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Executive summary

Introduction

ES1 This evaluation represents the first comprehensive, independent evaluation of the Food 
and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations’ (FAO’s) technical cooperation in 
the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (KSA). The evaluation was conducted at the request of the 
Saudi Ministry of Environment, Water and Agriculture (MoEWA), formerly known as the 
Ministry of Agriculture, with the support of FAO’s Regional Office for the Near East and 
North Africa.

ES2 The evaluation looked at only the past ten years of the programme, the 2006–2011 and 
2012–2016 phases. Emphasis was placed on evaluating themes and priority areas through 
evaluating individual projects. The evaluation was structured around the question: What 
difference has FAO’s technical cooperation programme made to agricultural and rural 
development and food security in KSA? Under this question, the evaluation sought to 
assess the relevance of FAO’s assistance; whether or not it played its role in a strategic 
manner; and the extent to which its programme was coherent with national needs. It 
also sought to examine closely the links between lessons learned from the programme 
at project, strategic and policy levels. The evaluation also looked at the results achieved, 
partnerships forged at national, regional and international levels, and the degree of 
capacity development achieved.

ES3 The evaluation team consisted of an Evaluation Manager, Associate Evaluation Officer and 
six subject matter consultants. Visits were made to sites around Riyadh, Al Jouf, Al Hassa, 
Al-Kharj, Jeddah, Mecca, Al Ulla and Medina. Rounds of interviews were conducted with 
key personnel in FAO-KSA cooperation and other stakeholders, including FAO technical 
and programme staff, staff in regional and national counterparts at MoEWA in Riyadh. 
A key challenge for the evaluation was the lack of a results-based management system 
to facilitate the monitoring and evaluation of projects. The team addressed this by using 
the Outcome Harvesting method, based on identifying changes that have taken place 
in a particular area of work, region or target group, and then determining FAO’s specific 
contribution to the changes.

Findings

ES4 Strategic relevance: The Technical Cooperation Assistance is well aligned with KSA’s 
agricultural sector priorities, as defined in the National Development Plans. FAO is 
respected and trusted by national stakeholders, and perceived as a valuable technical 
partner. However, the Technical Cooperation Assistance is not yet designed to influence 
directly the country’s food security policies and priorities.

ES5 Partnership and coordination: FAO has paid little attention to strategic partnerships at 
national, regional and international levels, and there are mixed results at the project level 
regarding long-term partnerships. 

ES6 Normative values: FAO has inadequate capacity in the country to integrate social 
development issues (poverty reduction and social inclusion), and has no clear approach to 
mainstreaming gender issues.  

ES7 Comparative advantages of FAO in KSA: FAO has strong comparative advantages in 
providing technical assistance in the fields of livestock, fisheries and aquaculture, and 
crop protection (e.g. integrated pest management). However, it fell short regarding 
partnerships, capacity development and policy dialogue.

ES8 Programme design: The programme design was in line with the vision, strategy and 
development plans of the Kingdom, and most projects were designed to respond to 
Government priorities.
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ES9 Institutional arrangements: The Programme Coordination Unit supported the projects to 
the extent possible. However, there was no mechanism to oversee the strategic direction 
of the Technical Cooperation Assistance programme, or to broaden the dialogue with 
MoEWA regarding project implementation.

ES10 Finance and management: The Technical Cooperation Assistance programme made 
significant progress in managing the programme since 2008 (the first audit review). 
However, a number of issues remained unresolved, in particular the income generated 
from project, and the joining of operations, financial and administrative functions under 
a single unit. 

ES11 Relevance of the programme: The programme design was in line with the vision, strategies 
and National Development Plans of KSA. Most projects were designed to respond to 
Government priorities.  

ES12 Effectiveness of the programme: The programme achieved notable results and 
the projects were largely successful in delivering substantial outputs and achieving 
targets. Nevertheless, the lack of in-depth monitoring and evaluation data did not 
permit a comprehensive evaluation of the dissemination and uptake of results from the 
programme. 

ES13 Sustainability of the programme: The long-term sustainability of the programme 
appears to be of general concern, and not just regarding FAO interventions. While there 
is a policy of operating through MoEWA to strengthen the possibilities for sustainability, 
inadequate capacity at MoEWA is a major constraint. 

ES14 Capacity development: Capacity development provided by the Technical Cooperation 
Assistance in most cases lacked a clear strategy, and has focused on capacity building 
of staff through training workshops and study tours. Little was achieved in terms of 
institution building and the creation of enabling environments, though much of this was 
due to the narrow focus of the Technical Cooperation Assistance on projects and the 
limited extent of the national cadre in MoEWA.

ES15 Gender: FAO’s contribution to gender equality was limited and confined to the three 
rural development projects.

Conclusions and recommendations

Conclusions

Conclusion 1: The technical focus of the two Technical Cooperation Assistance programmes 
evaluated was found to be broadly relevant to the needs of KSA and to the technical aspirations 
of the Government. The programme was less well aligned with FAO’s Strategic Objectives.

ES16 The Technical Cooperation Assistance programme largely responded to priorities 
identified by MoEWA and continues to do so. This is not surprising considering that 
programme activities are funded by the Government of KSA through the Unilateral Trust 
Fund, and that the programme is essentially embedded in MoEWA (the Programme 
Coordination Unit physically, and the various project activities programmatically). FAO’s 
work is often viewed locally as integrated with the Ministry’s. This is a significant strength.

ES17 While MoEWA staff is knowledgeable about KSA development needs, the specific needs 
and opportunities of each project’s target group may need to be more systematically 
studied or verified through diligent field needs assessments.

ES18 The programme is less well aligned with the priorities of FAO. Although poverty alleviation, 
a key FAO priority, is addressed to various extents in the crop production, irrigation and 
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natural resource management projects, in many instances wealthier farmers and livestock 
owners appear to be substantial beneficiaries of project activities. This is particularly so in 
the horse breeding project, and is also a feature of the aquaculture project.

ES19 Similarly, a review of programme documents relating to gender revealed a lack of 
conceptual integration of gender analysis. The expected role of Technical Cooperation 
Assistance is not merely the inclusion of gender mainstreaming as a phrase in project 
documents. Technical Cooperation Assistance personnel have to be systematically 
briefed and trained in the topic, given time to dedicate to this work, and provided with 
the tools to carry it out. Although the projects did not benefit from the Gender Officer 
at the Regional Office, the FAO guidance materials were available to the projects and the 
Programme Coordination Unit.

Conclusion 2: The Technical Cooperation Assistance programme achievements were substantial 
in a number of technical domains such as animal health, fisheries and aquaculture. However, in 
the absence of strategic engagement with the Government of KSA to strengthen national food 
security policies and priorities, the country did not benefit from the full array of FAO’s services. 

ES20 The Technical Cooperation Assistance programme made useful advances in many technical 
areas over the period 2006–2016. Although there were problems with staffing and the 
implementation of activities, the programme was useful to KSA. This is particularly evident 
in the animal resources projects, which featured a strong component on capacity building 
in critical issues related to animal health. This training will help MoEWA to improve disease 
control programmes, reduce the risk of disease transmission and facilitate early disease 
detection and action. Taken together, these activities will help to upgrade the veterinary 
health delivery system in KSA so that it complies with international standards set by 
the World Organisation for Animal Health (OIE) and FAO. Likewise, the environmental 
rehabilitation projects made significant progress.

ES21 The project’s work in aquaculture had three major attributes, which could potentially 
affect its sustainability:

• First, the work related to cage culture, water recirculation system feeds, and environmental 
impact assessments is still in the early stages and requires more time and increased policy
support for private sector investments to allow scaling-up of the technologies;

• Second, the project’s interventions have been narrowly focused on the technical aspects 
of the interventions, without much effort to locate them in the broader social, economic, 
environmental and trade context. This implies that the broader implications of the
interventions (in their present form) remain uncertain, with potentially negative equality 
and sustainability implications;

• Third, the project activities have largely remained within the sphere of research and have 
only made a partial transition to the development phase (through activities such as the
Yanbu Forum on Aquaculture Investment Opportunities in KSA). It will require additional 
and more intensive effort to promote them for wider uptake, and to obtain the expected
results.

ES22 However, the programme strongly focused on technical issues at the expense of 
socioeconomic ones, and included almost no policy advice. Socio-economic, governance 
and management issues remain the responsibility of MoEWA to a great extent. This may 
reflect a lack of awareness about FAO’s policy advisory function within MoEWA.

ES23 Many of the Technical Cooperation Assistance projects aimed at increases in production, 
particularly for fruit and fish. There is a corresponding need for policy advice covering 
production, irrigation and marketing. This is especially the case for, but not confined to, 
the increased date production that stems from more efficient irrigation applied in Al Hassa.

Conclusion 3: Over the two programme phases, the Technical Cooperation Assistance approach 
was characterized by traditional and somewhat simplistic methods of providing technical 
assistance. The capacity development component of the Technical Cooperation Assistance was 
reduced mainly to training.
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ES24 The model followed in the Technical Cooperation Assistance programme was not the most 
current, having relied significantly on expatriate technical experts. KSA universities, of 
which there are many, produce large numbers of suitably qualified graduates who could 
occupy many of the positions currently taken by international experts. Moreover, the 
technical advice being offered within the programme takes little account of major advances 
in production methods. For example, more use should be made of the biotechnology 
facilities available in Al Hassa, and many additional technical advances in crop production 
could be taken advantage of.

ES25 For many projects, there were issues of prolonged absences of Chief Technical Advisors and 
frequent turnover among National Project Directors. All projects had problems with FAO 
and MoEWA coordination and linkages. There were also limitations regarding the extent 
of cooperation and collaboration with local and foreign institutions and universities. The 
research-training-extension model was not efficiently or effectively implemented, and 
there were major communication problems evident among partners.

ES26 Furthermore, the Memorandum of Understanding constrained the technical cooperation 
programme from addressing emerging issues that were outside the scope of the agreed 
projects. For example, several projects addressed issues of irrigation, but only to enhance 
irrigation efficiency or to use treated waste water for irrigation.

ES27 A major failing of the Technical Cooperation Assistance programme was that it was 
operated as a series of independent projects, and therefore took no advantage of the 
benefits of information exchange and cooperation among staff of the various entities. The 
example of extension is particularly telling: while strong extension services are central to 
the impact pathways of the projects reviewed, there was no indication that the needs of 
other projects were considered with regard to extension services. 

ES28 Regarding capacity development, the design of most projects catered to all three levels 
of capacity development: individual, institutional and policy. At the technical level, the 
design included capacity building of staff and beneficiaries through workshops and study 
tours. At the functional level, the projects were planned to create enabling environments 
by recommending strategies and policies. However, in the implementation process, the 
approach to capacity development was not comprehensive and the focus remained on 
providing training. Moreover, there was inadequate capacity building of local human 
resources and problems with FAO and MoEWA coordination and linkages. Achievements 
in the other two aspects of capacity development remained modest because most of the 
outputs (e.g. recommendations of studies, frameworks and strategies) were not approved 
or adopted by MoEWA.

ES29 Apart from the challenges faced by the programme, efforts were made to create an 
enabling environment. Various strategies, policies, guidelines and protocols were compiled 
by individual projects, but it was often the case that such contributions remained without 
official endorsement and adoption.

Recommendations

ES30 The evaluation team considers that FAO can contribute to the Kingdom’s agricultural 
development in the future if the following recommendation are followed. 

Recommendation 1: to FAO and MoEWA

The future Technical Cooperation Assistance programme has to be managed in a more 
programmatic manner, with increased focus on the cross-cutting issues of environmental 
sustainability, gender, rural development and governance. Moreover, the future phase could 
move beyond technical assistance to address issues at the policy level, in line with the approval of 
the 2030 Vision for Sustainable Development and the Tenth National Development Plan in KSA.

ES31 In implementing Recommendation 1, the evaluation team suggests that FAO needs to have 
the following in place:
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• A Steering Committee to discuss the design and operationalization of the new 
programme; 

• A monitoring and evaluation function for the entire programme at the Programme 
Coordination Unit, and set a clear timetable for conducting mid-term and final evaluations 
of individual projects as well as the Technical Cooperation Assistance as a whole; 

• The programme should benefit from the presence of a dedicated policy officer at country 
or regional level.

ES32 The evaluation team suggests adopting the following arrangements in the implementation 
processes of the Technical Cooperation Assistance programme:  

• FAO to consider fielding a mission to assist the Programme Coordination Unit in 
transferring the assets of phased out projects to MoEWA;

• FAO to consider placement of a Social Development Officer in the Programme 
Coordination Unit. The Social Development Officer could be the Chief Technical Advisor 
for a specific project, but the responsibilities should include capacity building in social 
development for the entire FAO team in KSA and MoEWA, seconded staff, input to 
project design (incorporating social development issues in the predominantly technical 
projects) and compilation of strategies and policy notes;

• FAO in KSA to nominate a Gender Focal Point to facilitate communication with, and 
benefit from, the Gender Officer based in the Regional Office; and

• The Rural Development Unit (as well as other units) in MoEWA should continue to 
formulate strategies, issue guidelines and policy notes, and guide the rural development 
work by the technical units. FAO should build capacity in the entity and work with the 
technical units to ensure effective integration of social development issues in the delivery 
of technical interventions. 

ES33 The MoEWA may wish to reflect on the following:

• The criteria for assignment of National Project Directors and seconded national staff 
should ensure that at least a minimum capacity in social development is available; 
otherwise the capacity building targets of projects would be compromised. In the 
technical projects, National Project Directors should have expertise in the field and also 
have capacity in project management (e.g. finance and procurement);

• The need for coordination and collaboration between the interlinked departments (e.g. 
in the case of fisheries and aquaculture-related divisions); and

• A study is to be undertaken to assess water productivity related to crops. Thereafter, an 
economic assessment could be carried out on the cost-benefit ratios based on prevailing 
farm models.

Recommendation 2: to FAO

FAO should focus on strengthening the elements of its Technical Cooperation Assistance model, 
including baselines, needs assessments and project design. Greater emphasis should be placed 
on capacity development dimensions, networking and long-term partnerships with national 
institutions.

ES34 The evaluation team suggests the following actions to better realize Recommendation 2:

• Conduct stakeholder analyses to establish the needs of the intended beneficiaries, 
particularly the more vulnerable groups, to ensure that Technical Cooperation Assistance 
projects address them effectively;

• Strengthen linkages, cooperation and networking among MoEWA, universities, research 
and development institutions and other concerned governmental stakeholders, as well 
as current and prospective national and international partners;

• Ensure that projects look for relevant partners in order to widen their impact, in 
addition to the Council of Cooperative Societies and universities. Projects could seek 
partnerships with the Ministry of Education to build the capacity of women teachers in 
the dissemination of extension and rural development messages among rural women; 
and
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• Design a strategic framework for capacity development, in order to address the 
immediate, medium-term and long-term needs of the future Technical Cooperation 
Assistance programme in the Kingdom. 

Recommendation 3: To FAO

In designing technical areas, FAO should promote innovative approaches in the Technical 
Cooperation Assistance programme that can be scaled-up through national programmes and 
widely disseminated as good practices. 

ES35 Suggestions for innovative approaches in technical cooperation assistance in the different 
sectors include the following1:

Crop production and the environment 

• Develop strong links between crop research and production;

• Move from production-oriented interventions towards dryland crop research;

• Invest in strengthening the extension services to ensure that Good Agricultural Practices 
are taken up by farmers (according to observations made by the evaluation team, simple 
recommendations for irrigating crops correctly are needed for olives, citrus and dates);

• Continue to support environmental rehabilitation through research and development 
education, and increased public awareness. 

Crop protection

• Strengthen and support integrated pest management techniques in laboratories 
operating at central and regional level to control red palm weevil, and construct economic 
threshold levels to gauge integrated pest management control costs;

• Enhance the gene bank by incorporating rare cultivars and those with significant 
phenological and agronomical traits;

• Enhance the research programme on date palm diseases and genetic improvement of 
date palm using molecular markers and deoxyribonucleic acid sequencing techniques, 
as used already in some national universities;

• Reorient tissue culture towards developing organogenesis2 techniques.

Animal resources

• Establish a comprehensive livestock management approach, including animal health 
and animal production;

• Strengthen the national capacity on quarantine and early warning systems using 
innovative technologies3.

Fisheries and aquaculture sector

• Incorporate elements of responsible fisheries management (e.g. the Code of Conduct 
for Responsible Fisheries, precautionary principles and ecosystem approach to fisheries 
management and co-management) to ensure sustainable development. The fisheries 
programme should incorporate elements of aquaculture management.

Irrigation

• Increase the use of treated waste water and agricultural drainage water to offset the 
depletion of unrenewable aquifers, which are essential for irrigated agriculture to 

1 These suggestions are based on the results achieved per sector and the feedback generated from the national 
counterparts. 

2 The process of forming new organs.

3 Such as EpiCollect, a mobile phone application.
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continue. The use of treated waste water is not fully accepted and will require more 
awareness building;

• Use more efficient surface irrigation systems, such as drip systems.

Recommendation 4: To FAO

The Programme Coordination Unit in KSA should apply a strategic approach to the inclusion of 
extension services and model its interventions accordingly.

ES36 To implement this recommendation, the programme should place more emphasis on the 
development of effective extension strategies to reach different categories of actors (e.g. 
policy makers, administrators, field staff, researchers, academicians, private sector investors 
and small-scale producers).

ES37 The evaluation team suggests the following actions: 

• FAO should provide technical assistance to MoEWA to ensure the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the new setup, linking research and extension and the outsourcing of 
extension services. 

• FAO should consider the recruitment of specialists to assist Chief Technical Advisors in 
the work on rural development and extension. The recruitment of women in particular 
should be promoted in positions of specialists and junior experts.
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1.   Introduction

1.1  Purpose of the evaluation

1 This evaluation represents the first comprehensive, independent evaluation of the Food 
and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations’ (FAO’s) technical cooperation in the 
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (KSA). It was conducted at the request of the Saudi Minister 
of Environment, Water and Agriculture (MoEWA), formerly known as the Ministry of 
Agriculture, with the support of FAO’s Regional Office for the Near East and North Africa.

2 The evaluation was intended to provide accountability and to identify lessons that could 
inform future cooperation. In particular, it assessed the achievements of the FAO-KSA 
Technical Cooperation Assistance at strategic, technical, operational and management 
levels, as well as how FAO applied both its comparative advantages and the guidance 
provided by FAO’s Regional and Sub-regional Offices and FAO headquarters. 

3 The main audiences for the evaluation, to which most of the lessons and recommendations 
are addressed, are:

• the Government;

• the Programme Coordination Unit;

• The Regional and Sub-regional Office for the Gulf Cooperation Council States and Yemen; 

• FAO headquarters.

4 Additional potential users of the evaluation are FAO’s partners within the broader 
development community, including resource partners, Government agricultural producers, 
private sector stakeholders and other United Nations agencies, in particular those with 
whom strategic interventions were identified.

1.2   Scope 

5 The detailed Terms of Reference are provided in the Annexes, and were formulated based 
on discussions held with a wide range of partners, including FAO staff, government officials 
and United Nations agencies. The evaluation was designed to include only the past ten 
years of the programme, the 2006–2011 and 2012–2016 phases. Emphasis was placed on 
evaluating themes and priority areas through evaluating individual projects.

1.3   Objectives

6 In the absence of an operational Country Programming Framework (which would identify the 
governmental priority areas and guide FAO’s partnerships with support from the government), the 
Technical Cooperation Agreements represented the basic reference document. Other reference 
documents (see Appendix 2) for the evaluation included the individual project documents, 
reports, back-to-office mission reports, as well as the FAO Strategic Framework and relevant 
national development strategies and plans. The specific objectives of this evaluation were to:

• Assess the strategic relevance and comparative advantages of FAO’s interventions in 
responding to KSA’s needs and priorities;

• Assess FAO’s technical cooperation programme contributions to the results and national 
objectives identified in the agreements under the six priority areas;

• Assess the sustainability and continuity of FAO’s technical cooperation programme 
interventions in KSA;

• Identify lessons learned and reasons for successes and failures;

• Identify gaps in FAO’s country programming and outline potential areas of future work. 
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1.4   Methodology

7 The evaluation was structured around the question: What difference has FAO’s technical 
cooperation programme made to agricultural and rural development and food 
security in KSA? Under this question, the evaluation sought to assess the broad relevance 
of FAO; whether or not it played its role in a strategic manner; and the extent to which its 
programme was coherent with national needs. It also sought to examine closely the links 
between lessons learned from the programme at project, strategic and policy levels. The 
evaluation also looked at the results achieved, partnerships forged at national, regional 
and international levels, and the degree of capacity development achieved.

8 The general evaluation question incorporated the following elements:

Strategic relevance

• How relevant and coherent was FAO’s technical cooperation assistance to the National 
Development Plan priorities?

• How well does FAO’s technical cooperation assistance portfolio reflect the national agricultural 
development and food security priorities? 

• To what extent is the Technical Cooperation Assistance in line with, and supportive of, FAO’s 
Strategic Framework?

• What has been the added value of FAO’s technical assistance to the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia?

• To what extent has the knowledge generated by FAO’s technical cooperation assistance (including 
success stories and good practices) been disseminated to partners, upscaled and/or replicated?

• How was FAO’s technical cooperation assistance designed to cater for the technical, managerial 
and functional levels of capacity development?

• Who are the ultimate beneficiaries of the technical cooperation outputs? 

• How well do projects reflect the beneficiaries’ needs?

• How do the ultimate beneficiaries engage in the process of project identification and formulation?

Partnership and coordination

• How does FAO’s technical cooperation assistance engage in national, regional and international 
partnerships, and to what extent were these partnerships complementary and synergetic?

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

• To what extent has FAO’s technical cooperation assistance influenced the position and decisions 
of partners in relation to agricultural, rural development food and nutrition security?

