations, and ethnicity is an important 
correlate of poverty and food insecurity.52 This social complexity resulted in varied sets of norms 
governing gender relations throughout the country.53 As a result, Myanmar has a plural legal 
system, which combines the existing formal law and various customary laws and practices.54 

243 Beliefs and norms emphasize women’s economic dependence on men, and affect 
women’s access to productive resources, economic empowerment, wages and livelihood 
opportunities.55 This attitude towards women’s economic roles is also reflected in the 
lower priority given to the education of girls.56 

244 The ethnic diversity and related concerns makes it even more important that rural 
development or livelihood projects ensure that the beneficiaries are appropriately 
identified and special efforts are made to ensure that benefits reach different social and 
ethnic groups in the target populations. FAO recommends that “vulnerability profiling 
should be used to improve targeted interventions for poverty reduction, because it would 
help to identify factors contributing to vulnerability”.57

Box 6: Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific (RAP) support for gender

In December 2016, a publication was launched based on a study conducted jointly by FAO and UN Women. 
Within FAO, the study was initiated by the Gender, Rural and Social Development Officer in the FAO 
Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific (RAP), and was conducted under the NAPA programme. Entitled 
“Including Women and their Priorities in Agriculture: Reducing Poverty, Enhancing Sustainability”, the 
study provides an analytical overview of the state of gender equality and women’s rights in agriculture 
in Myanmar. Drawing principally from statistical data obtained in the Myanmar Census of Agriculture, 
the Myanmar Poverty Profile, a set of household surveys commissioned by the Livelihoods and Food 
Security Trust Fund (LIFT), and the Gender Situation Analysis undertaken by the Ministry of Social 
Welfare, Relief and Resettlement, the United Nations and the Asian Development Bank, the study 
identifies emerging issues, gaps and priority areas for policy and programmatic intervention. 

The analysis also refers to qualitative studies and analytical papers. Perspectives of key informants 
interviewed from government, international agencies and local and international NGOs were also 
included. The report concludes with recommendations to develop gender-sensitive social and 
economic national policies, gender-sensitive sectoral policies related to agriculture, and to ensure 
that key programmes for access to productive resources for agriculture and food security are gender-
sensitive. The study is expected to lead to a gender-specific project focusing on access to land, which 
will be formulated by FAO and UN Women. The launch event was attended by different line ministries 
and civil society, and the Director General of the Department of Rural Development has welcomed 
the idea of a gender-specific project related to land.

52 World Bank Report Country Diagnostic, page 24, data from the Integrated Household Living Conditions Assessment 
(IHLCA) (2009-2010), conducted by UNDP in cooperation with the Ministry of National Planning and Economic 
Development and UNICEF.

53 Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation, Government of the Republic of the Union of Myanmar, 
Formulation and Operationalization of National Action  Plan for Poverty Alleviation and Rural Development 
through Agriculture (NAPA), Working Paper -12, Social Inclusion and Gender, Yangon, June 2016, page 5.

54 Asian Development Bank, United Nations Development Programme, United Nations Population Fund, and the 
United Nations Entity for Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Women. 2016. Gender Equality and Women’s 
Rights in Myanmar: A Situation Analysis”. Pages 200-201 

 https://openaccess.adb.org.

55 LIFT Gender Strategy August 2012.

56 Ibid.

57 Social Protection and Poverty Dimensions in Support of Rural Development and Poverty Reduction in Myanmar. 
FAO, Report of the workshops to present the initial research findings from a nation-wide survey and analysis on 
social protection and poverty dimensions in support of rural development and poverty reduction in Myanmar Nay 
Pyi Taw and Yangoon, Myanmar, 29–30 September 2015.
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Overview of gender integration and social inclusion in programmes and projects 

245 The evaluation team reviewed 68 projects implemented during the period under 
evaluation in order to understand the extent to which gender equality and social inclusion 
were addressed or integrated into FAO’s programme. The review was based on project 
documents, monitoring and evaluation reports and field visits.

• Overall, 53  percent of projects analysed showed no evidence of gender integration. 
Project documents generally lacked disaggregated information about the target 
populations, both in terms of gender-disaggregated data and information about 
different social and ethnic groups in the target populations. This was particularly the case 
for projects under Outcomes 1, 2 and 3. Projects under Outcome 4 were much better at 
including disaggregated information in project documents.

• Projects lack monitoring systems designed to gather information on the differential 
impact on women, girls, men and boys.

• Emergency and disaster risk reduction projects were generally implemented in 
partnership with other international organizations and closely watched by donors. This 
could be a reason for better integration of gender and social concerns in these projects.

• Even when project documents included disaggregated gender and social information, 
this information was not always translated into action, in the form of inclusion in the 
logframe, planning of activities, allocation in budgets and monitoring. 

• In general, recording and documentation of gender and social inclusion was poor and 
did not go beyond mentioning numbers. Follow-up of activities to understand the 
benefits received by the target populations is missing. 

• When activities did not specifically target resource-poor groups, benefits were skewed 
in favour of those already possessing resources. 

4.6 Cross-cutting issues 4: Climate change

Finding 38: FAO carried out fragmented activities targeting climate change adaptation 
through its work with community forestry, with the Environmental Sustainable Food 
Security Programme in the dry zone, and through its limited work on water management 
and resilience. 

Recent Global Environment Facility-approved projects showed a strong focus on climate 
change.

