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 Tuesday 1st September 2007

Dear Members,


Attached is the summary of the Independent External Evaluation Final Report of the FAO. The G77 summary has attempted to simplify a long, highly detailed document while endeavouring to include many of the more complicated yet essential concepts and strategies. In this spirit, each and every one of the IEE’s recommendations from the original document are included, although many have been reduced to their bare essence. Each chapter includes a brief summary, followed by the recommendations. Summaries have been designed to give as broad an oversight as possible of each chapter.
The difficulty in preparing this document was to balance the need to address changes made to the report since the draft version with the fact that this is a final document which will be consulted long after the draft version is forgotten. Therefore changes from the draft report to the final report have not been charted within the document.

However changes deemed to be substantial have been amalgamated in the table on the following page. This summary is too brief to deal with many of the minor amendments to the final document, so only the paragraph numbers of redrafted sections have been included lest members wish to investigate them for themselves. Nor does the table contain paragraphs which have had cosmetic alterations if they are judged to not alter the context of the report.

If there are any concerns, comments or suggestions, please give us a call at our office 06-570-54882 and we will do our best to address them. You can also find us in room A-133 where we will be happy to be of help.
Best wishes,

The G77 Consultants.

Tim Ellis

Tariq Kazemi

Executive Summary

The Terms of Reference instruct the evaluation: “to chart the way forward (in order to)… make FAO fit for the twenty-first century and the challenges ahead.” The evaluation seeks, therefore, not only to assess the overall institutional performance of FAO, including its governance, but also to help shape an FAO which can cost-effectively support humanity in facing the challenges of this 21st century, in particular the continuing scourges of hunger and poverty and the growing challenges to our fragile environment. It asks whether FAO is needed and covers four major areas:
a) FAO’s Role in the Multilateral System: What is the appropriate role for FAO in an international development architecture that is vastly different from 1945 when the Organization was founded?

b) FAO’s Technical Work: What has been the relevance and effectiveness of FAO’s normative and technical cooperation programmes? What are the needs of its constituents and the Organization’s comparative advantages and thus what is now required?

c) FAO’s Management, Administration and Organization, including planning, programming and budget, administrative and financial systems and organizational culture and structure: Are these fit for purpose, flexible, demonstrating fiduciary responsibility, inspiring innovation and utilizing all that modern management practice and modern technology can now offer? and;
d) Global Governance of food and agriculture and governance of the work of the FAO Secretariat: Is governance exercising its dual roles in contributing to global governance and ensuring an effective and relevant FAO in a cost-effective and transparent manner and with the ownership of all Members?

Reduced to basics, the IEE was charged to come up with answers to three questions:
a) Does the world need FAO?

Our answer is: Yes, without doubt. FAO continues to fulfil roles and furnish a range of essential goods and services that no other organization can. There are continuously emerging challenges that only a global organization with the mandate and experience of FAO can address with legitimacy and authority;

b) Does FAO need to change to be “fit for the twenty-first century and the challenges ahead”?

Our answer is: Yes, in a major way, and with a sense of urgency. FAO’s financial situation is dire and is rapidly deteriorating. The IEE has concluded that the concerns of many FAO Members with the Organization’s priorities and effectiveness are wellfounded. Thus money alone will not solve the Organization’s problems. Without transformational reforms, FAO’s current trajectory will prove unsustainable financially, strategically and programmatically.

c) What needs to be done?

Our answer is: A great deal. The IEE thus recommends rekindling an FAO Vision and an Immediate Action Plan in four cluster areas, which are discussed in-depth in the report:

i) a new Strategic Framework;

ii) investing, in governance;

iii) institutional culture change and reform of administrative and management systems; and

iv) restructuring for effectiveness and efficiency in both headquarters and the field.