Normative values

• To what extent has FAO’s technical cooperation assistance considered cross-cutting themes in 
its interventions, including environmental sustainability, gender roles and vulnerable groups?

Comparative advantage

• To what extent has FAO’s technical cooperation assistance taken into consideration and benefited 
from the Organization’s comparative advantage vis-à-vis other development actors (national 
and local government, the private sector, and other international development partners) at the 
technical level?

Impact and effectiveness

• What key tangible results (outputs and outcomes) has the technical cooperation programme 
achieved from 2006–2016?
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• What sustainable developmental changes and impacts at sectoral level did FAO’s technical 
cooperation assistance bring about that would not have resulted in its absence?

• To what extent have technical, managerial and functional capacities been built at individual 
level?

• Has sufficient institutional capacity been built (at the ministry or sector level) to deal with current 
and emerging agricultural development issues?  

• To what extent has an enabling environment been created in such areas as partnerships, 
governance, policy and legal frameworks?

Sustainability of results

• What are the prospects of sustaining FAO’s technical cooperation assistance results after its 
completion?

• To what extent has the knowledge generated by FAO’s technical cooperation programme 
(including success stories and good practices) been disseminated to partners and other FAO 
projects and programmes, up-scaled and/or replicated? 

Coherence and synergies

• To what extent has the Programme Coordination Unit structure and staffing been efficient and 
effective in providing financial and administrative support to the programme implementation? 

• Have the human and financial resources allocated for the technical cooperation assistance been 
used efficiently and adequately for achieving the objectives and the expected results of the 
technical cooperation assistance?

• What has been the contribution by FAO headquarters, the Regional Office and Sub-regional 
Office for the Gulf Cooperation Council States and Yemen to the programme, particularly in terms 
of technical and operational support?

• To what extent has FAO’s knowledge base (normative products, guidelines, publications, etc.) 
been used by the technical cooperation assistance at country level?

1.5   Methods and sources

9 To collect information, the team reviewed and analysed project documentation for the two 
programme phases, much of it prior to the inception and main evaluation missions to KSA. 
Additional information pertinent to the evaluation was consulted, including web-based 
sources concerning aspects of the Government’s development plans and sector strategies, 
FAO’s strategies, programme background documentation and financial data from the Data 
Warehouse and Field Programme Management Information System. A series of evaluation 
questions was formulated that represented the overall approach to information gathering, 
concerning aspects of strategic relevance, partnerships and coordination, normative values, 
comparative advantages, impact and effectiveness, sustainability of results, and coherence 
and synergies. Stakeholders mapping was carried out, with support from the Programme 
Coordination Unit, to identify those best able to respond to each question. Considering 
that the evaluation covered a period of ten years, as well as the high incidence of staff 
turnover (five national and four international staff), the evaluation focused on interviews 
with stakeholders who had long-term relationships with the programme.

10 Rounds of semi-structured interviews were conducted with key personnel in FAO-KSA 
cooperation and other stakeholders including: 

• FAO technical and programme staff at headquarters;

• Staff in the Regional Office, including the Assistant Director General, Deputy Assistant 
Director General, the Operations and Management Team, the Food Security and 

• Nutrition Officer and the Regional Gender Officer;

• FAO staff in the Programme Coordination Unit, including the FAO Programme Coordinator 
and all Chief Technical Advisors in Riyadh;



Evaluation of FAO’s technical cooperation assistance in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia

11

• National counterparts at MoEWA in Riyadh, including the Minister of the Environment, 
Water and Agriculture (formerly the Minister of Agriculture), the four Deputy Ministers 
and Directors of the relevant departments of the Ministry (Animal Resources, Agriculture, 
Aquaculture, Extension, Research); 

• MoEWA staff in the regions, including the Director of the Irrigation and Drainage 
Authority and the staff of the International Palm Research Centre in Al Hassa (Eastern 
Region), the Directors of Fisheries Resources and Fisheries Research Centres in Jeddah, 
the Director of Agriculture in Medina;

• Staff of the Agricultural Development Fund in Riyadh;

• The United Nations Resident Coordinator and Country Representative of the United 
Nations Development Programme (UNDP), the World Bank’s Head of Operations, and 
the Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit’s (GIZ’s) Country Director;

• The Council of Cooperative Societies in KSA, the Agricultural Cooperative in Al Hofuf , 
Fata el Mustaqbal Cooperative for Women in Al Hofuf, and Hirfa Women’s Association 
in Medina;

• The Fishermen’s Cooperative of Thuwal and the Fishermen’s Cooperative in the Mecca 
region; and

• Producer associations such as the Saudi Aquaculture Society and groups of entrepreneurs.

11 FAO staff as well as personnel from the MoEWA formed the primary informants. In the 
absence of baseline data and clear targets with milestones and quantified indicators, 
evaluation of the Technical Cooperation Assistance projects posed a challenge. The 
evaluation team addressed this by using the Outcome Harvesting Method, based on 
identifying changes that have taken place in a particular area of work, region or target group, 
and then determining FAO’s specific contribution to the changes. Outcome harvesting can 
be used to identify positive results, negative outcomes and unexpected changes.

1.6   Evaluation process

12 The evaluation team consisted of an Evaluation Manager and six 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.

13 The preparatory phase of the evaluation was initiated by interviews with key FAO staff at 
headquarters. This was followed by an inception mission to KSA conducted in December 
2015 by two OED staff members and the rural development consultant. The entire 
evaluation team, with the exception of the plant pathology consultant, subsequently 
gathered in Rome for a five-day meeting between 11 January and 19 January 2016. The 
main evaluation mission to KSA, involving the complete evaluation team, took place 
between 4 March and 24 March 2016.

14 Prior to departure on the main evaluation mission, a second round of interviews with key 
personnel in FAO headquarters in Rome and Sub-regional Office for the Gulf Cooperation 
Council States and Yemen took place. In KSA, a series of semi-structured interviews 
was conducted with important programme personnel, including FAO employees in the 
Programme Coordination Unit and national counterparts. Meetings were held with the 
Programme Coordinator and National Programme Coordinator during both the inception 
phase and the main evaluation mission. 

15 In some instances, evaluation team members attended structured presentations, and in 
others the interviews took a more wide-ranging format4. In order to keep the responses on 
track, a strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats (SWOT) approach was sometimes 
used. A survey was deemed impractical and consequently triangulation played a very 
significant role in the evaluation, ensuring that the observations reported were not based 
solely on individual opinion, but were independently confirmed, sometimes by numerous 
individuals. Interviews were conducted broadly, and included staff in the Regional Office.

4  Face-to-face and Skype interviews.
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16 FAO staff in the Programme Coordination Unit, national counterparts at MoEWA in Riyadh 
(including the Minister), MoEWA staff in the regions, staff of the Agricultural Development 
Fund in Riyadh, the United Nations Resident Coordinator and Country Representative 
of the UNDP, the World Bank Head of Operations, the GIZ, Country Director and the 
exProgramme Coordinator and ex-technical officers (horticulture, fishery and irrigation 
experts). A total of 70 people were interviewed, including 30 FAO staff and 40 individuals 
working with the Government, the UN and other relevant organizations. A complete list of 
those consulted is included in Appendix 1.

17 Major findings and observations were discussed among the evaluation team members 
during frequent round-up sessions. In this way, many of the opinions voiced and conclusions 
reached in this report derived from discussing the issues with various experts in the sectors 
covered by the Technical Cooperation Assistance; in no instance was reliance placed on a 
single expert opinion.

18 The evaluation acknowledges the counterfactual arguments and their usefulness in 
attempting to gauge probable effects and outcomes on programme activities. Such 
arguments were used in this evaluation in a number of situations, including in Section III, 
to pose the question, “Had there not been an FAO-KSA partnership, could similar progress 
and impacts have been made in KSA without the assistance of FAO or with an alternative 
partner?”

19 Several visits were made to sites around Riyadh, Al Jouf, Al Hassa, Al-Kharj, Jeddah, Mecca, 
Al Ulla and Medina; however, it was not possible to visit, for example, programme activities 
on the southern border due to insecurity. Time constraints also prevented visits to other key 
sites, but when visits were possible full use was made of direct observation.

20 The evaluation followed United Nations norms and standards, and ethical guidelines. 
The need for cultural sensitivity was recognized and observed when addressing issues of 
gender and equity.

21 The evaluation team met the Saudi Minister of Environment, Water and Agriculture at 
the beginning of the evaluation in KSA. The preliminary findings were presented to the 
Minister at the end of the mission, and subsequently to the Assistant Director General in 
the regional office in Cairo.

1.7   Limitations

22 A main challenge for the evaluation was in not being able to visit two regions in the 
southwestern area of KSA (Jazan and Najran), in which six of the Technical Cooperation 
Assistance projects were focused, representing major programme components5. Another 
challenge stemmed from limitations in the design of projects, which did not comply with 
the requirements of a results-based management system (baseline data, clear targets, 
milestones and indicators) to facilitate monitoring and evaluation. There was no results 
based data management system for the programme in the Programme Coordination 
Unit, Regional Office, Sub-regional Office for the Gulf Cooperation Council States and 
Yemen and headquarters. The evaluation team devised appropriate qualitative methods 
to address these challenges, including interviews in Riyadh with national staff from the 
inaccessible regions, adoption of an Outcome Harvesting Method, and triangulation to 
offset the limitations of design and lack of baseline data. This required the evaluation to 
rely on stakeholder perceptions, observations and programme activity reports.

23 In addition, there were also major communication and logistical issues, such as delays in 
obtaining visas and in setting agreed dates for the inception6 and evaluation missions. The 
evaluation mission was postponed for no clear reason, considerable time was wasted on 

5 These projects are: UTF/SAU/011/SAU; UTF/SAU/014/SAU; UTF/SAU/018/SAU; UTF/SAU/019/SAU; UTF/SAU/040/ 
SAU; and UTF/SAU/047/SAU

6 The reference to the evaluation mission was made in the debriefing organized for the Programme Coordinator 
and again included in the ToRs of the OED staff. The report was initially circulated and shared with the Assistant 
Director General of the regional office.
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programme minutiae and the field visits were controlled by the focal point (Programme 
Coordination Unit). No debriefing was held for the Programme Coordination Unit team, 
with the mission despite the evaluation team having requested it7.

1.8   Structure of the report

24 The report is largely structured according to the template employed by OED. It has been 
slightly modified to take into account the requirements for evaluating the FAO-KSA 
Unilateral Trust Fund, as outlined in the Terms of Reference. Most of the evaluation questions 
are included in the text to provide guidance. A brief overview of the KSA agricultural sector 
and FAO supporting programmes follows this introduction to the evaluation. Chapter 3 
attempts to answer the evaluation questions pertaining to FAO’s strategic positioning. 
Chapter 4 reviews FAO’s contributions to Technical Cooperation Assistance results, and 
Chapter 5 sets out the conclusions and recommendations based on the findings presented 
in Chapters 3 and 4.

7 The reference to the debriefing was included in the Meeting Programme shared with evaluation focal point on 20 
January 2016.
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2.   Country context

2.1   Background and trends

25 KSA has one of the fastest growing populations in the world, increasing from 7.3 million 
in 1975 to 27 million in 2013 at an annual growth rate of three percent. The population 
is largely young, with 73 percent below 30 years of age and 45 percent below the age of 
fifteen. These demographic features have direct effects on projections for the economy 
and needs for housing, employment, social infrastructure and provision of water and other 
basic services.

26 The Long-term Strategy for the Saudi Economy 2004–2024, which was first elaborated as 
a long-term perspective on development in KSA, provided the framework for successive 
five-year development plans up to 2025. This vision set out a wide array of long-term 
national development objectives. It addressed dimensions beyond the economic, in the 
belief that human development also encompasses social and cultural dimensions. An 
important element of this future vision is a national commitment to promoting economic 
diversification away from heavy reliance on natural resources, namely oil and natural gas, 
and avoiding negative impacts on the environment, particularly water resources. These 
objectives were retained and expanded in the Eighth Development Plan (2005–2009) and 
further expanded in the Ninth Development Plan (2010–2014)8. The plans, which detailed 
sectoral objectives, generally sought to achieve economic diversification, expand equal 
opportunity employment, provide good health and education services throughout the 
nation, build manpower skills and protect Islamic traditions and cultural heritage in KSA9.

27 During the period covered by the Eighth Development Plan, agriculture (including 
livestock), forest and fishing sectors were envisaged to undergo real annual growth of 3.2 
percent at constant 1999 prices. The plan also foresaw adoption of an integrated strategy 
for the administration, development and rationalization of water utilization in agriculture, 
based on adopting cropping strategies with lower water requirements, utilizing modern 
techniques such as drip-feed irrigation and greenhouses, and developing new water 
resources. The plan also aimed at promoting significant changes in government regulation 
and support policies related to pricing and subsidies, which were designed to improve 
productivity. 

28 Under the Eighth Development Plan, the agricultural sector underwent the initial stages of 
a radical restructuring process, designed to put the sector on the path towards sustainable 
development, by adapting agricultural development to the constraints associated with 
water resources. The state took a series of measures aimed at limiting the production and 
banning the export of water-demanding crops, encouraging the use of modern irrigation 
techniques to rationalize water consumption, and restricting distribution of fallow land 
pending completion of the National Water Strategy. In addition, in order to promote national 
food security, the Government began a programme for supporting Saudi investment in 
agricultural activities abroad. KSA also took a number of measures aimed at alleviating the 
impact of rising food prices. These developments notwithstanding, the agricultural sector 
was able to grow throughout the period of the plan, albeit at a rate lower than expected 
due to climatic factors and the repercussions of combating the spread of avian flu.

29 Under the Ninth Development Plan (2010–2014), the agriculture sector objectives aimed to:

• Continue the process of restructuring the agricultural sector to strengthen its role in 
the country’s the economic, social and environmental development, and to expand the 
production of crops with high water efficiency;

• Develop the agricultural products market and improve its efficiency;

• Improve the level of support to agricultural extension and improve its effectiveness, 
particularly for smallholder farmers;

8 The Eighth Development Plan (2005–2009). Ministry of Economy and Planning. Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (MOEP).

9 The Ninth Development Plan (2009–2014). Executive Summary. MOEP 2009.
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• Support agricultural research and development;

• Improve the management of fishery resources;

• Achieve sustainable management and development of rangelands and forests; 

• Encourage investment in the agricultural sector and the entire added value chain; and

• Encourage national investment in foreign agricultural sectors.

30 In line with the diversification strategy, the non-oil sectors expanded rapidly. The 
economy gradually reduced dependence on oil revenues by diversifying into export 
industries such as metals, plastics and chemicals. Over the last decade KSA has also made 
substantial progress in improving social services and initiated steps to reduce poverty.

31 The Government signed and adopted almost all major international conventions 
relating to the environment and social development. It subscribed to the fundamental 
objectives of the Millennium Development Goals, which include a commitment to reduce 
environmental degradation. The substantial improvements in human development 
indices are documented in the 2015 national Human Development Report:

 “Saudi Arabia’s HDI value for 2014 is 0.837 — which puts the country in the very 
high human development category — positioning it at 39 out of 188 countries and 
territories. Between 1990 and 2014, Saudi Arabia’s HDI value increased from 0.690 to 
0.837, an increase of 21.3 percent, representing an average annual increase of about 
0.81 percent”.

2.2  Agriculture in KSA

32 Historically, agriculture on the Arabian Peninsula was characterized by small-scale 
production of dates and vegetables in areas with sufficient water resources. Constrained 
by water availability, these primarily small plots produced just enough food for local 
communities, with any surplus being bartered or sold to passing caravans.

33 The agricultural sector in KSA started to change in the 1970s with the launch of extensive 
government programmes to establish and promote modern farming methods. At that 
time, important investments were made for the construction of rural roads and the 
establishment of irrigation networks, storage centres, and export facilities. As a result 
of these interventions, by 1984 KSA had become self-sufficient in wheat and. Shortly 
thereafter, the country began to export significant quantities of cereals. By the early 
1990s KSA had become a major exporter of wheat, ranking sixth worldwide. The 
contribution of agriculture to GDP in 1984 was 3.3 percent. By 2001 it had increased to 
5.1 percent, though mainly due to a decline in oil revenues. Nevertheless, government 
efforts resulted in a significant increase in the Agriculture Domestic Product, from SAR 
990 million (USD 263 million) in 1970 to about SAR 35.08 billion (USD 10 billion) in 2015.

34 The stated objectives of the agricultural development programme were food security 
through self-sufficiency and improvement of rural incomes. Although the programme 
was successful in raising the domestic output of several important crops and foodstuffs 
through the introduction of modern agricultural techniques, it achieved mixed results in 
raising rural incomes, particularly for traditional farmers.

35 Although KSA produced a large agricultural surplus, sufficient to export cereals, 
overexploitation of groundwater and importation of fertilizers, equipment and labour 
made the country even more dependent on foreign inputs to bring food to the average 
Saudi household. 

36 The Government identifies the agricultural sector as a main pillar in the economic 
development of the country. However, the substantial increase in overall rural agricultural 
earnings has resulted in a regional imbalance, and the traditional agricultural regions 
did not benefit from the development programme. Through its financial support, 
the development programme led to the establishment of large-scale agricultural 
production units, some of which were managed and operated by foreign entities and 
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owned by wealthy individuals or large businesses. From an environmental viewpoint, 
the programme had a less than satisfactory impact. Not only has it constituted a serious 
drain on KSA’s water resources, drawing mainly from non-renewable aquifers, but has 
also required the use of massive amounts of chemical fertilizers to boost yields. By 1992 
it became evident that expanding Saudi agriculture was only sustainable as long as 
the Government maintained a high level of direct and indirect subsidies, a drain on the 
budget and external accounts of KSA. 

37 The sector’s contribution to employment is larger than its share in GDP. According to 
MoEWA data, there were 458 811 agricultural workers in KSA in 2012. This is equivalent 
to around 4.1 percent of the country’s overall labour force; of these, 44.6 percent were 
Saudi nationals. Employment in the sector, however, has fallen in recent years (see Table 
1).

Table 1: Main economic and agricultural indicators for KSA10

Total area km2 2 150 000

Population 27 000 000

GDP per capita USD 20 000

Total cultivated area (ha) 1 006 000

Area for cereal crop (ha) 329 000

Area of fodder crops (ha) 160 000

Area of vegetables (including greenhouses) (ha) 116 000

Area of fruits (including dates) (ha) 401 000

Number of farms 251 000

Labour force 8 148 000

Employment in agriculture (%) 4.1

38 Despite significant progress made over the years, the agricultural sector continued to 
face challenges. Fodder, alfalfa and food grains (including barley and, notably, wheat) 
were produced on a large scale in KSA using centre pivot irrigation. This had rapid 
impact on the pastoral and livestock breeding systems. Irrigation, when not practised 
optimally, can also result in loss of productive land through salinization. In recent years 
it was recognized that such production represented unsustainable water use and was 
unduly expensive. A move towards producing fodder abroad through lease agreements 
is now the preferred method for meeting demand in large-scale livestock production 
and the dairy industry11. Subsidies for wheat production and export were phased out. In 
addition to current challenges posed by irrigated agricultural production, the unknowns 
of climate change represent a real threat to the already substantially degraded natural 
environment, as well as to global food production and consequently the price of food 
imported into KSA.

39 KSA has made an important strategy shift in recent years in favour of sustainable 
production systems. This is clearly reflected in the Ninth Development Plan launched by 
the Ministry of Economy and Planning in August 2010. Among other objectives, the plan 
adopted an integrated strategy for the management, development and rationalization 
of water resources.

40 The challenges of agricultural development in KSA are largely, but not exclusively, in line 
with major global challenges outlined in FAO’s Reviewed Strategic Framework of 2013, 
as detailed below. The development challenges faced by the Technical Cooperation 
Assistance principally concerned Challenges 1 and 4, although the remaining challenges 
were understood to be at least indirectly relevant to KSA, considering that the activities 
within the ambit of the programme were directed only at several specific components of 
sustainable agricultural and rural development. 

10 Source, Agriculture Census Report 2015.

11 http://saudi-agriculture.com/en-sa/about/about-saudi-arabia
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• Challenge 1. Increase the production of agriculture, forestry and fisheries and their 
contributions to economic growth and development, while ensuring sustainable 
ecosystem management and strategies for adaptation to, and mitigation of climatic 
change.

• Challenge 2. Eradicate food insecurity, nutrient deficiencies and unsafe food in the face 
of increasing food prices and high price volatility.

• Challenge 3. Improve the quality and balance of food consumption and nutrition.

• Challenge 4. Improve the livelihoods of the population living in rural areas, including 
smallholder farmers, foresters and fisher folk (particularly women), in the context of 
urbanization and changing agrarian structures.

• Challenge 5. Ensure a more inclusive food and agriculture system at local, national and 
international levels.

• Challenge 6. Increase the resilience of livelihoods to agriculture and food security 
threats and shocks.

• Challenge 7. Strengthen governance mechanisms for the food, agriculture, forestry 
and fisheries systems at national, regional and global levels.

41 These challenges are represented by four points in the Sub-regional Office for the Gulf 
Cooperation Council States and Yemen Programming Framework, which includes KSA, as 
(i) sustainable management of environmentally sensitive natural resources; ii) sustainable 
availability of safe and nutritious food (increasing supply); (iii) agriculture as an engine of 
economic diversification, rural settlement, poverty reduction and social stability; and iv) 
climate change.

42 With respect to agriculture (including livestock) and the environment, a major issue is 
represented by declining water availability and irrigated crop requirements. 

43 The Ninth Development Plan also touched on the issue of land ownership and the drive 
to expand market-based forms of land use. In 1979, the Government officially abolished 
customary land tenure systems by declaring all land in the KSA as common property. This 
measure led to uncontrolled grazing and adverse impacts on sustainable management 
of rangelands and conservation. 