246 Due to Myanmar’s geography and climate, the country is exposed to a wide range of 
climate-related hazards. Myanmar’s vulnerability became widely recognized after the 
catastrophic destruction and loss of lives and livelihoods brought about by tropical Cyclone 
Nargis in 2008. The agriculture, forestry, fisheries and livestock sectors are especially 
sensitive to climate change, and smallholders employed in these sectors often have low 
adaptive capacities. Myanmar is showing evidence of trends in rising temperatures, shorter 
monsoon duration and greater frequency of intense rainfall and severe cyclones along its 
coastlines, which are expected to continue under current climate change scenarios.

247 Despite the threat posed by climate change, Myanmar has not developed a comprehensive 
sectoral policy on climate change for the agriculture and food security sector. The existing 
draft Agriculture Policy of the Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation does not 
clearly articulate the sector’s needs. Moreover, the Climate Smart Agriculture Strategy 
– developed by CGIAR, the International Rice Research Institute and the Department 
of Agriculture – does not include all of the country’s regions and crop types. Thus, a 
comprehensive national policy on climate change remains to be developed for Myanmar. 

248 UN-Habitat and the United Nations Environment Programme have taken the lead in 
supporting government efforts to develop the Myanmar Climate Change Strategy and 
Action Plan. The draft action plan presents a roadmap to guide Myanmar’s strategic 
responses to climate-related risks and opportunities over the next 15 years and beyond.
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249 In 2015, climate change became a cross-cutting theme in the FAO Strategic Framework. 
At the global level, FAO is strategically positioning itself on climate change in relation to 
sustainable agriculture and food security. 

250 As FAO defines its vision on climate change, the Organization is working to identify how to 
best support and serve member countries, to develop an integrated approach to climate 
change and to continue promoting Climate Smart Agriculture around the world. In this 
context, the FAO regional office in Bangkok is developing a major new programme on 
climate change. The new FAO Representative in Myanmar has also expressed a strong 
interest in climate change and is working closely with the regional office. 

251 Although FAO has a strong comparative advantage in terms of its convening power, and 
globally in the area of Climate Smart Agriculture, the Organization has not effectively 
utilized these advantages regarding climate change in Myanmar. Between 2012 and 2016 
in Myanmar, FAO did not implement any projects or publish substantial guidance related 
specifically to climate change. Moreover, in the CPF situation analysis, climate change is only 
considered in relation to disasters. There is no discussion, for example, of how cumulative 
changes in temperature and rainfall will affect the production of major crops, forestry, 
fisheries and livestock.

252 In 2016, FAO was tasked by the Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation to work 
closely with LIFT and the Asian Development Bank in developing the new Agriculture 
Development Strategy, as well as developing a major proposal to be submitted to the 
Global Agriculture and Food Security Programme Fund. This was an important opportunity 
to ensure that agriculture-related climate change considerations were fully integrated 
into these documents, and for FAO to stake its claim in this area of work in Myanmar. The 
Agriculture Development Strategy will include a strategic focus on climate change and 
agriculture, while the Global Agriculture and Food Security Programme proposal concerns 
building the resilience of farmers in climate change-affected areas.

253 Between April 2015 and June 2016, the Myanmar Climate Change Strategy and Action 
Plan was developed in a broad stakeholder consultation process, involving almost 3 000 
people from a wide range of stakeholder organizations. Developing a national policy on 
agriculture that fully integrates climate change adaptation and mitigation is a key area in 
which FAO should be playing a leading role. However, FAO has not effectively engaged in 
this process; nor has it participated in the Climate Change Technical Working Group, or the 
agriculture and food security subgroup. 

254 FAO’s involvement would be especially welcome in developing climate smart agriculture, 
fisheries and livestock for food security; sustainable management of natural resources for 
healthy ecosystems; and climate risk management for people’s health and well-being. 

255 FAO carried out fragmented activities targeting climate change adaptation through its 
work with community forestry, with Environmental Sustainable Food Security Programme 
in the dry zone, and through its limited work on water management and resilience. Recent 
Global Environment Facility-approved projects showed a strong focus on climate change.
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5. Conclusions and recommendations

5.1  Conclusions

Conclusion 1. In the context of Myanmar’s sensitive social and political environment, FAO has 
established a solid partnership and cooperation with the government. Through its continuous 
engagement, FAO has played a leading role in supporting and advising the government on 
agriculture, rural development and food security issues. Development actors recognized FAO’s 
role in securing the government’s commitment to initiatives such as the National Zero Hunger 
Challenge. FAO’s interventions are well-aligned with national goals and priorities and broadly 
aligned to the United Nations Strategic Framework.  

Conclusion 2. Through its continuous technical support, FAO contributed to Myanmar’s national 
transition by i) responding to the country’s needs and challenges in agriculture and food and 
nutrition security; ii) guiding the implementation of improved agricultural policies and strategies; 
and iii) supporting the launch of important renovation processes, such as those related to the 
national seed system. FAO had limited outreach with less traditional government counterparts 
(such as the Ministry of Health) in discussions related to nutrition and food safety.  

Conclusion 3. FAO’s 2012-2016 Country Programming Framework did not allow a coherent 
approach and synergetic and complementary use of FAO resources. The CPF lacked a theory of 
change and logical, well-structured connections between outcomes and outputs. Furthermore, 
the CPF design could not support the implementation of FAO’s strategic vision as defined under 
the revised Strategic Framework. Although the achievements were in line with government 
priorities, FAO’s positioning was not sufficiently strategic; it relied on multiple and fragmented 
entry points rather than focusing on the areas of FAO’s core competence. 