If the steps suggested and the recommendations made in this report are achieved, the IEE is convinced that the challenge issued to it - to facilitate an FAO truly “fit for this century” – will have been met. Indeed, if this is achieved, the IEE is also convinced that FAO would have set    the new standard of excellence in multilateral organizations.
Chapter 1: The IEE in synthesis

Message 1: The central conclusion reached in this evaluation can be summarized in three words: reform with growth. FAO will need to make major and sweeping reforms. The IEE also concludes that such reforms will only be possible and sustainable within an agreed framework that arrests and then reverses the financial, programmatic and strategic declines that have defined the Organization over the past two decades.
Message 2: FAO is in a serious state of crisis which imperils the future of the Organization. The factors that have given rise to and sustain the crisis are numerous and are analysed fully in this report. Some of these are due to the dire state of FAO finances; some arise from structural and organizational defects; some are of a technical nature; others involve deficiencies in administrative and management systems. The IEE’s conclusion, however, is that the largest contributing factor to FAO’s crisis is the low levels of trust and mutual understanding between Member Nations themselves and between some Member Nations and the Secretariat. Many senior government officials interviewed by the IEE claimed that levels of mutual trust are lower in FAO than in most other United Nations organizations. Whether or not this comparison is true, it is clear that the low levels of trust and mutual understanding that currently prevail in FAO Governing Bodies undermine the capacity to hold real dialogue and to reach decisions.
FAO is not alone in needing to address the issue of trust. A very recent four nations (Chile, South Africa, Sweden and Thailand) report7 on the UN secretariat concludes that:

“The issue of trust concerns both the relation between Member States and that between Member States and the Secretariat. Lack of trust is not a new phenomenon; it has been a fact of UN life since the beginning. Some would even say it is unavoidable in an international organization where Member States have different agendas and programmes. Unclear accountability and less than satisfactory implementation of mandates might lead to low levels of trust or confidence and subsequently to high demands on detailed information from management to governors....a higher degree of trust is one of the prerequisites for agreements on further change, but that it should also be a consequence of the changes. Trust is both a goal in itself and a basis for…continued progress”
Message 3: If FAO were to disappear tomorrow, much of it would need to be reinvented.

Message 4: The world needs FAO to fulfil the potential it has to contribute to the 21st century, but that potential will result only if a new political consensus is reached, based on renewed trust and mutual respect. 
Message 5: The goal posts must shift - FAO’s future relevance and effectiveness will depend on enhanced strategic and policy capabilities focused both on new realities confronting food and agriculture and on creating the large enabling environments that will be needed to address them. 
Message 6: FAO urgently needs to make tough strategic choices. To continue to try to “muddle through” is not an option. If FAO is to maintain relevance and effectiveness, it must make difficult choices among main priorities, on alignment of means to ends and on how and where to position the Organization in an increasingly complex and competitive world. 
Message 7: FAO must become a more flexible Organization while continuing to be responsible manager of public funds. It needs to break out of its risk-averse culture, creating greater efficiency and effectiveness. 
Message 8: As a knowledge organization, FAO’s job is to support Members in ensuring that the needs of the world in its area of mandate are fully met – not necessarily to undertake each task itself. FAO must become more of a facilitator and concentrate its actions as a doer in its areas of comparative strength. 
Message 9: FAO must strengthen its global governance role, as a convener, a facilitator and a source of reference for global policy coherence and in the development of global codes, conventions and agreements. The Organization’s strategic objective must be to rebuild an authoritative and effective voice on behalf of rural people, the hungry and all those who can benefit from agriculture playing its role in the economy, including consumers. FAO is the only global organization to speak for this constituency. 
Message 10: FAO’s governance is weak and is failing the Organization. The division of functions and responsibilities between Governing Bodies and management has become blurred. For those countries not able to procure their own independent advice, the lack of opportunity for such advice to the Governing Bodies on major matters can also be a disadvantage.

Message 11: FAO has many talented staff with a deep commitment to the mission of the Organization, but they are stifled by the fragmented structures of FAO and rigidly centralized management systems.

Message 12: There is a widespread thirst and readiness within FAO for major and fundamental change, but an almost equal cynicism about whether senior management and the Governing Bodies can make this happen. 
Message 13: There is scope for FAO to achieve further major efficiency gains. These efforts can build on the many positive actions taken since 1994 to quantify and achieve efficiency savings as well as the emphasis on streamlining in the 2005-06 reforms. However, further savings will require a forceful effort to remove FAO’s excessive bureaucracy, reduce inefficient and costly hierarchical structures, delayer and amalgamate units, simplify and streamline procedures, The movement from a risk-averse culture to a culture of responsibility with ex post monitoring is perhaps the most important element in this.

Message 14: FAO does not deserve the generally “bad name” it has as a partner.