44 Further to the physical challenges to agricultural production, there are many associated 
social challenges arising from the regional imbalance and changing demography of KSA, 
including urbanization. These include avoiding poverty for the growing population in 
low-income regions of KSA, as well as employing the overwhelmingly young population 
(male and female alike), which requires job creation and employment training. The 
various universities in KSA produce large numbers of graduates; the challenge is to place 
them in productive employment and to test if they are able to replace the non-Saudi 
experts. It has been suggested that agriculture represents one such opportunity.

2.3   FAO in KSA

45 KSA became a member of FAO in 1948, and technical cooperation between MoEWA 
and FAO was initiated in 1950. The first FAO mission visited KSA in 1952. Full technical 
cooperation began with the signing of a Technical Agreement between KSA and FAO in 
1964, and an FAO advisory team was dispatched to KSA to provide advice and technical 
support for developing the agriculture sector. Initial efforts focused on irrigation and 
training. In 1981 the Technical Cooperation Assistance12 was strengthened through 
the establishment of a Unilateral Trust Fund agreement, by which KSA deposits funds 
for FAO. FAO opted for the Unilateral Trust Fund modality as it allows developing and 
middle income countries to benefit from the organization’s technical expertise, which 
are fully funded by the beneficiary countries themselves, either from national resources 
or from the proceeds of loans, credits and grants made available by international finance 
institutions or bilateral donors.

12 Official documents use Technical Cooperation Programme (TCP) interchangeably with Technical Cooperation 
Agreement (TCA); these ToRs use only the acronym TCA.
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46 Since early 1992, the government tried to encourage more sustainable farming practices, 
particularly regarding the conservation of the country’s extremely limited water 
resources. The government allocated around USD 15 billion towards agricultural projects 
and initiatives in 2013. One of the major government-backed institutions active in the 
sector is the Agricultural Development Fund13.

47 Two Technical Cooperation Assistance programmes were implemented during the period 
evaluated. A Memorandum of Understanding14 was signed between FAO and MoEWA on 
15 November 2006, according to which FAO was to provide expertise, technical assistance 
and other forms of support for a number of priority areas, including: (i) sustainable 
management, conservation and development of natural resources; (ii) development of 
agricultural rural areas; iii) boosting productivity, production and marketing, and enhancing 
efficiency and diversification of production; (iv) upgrading technical and quality standards 
to cope with international requirements; and (v) training and building of institutional 
capacity. The priority areas compromised 13 projects (see Table 2). The Memorandum of 
Understanding also included the establishment of the Programme Coordination Unit.  

48 FAO and KSA signed a new Memorandum of Understanding for the period May 2012 
to July 2016. This covers a second phase comprising 18 projects, including one on the 
continuity of the Programme Coordination Unit. The second agreement (Technical 
Cooperation Assistance 2011–2016) covered the following priority areas: (i) sustainable 
management of water resources; (ii) sustainable crop production and Good Agricultural 
Practices; (iii) crop protection and development of natural resources; and (iv) sustainable 
development of animal resources. Complementary areas were also included, such as fish 
farming development, institutional development and capacity building, and international 
cooperation development (see Table 3).

49 The Programme Coordination Unit was established in 2006 in Riyadh to manage and 
support the implementation of the programme. The Programme Coordination Unit 
is headed by a Senior FAO Programme Coordinator, who is the key interlocutor with 
the Government and other stakeholders. The unit was established for the successful 
coordination, implementation and monitoring of the various technical assistance services 
provided by FAO in the framework of the Technical Cooperation Assistance programme. 
The Programme Coordination Unit also ensures financial and administrative efficiency in 
the management and implementation of all the portfolio projects. The unit plays a crucial 
role in providing each project with the needed logistical, administrative and managerial 
backstopping. In the absence of a Chief Technical Adviser in some projects, moreover, the 
Programme Coordinator is expected to provide the required managerial role to oversee 
project implementation. In addition, the Programme Coordinator ensures financial and 
administrative management and implementation of each portfolio project.

50 The Programme Coordination Unit reports to the Regional Office, which reviews and 
approves technical specifications for procurement, monitors project implementation 
and guides and takes part in the recruitment and performance of Technical Cooperation 
Assistance international personnel. The Regional Office also provides operational support 
for activities that are either beyond the delegation of authority of the Programme 
Coordination Unit, or for which Programme Coordination Unit is not mandated. Lead 
Technical Units at the Regional Office and FAO headquarters provide technical support 
to the Programme Coordination Unit in the form of periodic technical backstopping 
missions, review of technical specifications of procurement items and technical clearance 
of Quarterly Project Implementation Reports and six-monthly progress reports. KSA also 
falls under FAO’s Sub-regional Office for the Gulf Cooperation Council States and Yemen, 
though institutional contacts are limited.  

2.4  Technical cooperation assistance agreements

51 Through the Unilateral Trust Fund Agreement, FAO contributed to the establishment and 
development of several research stations and training centres, and initiated a range of 
projects during the preliminary phase:

13 The ADF received the bulk of the government’s funds in support of agriculture in KSA.

14 The Memorandum of Understanding on Operational Procedures for the Unilateral Trust Fund Programme in the KSA.
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• The technical cooperation project in the field of agricultural development (UTF/
SAU/002/ SAU);

• The range and animal development research centre at Al Jouf (UTF/SAU/008/SAU);

• The national centre for horticultural research and development in Najran (UTF/
SAU/006/ SAU);

• The fish farming centre in Jeddah (UTF/SAU/010/SAU);

• The agricultural development project in the Jazan Plains (UTF/SAU/013/SAU);

• The King Abdul Aziz Arabian horse centre in Dirab (UTF/SAU/011/SAU and UTF/
SAU/002/ SAU); 

• The training centre on animal health and production in Hofuf (UTF/SAU/003/SAU);

• The soil survey and land classification (UTF/SAU/015/SAU);

• The date palm research centre in Al Hassa (UTF/SAU/009/SAU); and 

• The olive cultivation development unit in Al Jouf (UTF/SAU/007/SAU).

52 The number of projects increased from the 2001–2006 programme phase to the 2006–
2011 phase, with a corresponding increase in funding from USD 28 million to USD 64 
million. The principal aims of the programme were the achievement of sustainable 
agricultural development and human resource development. The 2006–2011 programme 
included the 14 projects listed in Table 2.

53 The 2011–2016 programme comprised the 16 projects listed in Table 3 and was budgeted 
for USD 63 million.

Table 2. Typology of FAO-KSA technical cooperation programme (2006–2011)

Priority areas/sub-programmes Projects

Sustainable management, conservation 
and development of natural resources

• Improvement of Irrigation Water Management in the Kingdom 
of Saudi Arabia (UTF/SAU/011/SAU);

• Sustainable Development for Irrigated Agriculture in Al Hassa 
(UTF/SAU/012/SAU);

• Preservation and Improvement of Arabian Horse in its 
Homeland (UTF/SAU/033/SAU);

• Technical and financial support for activities related to 
sustainable management of rangelands, forests and soils in 
the framework of the Programme Coordination Unit (UTF/
SAU/031/SAU).

Development of agricultural rural areas • Support of the Rural Institutions for the Benefit of Small-Scale 
Farmers in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (UTF/SAU/014/SAU).

Boosting productivity, production and 
marketing, and enhancing 
efficiency and diversification of 
production

• Establishment of a Date Palm Research Centre in Al Hassa, 
Phase II (UTF/SAU/015/SAU);

• Development of Tropical and Subtropical Fruits in Jazan and 
Tihama Plains (UTF/SAU/018/SAU);

• Support to the Fish Farming Centre, Jeddah (UTF/SAU/017/
SAU);

• Development of Production, Processing and Marketing of Olive 
in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, Phase II (UTF/SAU/016/SAU);

• Strengthening the National Centre for Horticultural Research 
and Development (NCHRD) in Najran (UTF/SAU/019/SAU);

• Camel Breeding, Protection and Improvement Centre in the 
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (UTF/SAU/021/SAU).

Upgrading technical and quality 
standards to cope with international 
requirements

• Animal Quarantine and Import Requirements (UTF/SAU/023/
SAU);

• Capacity Building in Integrated Plant Health Management 
(UTF/SAU/025/SAU).

Training and building of institutional 
capacity

• Improvement of Agricultural Training Centres in the Kingdom 
of Saudi Arabia (UTF/SAU/027/SAU).
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Table 3. Typology of FAO-KSA technical cooperation programme (2011–2016)

Priority areas/sub-programmes Projects

Sustainable management of water 
resources

• Development of irrigation water management and 
improvement of water use efficiency (UTF/SAU/037/SAU);

• Development of the utilization of non-conventional water 
resources (UTF/SAU/046/SAU).

Sustainable crop production and Good 
Agricultural Practices 

• Development of an international date palm research centre 
(UTF/SAU/043/SAU);

• Development of olive production and processing techniques 
(UTF/SAU/041/SAU);

• Development of technology transfer of the horticulture sector 
(UTF/SAU/040/SAU);

• Strengthening of rural development sustainable programmes 
(UTF/SAU/047/SAU).

Crop protection and development of 
natural resources

• Development of agricultural extension and technology transfer 
(UTF/SAU/050/SAU);

• Strengthening the sustainable management of the natural 
pastures and forests in KSA (UTF/SAU/039/SAU);

• Capacity building in Integrated Plant Heath management (UTF/
SAU/038/SAU).

Sustainable development of animal 
resources

• Camel breeding, protection and improvement centre in KSA 
(UTF/SAU/044/SAU);

• Preservation and improvement of Arabian horse in its 
homeland (UTF/SAU/045/SAU);

• Development of veterinary diagnostic and vaccines production 
laboratories (UTF/SAU/035/SAU);

• Development of animal epidemiological survey and early 
warning systems (UTF/SAU/049/SAU).

Complementary sub-programmes • Projects

Fish farming development • Strengthening and supporting further development of 
aquaculture in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (UTF/SAU/048/
SAU).

Institutional development and capacity 
building

• Institutional development and strengthening of human 
capacities working in the agricultural sector (UTF/SAU/042/
SAU).
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3.   Assessment of FAO’s strategic positioning in KSA

3.1   Strategic relevance

54 This section addresses a series of questions posed in the Terms of Reference:

• How relevant and coherent was FAO’s technical cooperation programme to the National 
Development Plan priorities?

• How well does FAO’s technical cooperation programme portfolio reflect the national 
agricultural development and food priorities?

• How has FAO’s technical cooperation programme contributed to the achievement of FAO’s 
strategic objectives?

Finding 1: The Technical Cooperation Assistance is well aligned with KSA’s agricultural sector 
priorities, as defined in the National Development Plans. FAO is respected and trusted by national 
stakeholders, and perceived as a valuable technical partner. However, the Technical Cooperation 
Assistance is not yet designed to influence directly the country’s food security policies and priorities.

55 The Long-term Strategy of KSA has recognized the negative impacts of the unsustainable 
agricultural expansion promoted during the three preceding decades. In addition to the 
depletion of groundwater resources, the Long-term Strategy underlined that:

  There are disparities in economic activity that have encouraged internal migration from 
rural to urban areas. Restoring regional balance is, therefore, one of the major challenges to 
sustainable development, calling for stimulation of economic activity in the least developed 
regions, with due consideration to their particular characteristics and comparative 
advantages.

56 The Eighth Plan (2006-2010) of KSA stressed the need to redirect agriculture towards 
more high value crops, with their production to be carefully mapped to water availability 
and suitable environments. It highlighted the role of agriculture in socio-economic 
development and the need to strengthen sustainable agricultural development. Moreover, 
the Plan prioritized rural development and the rectification of regional imbalances. A Rural 
Development Unit was established in MoEWA and a decree was issued for supporting 
agricultural and fisheries producer organizations.

57 The newly adopted priorities of KSA guided the planning of the FAO-KSA Technical 
Cooperation Assistance of 2006–2011. In addition to the predominantly thematic technical 
projects addressing scientific and technological issues in plant and livestock production and 
protection, attention was accorded to the challenges of rural development and regional 
imbalance. A project on the development of rural institutions and producer organizations 
was included in the Technical Cooperation Assistance. 

58 The Ninth Development Plan (2010–2014) emphasized further restructuring of the 
agriculture sector in KSA. Among other targets, it prioritized improving the level of support 
and effectiveness of extension services (particularly for smallholder farmers), supporting 
agricultural research and development, improving management of fisheries and working 
towards sustainable management and development of rangelands and forests.

59 The Technical Cooperation Assistance of 2012–2016 in turn picked up the priorities of the 
Ninth Plan and extended the projects on rural institutions, crop production and protection, 
fisheries and aquaculture, livestock and irrigation. The agreement also prioritized a 
project on development of extension and technology transfer in KSA (050). The overall 
objective of most projects was to improve the standard of living for vulnerable groups and 
smallscale farmers in KSA through community-based participatory and sustainable rural 
development. The projects were also designed to promote institutional strengthening in 
MoEWA.
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60 All projects in the two Technical Cooperation Assistance programmes fit well under the 
set sub-programmes with the exception of the project “Preservation and Improvement of 
the Arabian Horse in its Homeland (033)”15, which was part of the 2006–2011 Technical 
Cooperation Assistance. The project was included under the sub-programme Sustainable 
Management, Conservation and Development of Natural Resources. A second phase of 
the project was included in the 2012–2016 Technical Cooperation Assistance, entitled 
“Preservation and Improvement of the Arabian Horse in its Homeland (045)”. It was 
included under the priority area of Sustainable Development of Animal Resources. 

61 The fisheries and aquaculture sector development plan was drafted in 2011 within the 
framework of the seventh initiative. The project document for project 048 (2012–2016) was 
designed to match the priorities identified in the development plan and was implemented 
in synergy and coordination with other aquaculture stakeholders in adherence with 
national strategies. The fisheries and aquaculture plan was revised in 2016. This 15-year plan 
was funded by the Agriculture Development Fund following the fisheries and aquaculture 
sector study. It was planned to produce one million tonnes per annum and is now under 
revision to be scaled down to 600 000 tonnes of marine fish production by 2030. The 
estimated public sector cost is about SAR 8 billion, versus a private sector investment of 
around SAR 44 billion.

62 The Technical Cooperation Assistance was strategically relevant to KSA priorities, fitting 
into the Development Plans pursued at the time. The main technical areas of activity 
included plant production and protection, irrigation, animal production and health. Other 
important areas of intervention were fisheries and aquaculture, and environment/natural 
resource management (focused more on water and rangelands and less on land tenure). 
Overall there was a high level of geographic dispersion of the programme. It is, however, 
difficult to associate any of the objectives of the Technical Cooperation Assistance directly 
with food security policies and priorities. 

63 FAO has been a partner to the Government for over 50 years, and is therefore respected 
and trusted. Nevertheless, the Memorandum of Understandings have not explicitly 
fostered emerging issues outside the scope of the agreed projects in the technical 
cooperation programme (e.g. those addressing national policies and strategies). Some 
critics maintain that the FAO Technical Cooperation Assistance has failed to advise MoEWA 
against faulty priorities and policies, such as the expansion of wheat production, which has 
had detrimental impacts on levels of groundwater. The Technical Cooperation Assistance 
mostly worked on limited technical assignments without considering the overall relevance 
and consequences of the agricultural policies pursued. However, considering the nature 
of the technical assistance, FAO could have alerted, or at least raised concerns about, 
the consequences of expanding wheat production and its implication for groundwater. 
Several projects addressed issues of irrigation to enhance efficiency and use treated waste 
water and agricultural drainage water for irrigation, but such involvement with irrigation 
was not meant to touch on country food security policies and priorities, including wheat 
cultivation.

64 FAO was a pioneer in the provision of technical assistance in KSA. However, it was almost 
absent in the field of food security. For instance, before 2015, KSA formed a food security 
sector working group chaired by UNDP. Neither FAO nor the Programme Coordination Unit 
actively participated in the working group. Likewise in 2014 MoEWA contracted a private 
consulting firm (Booz Allen) and the World Bank to formulate a food security strategy for 
KSA.

15 It seems that the Arabian Horse Centre has enjoyed a long relationship with FAO through the Ministry 
of Agriculture. The first FAO mission began in 1985 as the project UTF/SAU/001, Genetic Conservation 
of the Arabian horse. In 1992 the Arabian Horse Centre came under Unilateral Trust Fund agreement 
(002). FAO contributed through the Trust Fund Agreement between it and the Ministry of Agriculture 
during TCA phase (2001–2006) of the umbrella project UTF/SAU/002/SAU-Assistance to Agricultural 
Development, in the establishment and development of a number of specialized research centres in 
the Kingdom that included: i) The King Abdul Aziz Arabian Horse Centre - Dirab, ii) Soil Definition and 
Land Classification Project, iii) Al Jouf Range and Animal Development Research Centre, iv) Najran 
Horticultural Development Research Centre v) Jeddah Aquaculture Centre in Mecca (Al Mukkaramah 
area) and vi) Animal Health and Production Training Centre in Hofuf. The continuation of cooperation 
with FAO for another five-year phase beyond the expiration of the current agreement was neede 
in order to achieve the objectives of the new and long-term projects. The following agreement 
between FAO and the Government of KSA (2006–2011) was considered as a very positive step for 
King Abdul Aziz Arabian Horse Centre and the Arabian horse breeders.
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65 Furthermore, the exclusive focus of Memorandum of Understandings on projects implied 
that the Technical Cooperation Assistance lacked a platform for strategic dialogue between 
FAO on the one hand and MoEWA and other concerned governmental stakeholders on the 
other – notably the Ministry of Water and Electricity, which is responsible for management 
of water resources in KSA (the water sector is now the responsibility of MoEWA). This is a 
lesson which future cooperation should internalize. Before agreement on the details of 
projects, FAO and KSA should engage in a strategic dialogue concerning the feasibility 
of current KSA priorities and identified needs. Such a dialogue would ensure that FAO 
provided the requisite advice on policies, strategies and priorities, and simultaneously 
avoid repetition of the past experience of uncritically following misconceived policies and 
priorities.

66 The evaluation team was told by senior representatives of MoEWA and the Programme 
Coordination Unit that in 2015 FAO was approached to provide support in drafting a 
number of policy papers regarding food security in KSA, but FAO did not respond. The 
relevant technical units in FAO headquarters and the Regional Office were apparently 
unaware of the request for drafting these documents. With exception of the fisheries 
and aquaculture Lead Technical Unit in FAO headquarters, it appears that the Programme 
Coordination Unit did not have adequate consultations with the relevant divisions or units 
in FAO. Furthermore, MoEWA expressed to the mission their keen interest in discussing with 
FAO their strategy in KSA. Importantly, MoEWA expressed concerns about the fragmented 
projects of FAO.

67 The Programme Coordination Unit seems to have improved its standing at the policy 
level as of late 2015, due in part to the new Programme Coordinator. FAO KSA was asked 
to assume chairmanship of the working group on food security. This development was 
perceived by the evaluation team as a good start for FAO to assume an active role in the 
food security sector, and to provide technical assistance to the sector.

3.2   Partnership and coordination

• How did the Technical Cooperation Assistance projects engage in partnerships and to 
what extent were these partnerships complementary and synergetic?

• To what extent have FAO’s projects supported the coordination of actors working in the 
agriculture, livestock, aquaculture, rural development and food security sectors?

• To what extent have FAO’s projects contributed to influencing the position and decisions 
of partners in relation to agriculture, livestock, aquaculture, rural development and 
extension?

Finding 2: FAO has paid little attention to strategic partnerships at national, regional and 
international levels, and there are mixed results at the project level regarding long-term 
partnerships. 

68 KSA national strategies and policies provide a framework for the Technical Cooperation 
Assistance programme’s collaborative work with its partners. An important element of 
FAO’s strategies ensures that key stakeholders in the field of food security are identified 
and involved at global, regional, and country levels in support of its work. The strategies 
identify six main areas of collaboration: policy dialogue, normative work, technical and 
field programmes, advocacy and communication, joint use and mobilization of resources, 
and knowledge sharing. The two main levels of interaction are at global and decentralized 
levels. The Technical Cooperation Assistance concentrated mainly on technical and field 
programme aspects, and contributed less solidly to the others.

69 There was no immediate evidence of strategic partnerships forged during the period under 
review. UNDP, for example, was a partner during the founding period of the Unilateral 
Trust Fund but ceased to play an active role thereafter. GIZ is active in KSA and has offices 
adjacent to those of the Programme Coordination Unit in the Ministry of Agriculture, but 
was not mentioned as being a partner in the Technical Cooperation Assistance programme. 
Real and active partnerships do not seem to have been regarded as a priority issue in the 
programme.
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70 FAO’s Medium-term Plan (2014–2017) stresses the need to work with civil society 
organizations, known in KSA as associations, and the private sector16. Although, project 
048 on aquaculture established good linkages with the private sector (especially large-scale 
investors in cage culture), evidence indicates that many projects missed the opportunity to 
forge partnerships with the private sector.

71 In a publication on the achievements and future prospects for the technical cooperation 
between KSA and FAO, a series of partner institutions was listed:

• King Saud University

• King Faisal University

• Date Palm Research Centre in King Faisal University
• King Khalid University

• Al Qassim University

• University of Al Jouf

• University of Najran

• Saudi Agricultural Group

• Al Khalidiyah Company

• Tayba Company

• Al Rashid

• National Agricultural Development Company

72 Despite this list of partners, and details on the numbers of national experts that contributed 
to the project, a formal partnership was forged with only King Saud University. The lack of 
strategic outlook in the programme could also be attributed to the fact that it responded to 
somewhat simplistic technical assistance demands from KSA. FAO is contracted to perform 
particular technical tasks, and performs them without any need for strategic alliances. 
In addition, FAO was not equipped by its own strategy and merely played the role of an 
“implementing partner to KSA”.  