256 The CPF did not provide a clear programmatic logic, nor a rationale for the individual and 
outcome level interventions. The absence of a strong programmatic framework created 
confusion with regard to FAO’s scope of intervention, weakening FAO’s advocacy capacity 
with the government and with other actors. Due to the CPF’s opportunistic design, FAO 
compromised its ability to align government policies with the Organization’s corporate 
strategic vision. During the CPF design process, FAO did not sufficiently involve all relevant 
government partners. 

Conclusion 4. Considering the national political context and FAO’s close relationship with 
government, the evaluation team recognized FAO’s challenges in liaising with civil society on 
sensitive issues such as land tenure. However, the FAO country office did not appreciate the 
importance of civil society in the process of drafting the National Land Use Policy (although the 
government itself recognized its relevance). 

257 This limited understanding of the depth of commitment of civil society, as well as its value 
and role in land issues, and resulted in the weakened relationship and limited capacity 
of FAO country offices to lead in the sector. This also had direct repercussions on FAO’s 
relationship with resource partners, fundraising and the long-term sustainability of some 
FAO interventions. During 2016 and under the new government, FAO started changing 
this perception by working closely with the leading land sector network in Myanmar and 
actively including civil society in its land tenure activities. 

Conclusion 5. FAO supported urgent in-country needs and requests, such as those following 
disasters, by fielding high-level experts and senior officers from headquarters or the regional 
office. However, until recently, FAO did not show sufficient in-country capacity to continuously 
support activities within the Organization’s food security mandate. As a result, FAO did not 
participate in platforms that were developing Myanmar’s reform processes, such as those 
underlying the formulation of a climate change strategy. This trend seemed to be changing 
under the new regional leadership in the FAO Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific (RAP). FAO 
is gradually improving its capacity at country level.
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Conclusion 6. There was a lack of attention to needs assessments, gender analysis and 
sustainability, and an overall lack of baseline and monitoring data. Projects often lacked a proper 
exit strategy to phase out or upscale project outcomes. 

Conclusion 7. FAO supported community-led interventions, with promising immediate results 
in community forestry and innovative results in community fisheries. However, FAO missed 
opportunities to create an enabling environment for changes through government policies, 
which could have contributed to the growth and proliferation of community-led fisheries. 

Conclusion 8. Limited knowledge management combined with the absence of a communication 
plan restricted FAO’s ability to influence platforms and policies. Lessons learned have not been 
systematically documented and disseminated to promote good practices and FAO did not 
adequately share important results achieved with key partners. This limited FAO’s capacity to 
harmonize approaches, build effective synergies with partners, create an enabling environment 
and mobilize resources that could have led to long-term changes. 

Conclusion 9. With regard to strengthening rural livelihoods and increasing food security, FAO’s 
results were affected by poor targeting of vulnerable groups and lack of commitment to gender 
integration and social inclusion. Emergency interventions fared better in this regard. 

258 In its effort to meet the expected outcomes and deliver against plans, FAO did not 
systematically consider the complexity of the beneficiary population and often failed to 
design gender and socially inclusive interventions. There was a lack of institutional capacity 
to address gender and social issues in policy, programmes and projects at the country level. 
FAO was also unable to systematically target the most vulnerable layers of the community 
in its interventions. 

Conclusion 10. FAO contributed to important resilience building work through ECTAD, and 
contributed to decreasing vulnerabilities through its emergency responses. Through strong 
partnerships with the government, FAO was able to enter less accessible areas, build technical 
capacities of the government, respond to important disasters and reach a significant number of 
beneficiaries.

259 Through ECTAD, FAO achieved transformative results in animal transboundary disease 
control and prevention. The programme continuously built upon its successes to evolve 
from an emergency response to a resilience programme, with capacity development 
support in three dimensions: community level, institutions and enabling environment. 

260 Other emergency responses were found to be adequate and had short-term positive 
effects on the beneficiaries. However, the fragmented nature of emergencies across the 
country, absence of an umbrella resilience programme, and the ‘silo’ nature of emergency 
and development work limited the transition from emergency results to resilience. 

Conclusion 11. Until recently, FAO was not sufficiently present in key locations outside Yangon, 
such as Nay Pyi Taw, to liaise with government partners and other stakeholders during responses 
to protracted crises, such as Rakhine, Kachin and Shan State. This affected FAO’s capacity to 
participate actively in decision-making processes launched outside Yangon, and it compromised 
awareness, access and use of FAO’s products and technical support.  

261 FAO headquarters and the Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific (RAP) technical support 
to FAO Myanmar significantly increased the country’s project portfolio. However, the 
one-time or short-term technical and project support activities did not lead to adequate 
ownership, monitoring and follow up at country office level, nor to sufficient use of results 
achieved through FAO’s global and regional projects.
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5.2 Recommendations

Recommendation 1. Alignment and coherence 

FAO should consolidate its interventions into a programmatic approach and identify selective 
entry points for its work in Myanmar. FAO should ensure that the next CPF in Myanmar is 
developed based on a solid theory of change linked to a well-structured logical framework, 
including a logical result chain and indicators for the measurement of results against targets.

FAO should ensure that any future intervention is aligned to its strategic framework and 
mandate, as well as the Sustainable Development Goals. The CPF and other interventions 
would benefit from a more rigorous design based on a thorough analysis of context, gender 
and capacity needs. This would help to ensure the inclusion of marginalized and vulnerable 
groups. 

262 FAO should identify strategic pathways for maximizing its influence on national food 
and nutrition security. In doing so, the Organization should carefully analyse its areas of 
comparative advantage in Myanmar, considering FAO’s strategic vision and objectives, the 
government’s requests and capacities, and critical synergies with other partners operating 
in Myanmar in the food security and rural development area. 