Message 15: There is a serious misperception in some quarters as to the size and resources of FAO. This has clouded thinking about the Organization, its potential, what can realistically be expected of it and its resource needs. Improved and more realistic perspectives on the true size of FAO are required. FAO’s current annual Regular Budget of US$370 million and its 3 072 staff positions are really quite modest when viewed against its global and growing mandate. For example, the total staffing level of the sixteen international agricultural research centres of the CGIAR is 7 874, more than twice that of FAO, and the CGIAR‘s core budget is slightly larger than that of FAO. To provide some further perspective, for 2005 the budget of the Department of Fire and Forestry for the state of California was US$700 million.

The above 15 headline messages bring the IEE to reaffirm Message No. 1: Reform with Growth. Without clear agreement on a programme of significant and sustained reform and the growth in resources required for it, forward movement of FAO is difficult to envisage. FAO is in a financial straitjacket. Its overall core competencies and delivery capabilities have been critically eroded in many areas as a result of the steady decline in its total resources, especially for the Regular Budget. The financial situation is both a cause of these problems and the consequence of deeper ones. Unless corrections are first made to the deeper problems of strategic direction and strategic choices, management processes, structural and administrative barriers and the core culture of the Organization, the confidence and trust that are prerequisite to increased financing will not materialize. By the same token, as FAO addresses its other root problems, it will need and merit new money.

What is now required is a major package of transformational reform with growth, a path forward agreed between the Members in consultation with the Secretariat which will deliver an FAO for the 21st century. FAO cannot fulfil the expectations of its Members, exploit its comparative advantages or preserve its core competencies with further reductions in the real level of its budget. Transformational reforms should act as the trigger for the increased resources, which will themselves permit the reforms to happen.

The Way Forward

Recommendation 1.1: The IEE recommends the formulation of a 3-4 year Immediate Action Plan (IAP) after the 2007 Conference based on the recommendations of the IEE report and any overall directions from the Conference. The Immediate Action Plan (IAP) would require the development of a schedule of milestones for all the agreed deliverables and provide the basis for monitoring the completion of each deliverable through indicators of progress. A communications plan should form an integral part of this to keep all Members, the FAO Secretariat and main partners apprised of the progress on an ongoing basis. Some of the recommendations would fall into the category of ‘quick wins’ (i.e. recommendations that could be implemented in 2007 and during 2008), providing early evidence of progress, contributing to momentum and building confidence. Other recommendations are of a longer-term nature and these should be tracked through regular progress reports.

The IAP must be co-owned by the Governing Bodies and the Secretariat. The aim of the IAP is to secure the future of FAO as the dynamic, credible, trusted and effective global organization that its original architects intended. This is clearly the responsibility of governance, but it can only be achieved through processes that produce co-ownership by both the Governing Bodies and management. Momentum must not be lost or the opportunity for reform with growth will be lost with it.
Recommendation 1.2: As part of the broad discussion and agreement at the November 2007 Conference on the main processes and priorities for moving forward beyond the Conference, the Governing Bodies could consider the following arrangements:
a) the Immediate Action Plan should be discussed at a short special session of the Conference in the second half of 2008, allowing clear decisions to be taken, including budgetary implications, on implementation, starting in January 2009. As an integral step, the Governing Bodies and management within their respective authorities are encouraged to establish a Working Group constituted from representatives of the management and membership to facilitate the development of the Immediate Action Plan. The inputs would be drafted by FAO Secretariat for consideration in the working group;
b) it is also suggested to continue an arrangement such as the Friends of the Chair or a Council or Conference Committee to develop proposals for governance reform and provide a forum for the membership as a whole to discuss the proposals coming forward from the working group, with a view to agreement at a 2008 special session of the Conference;

c) the working group would receive information from management on its intentions for reform and would review and recommend to the Friends of the Chair (or Council/Conference Committee) proposals for reform in areas of joint responsibility such as priority-setting. In making this recommendation, it needs to be made very clear that the IEE is not proposing a co-management of FAO. Indeed, many of the reforms recommended in Chapter 4 on governance aim at strengthening the role and authority of management and ensuring greater clarity on the roles of management and of governance. The aim of the IAP, however, would be the securing of the future of FAO. This is clearly a joint responsibility of governance and management. A central aim of the working group recommended by the IEE is to build shared trust and confidence among the membership and between the membership and management on the components, timing and requirements of the IAP. The hope is that the consultative and mutually-engaging nature of the process to prepare the IAP would result in a high degree of ownership across the membership and co-ownership between it and management; and
d) the Governing Bodies may also agree at their November 2007 sessions on changes which have limited cost implications and on which there is common agreement. This could include those institutional changes which can facilitate the development and implementation of the Immediate Action Plan.
In practical and sequenced terms, this suggests the following time line towards an agreed Immediate Action Plan (IAP) and initial implementation:

a) November 2007 - Meeting of Council and Conference: Endorsement of the establishment of a working group charged with preparation of the IAP based on the IEE report and continuation of an arrangement such as the Friends of the Chair or establishment of a Council or Conference Committee. The financial baseline for the IAP should also be agreed and should be set at not less than zero real growth for the biennium 2008-2009 with agreement to consider the incremental costs of reform at the 2008 special Conference session;
b) December 2007- August/September 2008: The joint working group and Friends of the Chair develop the IAP based on the recommendations of the IEE. The plan could include recommended priorities, timelines, critical path, milestones and working and resource requirements. The Independent Chair would keep the entire membership informed of progress on an ongoing basis; 

c) September/November 2008: A special session of the Conference would examine the proposed IAP, its recommended priorities and its resource requirements. If the plan is agreed and resources allocated, implementation would follow immediately. With the exception of recommendations specifically addressed to governance, management of the plan would be the responsibility of the Secretariat. At the same time, preliminary discussion of a proposed new Medium-Term Plan and Strategic Framework for FAO, as described and as recommended in Chapter 7 of this report, would be presented and discussed. This would be approved at the 2009 Conference session in the first half of 2009 and would provide the basis for the decision on an integrated growth budget (Regular Programme and extra-budgetary for 2010-2011).

Clusters

Many of the recommendations are interrelated and/or interdependent. For this reason, they have also been organized into four clusters for ease of reference and as a suggested basis for organizing the IAP in order to deal with them. Clearly, not all IEE recommendations and their related deliverable products may be agreed but the IEE considers that the overall framework of the four clusters provides the broad picture of institutional transformation needed by FAO and that a joint focus by Members and management on this broad picture may furnish the Organization with the way forward.

The four clusters are:
a) Strategy: Rekindling an FAO Vision through a New Strategy (38 recs and 113 deliverables);

b) Governance: Investing in Governance (25 recs and 84 deliverables);
c) Systems and culture: Institutional Change and Reform of Administrative and Management Systems (28 recs and 79 deliverables); and
d) Structure: Restructuring for Effectiveness and Efficiency (16 recs and 34 deliverables).
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Implementation will take time and involve many actors: management, Members and staff. Some of the recommendations and deliverable products can be achieved easily and quickly; others are complex and will require time, considerable effort and multiple actors. Some will require new financial resources while others are low cost. Some will generate immediate cost savings while others can be expected to demonstrate annual savings over the medium term.

As a first indicator only and as a guide to discussion and review by the Secretariat and the membership, therefore, the IEE suggests over four years:

a) one-time costs of US$62 million to US$76 million for restructuring and transformation. These mainly include the costs of the Immediate Action Plan and the development of a new corporate Strategic Framework (US$2-5 million), the cost of realigning the Organization and its human resources, including de-layering, reassignments and separation payments (US$53-59 million), making strategic choices regarding the Technical Programme (US$2-3 million) and conducting an overarching review of management and administration (US$3-5 million);

b) biennial savings after the completion of the Immediate Action Plan and the introduction of structural and procedural changes and efficiency gains of US$61 million to US$81 million. These result mostly from efficiency gains in administrative procedures (US$8.4-16.2 million), de-layering and streamlining the headquarters organigramme (US$25-26 million), re-organizing the field structure (US$12-20 million), making strategic choices regarding the priority areas of work

for the Organization (US$9.6-11.2 million), and ensuring that the conventions and other statutory agreements serviced by FAO do not constitute a steadily growing recurrent cost for the Organization (US$4.6-4.7 million); and

c) recurring biennial budgetary implications of US$77.7-109.3 million.
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After-Service Liability Costs

$39.7

* These estimates assume implementation of all organizational and programmatic restructuring within a 12-month
period. Delays would reduce both the immediate savings and the recurring costs





These figures may be expected to change depending on assumptions made, decisions adopted and more detailed examination.
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The IEE recommends that after the Immediate Action Plan itself, the highest corporate priority be assigned to the development of a clearly enunciated corporate strategy and medium-term plan covering the full range of FAO products, understood and endorsed by all its Members and unequivocal in its stipulation of means-to-ends requirements. The strategy, as with all good strategies, should be aspirational, but, similarly, it needs to be grounded in pragmatism and rooted in reality. This will provide the strategic beacon and guiding framework, leading and channelling FAO’s energy and human and financial resources. One reality for an FAO strategy is its financial stringency. That will not quickly be resolved, although the strategy should aim to alleviate it through the demonstration of results and impacts (Recommendation 7.1).