73 The absence of partnerships was partly due to difficulties in recruiting sufficient numbers of 
national staff who might have facilitated partnerships and generated synergies. The well-
equipped laboratories of the programme could have had national and foreign research 
students working in them, thereby linking them with international efforts investigating 
common themes such as dryland farming systems. The laboratories (015 and 043) appeared 
almost devoid of staff in several instances, and national and Programme Coordination Unit 
staff alike raised this shortcoming. The situation was further complicated by senior Saudis 
moving post, as in the case of the two rural development projects that, in addition to not 
having recruited a Chief Technical Advisor, had three successive National Project Directors. 

74 There appeared to be few international partnerships that did not originate from personal 
contacts. It was, for example, suggested that areas of KSA resembled the drier areas of 
Australia and that KSA might benefit from forming partnerships with Australian agricultural 
researchers familiar with developing technologies for dryland agriculture. This was agreed, 
but had not taken place. Moreover, there was apparently cooperation between the olive 
project and ICARDA at some stage, but details of its nature and extent were not available, 
and the activities of the project appeared largely to take place in isolation.

75 In the crop protection projects, the partnership efforts focused mainly on personal 
contacts that the expert consultants had with laboratories and institutions outside KSA. 
The connections were limited to periods of training and study tours undertaken. Internal 
partnerships existed when projects were executed and monitored by departments within 
MoEWA, for example between the date palm research centre and Al Hassa Irrigation 
Authority. Private companies contributed to the development of biological controls for 
the pests and diseases affecting some crops under greenhouse conditions, and business 

16 FAO (2015) C 2015/3 (2015) The Director-General’s Medium Term Plan 2014–2017 (reviewed) and Programme of 
Work and Budget 2016–2017 from the Thirty-ninth Session of the Conference 6–13 June 2015, paragraph 61.
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partnerships were attempted in the biological control of red palm weevil.

76 The key partnerships for the projects on fisheries and aquaculture were with the Jeddah 
Fisheries and Research Centre (JFRC) and the Aquaculture Department in MoEWA. The 
projects worked closely with these two partners and shared a good relationship with their 
senior personnel. There was continuous sharing of ideas and Aquaculture Department 
personnel frequently looked to the Technical Cooperation Assistance as a means to support 
and expedite decision-making processes within MoEWA. 

77 Aside from MoEWA, the fisheries and aquaculture projects did not make sufficient efforts 
to establish partnerships with other ministries or departments dealing with important 
areas such as food security, rural development, environmental sustainability and social 
development. The focus and scope of the projects was such that there was little they could 
share with these institutions, although they could have tried to incorporate some of the 
priorities into the project design to reflect better the linkages between project work and 
the higher level objectives. For instance, this was more evident in the two projects dealing 
with livestock (049 and 045).

78 Project 048 on aquaculture established good linkages with the private sector, especially 
large-scale investors in cage culture. The private sector entrepreneurs, represented by the 
Saudi Aquaculture Society, regarded project activities as highly relevant and beneficial. 
Similarly, the project had some contacts with a few fishermen’s cooperatives along the 
Red Sea coast, although its capacity to support their interest in cage culture was limited 
and confined to developing a techno-economic feasibility study planned by the Thuwal 
Cooperative Society. The evaluation team recognized this particular shortcoming as 
owing to weak project design and absence of a good stakeholder analysis. Thus, the only 
activity involving small-scale fishers ended up being implemented as an add-on to what 
was planned in the project document, a clear failure in the project design. The fact that 
the Thuwal society is moving ahead with the licence application process was noted in 
the fisheries report and the interest shown by other cooperatives (e.g. the Mecca society) 
was also noted. All such linkages were considered to be an improvement over project 017, 
which had reportedly very little presence beyond the confines of the JFRC.

79 As part of its emphasis and efforts to strengthen the national aquaculture research 
and development programmes, the project proposed a number of activities: i) a joint 
research programme with King Abdullah University for Science and Technology and 
the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation in Australia; and ii) 
international Memorandum of Understandings between JFRC, the University of Bologna 
in Italy and Amity University in India. However, the evaluation team could not find evidence 
of finalization, and the extent to which these partnerships contributed to the Technical 
Cooperation Assistance objectives remains unclear.

80 In contrast, a different type of national partnership and cooperation was evident in the 
irrigation sector, one whereby FAO international project staff assumed the role of advisors 
to national staff. FAO expertise was used in positions that were otherwise not filled. 
Through the national agencies, FAO collaborated with other organizations working in 
the same arena, addressing, for example, research on crop water requirements and water 
quality assessments related to treated waste water. 

81 Partnerships were more evident in the three Technical Cooperation Assistance projects 
addressing rural development and extension. The projects relied on universities in KSA 
by using national consultants with deep local knowledge and expertise for various 
studies, or compilation of visions and strategies. None of the projects, however, forged 
formal partnerships with a university, or with the international institutions from which 
international consultants were deployed and could have exchanged knowledge and 
expertise. The evaluation team was informed that the extension project had recently 
started discussion with the Global Forum for Rural Advisory Services, but the evaluation 
team could not verify this as no results were evident.

82 There was a missed opportunity to form synergetic partnerships for the three rural 
development and extension projects with the Council of Cooperative Societies in KSA. 
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The projects interacted with, and promoted the formation of, cooperative societies at 
local level. Nevertheless, they did not have close links or joint activities with the Council of 
Cooperative Societies, which is the national umbrella organization for over 200 societies. 
The Council participated in workshops and other activities organized by the projects, but 
its participation did not amount to partnership or launching of joint activities. The Council 
seeks to strengthen the cooperative movement in KSA, and organizes small producers in 
cooperative societies. The Council now undertakes agricultural extension services in KSA 
in accordance with an outsourcing agreement with MoEWA. The Ministry of Social Affairs, 
which is responsible for the registration of, and support to, cooperative societies, has 
similarly not been approached.

83 Various studies and reports by the three rural development and extension projects 
underlined the need for coordination among actors in the rural development sector 
(e.g. Rural Development Vision and Strategy, Rural Finance Institutions, Extension Vision 
and Strategy, Situation Analysis of Extension). The rural institutions project, for example, 
compiled studies and reports that have repeatedly called for coordination between 
MoEWA, Social Welfare and the Agricultural Development Fund (formerly Saudi Arabian 
Agricultural Bank). The extension project likewise called for coordination within MoEWA 
and among research, rural development and extension offices.

84 The advocacy of the rural institutions project for increased rural finance seems to have 
prompted the Minister of Agriculture to allocate SAR 50 million in support of cooperative 
societies. This influence was also alluded to by the Lead Technical Officer Report (November 
2008), with reference to the diagnosis and broad recommendations on cooperatives 
discussed at a workshop organized by the project.

85 Overall, it appeared that partnerships among the animal resource projects were better 
than elsewhere in the Technical Cooperation Assistance programme. Project 023 
developed cooperation with various local laboratories: Al Janadriya (export quarantine 
station for horses, Riyadh); Al Haditha Land Port (with Jordan and by extension, Syria); 
Jeddah Airport; Jeddah Islamic Seaport; At Tuwal Quarantine Station (border with Yemen); 
Jizan Laboratory; Jizan Seaport; Al Baatha Land Port (with UAE and by extension, Oman); 
Riyadh Central Laboratory; Al Hassa Laboratory (this laboratory supplies all the training for 
the veterinarians working at those border inspection posts: Al Baatha, Selwa (with Qatar), 
Dammam (Bahrain), two at the border with Kuwait); Jeddah Laboratory and the Laboratory 
at Guryat. Major cooperation with the World Organisation for Animal Health (OIE) was 
established and the FAO project staff participated in the annual general session of OIE in 
May 2008 in Paris. Cooperation has since continued and in 2016 the Epi team attended a 
meeting in Dubai regarding foot-and-mouth disease organized by OIE and FAO.

86 The two horse projects established national and global partner networks, as might be 
expected given the nature of their activity: racehorse breeding, with worldwide interests. 
For the vaccine production projects, the opposite was the case, and there were limited 
partnerships and coordination.

87 Regarding the camel projects, the Institute of Agronomy in Mediterranean-Montpellier, 
France provided an intern based at Al Kharj for four months to investigate the camel meat 
sector in KSA. Collaboration was also established with the University of Bari (Italy), leading 
to a publication on the identification of the myostatin gene in camel meat and with the 
Animal Production Department of King Saud University (Riyadh) on machine milking of 
the camel. There was also collaboration with the University of Bristol (United Kingdom) and 
involvement of the OIE ad-hoc group on diseases of camelids.

88 The FAO camel project also established collaboration with: the Institut des Regions Arides 
at Medenine in Tunisia, through a project supported by the European Union; PROCAMED 
(PROmotion of innovations in the CAMel farming systems in the MEDiterranean basin); 
the Desert Research Center (Egypt); the National Institute on Agronomic Research; 
and Rennes Laboratory (France) on camel milk and on cheese-making technology. The 
Veterinary faculty at Vienna University (Austria) was involved in camel deoxyribonucleic 
acid extraction within the international camel genotyping project. 
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3.3   Normative values

• To what extent have FAO’s Technical Cooperation Assistance projects effectively taken 
into consideration crosscutting themes in their interventions, including gender roles and 
vulnerable groups?

Finding 3: FAO in KSA has inadequate capacity to integrate social development issues (poverty 
reduction and social inclusion), and has no clear approach to mainstreaming gender issues. 

89 The FAO Policy on Gender Equality: Attaining Food Security Goals in Agriculture and Rural 
Development, adopted in 2013, outlines the steps that ought to be taken to achieve gender 
equality in all of its technical work. This implies that at the organizational level equity and 
gender equality (as a human right) should be mainstreamed throughout all programmes. 

90 Moreover, the Labour Code in KSA has granted the right to work to all citizens, both men 
and women. This right is recognized in Article 3 of the Saudi Labour Code, which states 
“work is the right of every citizen. No one else may exercise such a right unless the conditions 
provided for in this law are fulfilled. All citizens are equal in the right to work.” 

91 Furthermore, the Long-term Strategy and the latest Development Plans in KSA called for 
rural development in a search to reduce poverty and ensure social inclusion in processes of 
economic growth. Under the sub-heading of Balanced Regional Development, the Long-
term Strategy maintained: 

 “Notwithstanding efforts to provide infrastructure and public services to all regions of the KSA in 
an attempt to achieve balanced development, there are still disparities in economic activity 
among the regions; mainly due to disparities in potential. Although declining gradually, 
internal migration from rural to urban areas is evidence of such disparities. This migration has 
led to immense economic, social and environmental pressures in the cities, which required 
more public resources. Hence, stimulating economic activity in the least developed regions, 
with due consideration to their particular characteristics and comparative advantages, poses 
a major challenge in the coming years.”

92 The objectives of poverty reduction, social inclusion and gender equality and balance are 
thus clearly prioritized by KSA. It is accordingly expected that all FAO projects would seek 
to contribute to these objectives. In the predominantly technical projects, the objectives 
constitute what are often characterized as cross-cutting issues. In the case of the three rural 
development and extension projects, the objectives constitute the main issue and goal.

93 The challenge in the rural areas in KSA is the development of the so-called traditional sector, 
in which the small-scale producers lag behind in production methods and technology. As 
a result of conditions in the traditional sector, the levels of production and productivity, 
as well as the incomes, of small producers tend to be low. These conditions were also 
identified as the primary factor behind rural-urban migration and its associated problems.

94 The Technical Cooperation Assistance sought to address the problems of the poor and 
vulnerable traditional small-scale producers through projects aimed at rural development. 
The absence of diligent stakeholder analysis and clear targeting criteria has, however, 
compromised the objectives of the Technical Cooperation Assistance projects and the 
intentions of the Long-term Strategy and the National Project Directors regarding poverty 
reduction and social inclusion. This is so due to the inherent ambiguities in the concept of 
rural development, which has spatial rather than social connotations. A better option for 
the projects could have been to recognize the objective as social (or human) development 
in rural areas. The ambiguities surrounding the identification and targeting of beneficiaries 
have tended to constrain the three rural development and extension projects in the pursuit 
of the social development objectives.

95 FAO in KSA has no clear approach to mainstreaming gender. Staff are not systematically 
briefed or trained on the topic. FAO staff noted that they had limited time to dedicate to this 
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important work and lacked the training and tools to carry it out. Review of all programme 
documents revealed lack of capacity to undertake systematic gender analysis. Programme 
resources dedicated to this area were minimal and often absent. Feedback from FAO staff to 
the evaluation team indicates that the exact aims of the Technical Cooperation Assistance 
in this area are unclear. 

96 Acknowledging that gender is a particularly sensitive issue in KSA, one explanation for the 
observed inadequate attention paid to gender equality is that many of the interviewed 
stakeholders perceived gender equality as a western concept. In future work, the concept 
of “rural women’s development” might be a better and more acceptable term to use. 

97 There were instances of training courses in the date sector specifically designed for women. 
There is also enormous potential within the programme for training and recruitment of 
university graduates, male and female, but the Technical Cooperation Assistance did not 
recruit any national women. Only one expatriate woman was recruited as a Chief Technical 
Advisor. The situation of vulnerable groups vis-à-vis Technical Cooperation Assistance 
activities was not assessed, other than through the rural development specialist’s enquiries. 
In the irrigation sector, some training did target more vulnerable groups, but otherwise the 
same comments apply as for the other sectors. Irrigation engineering appears to be a male 
dominated profession to an even greater extent than some of the others associated with 
the Technical Cooperation Assistance programme.

98 The project documents on fisheries and aquaculture did refer to the existence of women 
working in aquaculture. Recognition of this during implementation would have helped to 
fill an important gap in the current understanding about the role of women in the sector 
and to promote inclusive measures to support their livelihoods. Governance and gender, 
both critically important in fisheries, however, were not addressed in implementation. 
The aquaculture project is working on technology and techniques relevant only to big 
investors, while aquaculture has potential interventions that could benefit small producers 
and reduce poverty. Having a strong governance component to the project would have 
enhanced the effectiveness of its interventions. At one level it would have influenced public 
policy for more inclusive and holistic strategies. At another level it would have addressed 
important management issues in cage and coastal aquaculture related to equitable and 
sustainable utilization of the coastal and marine commons. 

99 The evaluation team acknowledges that there is no hard and fast rule that marine 
aquaculture requires large investments to be profitable. Several models exist around the 
world, especially in South and Southeast Asia, which provide evidence of the sustainability 
of small-scale cage culture. Moreover, it appears more profitable and less problematic as 
compared with large-scale cage culture. If there were specific reasons relating to the Red 
Sea (e.g. ecological, oceanographic or economic) that precluded the possibility of small-
scale cage culture (in a non-Norwegian sense of the phrase), the evaluation did not find any 
evidence to show that these were assessed and used as the basis for focusing exclusively on 
the large-scale operations.

100 The foregoing discussion on FAO Technical Cooperation Assistance projects raises questions 
regarding capacity and expertise in social development. The technical experts do not seem 
to have adequate capacity to appreciate issues of social development, which could enable 
the technical projects to deploy the requisite expertise from within FAO (Regional Office 
or headquarters) or through engagement of external consultants. In the forest and range 
management project, for example, participatory management was a primary project 
objective. The January–June 2014 Progress Report of the project suggested contracting 
private companies to undertake rehabilitation activities. The Lead Technical Officer raised 
questions regarding the involvement of the private sector, as opposed to communities, and 
recommended that the project could seek ways for local communities to become involved 
in the management of forests; for example, they could organize rehabilitation day(s), and 
formulate and adopt local rules, regulations, procedures and guidelines for the protection 
and management of forests. The Chief Technical Advisor responded to a query by the Lead 
Technical Officer on the issue by stating that due to tradition pastoralists could not be 
involved in range management. This response that indicates inadequate understanding of 
community development approaches. 
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101 There is no evidence that FAO (Programme Coordination Unit or Regional Office) organized 
workshops for capacity building in social development – whether for the technical Chief 
Technical Advisors or even those tasked with rural development and extension. Additionally, 
FAO cooperation projects did not benefit from the Regional Gender Officer in Cairo, and the 
latter did not take the initiative to visit the projects under her responsibility. In discussions 
in Cairo it transpired that the Programme Coordination Unit did not nominate a Gender 
Focal Point, which impeded communication with the Gender Officer at the Regional Office.

102 Placement of a senior Social Development Officer in the Programme Coordination Unit is a 
priority which future cooperation plans should seriously consider. The Social Development 
Officer’s duties should include capacity building of FAO staff and national project teams, 
input to project design (incorporating social development dimensions in technical projects), 
drafting strategies and policy notes, and networking with non-governmental stakeholders. 
These duties may not require the creation of a new post, they could be part of the job 
description of the Chief Technical Advisor responsible for rural development projects.

3.4   Comparative advantages of FAO in KSA

103 This section addresses the questions posed in the terms of reference:

• To what extent has FAO’s technical cooperation programme taken into consideration 
and benefited from FAO’s comparative advantage vis-vis other development actors 
(national and local government, the private sector, and other development partners) at 
the technical level?

• To what extent has the knowledge generated by FAO’s Technical Cooperation Assistance 
projects (including success stories and good practices) been disseminated to partners, 
upscaled and/or replicated?

• How were the Technical Cooperation Assistance projects designed to cater for the 
technical, managerial and functional levels of capacity development?

• Who are the ultimate beneficiaries of the outputs of the Technical Cooperation Assistance 
projects?

• How well do the Technical Cooperation Assistance projects reflect the beneficiaries’ 
needs?

• How do the ultimate beneficiaries engage in the process of project selection and design?

Finding 4: FAO has strong comparative advantages in providing technical assistance in the fields 
of livestock, fisheries and aquaculture, and crop protection (e.g. integrated pest management). 
However, it fell short regarding partnerships, capacity development and policy dialogue.

104 FAO states its comparative advantages17 as: (i) authority and status as a global 
intergovernmental organization; (ii) an honest broker role; (iii) unparalleled source of 
information and institutional memory; (iv) broad networking capacity with members and 
other partners; (v) decentralized capabilities; (vi) professional and multidisciplinary staff; 
(vii) capacity to respond to unforeseen needs of member countries; and (viii) responsible 
financial and administrative management.

105 During the 2006–2011 Technical Cooperation Assistance programme, the crop production 
and the environment projects benefited from technical support through visits by dedicated 
experts from FAO headquarters, but the project benefited less during the 2012–2016 
Technical Cooperation Assistance programme. This was attributed to recent changes 
in FAO’s staff establishment, whereby much of the technical expertise was no longer 
available at FAO headquarters. The Regional Office-based Lead Technical Officer for plant 
production was able to visit the programme only once, and was unable to satisfactorily 
observe the various projects that were within his area of expertise. 

106 In the crop protection projects, several comparative advantages of FAO in KSA were noted, 
relating mainly to capacity building in Integrated Plant Health Management, and provision 
of some technical experts of world renown. The experts contributed directly to adapting 

17 http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/025/md881E01.pdf
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technologies to Saudi conditions and initiated strategic studies, analyses and diagnoses in 
the areas of integrated plant protection, rational use of pesticides and optimal resource 
management. 

107 The documents of the fisheries and aquaculture projects list a number of comparative 
advantages that FAO had in its relationship with KSA. The advantages included FAO’s long 
and pioneering work in fisheries and aquaculture in the country; its role in supporting the 
development of regional fisheries; its position as a centre of excellence in various fields 
of research, development, and extension in fisheries and aquaculture; and its ability to 
provide timely and appropriate technical backstopping. However, the most important 
advantage that the projects had in KSA was the high degree of credibility among both the 
government and the non-government actors in fisheries. Credibility is due mainly to the 
contribution of the Technical Cooperation Assistance to the early stages of fisheries and 
aquaculture development, the quality of work done by some of its international experts 
and the relevance of the work to the needs of the Government. The projects formed the 
basis of a very positive and productive relationship between FAO and the Government. 
The private sector actors also believed that the presence of FAO helped the technical 
advancement of aquaculture in the country to move at a rapid pace. 

108 A number of JFRC researchers had international experience in aquaculture and related 
developments under the Technical Cooperation Assistance programme. This exposure 
reportedly led to significant improvements in their skills and knowledge. FAO could also 
draw upon a cadre of highly qualified international consultants, though to a lesser extent 
than was necessary and covering only a few specific technical areas. Nevertheless, the 
experts brought in a wealth of global experience, which was shared with the JFRC and 
MoEWA staff.

109 However, FAO’s comparative advantages were underutilized in the project development 
phase. Project design did not involve the whole range of departments within FAO’s 
Fisheries Division – an involvement that could have broadened the scope of the Technical 
Cooperation Assistance and added value to its current portfolio with adequate expertise 
and backstopping support. The project was conceived and designed by the Lead Technical 
Officer, who also represented the Lead Technical Unit in headquarters.

110 With its strong background in irrigation and reputation as an honest broker, FAO was able 
to provide support to the Technical Cooperation Assistance in a way that might not have 
been possible for another organization. However, it is not certain that the knowledge 
generated by these projects (046 and 037) was fully utilized beyond the irrigation projects 
under the two Technical Cooperation Assistance programmes.

111 FAO’s primary comparative advantages that the three rural development and extension 
projects might have benefited from relate to, in addition to the recognized status of FAO 
as an honest broker, the clear mandate and expertise in the fields of rural development 
and extension, database and knowledge products and the decentralized structure with 
competent interdisciplinary staffing. However, technical backstopping was apparent only 
in the case of the early rural institutions project, in which the Lead Technical Officer made 
two field visits and provided relevant recommendations to improve implementation. 
The projects did not benefit from the Gender Officer at the Regional Office. The FAO 
publications were available to the projects and a small collection is held by the Programme 
Coordination Unit.