263 The selection of key areas for FAO’s intervention in the country should align with the Regional 
Office for Asia and the Pacific’s (RAP’s) priorities, in order to improve the effectiveness and 
impact of FAO’s programme in Myanmar, maximize the use of country-level resources and 
ensure the continuous delivery of FAO’s technical assistance. 

264 Each FAO intervention should logically fit into the programmatic framework and its 
achievement should explicitly contribute to the achievement of higher level results. The CPF 
should be designed through a highly participatory and inclusive process. FAO should make 
sure to involve all relevant government partners in the formulation of the CPF, particularly 
for interventions requiring a multi-sector perspective such as those related to nutrition, 
gender, climate change and food safety.  

265 The CPF should support the promotion of inclusive and sustainable agricultural 
development and poverty alleviation through the mainstreaming of social protection, 
gender, decent work, consideration of the indigenous population and other equity 
issues. Projects formulated under the CPF should comply with the recently approved FAO 
environmental and social standards. 

Recommendation 2. One Health

FAO should continue its support for ECTAD, food safety, nutrition and integrated pest 
management under the Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific’s (RAP’s) One Health Strategy. 
These are areas of recognized comparative advantage for FAO in Myanmar.

266 FAO should continue to lead the development of Myanmar One Health and coordinate its 
implementation, building on its comparative advantage, success and broad recognition in 
the sector. 

Recommendation 3. Food safety

FAO should continue its policy support to further develop food control systems and 
formulate a comprehensive food safety policy and strategy. The food safety policy should 
define the roles, responsibilities and coordination of standard regulations among ministries 
and regulation bodies. 

267 FAO should also endeavour to strengthen market and food chain biosafety, develop a 
CODEX manual and address the effects related to intensive industries (poultry and pigs) in 
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the private sector, as well as the large and growing export of live animals through and from 
Myanmar to China.

Recommendation 4. Gender

FAO should prioritize the integration of gender considerations in its country programme, 
based on sound gender analysis and development of systematic approaches to integrating 
gender equality and women’s empowerment.

Recommendation 5. Climate change

FAO should proactively and continuously engage in the climate change debate by 
participating in the implementation of the Climate Change Strategy, and in the diffusion of 
climate change adaptation strategies such as climate smart agriculture. 

FAO’s efforts in climate change should include a long-term and programmatic approach 
in the co-management of natural resources, such as community fisheries and community 
forestry supported by an enabling policy environment. 

268 In the context of emerging challenges and risks induced by climate change, empowering 
community-based organizations for the co-management of natural resources could be 
an effective means to achieve climate change adaptation and mitigation results, as well 
as the conservation of biodiversity. To achieve more substantial results and to strengthen 
responsive and adaptive management systems, a longer term and more inclusive 
programmatic approach is required, working closely with government at all levels (and 
with NGOs where appropriate).

Recommendation 6. Land use and governance of land tenure

Considering the importance of the land sector in Myanmar, as well as FAO’s comparative 
advantage in the sector and good relationship with the government, FAO should further 
assist Myanmar in planning land programmes, developing land policy and maintaining a 
partnership with civil society for coordinating activities in this sector. FAO should support 
the government in developing a comprehensive long-term development plan for land 
administration as a major institutional reform.

269 FAO should provide training for civil society organizations in land policy, land law and land 
education. This would help civil society organizations (CSOs) to better partner with FAO, 
assist and mobilize NGOs, engage effectively with the government and convey knowledge 
to other NGOs, professionals and officials at local levels. FAO could also offer workshops and 
training for government staff on land laws and land policy. These could include civil society 
participants and presenters. The Organization should maintain a continuous professional 
in-country presence, including a regional or international land sector expert. The wider 
dissemination of the Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of Tenure of 
Land, Fisheries and Forests (VGGT) would be more effective through a stakeholder platform, 
as in other countries of the VGGT global programme. As the National Land Use Plan is yet 
to be promulgated, FAO could assist government and work with CSOs to complete the 
process, and to support the amended legislation that will follow. FAO could also assist in 
coordinating discussions on land grabs.

Recommendation 7. Resilience 

FAO should continue its positive work on emergency and resilience, and develop a coherent 
resilience programme for Myanmar. This umbrella programme should be part of the CPF and 
inform the CPF interventions. FAO should ensure adequate arrangements for the continuous 
management of a long-term resilience programme in Myanmar. 
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Recommendation 8. Monitoring 

The FAO Myanmar Country Office should make efforts to enhance programme design, 
monitoring and reporting practices, as well as effectively documenting and using lessons 
learned for prioritizing programmes and developing strategic partnerships. 

270 The FAO country office should establish adequate systems and resources for monitoring 
progress in programme and project implementation, and support adaptive programme 
management regarding the allocation of human and financial resources. The monitoring 
system should also address the differential impact on women, girls, men and boys, as well 
as environmental impact and sustainability

Recommendation 9. FAO country office capacity  

In order to guarantee a continuous presence in strategic sectors and platforms, FAO should 
consider the fielding of international staff in Nay Pyi Taw, or areas with a significant presence 
of relevant development actors (e.g. areas with protracted crises management operations). 

271 The FAO country office, FAO headquarters and the Regional Office for Asia and the 
pacific (RAP) should continue the positive cooperation established to respond to urgent 
government and partner needs. FAO Myanmar should coordinate the flow of information 
among stakeholders, thus enabling the country office to make rapid and informed decisions 
on issues of strategic importance. 