The plan will delineate clear priorities that reflect the criteria applied by the IEE in analysing the FAO technical programme (i.e. priority expressed by Members; topicality and interest to providers of extra-budgetary funds; use of the Organization’s potential comparative strengths, including existing capacity and cross-disciplinarity; and potential for partnership. It should also set strategic priorities around FAO’s core function of knowledge management, identifying five or six priority programme thrusts pinpointed from within an enlarged vision of the challenges for the future provided by the three goals of Member Nations as included in the Strategic Framework (Recommendations 7.1 and 7.2);
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Chapter 2: Background and Context

The IEE: The IEE’s primary purpose is to support and facilitate the Governing Bodies and FAO management in defining the future role and modus operandi of FAO itself – and achieve the political will to make it happen.
Four key, interlinked components, as set out in the Terms of Reference for the IEE, provide the basic conceptual framework for analysis of the IEE. The technical work of FAO, of which all aspects were examined during the IEE review. Secondly the Management, administration and organization of the FAO was analysed.  Thirdly, an examination of FAO governance was carried out, which included a review of the  roles, efficiency and effectiveness of the Governing Bodies in furnishing global governance for food and agriculture and in guiding the work of the FAO secretariat.  Finally there was an assessment of the FAO’s role in the multilateral system, which raised the question of the appropriate role for FAO in an international development architecture that is vastly different from 1945 when FAO was founded, and explored the absolute and dynamic comparative advantages of the Organization and its ability to enter into alliances and contribute to the UN and wider international system as a whole.

There were four main phases to the IEE, starting with a Preliminary Assessment which lasted from late March to early April 2006. This was followed by the Main Investigation, taking from April 2006 to early April 2007.  The Formation of draft Conclusions and Recommendations was the third phase, lasting from April to early July 2007.  The report concluded with Finalization, taking from mid-July to mid-September 2007.

Context – the Evolving FAO: This section reviews the evolution of FAO from its founding in 1945 to the present. It describes the context which has led to the challenges currently faced by FAO and the opportunities presented by the commissioning of the Independent External Evaluation.  It describes the defining characteristics of today’s international development system, being;
-Lack of global governance of the system, 

-Lack of overall coherence and delineation of mandates and roles, 

-Lack of predictable funding to international development system institutions and stable funding to developing countries 

-Imbalances between the financing requirements of developing countries and those for the provision of new global public goods. 
Within this context, three major periods in FAO history are identified. The first, from 1945 to 1970, was the period during which FAO played an instrumental role in addressing global nutrition, food and agricultural issues and was virtually the sole source of expertise in these areas. In the second period, between 1970 and 1980, a large number of other institutions were created that became active in areas of FAO interest, but FAO, largely due to funding from the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), remained the key source of agricultural expertise for developing countries. During the third period, since about 1980, as funding has declined so too has FAO’s role both in the provision of global goods and in international agricultural development assistance. The resulting challenges posed by the current environment and organizational problems are summarized as a lead-in to the chapters that follow.

Conclusions
 FAO’s original purpose was defined in simple and straightforward terms. It was essentially to work with governments to increase global food production. At the time, FAO was the only organization of its kind.  Over the ensuing decades, FAO’s terrain expanded to include concerns about international codes and standards, intellectual property, poverty and rural development, and a range of issues related to the environment including conservation, climate change and the sustainability of a variety of natural resources. Moreover, the virtual explosion of international agencies concerned in one way or the other with agriculture that has taken place means that FAO now operates in a very crowded field.  
Much has changed and continues to change in the environment FAO confronts. Focus has shifted away from production and the central role of the state in situations of market failure to concerns about governance, the environment, human health, globalization, trade, human and animal rights and participatory processes.  Many of the basic challenges to FAO, however, have not changed. Extreme poverty remains the daily reality for more than one billion people. Globalization and liberalization of local and regional markets have resulted in new market opportunities for some, but have led to new threats and uncertainties for others.