112 The rural development projects did not benefit from one of FAO’s core comparative 
advantages, nutrition. The projects focused exclusively on the formation of producer 
organizations and increased agricultural production, largely neglecting issues of food 
and nutrition. It is apparent that MoEWA is concerned with food production rather than 
nutrition; as such, no project on the subject could be included in the Chief Technical 
Advisor. However, the high incidence of obesity among nationals, particularly children and 
youth, is evident and the rural development projects could include training and awareness-
raising courses in interventions targeting women. Expertise in nutrition was available at 
the Regional Office, and the project could have made a stronger impact on rural livelihoods 
if it had attempted to involve women in nutrition, in addition to date processing.
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113 With reference to project 035 and animal resources, the project did not benefit from 
continuous technical support from FAO’s Animal Production and Health Division or the 
Regional Office. Nevertheless, the Regional Office provided technical assistance in disease 
surveillance and control, vaccine development and veterinary infrastructure to the region 
(Yemen, Egypt, Oman, Iraq, Syria, Jordan and Lebanon). Likewise FAO Animal Health Service 
is very much involved with the control of transboundary diseases and zoonotic diseases 
through the Emergency Prevention System for Transboundary Diseases programme. This 
support, however, was outside the context of the Chief Technical Advisor projects. 
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4.   Findings on programme contributions

4.1   Programme design

Finding 5: The programme design was in line with the vision, strategy and Development Plans of 
KSA, and most projects were designed to respond to government priorities.

114 The project objectives for the two Technical Cooperation Assistance programmes were 
very relevant to KSA priorities as identified in the Long-term Strategy and the Eighth and 
Ninth Development Plans.

115 Most project documents did not provide a comprehensive hierarchy of the outcome and 
output results needed to achieve the project objectives, nor outline the activities and 
approach required to clarify the concept of food security, build the technical basis for 
MoEWA and undertake sustainable activities to communicate with and influence the 
target audience, MoEWA.

116 The theory of change was not explicit in the projects, and in the case where some elements 
of the theory of change were expressed, the project document did not address the concept 
of food security.

117 Few projects included a strategic framework that provided a schematic representation of 
project implementation, from its contribution to the development objectives, to project 
outcomes, outputs, activities and indicators. The strategic framework indicators were 
essentially a checklist of physical products to be produced, such as reports and minutes. 
There were no indicators to assess the quality of the outputs and outcomes.

118 For some projects, the duration was originally conceived as three years. This proved to be 
inadequate considering the significant delays in the production of many of the reports. 
The monitoring resources specified in the project were not adequate and the in-kind 
contributions by the participating organizations as spelled out in the project documents 
were underestimated in all cases, including those for project 017. 

119 In many cases, the project document identified stakeholders broadly, failing to include a 
wide range of vulnerable groups in the agriculture sector. Limited mention was made of 
the importance of targeting women in the aquaculture project.

4.2   Institutional arrangements

Finding 6: The Programme Coordination Unit supported the projects to the extent possible. 
However, there was no mechanism to oversee the strategic direction of the Technical 
Cooperation Assistance programme, or to broaden the dialogue with MoEWA regarding project 
implementation.

120 In some of the projects, the formation of a Project Steering Committee was suggested to 
act as an advisory board. Many of the project documents referred to the formulation of 
a Project Steering Committee. Some of the projects managed to form a Project Steering 
Committee, but the evaluation team could not identify an active committee during the 
inception and main evaluation missions.  

121 It was reported to the evaluation team that there were functional consultation mechanisms 
in these projects, but only occasionally, and primarily for document review. The Project 
Steering Committees’ broader objectives were not achieved. 

122 One of the critical roles of the Project Steering Committee was nomination of the National 
Project Directors; however, feedback from stakeholders interviewed by the evaluation team 
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confirmed that the National Project Director nominations were not discussed or negotiated 
with FAO or the Programme Coordination Unit at any level. Nominated National Project 
Directors were selected by MoEWA and came from all types of academic backgrounds, 
with differing levels of expertise in finance, agriculture, irrigation and extension, among 
others.

4.3   Finance and management 

Finding 7: The Technical Cooperation Assistance programme made significant progress in 
managing the programme since 2008 (the first audit review). However, a number of issues 
remained unresolved, in particular the income generated from project, and the joining of 
operations, financial and administrative functions under a single unit. 

123 As mentioned in “Office Structure”, the Programme Coordination Unit is mandated with 
managing and supporting the implementation of the programme, and also ensures 
financial and administrative efficiency in these processes. 

124 The Saudi Unilateral Trust Fund was audited in March 2008, covering the period 2006– 
2008. Specifically, the audit addressed: i) discharge of Programme Coordination Unit 
responsibilities; ii) operational systems and procedures adopted by the Programme 
Coordination Unit; iii) project implementation and monitoring; iv) use of funds and internal 
controls; and v) human resource issues. 

125 The overall conclusion of the audit review was that “the Programme Coordination Unit 
has satisfactorily discharged its duties and responsibilities in implementing the 13 projects 
under the programme. However, there are opportunities for improvement in the areas 
of planning the Programme Coordination Unit’s work, monitoring achievement of 
strategic objectives, and technical support by the Lead Technical Units at headquarters. 
The programme is at an early stage of implementation, so there is scope for considerable 
benefit through strengthening these areas18.” The report made 23 recommendations 
to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the strategic and operational framework, 
financial systems and personnel policies and procedures of the Programme Coordination 
Unit. All recommendations were agreed upon and many have already been implemented.

126 In 2013, the second audit review was carried out to cover 2009–2013. The audit examined 
two areas: the Programme Coordination Unit’s operational framework, and management 
of programme implementation and financial and administrative management practices 
and controls. 

127 The audit review made 17 recommendations and two compliance suggestions to improve 
the effectiveness and efficiency of the Programme Coordination Unit’s operational 
framework, its management of the implementation of the programme, and its financial 
and administrative controls. In addition, three recommendations from the Office of the 
Inspector General’s previous report, issued in 2008, remained outstanding (two of 
which were converted into compliance points). The Office of the Inspector General also 
endorsed and encouraged redoubled efforts by the Programme Coordinator to get the 
Joint Programme Committee up and running as intended and review, with the Ministry of 
Agriculture, the difficulties in reaching 90 percent Saudi national staffing of the programme 
prior to closure.

128 The 2013 audit report observed that while the financial and administrative controls 
had significantly improved compared with the previous audit in 2008, a number of 
improvements were still required to ensure full compliance with FAO’s rules and regulations, 
reduce inefficiencies and ensure that resources were adequately protected. In particular:  

• Guidelines should be agreed with the Government on the income generated by the 
programme projects and FAO’s related responsibilities;

• Non-FAO income should not be mixed with the programme’s funds; 

18 Office of the Inspector General-AUD 2808 Saudi Trust Fund September 2008. 
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• Procurement planning and vendor listing should be completed; 

• Implementation of purchase orders should be monitored;

• Vacant Programme Coordination Unit posts should be filled; 

• Recruitment of personnel should be based on competitive selection; and

• Overtime payments should be limited to eligible staff19.

129 Following the second audit mission in 2013, the Joint Programme Committee met in 2014 
with the objective of coordinating the effort to oversee implementation of the programme. 
No significant results emerged from that meeting. In February 2015, a second meeting 
was held in Cairo to discuss the operational issues and challenges affecting the smooth 
delivery of the Technical Cooperation Assistance programme. The meeting resulted 
in adopting eight action points to be addressed urgently20. Following this meeting, the 
Programme Coordination Unit managed to comply with separating the non-FAO income 
from programme funds, and claimed that a mechanism for monitoring POs was developed 
and functional. The evaluation team could not verify that the guidelines were agreed with 
the Government on the income generated by the programme projects and FAO’s related 
responsibilities. 

130 Therefore, as of May 201621 this evaluation found that for Technical Cooperation Assistance 
2006–2011 the total budget was USD 64 098 862, with a total actual expenditure of USD 
58 065 516. Under Technical Cooperation Assistance 2011–2016, the total budget was USD 
63 213 947, with a total actual expenditure of USD 48 017 347 (see Table 4). However, there 
was still a substantial balance of USD 4 729 477 generated under fund GIT/SAU/009, which 
indicates no clear action was yet undertaken regarding the income issue raised in audit 
reviews in 2008 and 2013. Moreover, the difference between the total budget stated in the 
two Technical Cooperation Assistance programmes and in the FAO corporate System Data 
Warehouse is substantial.

Table 4: Total budget (USD) and actual expenditure by the technical cooperation 
assistance programme

Programme Total budget (data warehouse) Total actual expenditure (data warehouse)

2006–2011 64 098 862 58 065 516

2011–2016 63 213 947 48 017 347

Total 127 312 809 106 082 863

131 As mentioned earlier under “Context” (Section 2), the role of the Programme Coordination 
Unit, and its structure and staffing in terms of providing financial and administrative 
support, was inadequate. Considering that a number of projects remained without a Chief 
Technical Advisor for many years, in particular those of the extension, rural development 
and vaccine projects, the Programme Coordination Unit too remained greatly detached. 
It did not develop any innovative approaches or attempt to introduce results-based 
management. One concern noted by the evaluation team was that the operations, 
administrative and financial procedures were all under a single unit head. There were also 
a number of contradictions regarding the length of contracts for general staff. For instance, 
some of the drivers had contracts of only two months, and others for longer durations. The 
evaluation team was made aware by the Programme Coordinator of numerous problems 
regarding the custody of assets.

4.4   Relevance of the programme

132 This chapter presents findings on the relevance, impact and effectiveness of FAO’s 
contributions to (i) crop production and protection; (ii) livestock; (iii) fisheries and 
aquaculture; (iv) irrigation; and (v) rural development.

19  Office of the Inspector General-AUD 2xx Saudi Trust Fund vvv2014.

20  Minutes of the Joint Programme Committee 2015.

21  As stated in the Data Warehouse-Financial Statement of project-GINC/SAU/001/SAU.
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Finding 8: The programme design was in line with the vision, strategies and National Development 
Plans of KSA. Most projects were designed to respond to government priorities.  

133 Reviewing project documentation for the two Chief Technical Advisors revealed that all set 
objectives were very relevant to the priorities of KSA as identified in the Long-term Strategy 
and the Eighth and Ninth Development Plans.

134 However, the absence of diligent stakeholder analysis (including gender), as well as a clear 
needs assessment at the project design stage, impeded compilation of a quantitative and 
qualitative baseline of conditions at the launch of projects. This could compromise the 
capacity of projects to address the needs of beneficiaries in a focused manner. Nevertheless, 
the programme benefited from the strong technical content of many projects, as well as 
the knowledge and experience of some of its staff. This was more evident in the projects 
dealing with environmental rehabilitation, fisheries and aquaculture, irrigation and olive 
production, as well as the two livestock projects (projects 049 and 045). However, a number 
of constraints that affected relevance are noted in the following sections.  

4.4.1 Crop production and environment

135 Work was invariably carried out by the projects in accordance with objectives set by FAO 
and KSA, as detailed in project documents. The objectives were largely realized, but in 
the absence of a programme monitoring and evaluation system, including component 
indicators and milestones, it was difficult to gauge the extent of project results.

4.4.2 Crop protection

136 The design of the project did not include clear targets and outcomes. This weakness is 
attributed to the lack of a clear national programme for crop protection in KSA, and the 
relatively weak strategies to ensure integrated plant health management.

4.4.3 Livestock

137 The quality of the project documents prepared during the first phase (projects 021, 023 
and 035) was poor and lacked a clear theory of change. Logical frameworks were overly 
ambitious considering the timeframes, and finding suitable international and national 
staff was a challenge. Results-based monitoring was absent. There was little focus on 
crosscutting issues such as women’s participation and governance. 

138 The focus of project 021 was similar to the previous project 002, but lacked an exit strategy. 
The first project developed its national coverage in a progressive manner, starting with 
camel improvement in the northern region. Before moving to a more specific perspective, 
however, it was concluded. The livestock projects targeted key enterprises, but also provided 
support to the livelihoods of rural populations. They focused on improving animal health 
(breeding protection and improvement under which cattle, camel, and horse populations 
are managed) and aimed at improving or changing the production system. Overall, the 
projects succeeded in reaching animal resource staff at central and district levels, as well 
as the targeted local communities, including vulnerable groups. With the exception of the 
horse projects, camel and the vaccine (project 035) projects, overall targeting was sound.

4.4.4 Fisheries and aquaculture

139 The design of the projects was largely based on KSA priorities, but it overlooked FAO’s 
strategic priorities, objectives and norms, such as poverty reduction, food security, 
environmental sustainability, vulnerable groups and inclusive development. The latter 
received little consideration in the course of both project implementation and reporting.
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4.4.5  Rural development

140 The three rural development and extension projects responded to KSA priorities as 
articulated in the Long-term Strategy and the Eighth and Ninth Plans, and were also in line 
with FAO’s Strategic Objectives. Project design was undertaken by FAO experts in KSA in 
close consultation with senior MoEWA officials. The design of the three projects, however, 
was not informed by diligent background social appraisals or stakeholder analyses 
(including gender). There were ambiguities in the statement of objectives and targets, and 
there were no quantified indicators to monitor and evaluate performance. 

141 The extension project (050) was designed to strengthen the extension system and 
agricultural advisory services at MoEWA, in order to support innovation among small- and 
medium-scale producers, improve their productivity and contribute to improving their 
income and living standards.

142 The three rural development and extension projects addressed directly enhanced living 
conditions of small-scale producers through community and producer-based participatory 
sustainable rural development. They were no doubt relevant and responsive to country 
priorities (Long-term Strategy and Development Plans), and were likewise in line with FAO’s 
previous Strategic Objectives22 A and B, as well as F and G. Small-scale producers in rural 
areas were identified as the ultimate beneficiaries in the rural development and extension 
projects. However, this identification was not accompanied by diligent stakeholder analysis 
to map out the composition and characteristics of different categories and sub-groups of 
small-scale producers. 

143 Furthermore, the ultimate beneficiaries in all three projects appeared not to be involved 
in the initial processes of project selection and design. Upon the launch of each project, 
however, various governmental and non-governmental stakeholders were invited to 
an inception workshop in which project objectives and activities were explained. The 
participants included officers from regional and local government, as well as representatives 
of cooperative societies and individual farmers. It cannot be ascertained whether any of the 
participants actually represented the needy and vulnerable groups of traditional farmers, 
livestock herders or fisher-folk. It was rather to prepare the beneficiaries for participation 
in project implementation.

4.5  Effectiveness of the programme

Finding 9: The programme achieved notable results and the projects were largely successful 
in delivering substantial outputs and achieving targets. Nevertheless, the lack of in-depth 
monitoring and evaluation data did not permit a comprehensive evaluation of the dissemination 
and uptake of results from the programme. 

144 While reviewing the available completion reports, the evaluation team agreed that most 
of the evaluated projects achieved their targeted outcomes. However, it was difficult to 
verify the extent of consequent change due to lack of baseline data and results-based 
management systems.

4.5.1  Crop production and the environment

145 The project objectives were largely met and even exceeded; however the dissemination 
and uptake of results was hampered by issues including the absence of functional extension 
services and lack of adequate numbers of technical staff. Thus, farmers were often not fully 
aware of Good Agricultural Practices and other useful advice for promoting sustainable 
agricultural production.

146 Prior to the period of FAO decentralization, when responsibility for technical monitoring 
of the programme and supply of consultants became the responsibility of the Regional 

22  FAO Strategic Framework 2010-2019, reviewed and changed in 2013
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Office, experts based in FAO headquarters were involved in project design and monitoring. 
This was the case for the fruit and olive projects, and was very useful. More recently, it has 
hardly been possible for the Lead Technical Officer based in Cairo to visit the projects (only 
one brief visit was made by the regional plant production officer), and the projects suffered 
as a result.

147 Irrigation water, which is in limited supply in KSA, is integral to crop production. Its efficient 
use is therefore a key to the sustainability of production systems. Sustainability of fruit 
production has been jeopardized in the south of the country due to overexploitation 
of groundwater. This occurs through uncontrolled borehole expansion to profit from 
the market for fresh fruit, and could have been foreseen, as it could not have happened 
suddenly. Expansion of olive production in the Al Jouf region could precipitate a similar 
problem unless expansion of olive production and depletion of groundwater are carefully 
monitored and linked with urban water needs, both now and in the future.

148 A related issue is the loss of arable land to salt build-up, which results from poor irrigation 
practices. This is not a new problem and yet there is little information available as to 
how to address it. The Technical Cooperation Assistance projects did not address this 
issue adequately. Solid partnerships with organizations and individuals familiar with this 
problem would go a long way to easing the adverse effects, and could prevent land from 
being abandoned, as noted by the evaluation team during a field visit. The current solution 
to the problem of salinization, aside from abandoning affected land and opening up new 
tracts, is to scrape off the salt-containing surface soil. However, more judicious and better 
adapted irrigation techniques, combined with sub-surface drainage, could make crop 
production more sustainable and promote soil conservation. Development of international 
partnerships would help resolve problems associated with managing irrigation to minimize 
salinization. 

149 Water for irrigation has been severely depleted in Najran. Water has to be trucked in from 
non-agricultural areas to sustain the fruit orchards established for many years. Continued 
efforts in water conservation through deployment of efficient irrigation and drainage 
systems will continue to be important in KSA into the foreseeable future, as KSA lacks 
renewable water reserves. The Technical Cooperation Assistance projects have made 
substantial progress in introducing technologies and techniques, but these must be adopted 
by producers in the field. There are also a range of adaptive, off-the-shelf technologies, 
developed for other dry areas, which could be applied immediately in KSA. Again, much 
could be learned and applied through development of international collaboration.  

150 The Technical Cooperation Assistance environmental rehabilitation projects have made 
significant progress, but the effects are unlikely to be registered in the short-term, and 
there is a long way to go in increasing public awareness and changing attitudes in this 
area. A return to sustainability of traditional land-use and environmental conservation 
and rehabilitation are the essence of these projects, but many challenges have to be 
transcended, particularly those relating to land tenure systems. 

4.5.2  Crop protection

151 Projects 025 and 038 comprised elements related to efficient and sustainable resource use: 
(i) implementation of integrated pest management techniques, including biological control 
against some introduced pests (whitefly and leaf miner) in greenhouses, which contributed 
to considerable reduction in use of hazardous pesticides and increased crop production; 
(ii) establishment of successful mass production of the parasitoid Trichogramma spp., 
widely used in biological control in date palm and tomato crops; and (iii) optimal use of 
Good Agricultural Practices technologies to contribute to increased crop production and 
improvement of crop quality. The technologies are not yet fully developed and applied, 
and progress needs to occur through the cooperation of various departments of MoEWA, 
as well as other national institutions, including universities. 

152 The date palm is a strategic crop in KSA and the facilities at the research centre are 
important for future development of the crop. The achievements in control of red palm 
weevil include reducing the effect of the pest and lowering yield losses. The application 
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of additional advanced technologies concerning pollination, irrigation and processing will 
also impact positively in the field over the long-term, but extension and training of staff 
have to be increased and better coordinated among departments in MoEWA, and among 
it and other potential local and international partners.

4.5.3 Animal resources 

153 The quality of the project documents prepared during the first phase, 021, 023 and 035, was 
inadequate and lacked a clear theory of change. Logical frameworks were overly ambitious 
considering the timeframes and the challenge of finding suitable international and national 
staff. Nonetheless, as a result of a strong technical focus and the availability of committed 
national staff, the projects achieved significant results. The latter included the KSA Live 
Animal Import/Export Policy and Procedural Manual; support to MoEWA to update the 
existing disease database, built within MoEWA; establishing better connectivity between 
the General Directorate of Agriculture and Border Inspection Posts (BIP); and upgrading 
the existing MoEWA laboratory, quarantine and border inspection posts. At the time of 
the visit to the project site, almost all the project-trained personnel had left, resulting in 
underutilization of project laboratory equipment and cessation of machine milking, milk 
treatment and cheese-making. 

154 A Risk Analysis Unit was established in the Quarantine Division of MoEWA. The project 
also provided advice and technical support to MoEWA in finalizing their OIE dossier for 
rinderpest freedom accreditation. KSA was declared free of rinderpest in the OIE general 
sessions in May 2011. In the second phase of the Technical Cooperation Assistance 
programme, the quality of the design improved and focus became more centred on 
technical issues in projects 045 and 049. However, the lack of quantitative baseline data 
(e.g. numbers of MoEWA staff to be involved as a percentage of the total, the geographical 
coverage of the project, and the number of graduates to be trained) made it difficult to 
quantify project results. 

155 The visit to the vaccine project revealed that no clear results had been achieved, and that 
the unit was managed by a private company and not FAO. For the sake of comparison, 
the evaluation team visited the second camel project (044), which ended in July 2016. A 
field visit to the project site in Al Kharj confirmed that laboratory equipment was utilized, 
and milking, milk processing and sales were still taking place, despite the absence of the 
Chief Technical Advisor for several months. There were large numbers of project camels 
affected by mange23, which raised a question concerning the extent to which the project 
contributed to the knowledge of staff on the principles of animal health management. 

156 The Technical Cooperation Assistance did, however, attempt to assist the most vulnerable 
groups, local camel breeders. Between September 2014 and May 2015, for example, the 
project conducted various surveys among the camel farms around Al Kharj on brucellosis 
and calf diarrhoea to understand causes of abortion and calf mortality. An attempt 
was also made to involve women by organizing training on processing camel milk and 
cheese making (20 April 2014). In addition, joint work was done with project 043 to 
investigate supplementing the diet of two-year olds with date blocks, collaborating with 
a number of universities (both domestic and abroad) to publish articles (FAO/OIE/WHO 
and CIRADMontpellier). One major challenge was that FAO and KSA representatives 
formulated the project document with a vision of having adequate numbers of staff at the 
centre; this proved difficult in terms of selection and availability, which ultimately affected 
the sustainability of the centre.  