Recommendation 10. Capacity development 

FAO should develop a capacity development strategy in Myanmar. The strategy should have 
the explicit aim of empowering target beneficiaries and should be based on an accurate 
capacity needs assessment informed by historical and cultural contexts. 

The strategy should make sure to address the three dimensions of capacity development by 
targeting communities and organizations, and by creating the enabling environment for 
long-term change. 

272 In the emerging context of Myanmar, people are being asked for the first time to make 
decisions concerning how their lives and livelihoods should be shaped. As such, they do 
not always have the ability to respond as individuals or communities. Thus, future needs 
assessments should adopt approaches that support beneficiaries in formulating their 
needs and aspirations.

Recommendation 11. Knowledge management and communication 

FAO should develop and implement a Knowledge Management and Communication 
Strategy and Action Plan in Myanmar. This strategy should support the dissemination 
of FAO’s global knowledge and experience at the programme and project levels. FAO’s 
comparative advantage as a repository of relevant global knowledge should be used to 
create synergetic partnerships with a range of stakeholders, promote innovation, maximize 
results and attract resource partners. 

273 To ensure continuity and synergies among FAO interventions the strategy should also 
include documentation, lessons learned and sharing from selected FAO interventions.
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6. Appendices

Appendix 1. List of people interviewed
 Name Position Organization, Location

1.  Government

2.  Daw Khin Than Htike Assistant Director Department of Agriculture, Nay Pyi Taw

3.  Daw Jenney Loo Deputy Director Department of Agriculture, Nay Pyi Taw

4.  Daw Kyi Kyi Win Deputy Director Department of Agriculture, Nay Pyi Taw

5.  U Hla Myint Aung Deputy Director General Department of Agriculture, Nay Pyi Taw

6.  U Hlaing Myint Chief of Staff Min Bu Township

7.  Dr Tin Htut Permanent Secretary Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and 
Irrigation

8.  U Kyaw Ngwe Permanent Secretary Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and 
Irrigation

9.  Dr Khin Zaw Permanent Secretary Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and 
Irrigation

10.  Dr Soe Soe Thein Pro Rector Yezin Agricultural University

11.  Prof Myo Kywe Rector Yezin Agricultural University

12.  Dr Win Htut Director (DALMS), MOLI

13.  Daw Cherry Mang Mann Director Agricultural Sector Agricultural Sector Ministry of Planning 
and Finance

14.  Dr Zin Thant Deputy Township Vet 
Officer

Amarapura Township Mandalay

15.  Dr Thu Zar Myint Township Veterinary 
Officer

Amarapura Township Mandalay

16.  Daw Nwe New Yin Director of Plant Protection Bio-Technology, Plant Genetic Resource

17.  Daw Khin Win Nyunt Director Central Statistical Organization Ministry of 
Planning and Finance

18.  Dr Wah Wah Maung, DG Central Statistical Organization, Ministry 
of Planning & Finance (MOPF)

19.  Dr Aung Moe Myo Tint Director Cereal Crop Section, Department 
Agricultural Research (DAR) Yezin, Nay 
Pyi Taw

20.  U Thaung Naing Deputy Director General Cooperative Dept, Ministry of Agriculture, 
Livestock and Irrigation, Nay Pyi Taw

21.  U Hlang Maung Thein Director General DENC, Department of Environment and 
Nature Conservation

22.  Dr Mg Mg Luin DDF Department of Fisheries 

23.  U Naing Kyi Win Director General Department Agricultural Research (DAR) 
Yezin, Nay Pyi Taw

24.  Dr Ye Tint Tun Director General Department of Agriculture Ministry of 
Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation

25.  U Kyi Kyi Thet Deputy Director Department of Agriculture Research, 
Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation Nay 
Pyi Taw

26.  U Hla Myint Aung Deputy Director General Department of Agriculture, Ministry of 
Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation Nay 
Pyi Taw

27.  Dr Khin Thida Khaing Professor Department of Anatomy, University of 
Veterinary Science, Yezin Nay Pyi Taw

28.  Dr Kyaw Kyaw Deputy Director Department of Fisheries

29.  Dr Yin Yin Moe DDF Department of Fisheries 

30.  U Thet Naing DDF, Head of Inspection Department of Fisheries 
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31.  Dr Kyaw Kyaw FAO Focal Point & Deputy 
Director (DDF)

Department of Fisheries 

32.  U Khin Maung Maw Director General Department of Fisheries Ministry of 
Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation

33.  U Soe Myint, Director Department of Fisheries Ministry of 
Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation

34.  U Win Kyaing District Fisheries Officer Department of Fisheries Pyapon District

35.  Dr Aung Naing Oo Deputy Director Department of Fisheries, LBVD, MOALI 
Nay Pyi Taw

36.  U Maung Maung Lwin Deputy Director Department of Fisheries, LBVD, MOALI 
Nay Pyi Taw

37.  U Myint Zin Htoo Deputy Director General Department of Fisheries, LBVD, MOALI 
Nay Pyi Taw

38.  Dr Win Htut   Department of Land Management and 
Statistics Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock 
and Irrigation

39.  U Kyaw Thet   Department of Land Management and 
Statistics Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock 
and Irrigation

40.  Dr Ye Tun Win Director General Department of Livestock Breeding 
and Veterinary Ministry of Agriculture, 
Livestock and Irrigation

41.  Prof Dr Latt Latt Tun Head Department of Pharmacology and 
Parasitology, University of Veterinary 
Science Nay Pyi Taw

42.  U Kyaw Min Oo Director General Department of Planning Ministry of 
Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation

43.  Daw San San Hla Director Department of Planning Ministry of 
Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation

44.  Kyaw Swe Lin Deputy Director General Department of Planning, Ministry of 
Agriculture and Irrigation 

45.  Dr Aung Thu Deputy Director Department of Public Health Nay Pyi Taw

46.  Dr Aye Luwin Deputy Director Department of Public Health Nay Pyi Taw

47.  Dr Htoo Myint Swe Deputy Director Department of Public Health Nay Pyi Taw

48.  Dr Khin Sandar Aung Deputy Director Department of Public Health Nay Pyi Taw

49.  Dr Nyan Win Myint Deputy Director Department of Public Health Nay Pyi Taw

50.  Dr Thingzar Aung Deputy Director Department of Public Health Nay Pyi Taw

51.  Dr Than Tun Aung Deputy Director 
General and One Health 
Coordinator

Department of Public Health Nay Pyi Taw

52.  Dr Min Bo Professor Department of Reproduction and Surgery, 
University of Veterinary Science, Yezin 
Nay Pyi Taw

53.  U Khant Zaw Director General Department of Rural Department Ministry 
of Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation

54.  U Ye Khaung Deputy Director Department of Rural Development 
Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and 
Irrigation

55.  U Myo Naing Aung Deputy Director General Department of Rural Development, 
Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and 
Irrigation Nay Pyi Taw

56.  U Kant Zaw Director General Department of Rural Development, 
Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and 
Irrigation Nay Pyi Taw

57.  Ms Rupar Mya Director, International 
Relations and Planning

Department of Social Work Nay Pyi Taw

58.  U Yan Shin Assistant Director Department of Trade and Commerce Nay 
Pyi Taw
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59.  Daw Cho Thet Muu Deputy Director Department of Trade and Commerce Nay 
Pyi Taw

60.  U Minn Minn Deputy Director General Department of Trade and Commerce Nay 
Pyi Taw

61.  U Kyi Mar Director Department of Trade and Commerce Nay 
Pyi Taw

62.  U Maung Ning Director Department of Trade and Commerce Nay 
Pyi Taw

63.  U Myint Kyaw Director Department of Trade and Commerce Nay 
Pyi Taw

64.  U Sithu Soe Staff Officer Department of Trade and Commerce Nay 
Pyi Taw

65.  U Thaung Naing DDG Cooperatives Dept., MOLI

66.  Daw Htay Htay Staff District Agriculture Department in Pyapon 
district office

67.  Daw Myat Myat Moe Staff District Agriculture Department in Pyapon 
district office

68.  U Aye Lwin Staff District Agriculture Department in Pyapon 
district office

69.  U Moe Myint Staff District Agriculture Department in Pyapon 
district office

70.  U Sein Myint Staff District Agriculture Department in Pyapon 
district office 

71.  Township Officer DOA Mrauk U Mrauk U

72.  U Zaw Luin Township Fishery Officer DOF-Bogale Bogale

73.  Dr Tin War War Win Deputy Director Drug Section, Food and Drug 
Administration Department, Ministry of 
Health and Sports Nay Pyi Taw

74.  Daw Khin May Kyi Instructor/Trainer Fishery Training School (Pyapon) Pyapon 
District

75.  Dr Thazin Yee Hlaing Deputy Director General Food and Drug Administration 
Department, Food and Drug 
Administration Department, Ministry of 
Health and Sports Nay Pyi Taw

76.  Dr Tun Zaw Director, Food Safety Food and Drug Administration Nay Pyi 
Taw

77.  Daw Ohnmar Aung Research Assistance Food and Legume Section

78.  Daw San San Research Assistant Food and Legume Section

79.  Daw Aye Aye Than Research Associate Food and Legume Section

80.  Dr Myat Myat New Research Officer Food and Legume Section

81.  Dr Tun Zaw Director Food Section, Food and Drug 
Administration Department, Ministry of 
Health and Sports Nay Pyi Taw

82.  U Than Naing Win   Forest Department - Planning and 
Statistics Division Ministry of Natural 
Resources and Environmental 
Conservation

83.  Dr Nyi Nyi Kyaw Director General Forest Department Ministry of 
Natural Resources and Environmental 
Conservation

84.  Nyi Nyi Kyaw DG Forestry Department, Ministry of 
Natural Resources and Environmental 
Conservation

85.  U Than Naing Win Focal point for the Forestry 
Department under the old 
government

Forestry Department, Ministry of 
Natural Resources and Environmental 
Conservation

86.  Dr Tun Shwe Director Head of Food Legumes and Crop Section 
Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and 
Irrigation
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87.  Prof Dr Khin Hnin Swe Professor Department of Animal Husbandry.  
University of Veterinary Science, Yezin, 
Nay Pyi Taw 

88.  Prof Dr Saw Po Po Pro Rector Department of Medicine, University of 
Veterinary Science Nay Pyi Taw

89.  Prof Dr Kyaw Kyaw Moe Professor Department of Pathology and 
Microbiology, University of Veterinary 
Science, Yezin Nay Pyi Taw

90.  Prof Dr Aung Aung Professor Department of Physiology and 
Biochemistry, University of Veterinary 
Science, Yezin Nay, Pyi Taw

91.  U Win Ko Ko Fisheries Officer Institute of Fisheries Technology, 
Department of Fisheries 

92.  Daw Seint Seint Ei Assistant Director International Health, Food and Drug 
Administration Department, Ministry of 
Health and Sports Nay Pyi Taw

93.  Dr Kyaw Kyaw Deputy Director International Relationship and project 
Section Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock 
and Irrigation