Taken together, these factors underscore the need for a global organization to provide an authoritative, objective, respected, and politically neutral international platform in which these central issues can be examined and decisions taken for collective action. They also underscore the need for targeted technical cooperation to strengthen the capacities of member countries, develop policies and overcome the impacts of emergencies. No other global organization matches FAO’s comprehensive mandate for food, agriculture, forestry and fisheries and, as will be seen in this report, all evidence points to a range of global goods and services that only FAO can provide.

There is, however, no agreed strategy on how to achieve this, on what is priority and what is not, on what to retain and what to shed, on resource needs and how these are to be provided. This undermines confidence in the Organization and reinforces the steady decline in FAO’s financial resources. It has reduced FAO to a point where an inappropriately large amount of staff time is spent seeking funding for the very survival of operations. The net result is that the capacity of the Organization is declining and many of its core competencies are now imperilled.

Despite previous change efforts and current proposals for further change, those who know FAO best – its senior management, including the Director-General, its permanent representatives, its staff and its main partnership organizations – know that FAO finds itself today in a crisis with regard to its future. Those who know it best also know that it continues to serve a significant number of essential roles that need to be preserved. By and large, the Organization has been placed on a form of institutional “life support” - keeping it alive, but unable or unwilling to reinvigorate the patient overall. 

This was the central challenge presented to the IEE in the terms of reference for this evaluation which called for a report that would help the Organization “to chart the way forward, strengthen the sense of unity and purpose among the membership and make FAO fit for twenty-first century.” The chapters that follow attempt to meet this challenge.
Chapter 3: Relevance and Effectiveness of the Technical Work of FAO for the 21st Century:

Members’ Priorities: Less developed countries (LDCs) frequently look to FAO for assistance in areas of its normative strength, such as policy on food safety standards for traded products, but they attach less overall importance to further developing the normative underpinning and international agreements. Directors of Agriculture in developing countries consistently highlight sector policy assistance as their first priority.
In spite of the fact that developed and developing countries tended to state priorities in terms of normative and operational activities, almost all emphasised that this was a mutually complementary continuum of work. The main differences are not, therefore, matters of one versus the other but rather of different points of priority emphasis on the continuum. Second, all countries considered that FAO has an important role to play in technical cooperation.

The Organization has provided a point of stability in development priorities, while development paradigms on the importance of national food production, the role of agriculture and the rural sector have swung from one quick fix solution to the next.
Capacity-building: Both developed and developing countries assign high importance to FAO’s role in capacity building, including training. This was also confirmed in the responses of technical officers and FAORs on the areas they detected as reflecting the highest demand for FAO services.

The visits to LDCs also confirmed their heavy reliance on FAO to maintain surveillance on food shortages, epidemic pests and diseases. 

However, meetings with senior government officials brought out that they saw little role for FAO in piloting, which in most cases they thought could be done by NGOs or via stand-alone bilateral projects.

Legislation and international agreements: Based on country visits and Governing Body statements, many developed and some middle-income countries assign high priority to FAO’s role in the development of international policies and legal and regulatory frameworks. This was not, however, a priority for most developing countries, according to the survey of Non-OECD Directors of Agriculture, FAO technical officers and FAORs. However, they also underscored that, since new legislation and international agreements were increasing, they wished to see FAO as a preferred forum, being neutral and technical with equal opportunity to all countries to participate in decision making
Emergencies and rehabilitation: There has been increasing agreement between all countries that FAO has an important role to play in plant pest and livestock disease surveillance and control and that priority should be assigned to coordination and technical support for immediate rehabilitation.
The crops sector was accorded the highest priority for development by most members. This would be expected, given that crops occupy the largest part of agricultural food security, GDP and employment in the majority of countries.
Evaluations of Sierra Leone, the Tsunami and the Horn of Africa have all found that FAO assistance with replacement assets is poorly targeted on individuals or even communities and that assets like seeds not infrequently arrive too late to plant for the next cropping season. It needs to be emphasised, however, that FAO is certainly no worse on targeting than most other organizations and precise targeting is often resisted by communities which value equality in distribution of free goods.

Land Management received a high score from Directors of Agriculture and this reflects the growing pressure on land resources in the majority of developing countries. Water Management was reflected as a major priority in the growing number of countries where pressure on water resources is a major issue and a production constraint in agriculture. FAO’s role in trade policy and its analysis of implications for certain groups of countries has been particularly sensitive because its views almost invariably impinge on countries’ negotiating positions. Nevertheless, this role is now generally accepted as was made clear in the evaluation of commodities and trade. This is an area where FAO does need to take some risks on behalf of its poorest members.