157 The concerns arising from staffing the camel projects suggest a larger concern regarding 
the availability of a national cadre. Although the investment in camel populations kept 
by rural communities plays an important role in the national economy, finding suitable 
national staff is challenging. It was evident that the projects did not adequately respond to 
the needs of the community, or to the national needs. It appears that a piloting approach 
was adopted to test the efficacy of reducing risk and mortality, with the hope that a model 

23 A skin disease of mammals caused by parasitic mites Sarcoptes spp, and occasionally communicable to humans. It 
is characterized by severe itching, hair loss, and the formation of scabs and lesions. The disease in dromedaries is 
caused by Sarcoptes scabiei.
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would be developed for others to follow. However, the project did not measure through 
accurate record keeping and data analysis the changes resulting from its interventions. 
Likewise, potential sources of investment were not adequately identified and assessed, 
with regard to the infrastructure required for scaling-up the successes of the pilot project 
(whether a follow-up programme of publicly funded extension services or through public-
private partnerships). This implied an expectation that FAO will continue to be involved in 
such interventions. 

158 Discussions with national stakeholders and beneficiaries indicated that they were moderately 
satisfied with the results of the two projects. The stakeholders were, however, disappointed 
by the absence of a Chief Technical Advisor for an extended period. Project 049, Strengthening 
National Capacity for Epidemio-Surveillance, Early Warning and Disease Control, supported 
creating an understanding of the disease status in KSA. It established, at least in principle, a 
national surveillance, early warning and control system. Although it faced delays in recruiting 
the Chief Technical Advisor, the project gained technical credibility and made many significant 
achievements. The latter included the establishment of the Epidemiology and Early Warning 
Unit (Epi Unit), the National Disease Information and Database Management System in the 
Directorate of Animal Resources, and capacity building.

159 The project also helped KSA to meet the requirements for foot-and-mouth disease 
control under the Global Framework for the Progressive Control of Transboundary Animal 
Diseases. The status of KSA was thereby upgraded from stage 1 (still understanding 
the epidemiology and socio-economic impact of foot-and-mouth disease) to stage 2 
(implementing risk-based control measures such that the impact of foot-and-mouth disease 
being reduced in one or more livestock sectors and/or in one or more zones). Currently KSA 
is close to application for stage 3 (progressive reduction in outbreak incidence followed by 
elimination of foot-and-mouth disease virus circulation in domestic animals in at least one 
zone of the country). This will open the door to official OIE recognition and endorsement 
options. The project also produced a number of impressive reports describing the focus 
of its intervention, which were perceived by the stakeholders to be technically sound, 
coherent, transparent and cost-effective.

4.5.4 Fisheries and aquaculture

160 The project documents revealed that objectives set for the two projects were very broad 
and covered many issues, including efficient and sustainable use of natural resources, 
environmental conservation, sustainable food security, rural development, and eradication 
of poverty. It is notable that project logframe design in both Technical Cooperation 
Assistance programmes was weak and committed the projects to ambitious deliverables 
that could not be realistically achieved. For example, the logframe of project 017 packed 
too many agendas into each deliverable, with no guidance as to how these might be 
achieved. In addition, no monitoring system was put in place to track results. Nevertheless, 
both projects contributed to notable results at the outputs level.

4.5.5  Irrigation

161 Water use efficiency is crucial in developing sustainable agricultural systems in KSA. The 
irrigation projects have introduced pressurized drip irrigation to replace flood irrigation 
in date plantations and associated fruit orchards in Al Hassa. This has been successful and 
is continuing, and will be responsible for considerable water savings. The additional use 
of treated waste water and agricultural drainage water to supplement water drawn from 
aquifers will contribute further. Similar systems are being introduced for olive production 
in Al Jouf, but there is some way to go before the practice becomes standard. 

4.5.6  Rural development and extension

162 Rural development issues are not confined to the three rural development and extension 
projects. They touched on many of the technical projects. The project on forests and 
rangelands (039) was designed to promote the participation of local communities and 
strengthen the partnerships among the stakeholders involved in management of natural 
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vegetation cover. It was envisaged to provide forest and range-related extension services 
through organization of a series of workshops, meetings and awareness raising campaigns. 
The horticulture project (040) had a significant extension component, and provided training 
and support to smallholder farmers and their cooperative societies. In other projects, rural 
development constituted an important dimension over and above what is commonly 
referred to as cross-cutting issues (focus on poverty, social inclusion and gender equity).

163 The added value of FAO’s rural development and extension projects could not be 
precisely measured or quantified, mainly because the project design did not include clear 
results with milestones and quantified indicators to facilitate evaluation. Some MoEWA 
officials thus developed an impression that FAO’s contribution to rural development on 
the ground was far below expectations. Their impressions, however, were not related 
to performance in the designed project deliverables, in which the projects made good 
progress. Nevertheless, there is no doubt that the three projects did add value, though 
their contribution was not continuous or consistent throughout the project life. This 
was mainly due to the absence of Chief Technical Advisors to lead interventions and the 
turnover among National Project Directors. Major achievements included the studies on 
rural finance and the vision and strategy for rural development. Adoption in the future of a 
robust Results-Based Management System would provide a solid base for monitoring and 
evaluation of project results and their indicators. 

164 Through its two rural development projects (014 and 047), FAO Technical Cooperation 
Assistance contributed to the strengthening of the newly established Rural Development 
Unit within MoEWA. The added value included capacity building for staff at ministry, 
district and local levels and compilation of the Rural Development Vision and Strategy. 
A study on rural finance institutions was conducted. Outside MoEWA, the contribution 
included advocacy for the formation of cooperatives, including organizing small-scale 
producers into – and building their management capacities for – cooperative societies. The 
projects provided material support to some of the cooperative societies, and also extended 
assistance to a few cooperatives to finalize feasibility studies.

165 Although the evaluation team could not visit Jazan District, where the Rural Institutions 
Project focused its interventions, the project reports listed the type of material support 
provided and the beneficiaries. In the case of the mobile veterinary clinic, the beneficiaries 
included refugees who resided in camps after being displaced from Yemen by war. The 
extension project (050) contributed to the strengthening of the Rural Extension Directorate 
within MoEWA and its counterparts at district and local levels. In addition to capacity 
building for extension staff at all levels, the contribution included: situation analysis of 
extension services in KSA, formulation of an Extension Vision and Strategy, and drafting of 
the Framework for Extension and Advisory Services in KSA. Although the Chief Technical 
Advisor informed the evaluation team about numerous other outputs, including assessment 
and potential of contract farming, information and communications technology strategy 
and some manuals, the evaluation team could not confirm the finalization of these products 
and their approval by MoEWA. The three projects produced some significant knowledge 
that was disseminated to different governmental and nongovernmental stakeholders 
through workshops to validate and disseminate findings and recommendations. The Rural 
Development Vision and Strategy compiled during the first Rural Institutions Project, for 
example, was disseminated through a series of workshops in different regions of KSA, 
including Riyadh. 

166 The projects seem to have blindly followed some official definition of small-scale producers, 
based on field area for farmers, numbers of livestock for herders and breeders, and 
quantity of fishing gear for fisher folk. The project documents have enumerated a host 
of real problems faced by needy and vulnerable small-scale producers, including: neglect 
in previous plans, tenure insecurity, rudimentary and low production technologies and 
traditional practices, lack of organizational capacity and lack of rural finance. Nevertheless, 
the adopted official definition in both design and implementation tended to treat small 
producers as a fairly homogeneous group with similar problems, interests and capabilities.

167 The issue with the adoption of a formal definition for small producers is the prospect of 
unfocused targeting. Project interventions were apparently oriented to any individual 
fitting the official definition. Interventions have no doubt benefited numerous small 
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producers. But this abstract definition might have left out the poorer sections and the 
neediest among the small producers – particularly those for whom small-scale traditional 
production constitutes the main (if not the sole) source of income.

168 Documentation in the rural institutions project clearly corroborates that some of the 
beneficiaries were not that poor, but also had access to individual loans from banks. A 
similar issue of targeting is noted in the interventions organized for women. The project 
documentation lacks a selection criteria for the beneficiaries. Selection criteria are 
particularly important as the category “women” includes heterogeneous groups in terms 
of class, wealth and education, as well as differences (if not conflicts) in their respective 
needs, priorities and interests.

169 International experience indicates that ambiguity in the targeting of interventions, as in 
the cases of “small-scale producers” and “women”, often compromises the relevance and 
effectiveness of development projects. Unless additional specific criteria are used for selecting 
beneficiaries (e.g. low income, lack of other income sources, dependency ratio within the 
household), projects may fail to reach the poor and needy small producers and women.

4.6   Sustainability of the programme 

• What are the prospects of sustaining the FAO technical cooperation programme’s results 
after its completion?

• To what extent has the knowledge generated by FAO’s technical cooperation programme 
(including success stories and good practices) been disseminated to partners and other 
FAO projects and programmes, upscaled and/or replicated?

• What sustainable development changes and impacts at sectoral level did FAO’s technical 
cooperation programme bring about that would not have resulted in its absence?

Finding 10: The long-term sustainability of the programme appears to be of general concern, 
and not just regarding FAO interventions. While there is a policy of operating through MoEWA to 
strengthen the possibilities for sustainability, inadequate capacity at MoEWA is a major constraint. 

170 In assessing the prospects for sustainability of the processes of the Technical Cooperation 
Assistance projects, the evaluation team carefully unpacked the concept of sustainability 
into its most significant components – structure, process and benefit, including issues 
related to financial and environmental sustainability. With this perspective, sustainability 
of structures in most Technical Cooperation Assistance projects, as in the cases of the 
established or supported training and research centres, requires further work and clear exit 
strategies. Projects relating to research centres largely depended on Technical Cooperation 
Assistance funding; in the event of project termination financial sustainability of the centres 
would not be easily ensured. Overall, the sustainability of processes and benefits (products 
and gains) has better prospects, however, there is variation among projects regarding their 
sustainability achievements.

171 A very serious shortcoming is that during the field visits it was apparent that laboratories 
(including the biotechnology facilities) and research centres were understaffed and that 
there was scant evidence of an active agricultural extension service – in the words of one 
national director in Al Hassa, “Extension is dead”. It was also suggested that research was 
sub-optimal and represented part of the reason for the poor state of extension, as there 
were few research findings to extend. If extension has perished, none of the work done on 
germplasm improvement and technology development can move effectively from centre to 
field and contribute to sustainable agricultural and rural development, and the usefulness of 
any associated training becomes questionable. Furthermore, in the absence of a functional 
extension service, bad agricultural practices could be perpetuated to the detriment of the 
environment, and particularly with respect to sustainable use of precious water reserves. 

172 The project interventions have been narrowly focused on technical aspects, without much 
effort to locate them in the broader social, economic, environmental and trade context. This 
implies that, if adopted in their present form, the broader implications of the interventions 
remain uncertain, with potentially negative equality and sustainability repercussions.
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173 The project activities largely remained within the sphere of “research on-site” and only 
made a partial transition to the development phase (through activities such as the Yanbu 
Forum on Aquaculture Investment Opportunities in KSA). It will require additional and 
more intensive efforts to promote these activities for wider uptake, and to obtain the 
expected results.

174 In addition, most of the Technical Cooperation Assistance projects failed to find suitable 
national staff to work in rural areas. One example is the fisheries project 048, which for 
the last 15 years largely employed non-Saudi nationals. A similar situation pertained to the 
irrigation projects in Hofuf. 

4.6.1  Crop production and the environment

175 The crop production projects have reasonable prospects for sustainability. The introduced 
fruits have been adopted widely by farmers, but their popularity threatens to deplete 
groundwater resources. Although the research centres in their current form are not 
sustainable, they have great potential if the focus is broadened to include adaptive and 
collaborative research into dryland farming systems.

176 The range and forest management project faces numerous challenges impacting 
sustainability, particularly with respect to the introduction of participatory community 
management systems. One major challenge is the official land tenure system, which 
constitutes a disincentive for local communities to play a role in environmental rehabilitation 
and sustainable utilization of rangelands and forests.

4.6.2 Crop protection

177 The benefits of the crop protection projects have good sustainability prospects, as they 
have been appropriated by national staff and receive substantial financial support from 
the Government. Currently, however, they are constrained by limitations in the provision 
of extension services. The research components may not be sustainable unless MoEWA 
accords them priority, facilities are rehabilitated and links are established with other 
research institutions.  

4.6.3 Animal resources

178 The results from the quarantine and import project (023) seem sustainable. A number of 
factors have contributed to this result, including the recruitment of a national consultant 
to finalize an assessment of the standard operating procedures manual for KSA in line 
with existing regulations. Another KSA national technician in database management was 
recruited to update the database in MoEWA and to manage the Database Management 
System, and subsequently to manage the database at the Animal Plant and Quarantine 
Department. These activities served to bring about a gradual improvement in connectivity 
between the country’s General Directorates of Agriculture and Border Inspection Points.

179 The horse projects face significant challenges, as the equine industry in KSA is constrained 
by insufficient knowledge of horse care and breeding among private farmers, which 
is responsible for the higher than average foal mortality (40 percent in KSA, versus an 
international average of 16 percent). Another issue that has impacted project sustainability 
is the problem posed by increasingly high temperatures in the project facility from May 
to September, which when combined with the aging cooling system in the centre, causes 
many horses, particularly foals, to suffer heatstroke and digestive disorders as a result of 
dehydration.

180 Vaccine production is usually linked to government-owned laboratories, but in this case 
the vaccine production component of the project is managed by a private company, which 
sub-contracts the work. Although the vaccine-related gains and products of the project 
appear sustainable, there is concern regarding the sustainability of project objectives and 
whether they are driven by profit rather than animal health.
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181 Project 049 is on track to be fully sustainable because it will benefit from technical 
support and expertise from the FAO Animal Health Service in Rome, the Regional Office 
and Subregional Office for the Gulf Cooperation Council States and Yemen. The project is 
working closely with the veterinary colleges in King Fahad University in Riyadh and Al Hofuf 
to provide graduates attached to the Epi Unit in the ministry. In contrast, the camel project 
is unsustainable because almost the entire project-trained establishment left soon after 
termination of the project. At Al Kharj many of the project camels were affected by severe 
mange, which impacted sustainability of operations.

4.6.4 Fisheries and aquaculture

182 The capacity of the partner institutions, MoEWA and JFRC, has not been developed to a 
level where they could consolidate and continue the results in an efficient manner after 
project completion. Unless the Technical Cooperation Assistance continues to work on 
the capacity building component – by using a more strategic framework, better utilizing 
the resources (technical, intellectual, infrastructural and academic) and working to a time-
bound, results-oriented, well-monitored action plan – it is doubtful that the staff of the 
national partner organizations will be able to build upon the results in its absence.

183 The infrastructure facilities at the JFRC are in poor condition and deteriorating quickly, 
which does not enable the JFRC staff to undertake quality research and actively promote 
the project results more widely. The MoEWA has reportedly finalized a financial support 
package to improve the infrastructure and research facilities at the JFRC, which may help 
to address this issue. Nonetheless, the continued existence of Technical Cooperation 
Assistance is suggested as one reason why MoEWA allocates a limited budget to the 
JFRC. In the event of Technical Cooperation Assistance withdrawal, the future of the JFRC 
might become more uncertain. In that sense, the continued existence of the Technical 
Cooperation Assistance appears to have become a justification for the well-being of the 
JFRC. This is not a very sustainable proposition, and the Technical Cooperation Assistance 
should focus attention on making the JFRC a self-sustaining institution.

184 The project’s work in aquaculture had three major attributes, which could potentially 
affect its sustainability: 

• First, the work related to cage culture, water recirculation system feeds, and environmental 
impact assessments is still in the early stages and requires more time and increased policy 
support for private sector investments to allow scaling-up of the technologies;

• Second, the project’s interventions have been narrowly focused on the technical aspects 
of the interventions, without much effort to locate them in the broader social, economic, 
environmental and trade context. This implies that the broader implications of the 
interventions (in their present form) remain uncertain, with potentially negative equity 
and sustainability implications; 

• Third, the project activities have largely remained within the sphere of research and have 
only made a partial transition to the development phase (through activities such as the 
Yanbu Forum on Aquaculture Investment Opportunities in KSA). It will require additional 
and more intensive effort to promote them for wider uptake, and to obtain the expected 
results.

185 The cage culture work has two other drawbacks. First, the project did not fully test the 
model under natural conditions to gain an understanding of its biological, technical, 
environmental, economic and institutional implications (as well as biosecurity and animal 
health aspects) in the Red Sea area. Second, the model as it is currently developed is only fit 
for large-scale investors, thereby reducing the scope for small-scale entrepreneurs to enter 
it. The aquaculture activities could have some potential environmental, economic and 
social consequences that would need to be assessed early on, with precautionary measures 
put in place to avoid such consequences. The evaluation team noted several issues relating 
to feasibility, sustainability and equality implications for the cage culture work. Moreover, 
as a technical support organization, FAO should promote national development agendas 
and provide guidance on sustainable and equitable practices, based on global experience 
and best practices, as well putting development practices into the local context, from a 
social and economic perspective.
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186 The evaluation team acknowledges that the project has undertaken sector planning 
and management, as well as other tools which contribute to the governance processes; 
however, these cannot substitute for the governance system itself, which includes a wider 
range of issues, practices and systems24.  

187 The products of project 048 were substantial: 22 training events (e.g. workshops, study tour, 
forum) involving more than 500 participants. Extension activities undertaken by the project, 
however, were ad hoc, without a carefully considered strategy to reach different categories of 
stakeholders (policy-makers, extension workers and private sector). The project produced several 
publications, guidelines and training manuals, including the manual on High Density Polyethylene 
(HDPE); however, with the exception of the atlas for identifying appropriate cage culture zones 
in the Red Sea, it is debatable whether any of the publications influenced particular activities or 
decision-making processes at any level. 

4.6.5 Irrigation

188 The contribution of the Technical Cooperation Assistance irrigation projects to increased 
agricultural production is significant because virtually all agriculture in KSA relies on 
irrigation. The gains and products of the irrigation projects are therefore likely to be 
sustainable, though more attention to extension is needed to take them out to the fields. 
The crops produced, however, are not consumed in large quantities by the population, and 
do not include staples; thus the contribution to food security is largely indirect, through 
income generation.

189 The programme engaged in significant capacity building, targeting Saudi staff, and this 
should enhance long-term sustainability. The projects were only able to disseminate the 
knowledge generated to a limited extent. The lack of an adequate extension service 
prevented more widespread extension of project results.

4.6.6 Rural development

190 The knowledge produced by the three projects was disseminated to various governmental 
and non-governmental stakeholders through workshops, in order to validate and 
disseminate findings and recommendations. The Rural Development Vision and Strategy 
compiled during the first rural institutions project, for example, disseminated information 
through a series of workshops in various regions of KSA, including Riyadh.

191 For the three projects, the most significant issues pertained to sustaining structure, process and 
benefit. The two rural development projects aimed at strengthening the Rural Development 
Unit within MoEWA; however, this structure will no longer be part of the ministry, as its 
functions and tasks are to be mainstreamed within the technical units. There may be sound 
logic in mandating technical units with rural development tasks, especially when a separate, 
somewhat marginalized Rural Development Unit is understaffed and lacks leverage in 
influencing technical units. However, it could also been seen as a shared project and a MoEWA 
failure in establishing a stronger and more meaningful rural development unit. 

192 There are good prospects for sustainability of the other two facets, the process and the 
benefit. To ensure these two aspects in the future, however, the Technical Cooperation 
Assistance should address the requirements of the proposed setup. On the one hand, there 
would still be a need for a smaller unit or section (within Strategic Planning perhaps) to 
guide and support the work of the technical departments in the field of rural development. 
On the other hand, there would also be a need to build the capacity of the technical staff 
in issues of social development. The Technical Cooperation Assistance would serve the 
interests of MoEWA by inclusion of a project to support this mainstreaming effort. 

24 The evaluation was unaware of any reports or feasibility studies comparing the practical validity of the Norwegian 
small-scale model with that for a “poor underdeveloped country”, which would have allowed a decision to be 
made on the most appropriate approach for KSA.
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193 In the case of the extension project, sustainability of results would be supported by the 
planned merger of extension and research. However, as MoEWA decided to outsource 
extension services, there would still be a need for capacity to compile extension packages 
and monitor and evaluate the quality of the service provided by the contractors. Sustaining 
the benefit requires further strengthening of extension under the new setup.

194 With regard to each of the three projects, it should be noted that the success of some 
activities can only be measured in the long-term. Attitudinal and behavioural change 
cannot be expected within the lifespan of a project, and the Technical Cooperation 
Assistance should continue with interventions to generate the desired results. Due to 
the interconnectedness of rural development and extension, the Technical Cooperation 
Assistance could formulate a single multi-component project. A decision however has to 
be made by KSA whether the skeletal strategic unit on rural development is to be part of 
Research and Extension or included in a higher entity within MoEWA (Strategic Planning 
attached to Cabinet).

4.7 Cross-cutting issues

4.7.1 Capacity development

195 Two questions in the Terms of Reference relate to institutional and human capacity 
development:

• To what extent have technical, managerial and functional capacities been built at 
individual level?

• Has sufficient institutional capacity been built (at the ministry or sector level) to deal with 
current and emerging agricultural development issues?

Finding 11: Capacity development in the Technical Cooperation Assistance has largely lacked 
a clear strategy, and has focused on capacity building of staff through training workshops and 
study tours. Very little was achieved in terms of institutional building and creation of enabling 
environments, though much of this was due to the narrow focus of the Technical Cooperation 
Assistance on projects and the limited extent of the national cadre in MoEWA.

196 All Technical Cooperation Assistance projects contained elements of capacity building and 
training throughout the two phases covered by this evaluation; such activities accounted 
for approximately two-thirds of the programme budget. There were two projects that 
specifically addressed institutional and human capacity development: Improvement of 
Agricultural Training Centres in KSA (027) and Institutional Development and Strengthening 
of Human Capacities in the Agricultural Sector (042). The first project was more active than 
the latter because the Chief Technical Advisor was present, but the second project suffered 
because the Chief Technical Advisor transferred and a replacement was not recruited.