94.  Dr Kyaw Swar Tint Aung Supllier/ Townshi Officer, 
Kyauktaw

Kyauktaw Kyauktaw

95.  Dr Wah Wah Township Officer LBVD Amarapura Township Mandalay

96.  Dr Mya Hmin Htwe Township Veterinary 
Officer

LBVD Mandalay Mandalay

97.  Dr Win Win Hlaing Township Veterinary 
Officer

LBVD Mandalay Mandalay

98.  Township Officer LBVD Minbya Minbya

99.  Township Officer LBVD Mrauk U Mrauk U

100.  U Saw Win Township Staff Officer Le Way, Village Aye Lar

101.  Dr Wah Wah Ohn Township Officer Livestock, Breeding and Veterinary 
Department (LBVD), Ministry of 
Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation, Nay 
Pyi Taw 

102.  U Aung Tun Khaing Deputy Director General Livestock, Breeding and Veterinary 
Department (LBVD), Ministry of 
Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation, Nay 
Pyi Taw 

103.  Dr Ni Ni Maw Deputy Director, Planning 
Section

Livestock, Breeding and Veterinary 
Department (LBVD), Ministry of 
Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation, Nay 
Pyi Taw 

104.  Dr Soe Win Director, Animal health 
Development Sector

Livestock, Breeding and Veterinary 
Department (LBVD), Ministry of 
Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation, Nay 
Pyi Taw 

105.  Dr Maung Maung Director, Bee Program Livestock, Breeding and Veterinary 
Department (LBVD), Ministry of 
Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation, Nay 
Pyi Taw 

106.  Dr Than Naing tun Director, Admin Livestock, Breeding and Veterinary 
Department (LBVD), Ministry of 
Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation, Nay 
Pyi Taw 

107.  Dr Win Myint Director, Disease Control Livestock, Breeding and Veterinary 
Department (LBVD), Ministry of 
Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation, Nay 
Pyi Taw 

108.  Dr Phyo Thu Aung Veterinary Officer, Planning Livestock, Breeding and Veterinary 
Department (LBVD), Ministry of 
Agriculture, Livestock and Irrigation, Nay 
Pyi Taw 
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140.  Dr Tun Shwe Director Oil Seed Crop and Food Legume Division, 
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151.  Dr Aye Myint Assistant Director Seed Division
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217.  Kyaw Tae So Community Animal Health 
Worker
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221.  Zai Tet Yu Community Animal Health 
Worker
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282.  U Aung San CEO Myanmar Rice Federation 

283.  U Myint Lwin Head of Office Myanmar Rice Federation 
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301.  Zaw Win Early Recovery Officer UNDP Rakhine
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Appendix 2. Documents consulted

1. FAO Country Documents

1 Climate Smart Agriculture Sourcebook, FAO, 2013

2 DRR Best practices on crops, irrigation, livestock, shelter in Southern African Region FAO 

3 ESFSP Inception Workshop Report

4 ESFSP Project Proposals, Final Reports and Evaluation Reports

5 FAO CPF 2012-2016

6 FAO Gender Research in Agriculture Sector (draft version, 2015)

7 FAO Global Forest Resources Assessment 2010.

8 FAO Global Forest Resources Assessment 2015

9 FAO Myanmar Flood Impacts Assessment 2015

10 FAO Myanmar gender success stories

11 FAO Myanmar success stories under ESFSP

12 FAO Resilience Programme

13 Gender Mainstreaming into Fisheries Projects Manual, Asia Regional FAO

14 Gender Mainstreaming Strategy for the Regional Fisheries Livelihoods Programme for South 
and Southeast Asia, 2012

15 Gender Policy of FAO

16 Myanmar Post-Nargis Recovery and Rehabilitation Programme Strategy

17 NAPA Technical Papers

18 Policy on Indigenous People and tribes, FAO

19 Resilient Livelihoods- DRR for Food and nutrition Security, 2013

20 Review of FAO implemented in Central Emergency Response Fund Projects, 2010

21 Various FAO Project documents, Back to Office Mission reports, technical reports, and 
evaluations of projects within the scope of the evaluation

2. Government documents

1 Final National progress report on the implementation of the Hyogo Framework for Action 
(2009-2011), Relief and Resettlement department, 2011

2 Framework of Economic and Social Reform, 2012

3 Myanmar action plan on disaster risk reduction (2009-2015), Ministry of social welfare, relief 
and resettlement, Government of Myanmar, August 2009

4 Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation Recovery Strategy for Agricultural Sector

5 Myanmar Agriculture Brief, 2015

6 National Plan of Action for the Advancement of Women 2011-2015, Ministry of Social 
Welfare, Relief and Resettlement

7 National Economic and Social Development Plan 2011/12 to 2015/16.

8 National Strategy on Rural Development and Poverty Alleviation

9 NAPA of Myanmar 2012

10 Post-Nargis Recovery and Preparedness Plan (PONREPP), 2009, 

11 Programme for Reconstruction of Cyclone Nargis Affected Areas and Implementation Plans 
for Preparedness and Protection from Future Natural Disaster, issued by the national Natural 
Disaster Preparedness Central Committee (NDPCC), August 2008

12 The Post-Nargis Joint Assessment (PONJA), July 2008

13 Various Government reports per sector within the scope of the evaluation



Evaluation of FAO’s Contribution to the Myanmar Country Programme

77

3. Other agencies Documents

1 Action Aid Myanmar Country Strategy 2012-2017

2 Baskett, J.P.C. (2015) Myanmar Oil Palm Plantations: A productivity and sustainability review 
report #28 of the Tanintharyi Conservation Programme, a joint Initiative of fauna and Flora 
International and the Myanmar Forest Department