Media & Communications: FAO’s flagship publications are not widely read or consulted in developing countries, especially the LDCs. Decision-makers gain policy messages from the “State Of” publications by attending meetings. This further emphasises the need for FAO to have a more joined-up communication strategy at all levels of its work.
The evaluation also found that the FAO website is among the most frequently visited sites across the UN system. It recommended further efforts to explore the potential for delivering punchy messages on the home page and through cautious use of advertising pop-ups on FAO’s messages throughout the website. This recommendation has not yet been implemented. The users who responded to the 2005auto-evaluation questionnaire confirmed difficulties in searching the site.
With respect to TV and radio features, the Organization was found to have been too conservative in insisting on control and producing its own material and recommended a “quantum jump” for television through a relaxation of FAO approaches to partnerships with TV broadcasters and sponsors. This has to some extent now occurred with the virtual suspension of in-house production, but has not gone far enough, illustrating once again that FAO is an overly risk averse Organization.
Attempts have been made to tailor and adapt messages in each country, which is more costly and requires inputs from FAORs who are in many cases badly overloaded or ill-suited to the task. FAO’s current communication strategy tends to target the international media, rather than individual countries.
Technical cooperation and advice: The overall picture that emerges is that FAO has shown that its technical cooperation efforts can be highly effective and have important impact. The IEE gained the impression that FAO is often judged by a more critical yardstick than other organizations. This seems to derive from an image problem. At country level the image problem seems to have a number of contributing causes, four of which stand out. When asking questions on the effectiveness of the Organization’s technical work, time and again the IEE heard reference to these four factors, rather than the answer to its questions on FAO impacts. The four are: the Organization’s administrative bureaucracy; low capacity of its country offices; lack of resources needed to be a significant player; and what many regard as an inordinate emphasis on the Special Programme for Food Security (SPFS). The first of these can be solved by the Organization. The second is in part a resource issue and in part a result of internal policies.
Providing more strategic policy and technical advice to government was also considered important. In those countries prone to recurrent and continuing crises, this extended from provision of a neutral forum and coordination for disaster preparedness to securing seed supplies to identification of the most vulnerable households and communities. However, there was less agreement on FAO as actually a provider of inputs. Once again, the biggest criticism of FAO was its inefficiency and slowness. A widely expressed view was that FAO’s proper role is to support the process of delivering assistance, not delivery itself.
Pest Management: The Asia programme of IPM in particular has been subject to a considerable number of reviews and impact studies. What distinguished the FAO approach from that of others was an emphasis on putting the farmer in the driving seat as the manager of the crop, rather than delivering a prescribed package which was to be followed. It also increasingly integrated advocacy and communication on policy and institutional development into its approach.

In 57% of the IEE country visits, FAO’s pre-eminence on trans-boundary plant pests and animal diseases was emphasised. The IEE teams were repeatedly told that there were simply no credible alternative sources of supply for the services FAO provides.

Communication during the desert locust campaign was rated as satisfactory by some 75% of donors and over 90% of the affected countries. Technical advice was rated better than satisfactory in 93% of cases. Project implementation and reporting was considered less than satisfactory by 60% of donors.
Livestock: This is the sector which poses the greatest threat to human health through zoonoses (diseases transmissible from animals to humans).Grazing contributes to both deforestation and desertification. Intensive livestock production in and around cities is responsible for pollution and health risks and livestock also contribute substantially to both carbon dioxide and methane emissions (the externalities of the livestock sector are thus considerable).
While animal health has received a very modest proportional rise in resources as part of the overall FAO Regular Programme budget (a cut in real terms), work on livestock management, information and policy was the most reduced technical area, falling by almost 40 percent as a proportion of the budget between 1994-05 and 2006-07. This probably reflects in significant measure the fact that, unlike forestry and fisheries which often have their own departments and technical committees within FAO, livestock does not.
FAO’s concentration has been on strengthening the delivery of clinical veterinary services. Previous to the Avian Influenza crisis, FAO had showed strong and effective leadership in the campaign to eradicate a major economically important disease of cattle, Rinderpest. Rinderpest is now nearing the status of being declared completely eradicated, although it is possibly still present in the Somalia area.
The Avian Influenza crisis also brought out the imperative for strong partnerships while underscoring at the same time the institutional inertias that prevent them from forming. An agreed strategy document between FAO, WHO and the World Animal Health Organisation (OIE) was arrived at only in November 2005, two years after the outbreak of the crisis.
The IEE has concluded that the FAO Livestock’s division’s work on policies with respect to the poor and the environment has influenced global thinking in these areas. More attention now needs to be given to overall institutional analysis and the place of livestock in the creation of employment and incomes through small, medium and large businesses, to value chain analysis and to the issues of pastoralists. The work on the socio-economics of livestock disease has got off to an encouraging start but deserves greater priority and has a strong interface with that on markets and the value chain.