197 The impact of capacity building and training was apparent at the director and manager 
levels in the national system, but there was little evidence of it at field and laboratory level. 
It appeared that despite the emphasis during the two phases of the Technical Cooperation 
Assistance on capacity building, the results were mixed. This does not mean that MoEWA 
had no institutional capacity to manage current and emerging development issues in crop 
production and the environment. In many cases, there was tremendous competence at 
the managerial level. The problem appeared to be more evident at the technician and field 
worker level.

198 An indication of the possible inability to address emerging agricultural development issues 
at field level was the critical situation in Najran regarding insufficient water resources to 
continue the programme of promoting fruit tree production. This situation did not arise 
suddenly, but developed gradually over a long time period. It could have been highlighted 
several years ago, allowing time to change project direction should the Technical 
Cooperation Assistance have engaged in policy dialogue with MoEWA.
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4.7.2  Crop production and the environment

199 The achievements of project 027 centred on training large numbers of national staff on a 
range of subjects, including technical specializations, administration and communication. 
Some study tours abroad were also organized and several regional training centres, 
including the one visited at Al Hassa, were rehabilitated.

4.7.3  Crop protection

200 Several contributions were made to improving institutional and human capacity during the 
course of the two projects. These included training sessions and study tours abroad, and 
support to national project staff for participation in international symposia and workshops.

201 During the second phase, the project built a clinical diagnosis laboratory for plant diseases 
and an integrated farm in Al Hassa. Despite the provision of scientific and technical 
equipment for the laboratory and greenhouse, the clinical diagnosis laboratory was not 
well built and much of the installation work was not completed. The staff indicated that the 
training courses and study tours were not sufficient.

202 Attempts were also made to build capacity among national researchers at the centre by 
providing training in situ and in other date-producing countries, including study tours 
in Morocco, India, Italy and Malaysia on aspects of preparation for and implementation 
of a scientific research programme. The study tours were organized by FAO to train the 
officials in: (i) irrigation management; (ii) integrated pest management, especially for red 
palm weevil; (iii) identification and management of Bayoud disease; (iv) date palm tissue 
culture techniques; and (v) analytical techniques for plants, soil and water. There were also 
periodic workshops and field days for farmers and national officials in the date palm sector, 
including training of women in Al Hassa in techniques on using dates for some nutritional 
preparations, and on sampling techniques to detect defects in dates.

4.7.4  Fisheries and aquaculture

203 The overarching objective of the Technical Cooperation Assistance was to enhance the 
technical, managerial and functional capacities of the national partner organizations and 
their staff to provide effective and efficient services for the development of sustainable 
aquaculture systems in the country. Consequently, capacity building was one of the most 
important areas of engagement for both the Technical Cooperation Assistance projects on 
aquaculture. The target groups for capacity building were the research and development 
staff of the Fish Farming Centre and MoEWA, followed by somewhat less structured 
programmes of training and extension targeting the private sector.

204 Through observations and interviews, it was evident that neither the partner organisations 
nor the individuals working for them developed sufficient capacities to undertake and 
further extend the projects’ work on their own. It was widely agreed among the project 
management team, MoEWA staff, the JFRC research team, and the private sector that the 
capacity development process had a long way to go before national cadres could emerge 
in KSA to undertake research, development, extension and monitoring services in a 
meaningful manner.

205 This observation above does not imply that MoEWA had no institutional capacity to deal 
with current and emerging development issues in fisheries and aquaculture. The evaluation 
found that the knowledge and the breadth of understanding of the issues among the 
senior management of MoEWA and JFRC were good. The contribution of the project to 
utilize and benefit from this enabling environment was minimal, however, while its efforts 
to improve the capacity in the lower levels of MoEWA proved to be largely unsuccessful. 
For instance, all three national project personnel employed by the project were non-Saudis 
and the lack of sufficient numbers of interested trainees for some of the project-supported 
training courses justifies the conclusion drawn.
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206 Three issues reportedly contributed to a weak uptake of the capacity building component: 

 i) the inadequate capacity of the staff nominated for training. They were simply not 
sufficiently qualified to work in a research centre like JFRC, and were in no position to take 
advantage of the capacity building provided by the Technical Cooperation Assistance; 
ii) for some of the personnel assigned to JFRC, this was only a stop-gap arrangement 
and they were waiting to leave once more suitable opportunities became available. The 
poor facilities at the JFRC, the comparatively low salaries and the limited opportunities 
for further growth in research were reported to be the reason for the disinclination of 
most national staff to stay and work there; and iii) even those who were qualified and 
interested in research were often routinely moved to another department within or 
beyond MoEWA.

207 Overall, the level of interest among the national staff to acquire the new skills and 
knowledge was rated low by the project team and the JFRC staff. As a result, the Technical 
Cooperation Assistance had to recruit several expatriate staff to fill positions intended for 
Saudi professionals. Although capacity building has been a priority intervention since 
the early 1980s, and despite considerable resources and time committed by successive 
projects, the objectives have not been satisfactorily achieved. Nevertheless, the Technical 
Cooperation Assistance did not rethink its overall strategy.

208 Successive projects seem to have incorporated the capacity building component into the 
work plans without giving any consideration to what really went wrong with the previous 
projects. They did not assess what this capacity building component should consist of in 
order to be more productive. There was no clear strategy for capacity building in the two 
projects, which ended up conducting a range of conventional programmes – training, 
workshops and study tours – with the same poor results. 

209 In addition to the absence of a strategic framework for capacity development, there 
were concerns relating to the scope, number, duration and focus of the programmes. 
For instance, the scope of some of the objectives for capacity building extended beyond 
biological and technical aspects, and involved policy, institutional, economic and 
management objectives. In practice, the capacity building activities remained mostly 
focused on the technical issues, partly owing to the technical nature of the project and 
partly due to the lack of appropriate resources within Technical Cooperation Assistance 
to address a broader range of issues. 

210 Most training was restricted to 1–3 days, while the number of trainees attending the 
more intensive levels of training was very small, 2–3 in most cases. The sustainability 
implications of the short duration courses and small numbers of trained researchers 
(who also moved away continuously) remained problematic. No assessment was made 
of the effectiveness of the training on the performance of the trained research and 
development staff. 

211 One objective of the capacity building component was to train a new generation 
of university graduates in order to meet the long-term development needs of KSA in 
aquaculture. But this objective was not pursued and there were no project-supported 
courses for university graduates in aquaculture. There was even less focus on the 
training of private sector representatives in the new research outputs from the Technical 
Cooperation Assistance programme, which reduced the scope for its wider uptake.

4.7.5  Irrigation

212 Training under the projects was good, but its effects and benefits were not immediately 
apparent. Undue reliance was, and continues to be, placed on the use of non-Saudi staff. 
Although Al Hassa Irrigation Authority instituted a Saudization policy, more has to be 
done to get qualified nationals into posts and retain them. A major problem is getting 
the messages across to farmers, and there is also a need for better directed training 
courses and refresher courses, as the technologies associated with irrigation evolve 
relatively rapidly.
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4.7.6  Rural development and extension

213 Notwithstanding the lack of clarity in planned results, the design of the three rural 
development and extension projects catered for all three levels of capacity development. 
At a technical level, the design included capacity building of national staff and beneficiaries 
through workshops and study tours. Institutional strengthening at MoEWA (of Rural 
Development Unit and Extension Directorate at all levels) and of producer organizations 
(cooperative societies) was also incorporated in the design. At the functional level, the 
projects were planned to create enabling environments by recommending strategies and 
policies (notably the Rural Development Vision and Strategy and the Vision for Extension 
and Advisory Services).

214 The National Project Director is the counterpart of the Chief Technical Advisor and 
throughout a project’s life the National Project Director is supposed to acquire sufficient 
capacity to take over the role played by the Chief Technical Advisor. This however was 
not achieved satisfactorily by the projects, mainly because of prolonged periods when 
projects did not have a Chief Technical Advisor, and also because of the frequent turnover 
of nationals in the position of National Project Director.

215 Furthermore, the three projects organized several workshops to build capacity of national 
staff and cooperative societies. The personnel attending the workshops, however, were not 
the same throughout, and this compromised the effectiveness of capacity building efforts. 
Project reports repeatedly referred to the inadequate capacity of, and lack of interest 
among, national staff. One seeming disincentive is that in KSA’s civil service system the 
listed positions for MoEWA are those of researcher and engineer, but there is no position 
of extension officer. For this reason it is claimed that nationals are not enthusiastic about 
joining the Extension Directorate, where promotions take much longer than for researchers 
and engineers. Project reports repeatedly requested formal recognition of the positions. 
With the anticipated merger of research and extension under the ongoing restructuring of 
MoEWA, it is expected that this anomaly will be eliminated.

4.7.7  Animal resources

216 The animal resources projects engaged in a large number of training courses, including at 
the Liverpool School of Tropical Medicine for 23 MoEWA vets, workshops, and study tours 
abroad. The project featured a strong component on capacity building in critical issues 
related to animal health, which will aid MoEWA to improve disease control programmes, 
reduce the risk of disease transmission and facilitate early disease detection and action. 
These activities will upgrade the veterinary health delivery system in KSA so that it complies 
with international standards set by OIE and FAO.

4.7.8  Gender

Finding 12: FAO’s contribution to gender equality was very limited and confined to the three 
rural development projects.

217 As explained in the introduction, the evaluation adhered to the United Nations norms 
and standards, and ethical guidelines. The need for cultural sensitivity was, however, 
recognized and observed when addressing issues of gender and equality. Assessing the 
design and implementation of the Technical Cooperation Assistance projects entailed 
reviewing gender mainstreaming at the institutional and result levels. The analysis revealed 
that gender considerations were generally not taken into account.

218 The lack of gender focus was especially evident with regard to the gender division of labour 
in KSA, where poor rural women and children are responsible for small ruminants. Women 
also played a role in traditional fishing. Nevertheless, Technical Cooperation Assistance 
projects generally did not reach women with their activities – the exceptions were the rural 
development and extension projects that made modest attempts to target women in 
training activities. Overlooking gender issues is the major factor behind the absence of gender 
disaggregated data, and the lack of criteria for targeting needy women such as widows.
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5.   Conclusions and recommendations

5.1 Conclusions

219 The previous chapters assessed FAO’s strategic positioning, the achievements of the 
Technical Cooperation Assistance in KSA and the underlining performance factors. This 
section builds on the findings identified in previous sections in order to draw overarching 
conclusions, and sets out a number of considerations and conclusions relevant to the 
formulation of the next Technical Cooperation Assistance programme.

Conclusion 1: During the two Technical Cooperation Assistance programmes evaluated, the 
technical focus of the programme was broadly relevant to the needs of KSA and to the technical 
aspirations of the Government. The programme was less well aligned with FAO’s Strategic 
Objectives.

220 The Technical Cooperation Assistance programme largely responded to priorities identified 
by MoEWA and continues to do so. This is not surprising considering that programme 
activities are funded by the Government through the Unilateral Trust Fund, and that 
the programme is essentially embedded in MoEWA (the Programme Coordination Unit 
physically, and the various project activities programmatically). FAO’s work is often seen 
locally as part and parcel of what the ministry does. This is a significant strength.

221 While MoEWA staff is knowledgeable about KSA development needs, the specific needs 
and opportunities of each project’s target group may need to be more systematically 
studied or verified through diligent field-needs assessments.

222 The programme is less well aligned with the priorities of FAO. Although poverty alleviation, 
a key FAO priority, is addressed to various extents in the crop production, irrigation and 
natural resource management projects, in many instances wealthier farmers and livestock 
owners appear to be substantial beneficiaries of project activities. This is particularly so in 
the horse breeding project, and is also a feature of the aquaculture project. 

223 Similarly, a review of programme documents relating to gender revealed a lack of conceptual 
integration of gender analysis. The expected role of Technical Cooperation Assistance 
is not merely the inclusion of gender mainstreaming as a phrase in project documents. 
Technical Cooperation Assistance personnel have to be systematically briefed and trained 
in the topic, given time to dedicate to this important work, and provided with the tools to 
carry it out. Although the projects did not benefit from the Gender Officer at the Regional 
Office, the FAO publications were available to the projects and a small collection is held at 
the Programme Coordination Unit.

Conclusion 2: The Technical Cooperation Assistance programme achievements were substantial 
in a number of technical domains such as animal health, fisheries and aquaculture. However, in 
the absence of strategic engagement with the Government to strengthen national food security 
policies and priorities, the country did not benefit from the full array of FAO’s services. 

224 The Technical Cooperation Assistance programme made useful advances in many technical 
areas over the period 2006–2016. Although there were problems with staffing and the 
implementation of activities, the programme was useful to KSA. This is particularly evident 
in the animal resources projects, which featured a strong component on capacity building 
in critical issues related to animal health. This training will help MoEWA to improve disease 
control programmes, reduce the risk of disease transmission and facilitate early disease 
detection and action. Taken together, these activities will help to upgrade the veterinary 
health delivery system in KSA so that it complies with international standards set by OIE 
and FAO. Equally, the environmental rehabilitation projects made significant progress. 

225 However, the programme strongly focused on technical issues at the expense of 
socioeconomic ones, and included almost no policy advice. Socio-economic, governance 



Evaluation of FAO’s technical cooperation assistance in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia

50

and management issues remain the responsibility of MoEWA to a great extent. This may 
reflect a lack of awareness about FAO’s policy advisory function within MoEWA.

226 Many of the Technical Cooperation Assistance projects aimed at increases in production, 
particularly for fruit and fish. There is a corresponding need for policy advice covering 
production, irrigation and marketing. This is especially the case for, but not confined to, 
the increased date production that stems from more efficient irrigation applied in Al Hassa.

Conclusion 3: Over the two programme phases, the Technical Cooperation Assistance approach 
was characterized by traditional and somewhat simplistic methods of providing technical 
assistance. The capacity development component of the Technical Cooperation Assistance was 
reduced mainly to training.

227 The model followed in the Technical Cooperation Assistance programme was not the 
most up-to-date, having relied significantly on expatriate technical experts. Universities in 
KSA, of which there are many, produce large numbers of suitably qualified graduates who 
could occupy many of the positions currently taken by international experts. Moreover, 
the technical advice being offered within the programme takes little account of major 
advances in production methods – more use should be made of the biotechnology facilities 
available in Al Hassa, and many additional technical advances in crop production could be 
taken advantage of.

228 For many projects, there were issues of prolonged absences of Chief Technical Advisors and 
frequent turnover among National Project Directors. All projects had problems with FAO 
and MoEWA coordination and linkages. There were also limitations regarding the extent 
of cooperation and collaboration with local and foreign institutions and universities. The 
research-training-extension model was not efficiently or effectively implemented, and 
there were major communication problems evident among partners.

229 Furthermore, the Memorandum of Understandings constrained the technical cooperation 
programme in addressing emerging issues that were outside the scope of the agreed 
projects. For example, several projects addressed issues of irrigation, but only to enhance 
irrigation efficiency or to use treated waste water for irrigation.

230 A major failing of the Technical Cooperation Assistance programme was that it was 
operated as a series of independent projects, and therefore took no advantage of the 
benefits of information exchange and cooperation among staff of the various entities. The 
example of extension is particularly telling: while strong extension services are central to 
the impact pathways of the projects reviewed, there was no indication that the needs of 
other projects were considered with regard to extension services. 

231 Regarding capacity development, the design of most projects catered to all three levels 
of capacity development: individual, institutional and policy. At the technical level, the 
design included capacity building of staff and beneficiaries through workshops and study 
tours. At the functional level, the projects were planned to create enabling environments 
by recommending strategies and policies. However, in the implementation process, the 
approach to capacity development was not comprehensive and the focus remained on 
providing training. Moreover, there was inadequate capacity building of local human 
resources and problems with FAO and MoEWA coordination and linkages. Achievements 
in the other two aspects of capacity development remained modest because most of the 
outputs (e.g. recommendations of studies, frameworks, and strategies) were not approved 
or adopted by MoEWA.

232 Apart from the challenges faced by the programme, efforts were made to create an 
enabling environment. Various strategies, policies, guidelines and protocols were compiled 
by individual projects, but it was often the case that such contributions remained without 
official endorsement and adoption.
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5.2   Recommendations

233 The evaluation team noted the positive developments unfolding in the context of FAO-KSA 
technical cooperation. Based on the technical achievements of the programme over the last 
two phases, the evaluation team would support an extension of FAO’s Technical Cooperation.

Recommendation 1: to FAO and MoEWA

The future Technical Cooperation Assistance programme has to be managed in a more 
programmatic manner, with increased focus on the cross-cutting issues of gender, rural 
development and governance. Moreover, the future phase could move beyond technical 
assistance to address issues at the policy level, in line with the approval of the 2030 Vision for 
Sustainable Development and the Tenth National Development Plan in KSA.  

234 In implementing Recommendation 1, the evaluation team suggests that FAO needs to have 
the following in place:

• A Steering Committee to discuss the design and the operationalization of the new 
programme. The suggested Steering Committee could be composed of: the Programme 
Coordinator; Assistant Director General of the Regional Office; programme unit in the 
Regional Office; Strategic Programme Leaders; Animal Production and Health Division; 
Plant Production and Protection Division; Land and Water Division; Sub-regional Office 
for the Gulf Cooperation Council States and Yemen, and the South-South and Resource 
Mobilization Division.

• A monitoring and evaluation function for the entire programme at the Programme 
Coordination Unit and set a clear timetable for conducting mid-term and final evaluations 
of individual projects as well as the Technical Cooperation Assistance as a whole; 

• The programme should benefit from the presence of a dedicated policy officer at the 
country or regional level.

235 The evaluation team suggests adopting the following arrangements in the implementation 
processes of the future Technical Cooperation Assistance programme:  

• FAO to consider fielding a mission to assist the Programme Coordination Unit in transferring 
the assets of phased out projects to MoEWA;

• FAO to consider placement of a Social Development Officer in the Programme 
Coordination Unit. The Social Development Officer could be the Chief Technical Advisor 
for a specific project, but the responsibilities should include capacity building in social 
development for the entire FAO team in KSA and MoEWA, seconded staff, input to 
project design (incorporating social development issues in the predominantly technical 
projects) and compilation of strategies and policy notes;

• FAO in KSA to nominate a Gender Focal Point to facilitate communication with, and 
benefit from, the Gender Officer based in the Regional Office; and

• The Rural Development Unit (as well as other units) in MoEWA should continue to 
formulate strategies, issue guidelines and policy notes, and guide the rural development 
work by the technical units. FAO should build capacity in the entity and work with the 
technical units to ensure effective integration of social development issues in the delivery 
of technical interventions.

236 The MoEWA may wish to reflect on the following:

• The criteria for assignment of National Project Directors and seconded national staff 
should ensure that at least a minimum capacity in social development is available; 
otherwise the capacity building targets of projects would be compromised. In the 
technical projects, National Project Directors should have expertise in the field and also 
have capacity in project management (e.g. finance and procurement);

• The need for coordination and collaboration between the interlinked departments (e.g. 
in the case of fisheries and aquaculture-related divisions); and

• A study is to be undertaken to assess water productivity related to crops. Thereafter, an 
economic assessment could be carried out on the cost/benefit ratios based on prevailing 
farm models.
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Recommendation 2: to FAO

FAO should focus on strengthening the elements of its Technical Cooperation Assistance 
model, including baselines, needs assessments and project design. Greater emphasis should 
be placed on capacity development dimensions, networking and long-term partnerships with 
national institutions.

237 The evaluation team suggests the following action to better realize Recommendation 2:

• Conduct stakeholder analyses to establish the needs of the intended beneficiaries, 
particularly the more vulnerable groups, to ensure that Technical Cooperation Assistance 
projects address them effectively;

• Strengthen linkages, cooperation and networking among MoEWA, universities, research 
and development institutions and other concerned governmental stakeholders, as well 
as current and prospective national and international partners;

• Ensure that projects look for relevant partners in order to widen their impact, in addition 
to the Council of Cooperative Societies and Universities. Projects could seek partnerships 
with the Ministry of Education to build the capacity of women teachers in dissemination 
of extension and rural development messages among rural women; and

• Design a strategic framework for capacity development, in order to address the immediate, 
medium-term, and long-term needs of the future Technical Cooperation Assistance in the 
Kingdom.

Recommendation 3: To FAO

FAO should promote innovative approaches in the Technical Cooperation Assistance programme 
that can be scaled-up through national programmes and widely disseminated as good practices. 

238 Suggestions for innovative approaches in technical cooperation assistance in the different 
sectors include the following25:

Crop production and the environment 

• Develop strong links between crop research and production;

• Move from production-oriented interventions towards dryland crop research;

• Invest in strengthening the extension services to ensure that Good Agricultural Practices 
are taken up by farmers (according to observations made by the evaluation team, simple 
recommendations for irrigating crops correctly are needed for olives, citrus and dates);

• Continue to support environmental rehabilitation through research and development 
education, and increased public awareness. 

Crop protection

• Strengthen and support integrated pest management techniques in laboratories 
operating at central and regional level to control red palm weevil, and construct economic 
threshold levels to gauge integrated pest management control costs;

• Enhance the gene bank by incorporating rare cultivars and those with significant 
phenological and agronomical traits;

• Enhance the research programme on date palm diseases and genetic improvement of 
date palm using molecular markers and deoxyribonucleic acid sequencing techniques, 
as used already in some national universities;

• Reorient tissue culture towards developing organogenesis26 techniques.

Animal resources

• Establish a comprehensive livestock management approach, including animal health 
and animal production;

25 These suggestions are based on the results achieved per sector and the feedback generated from the national 
counterparts.
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• Strengthen the national capacity on quarantine and early warning systems using 
innovative technologies26.