3 Case-study on land in Burma, ODI, 2014

4 CBDRM Manuals, UNDP and Myanmar Red Cross

5 Cyclone Nargis 2008: Rehabilitation in Myanmar, ISDR 

6 DANIDA Country Strategy 2012-2016

7 Delivering Prosperity in Myanmar’s dryzone, Oxfam, 2014

8 DFID (2014) Burma Forests: Research and Analysis, DFID, FCO and UKT&I Available at: https://
www.gov.uk/government/publications/burma-forests/burma-forests

9 DFID in Myanmar

10 Edible Oil Dealer’s Association (2015), reported in the Shanghai Daily

11 Everything is broken, Emma Larkin

12 Gender Leadership research in Myanmar, Oxfam, Action Aid, Troicare, CARE International in 
Myanmar

13 http://www.mekongcommons.org/conserving-the-benefits-of-floating-rice-in-viet-nam/
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15 Inter-Agency Contingency Plan (IACP), UN Humanitarian Team, Myanmar, 2012

16 IRRI Myanmar Partnership Document

17 Kyaw Tint, Oliver Springate-Baginski and Mehm Ko Ko Gyi (2011) Community Forestry in 
Myanmar: Progress and Potential

18 Land-core Group Statement and website.

19 LIFT Gender Mainstreaming Strategy, 2012

20 Linking women and land in Myanmar, Transnational Institute, 2015

21 Listening to voices from Inside: Myanmar Civil Society Response to Cyclone Nargis, Centre for 
Peace and Conflict Studies, 2008

22 Macqueen (2016), http://pubs.iied.org/pdfs/G04020.pdf? Also, Macqueen 2012, 2013, 
2015… http://pubs.iied.org/pdfs/G04020.pdf

23 Malloy, E and Ohnmar Myo Aung (2016) FFF Mid-Term Evaluation (Draft)

24 Myanmar at crossroad, Benedict Rogers, 2015

25 Myers N, Mittermeier RA, Mittermeier CG, da Fonseca GAB, Kent J. 2000. Biodiversity 
hotspots for conservation priorities. Nature 403:853–858. 

26 Nguyen, K.V. and D.N. Huynh (2015) “Conserving the benefits of floating rice in Vietnam” 

27 Nguyen, K.V. and J. Pittock (2016) “Floating Rice in Vietnam, Cambodia and Myanmar” 
Australia National University, Australia, and An Giang University, Vietnam

28 Nguyen, K.V., V.O. Vo, and D.N. Huynh (2015) “Comparing the costs and benefits of floating-
rice based and intensive rice-based farming systems in the Mekong Delta” Asian Journal of 
Agriculture and Rural Development 5(9): 202-217

29 Putting Women at centre of DRR, Myanmar case study, Oxfam, 2012

30 Raising the Curtains Report, Gender Equality Network, 2015

31 Springate-Baginski O, Treue T, Kyaw Htun. 2016. Legally and illegally logged out - the status 
of Myanmar’s timber sector and options for reform. 

32 Stibig H-J, Achard F, Carboni S, Raši R, Miettinen J. 2014. Change in tropical forest cover of 
Southeast Asia from 1990-2010. Biogeosciences 11:247–258. 

33 Study on disasters vulnerability and preparedness of small and medium scale fisher-folk in 
coastal region of Myanmar, Action Aid

34 Sutherland WJ, Fleishman E, Mascia MB, Pretty J, Rudd MA. 2011. Methods for collaboratively 
identifying research priorities and emerging issues in science and policy. Methods in Ecology 
and Evolution 2:238–247. 

35 Tan-Soo J-S, Adnan N, Ahmad I, Pattanayak SK, Vincent JR. 2014. Econometric Evidence 
on Forest Ecosystem Services: Deforestation and Flooding in Malaysia. Environmental and 
Resource Economics 63:25–44. 

36 Tint et al, 2014. http://pubs.iied.org/pdfs/13571IIED.pdf
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37 Tordoff AW, Bezuijen MR, Duckworth JW, Fellowes JR, Koenig K, Pollard EHB, Royo AG. 
2012. Ecosystem Profile: Indo-Burma Biodiversity Hotspot 2011 Update. Critical Ecosystem 
Partnership Fund. 

38 UN Strategic Framework 2012 – 2015 for Myanmar

39 UNDP Country Programme 2013-2015

40 Vulnerability and Resilience Assessment of the Ayeyarwady Delta, Myanmar, Delta Alliance, 

41 Women’s Protection Assessments: Post Cyclone Nargis, Myanmar, Women Protection group, 
May 2010

42 World Bank (2014) Myanmar: Capitalizing on rice export opportunities” Southeast Asia 
Sustainable Development Unit, World Bank, Bangkok.
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7. List of Annexes

Annexes available at: http://www.fao.org/evaluation/en/ 

Annex 1. Terms of Reference of the Evaluation

Annex 2. Terms of Reference of the Consultative Group

Annex 3. Executive Summary of Terminal Evaluation of Cluster Evaluation of the Environmental 
Sustainable Food Security Programme (ESFSP) 
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8. List of Case Studies

Case studies available at: http://www.fao.org/evaluation/en/ 

• Case Study on FAO’s contribution in Central and Northern Rakhine 

• Case study of the Emergency Centre for Transboundary Animal Disease (ECTAD) in 
Myanmar 

• Case study of Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of Tenure (VGGT) in 
Myanmar 
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