Fisheries and aquaculture sector

Incorporate elements of responsible fisheries management (e.g. the Code of Conduct for 
Responsible Fisheries, precautionary principles, ecosystem approach to fisheries management 
and co-management) to ensure sustainable development. The fisheries programme should 
incorporate elements of aquaculture management.

Irrigation

• Increase the use of treated waste water and agricultural drainage water to offset the 
depletion of unrenewable aquifers, which are essential for irrigated agriculture to 
continue. The use of treated waste water is not fully accepted and this will require more 
awareness building;

• Use more efficient surface irrigation systems, such as drip systems.

Recommendation 4: To FAO

The Programme Coordination Unit in KSA should apply a strategic approach to the inclusion of 
extension services and model its interventions accordingly.

239 To implement this recommendation, the programme should place more emphasis on the 
development of effective extension strategies to reach different categories of actors (e.g. 
policy makers, administrators, field staff, researchers, academicians, private sector investors 
and small-scale producers).

240 The evaluation team suggests the following actions: 

• FAO should provide technical assistance to MoEWA to ensure the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the new setup, linking research and extension and the outsourcing of 
extension service. 

241 FAO should consider the recruitment of specialists to assist Chief Technical Advisors in the 
work on rural development and extension. The recruitment of women in particular should 
be promoted in positions of specialists and junior experts. 

26  The process of forming new organs.
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Appendices

Appendix 1: People consulted
No. Name Role Organization

FAO - Programme Coordination Unit

1 Mr Abubakr Mohamed FAO Programme Coordinator FAO-PCU

2 Mr  Mustafa Darfaoui Chief Technical Advisor, “Sustainable 
Management of the Natural Forest and 
Rangelands in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia 
“project. 

FAO-PCU

3 Mr Boubekr Essafi Chief Technical Advisor, “Development of 
Irrigation Water Management and 
Improvement of Water Use Efficiency” project. 

FAO-PCU

4 Mr Saeed Shami Chief Technical Advisor, “Development of 
Extension and Technology Transfer in KSA” 
project. 

FAO-PCU

5 Mr Hassan Dinar Chief Technical Advisor, “Developing and 
Technology Transfer of the Horticultural Sector” 
project.

FAO-PCU

6 Mr Tareq Sourour Chief Technical Advisor, “Improvement of 
Water use in Agriculture in Al-Hassa, including 
Nonconventional Water Resources” project. 

FAO-PCU

7 Mr Abdallah Abdallah Chief Technical Advisor, “Establishment of an 
international Date Palm Centre in the Kingdom 
of Saudi Arabia” project.

FAO-PCU

8 Mr  Ahmad Al-Majali Chief Technical Advisor, “Strengthening National 
Capacity for Eapidemoi-Surveleance, Early 
Warning and Disease Control” project. 

FAO-PCU

9 Mr Francesco Cardia Project Manager, “Strengthening and Supporting 
Further Development of Aquaculture in the 
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia” project.

FAO-PCU

10 Mr Emad Yagoub Finance and Administrative Officer FAO-PCU

Ministry of Environment, Water and Agriculture

11 Mr Khalid Mohamed 
AlFuhaid

National Programme Coordinator, FAO’s 
Programme in KSA 

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

12 Mr Faisal Sultan Al-
Subaie

Deputy Minister of Agriculture Affairs Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

13 Mr Hamad Abdul Aziz 
AlBatshan

Deputy Minister of Animal Resources and 
Director General of AR

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

14 Mr Jaber Mohamed 
AlShihri

Deputy Minister of Fisheries Resources Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

15 Mr Saleh Ali Mohamed 
Al-Lihaidan

Deputy Minister of Land and Water Resources Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

16 Mr Mohamed Al- 
Haidary

Director of the Agriculture and Head of Rural 
Development Unit 

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

17 Mr Saud Hamad Al-
hogail

Director General of Agriculture Extension Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

18 Mr Bandr Al-Odhyani Director General of the National Research Centre 
and Agriculture Training Centre

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

19 Mr Saleh Al-Hameedi Director General of the Palm and Dates Centre Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

20 Mr Mahmud Al-Shuaibi Director General of Agriculture in Al-Hassa Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

21 Mr Ibrahim Ahmed 
Gasim Bukhari

Director General of Animal Resources Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture
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22 Mr Sulaimon 
Abdulrahman Al-
Jughaiman

NPD of the “Development of the Utilization of 
Non-Conventional Water Resources in AlHassa 
(Phase 2)” project

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

23 Mr Abdulagani Yousif 
Mohamed Al-Fadal

Director General of Animal and Plant Quarantine Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

24 Mr Ahmed Bin Saleh 
AlAiadh

Director General of Aquaculture Department Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

25 Mr Reddah Abaddel 
A-Zahrani

Director of Fisheries Branch in Jeddah Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

26 Mr Mohamed Saad 
Hazaa

Director Fisheries Resources Research Centre in 
Jeddah 

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

27 Mr Abdullah Al-Khathran Director General of Irrigation Affairs Department Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

28 Mr Abdelaziz Al-Howeish Director General of Natural Resources Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

29 Mr Hassan Yahya Al-
Hatim

Director General of the Institutional/ 
Administrative Development 

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

30 Mr Fouad Ahmad Al- 
Shaikh Mubarek 

Director General of Al-Hassa Irrigation and 
Drainage Authority (HIDA) 

Al-Hassa Irrigation and 
Drainage Authority 
(HIDA) 

31 Mr Abedelaziz Al-Otay Ex-NPD “Development of Agricultural Extension 
and Technology Transfer” project.

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

32 Mr Turki Bin Mousa 
AlGobari

Investment Manager at the Agriculture 
Development Fund 

Agriculture Development 
Fund 

Donors/Partners

33 Mr  Ashok Nigam UNDP Resident Representative UNDP

34 Mr Abdulrahman Al- 
Deraibi

Senior Operations Officer World Bank 

35 Mr Felix Ruhland Project Director/Organic Farming Project GIZ

36 Mr Mohammed Abdalla 
and Mr Bastin Veigel

Project Technical Coordinator/Organic Farming 
Project

GIZ

Cooperatives

37 Mr Talal  Abushusha, Chairman of Fishermen Cooperative Society - M 
Region

Fisheries Cooperative 
Society in Makkah

38 Mr Abdullah bin 
Mohamed Al-wably 

Chairman and members of Council of 
Cooperative in KSA

Council for Cooperative 
Societies 

Regional Office for the Near East and North Africa (RNE) 

39 Mr Pasquale Steduto Deputy ADG FAO

40 Mr Toni Ettel Programme Operations Officer FAO

41 Ms Manal Mabrouk Programme Monitoring Officer FAO

42 Ms Malika Martini Regional Gender Officer FAO

FAO headquarters

43 Ms May Hani Policy Officer ESP FAO

44 Mr Ahmed ElIdrissi Senior Animal Health Officer (SP5) FAO

45 Ms Nadine Kayal Programme Officer OSD FAO

46 Mr Mohamed Bazza Senior Officer AGL FAO

47 Mr Rodrgiue Vinet Senior Programme Officer TCS FAO

48 Mr Alexander Jones Deputy Director TCS FAO

49 Ms Caroline VonGayl Programme Officer TCS FAO

50 Ms Areej Atalla Donor Relation Consultant TCS FAO
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Main Mission

No. Name Role Organization

FAO-Programme Coordination Unit

51 Mr Abubakr Mohamed FAO Programme Coordinator FAO-PCU

52 Mr Mustafa Darfaoui Chief Technical Advisor FAO-PCU

53 Mr Saeed Shami Chief Technical Advisor FAO-PCU

54 Mr Hassan Dinar Chief Technical Advisor FAO-PCU

55 Mr Ahmad Al-Majali Chief Technical Advisor FAO-PCU

56 Mr Francesco Cardia Project Manager FAO-PCU

57 Mr Alhashimi Almahri Chief Technical Advisor FAO-PCU

58 Mr Emad Yagoub Administrative and Operation Officer FAO-PCU

59 Mr Mouhab  Alawar Communication Officer FAO-PCU

60 Mr Mohammed A. 
Hussein

Translator FAO-PCU

Ministry of Environment, Water and Agriculture

61 H.E. Abdulrahman bin 
Abdulmohsen Al-Fadley

Minister Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

62 Mr Khalid Mohamed 
AlFuhaid

National Programme Coordinator Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

63 Mr Mohamed Al-Haidary Director of the Agriculture and Head of Rural 
Development Unit 

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

64 Mr Saud Hamad Al-
hogail

Director General, Agriculture Extension 
Directorate

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

65 Mr Bandr Al-Odhyani Director General of the National Research 
Centre 

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

66 Mr Saleh Al-Hameedi Director General of the Palm and Dates Centre Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

67 Mr Mahmud Al-Shaibi Director General of Agriculture in Al-Hassa Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

68 Mr Ibrahim Ahmed 
Gasim Bukhari

Director General of Animal Resources Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

69 Mr Abdulagani Yousif 
Mohamed Al-Fadal

Director General of Animal and Plant 
Quarantine 

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

70 Mr Ahmed Bin Saleh 
AlAiadh

Director General of Aquaculture Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

71 Mr Reddah Abaddel 
A-Zahrani

Director of Fisheries Branch in Jeddah Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

72 Mr Mohamed Saad 
Hazaa

Director Fisheries Resources Research Centre in 
Jeddah 

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

73 Mr Abdullah Al-
Khathran

Director General Irrigation Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

74 Mr Abdelaziz Al-
Howeish

Director General of Natural Resources Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

75 Mr Fouad Ahmad Al- 
Shaikh Mubarek 

Director General of Al-Hassa Irrigation and 
Drainage Authority (HIDA) 

Al-Hassa Irrigation and 
Drainage Authority 
(HIDA) 

76 Mr Hussein Haji Al-naziri Director General of Fisheries Department Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

77 Mr Mohamed Aziz 
Mustafa

Director General of Aquaculture Environment 
Department

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

78 Mr Ghassan Al-
Khuweildi

NPD of the “Development of Agriculture 
Training Centres” project

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture
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79 Mr Mulhi Awad Al-
sharari

NPD of “Development and Technology Transfer 
of the Horticulture Sector” Phase II

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

80 Mr Mohamed Udhaibi Secretary General of the Saudi Aquaculture 
Society

Saudi Aquaculture 
Society

81 Mr Basil Mohamed Al-
Hilali

NPD of the “Camel Breeding, Protection and 
Improvement Centre in KSA” Phase II

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

82 Mr Abdulaziz Abdullah 
Al- Sharidi

NPD of “Capacity Building in Integrated Plant 
Health Management” project

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

83 Mr Ali bin Abdullah 
AlJaleel

NPD of “Development and Technology Transfer 
of the Horticultural Sector” project.

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

84 Mr Abdulaziz Al-gmlass NPD of “The Genetic Conservation and 
Improvement of the Arabian Horse in its 
Homeland” project.

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

85 Mr AbdulAziz bin Nasir 
Al-Jumaa

NPD of “Sustainable Management of the 
Natural Forests and Rangelands in the Kingdom 
of Saudi Arabia” project

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

86 Mr Hafez Al-Mabrouk Aquatic Organisms, Nutrition & Acclimation, 
Department of Aquaculture

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

87 Mr Inamul Haque Sayed Maintenance Supervisor -NPP Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

88 Mr Yousef bin Ahmed 
AlFuhaid

NPD of “Establishment of an International Date 
Palm Research Centre in KSA” project

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

89  Mr Sulaimon 
Abdulrahman 
AlJughaiman

NPD of the “Development of the Utilization of 
Non-Conventional Water Resources in AlHassa 
(Phase 2)” project

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

90 Mr Mohammed Blewi NPD of the “Development of Veterinary 
Diagnostic and Vaccine Production 
Laboratories” project.

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

91 Mr Muhammed Basil 
Rafiq

Information Technology Specialist Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture 
(UTF/SAU/048/SAU)

92 Mr Rufus Kitto Aquaculture Information’s Administrator Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture 
(UTF/SAU/048/SAU)

93 Mr Sampath Aquaculture Consultant Jeddah Fisheries 
Research Centre - 
Jeddah

94 Mr Ibrahim Ben 
Abdelaziz Elhejeyli

Director General f Agriculture in Madinah Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

95 Mr Jaber Saad Eljeheni Director of Agriculture in Al-Oula Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

96 Mr Osmah Al-Saleh Animal and Plan Quarantine Department Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

97 Mr Mutaib Kharj Camel Breeding, Protection and Improvement 
Centre in the KSA

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

98 Mr Gregory Verhoeven International Consultant, Equine Veterinary 
expert, FAO - King Abdul Aziz Arabian Horses 
Center at Dirab (KAAHC)

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

99 Ms Cristina Marotti 
Campi

International Consultant, Equine Veterinary 
expert, FAO -KAAHC

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

100 Mr Melahi Awedh General Director, Camel Range Research Centre Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

101 Mr Khalid Abdullah Al- 
Tamimi

Vice General Director, Camel Range Research 
Centre

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

102 Mr Bandar Sami Al-
Sharari

Vice General Director, Camel Range Research 
Centre.

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture
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103 Mr Mohammed Marzoug Acting Director General, Al Jouf General 
Directorate Agricultural Affairs

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

104 Mr Ziad Fahad Arweli Manager of Veterinary Diagnostic Laboratory 
Al Jouf

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

105 Mr Mohammed Akrom 
Aldemedash

Veterinary Diagnostic Laboratory Al-Jouf Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

106 Mr Khaled Babiker Veterinary Diagnostic Laboratory Al Jouf Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

107 Mr Abdelgadir Saeed Veterinary Diagnostic Laboratory Al-Jouf Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

108 Mr Abdullah Naser Deputy Director Veterinary Vaccine Production 
Centre

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

109 Mr Khaled M. Suleiman Responsible Bact/Viral Vaccine production unit, 
Veterinary Diagnostic Laboratory Al Jouf

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

110 Mr Girish Venkataramu Plant Manager Ibrize, Bacterial Vaccine 
Production Centre.

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

111 Mr Salah Babiker Bacteriologist, Riyadh Veterinary Diagnostic 
Laboratory

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

112 Mr Fahad Elghazali Molecular Biologist & Strategic Studies 
Specialist RVDL

Ministry of Environment, 
Water and Agriculture

Cooperatives

113 Chair of the Women 
Cooperative Society, 
AlHassa

Al-Hassa Girls Charity Foundation Cooperative Societies 

114 Members of the 
cooperative council

 Madinah Agricultural Cooperative Society  Madinah Agricultural 
Cooperative Society 

115 Head of the cooperative Head of the Women Cooperative Society in 
Madinah

Women Cooperative 
Society in Madinah

116 Chairman of the 
cooperative

Chairman of the Agricultural Cooperative 
Society in Al-Oula

Agricultural Cooperative 
Society in Al-Oula

117 Mr Abdel Mohsen Board member of the Fisheries Cooperative 
Society in Thawl

Fisheries Cooperative 
Society in Thawl

118 Mr Talal  Abushusha Chairman and other board members of  
Fishermen Cooperative Society - Makkah Region

Fisheries Cooperative 
Society in Makkah

119 Mr Abdullah bin 
Mohamed Al-wably 

Chairman and members of Council of 
Cooperative in KSA

Council for Cooperative 
Societies 

Regional Office for the Near East and North Africa (RNE) 

120  Mr Abdessalam Ould 
Ahmed

ADG/Regional Representative RNE FAO

121 Mr Nabil Gangi Senior Adviser FAO

122 Mr Toni Ettel Programme Operations Officer FAO

123 Ms Manal Mabrouk Field Programme Support and Monitoring 
Officer

FAO

FAO headquarters

124 Mr Alessandro Lovatelli Aquaculture Officer FAO

125 Mr Mohamed Bazza Senior Officer AGL FAO

126 Mr Rodrgiue Vinet Senior Programme Officer TCS FAO

127 Mr Alexander Jones Deputy Director TCS FAO

128 Ms Caroline VonGayl Programme Officer TCS FAO

129 Mr Ilja Betlem Legal Officer (Legal) FAO

Sub-regional Office for the Gulf Cooperation Council States and Yemen

130 Mr David Currie Fishery and Aquaculture FAO
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Appendix 2: Documents consulted

Technical Cooperation Programme (2006–2011): The Evaluation Team has reviewed: project 
documents; inception, progress, technical and terminal reports; filed documents /studied relate 
to each project listed under this phase.

1 TCA, (2006-2011) Project Document “Improvement of Irrigation Water Management in the 
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia” (UTF /SAU/011/SAU). 

2 TCA, (2006-2011) Project Document “Sustainable Development for Irrigated Agriculture in 
Al-Hassa” (UTF /SAU/012/SAU). 

3 TCA, (2006-2011) Project Document “Development of Olive Production and Processing 
Techniques” (UTF/SAU/016/SAU). 

4 TCA, (2006-2011) Project Document “Support to the Fish Farming Centre, Jeddah, Kingdom 
of Saudi Arabia” UF/SAU/017/SAU).

5 TCA, (2006-2011) Project Document “Development of Tropical and Subtropical Fruit in 
Jazan and Tihama Plaines” (UTF/SAU/018/SAU).

6 TCA, (2006-2011) Project Document “Strengthening the National Centre for Horticultural 
Research and Development (NCHRD) in Najran” (UTF/SAU/019/SAU).

7 TCA, (2006-2011) Project Document “Camel Breeding, Protection and Improvement Centre 
in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia” (UTF/SAU/021/SAU).

8 TCA, (2006-2011) Project Document “Animal Quarantines and Import requirements” (UTF/ 
SAU/023/SAU).

9 TCA, (2006-2011) Project Document “Capacity Building in Integrated Plant Health 
Management” (UTF/SAU/025/SAU).

10 TCA, (2006-2011) Project Document “Improvement of Agricultural Training Centres in the 
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia” (UTF/SAU/027/SAU).

11 TCA, (2006-2011) Project Document «Programme Coordination Unit» (UTF/SAU/031/SAU).

12 TCA, (2006-2011) Project Document “Preservation and Improvement of the Arabian Horse 
in its Homeland” (UTF/SAU/033/SAU).

Technical Cooperation Programme (2012–2016): The Evaluation Team has reviewed: project 
documents; inception, progress, technical and terminal reports; filed documents /studied relate 
to each project listed under this phase.

1 TCA, (2012-2016) Project Document «Programme Coordination Unit»(UTF/SAU/036/SAU).

2 TCA, (2012-2016) Project Document “Development of Irrigation Water Management and 
Improvement of Water Use Efficiency “(UTF/SAU/037/SAU). 

3 TCA, (2012-2016) Project Document “Capacity Building in Integrated Plant Health 
Management” (UTF/SAU/038/SAU).

4 TCA, (2012-2016) Project Document “Sustainable Management of the Natural Forests and 
Rangelands in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia” (UF/SAU/039/SAU).

5 TCA, (2012-2016) Project Document “Development and Technology Transfer of the 
Horticultural Sector - Phase II)” (UTF/SAU/040/SAU). TCA, (2012-2016) Project Document 
“Development of Olive Production and Processing Techniques – Phase II “(UTF/SAU/041/SAU). 

6 TCA, (2012-2016) Project Document “Strengthening of Institutional and Human Capacity of 
the Saudi Ministry of Agriculture” (UTF/SAU/042/SAU).

7 TCA, (2012-2016) Project Document “Improvement of research for sustainable development 
of camel production in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia” (UTF/SAU/044/SAU).

8 TCA, (2012-2016) Project Document “The Genetic Conservation and Improvement of the 
Arabian Horse in its Homeland – Phase II” (UTF/SAU/045/SAU).

9 TCA, (2012-2016) Project Document “Improvement of Water Use in Agriculture in Al- Hassa, 
Including Non- Conventional Water Resources - Phase II” (UTF/SAU/046/SAU).

10 TCA, (2012-2016) Project Document “Support to Rural Development for Small-Scale Farmers’ 
Livelihoods - Phase II” (UTF/SAU/047/SAU).

11 TCA, (2012-2016) Project Document “Strengthening and supporting further development 
of aquaculture in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia” (UTF/SAU/048/SAU).

12 TCA, (2012-2016) Project Document “Strengthening National Capacity for 
EpidemioSurveillance, Early Warning and Disease Control” (UTF/SAU/049/SAU).
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13 TCA, (2012-2016) Project Document “Development of Extension and Technology Transfer in 
KSA” (UTF/SAU/050/SAU).

14 The National Development Plans (8th and 9th) of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, prepared by 
the Ministry of Economic and Planning.

15 FAO Programme Committee 116 session (November 2014): PC116/5 - Indicative Rolling 
Work Plan of Strategic and Programme Evaluation 2015-17. Sourced at: http://www.fao. 
org/3/a-ml978e.pdf.

16 FAO Technical Guidance for Involving Non-State Actors in the Country Programming 
Framework (CPF).

17 FAO (2013) Policy on Gender Equality Attaining Food Security Goals in Agriculture and Rural 
Development.

18 United Nation Evaluation Group (UNEG) (2011) Integrating Human Rights and Gender 
Equality in Evaluation-Towards UNEG Guidance.

19 Lippman, T.W. (2010) Saudi Arabia’s Quest for Food Security, Middle East Policy Council, 
Spring 2010, Volume XVII, Number 1.

20 The UN Convention on Desertification, sourced at: http://www.unccd.int/en/about-
theconvention/Pages/About-the-Convention.aspx.

21 FAO (2012) Sub-Regional Priority Framework for the Countries of the Cooperation Council 
for the Arab States of the Gulf and Yemen (SNGPF), Food and Agriculture Organization of 
the United Nations, FAO Sub-regional Office for the GCC & Yemen.

22 Adjustments to the Programme of Work and Budget 2016-17. Sourced at: http://www.fao. 
org/docrep/meeting/025/md881E01.pdf

23 FAO’s strategy on partnerships. Sourced at:   http://www.fao.org/partnerships/strategies/ 
en/

24 Chatham House (2013) Energy, Environment and Resources Summary Global Food Insecurity 
and Implications for Saudi Arabia.
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