It is thus surprising that, while work on animal health has received a very modest increase in resources as part of the overall FAO Regular Programme budget, work on livestock management, information and policy was the most reduced technical area, falling by almost 40% as a proportion of the budget between 1994-05 and 2006-07.
Water & Irrigation: The undeniable growing centrality of water to human security, including agriculture, in the 21st century will make it difficult for FAO not to see itself in a global leadership role in water issues. Nevertheless, FAO is clearly not in a strong leadership position. Its resources in the sector have eroded severely and are now very far below critical mass,
Nutrition: FAO’s work in nutrition was considered far less important than that of UNICEF and somewhat less important than that of WHO and WFP.

Areas for Cross Cutting Concentration

Gender: Actual progress on gender mainstreaming and the uptake of gender in the programmes of FAO has been very patchy with some good examples and little or no progress in other areas.
The IEE survey of staff found that 40 percent of respondents had not heard of the Gender and Development Plan of Action and only 14 percent used it in their work. FAO’s 2005 “FAO and the Challenge of the Millennium Development Goals: the road ahead” does not mention the words ‘gender’, ‘women’ or ‘female’ at all. The overall picture assembled by the IEE is that FAO is now an Organization which is under-performing on gender compared to the relevance of the subject to much of its mandate.
The FAO Technical Cooperation Programme (TCP): The TCP should continue to be a priority demand led programme. Funds should be stabilised at their present proportion of the overall budget and the programme should not be treated as a reserve fund any more than any other technical programme of the Organization. Indeed treating it in this way detracts from its essential characteristic of timeliness of response. Countries should be aware of the indicative amount available to their country, which should however be available for re-direction to other countries, if not used. The primary purpose of the TCP should be to facilitate all aspects of the development and implementation of the National Medium Term Priority Frameworks with authority resting with the budget holder for the country. Restrictions on use of international expertise should be removed in the interests of flexibility. With clear indications as to criteria, the use of TCP should be audited ex-post rather than as now approved ex ante.
The Review concluded that the rationale for country resource allocation regarding the TCP needed to be transparent. The IEE found that little progress had been made on this. In addition, the IEE found that it was essential for accountability to members, and to build trust on use of FAO funds, that transparent criteria and methodology be established.

Positives: The IEE judges that the Organization has got some big priorities basically right, pushing against the prevailing tide of development thinking while getting the implementation modalities wrong. Examples of this extend from the importance of water and its sustainable management for increased productivity in Africa to income diversification for the rural poor.

Another such example can be found in Malawi and Mozambique, where FAO appears to have contributed to the processes leading up to revised property laws in favour of women. It has also done ground-breaking work on the links between HIV/AIDS and women’s property and inheritance rights, especially in Southern Africa. There, FAO’s role in bringing a wide range of actors together has been publicly recognized by at least one international NGO, active on the issue, Oxfam.
FAO now needs to shift its attention in rural and agriculturally based development to employment for income generation and food access. In this context, the IEE was encouraged to note that rural income generation was an area of FAO policy analysis and that agri-business is receiving more emphasis.
Recommendations
The three goals of the Strategic Framework on which FAO is working to support member countries have been found solid, comprehensive, a potential source of focus and all interdependent, with the first primus inter pares. They provide the basis for the Organization to introduce a means-ends framework (logframe) for all its work:

a) Overcoming hunger and malnutrition;

b) Agriculture as a contributor to economic and social development;
c) Sustainable management of the natural resource base for food and agriculture.

Recommendation 3.1: The three goals of Member Nations from the Strategic Framework 2000-2015 should provide the ultimate goals in the logical framework hierarchy of means-to-ends analysis for the Organization. The proposed Deputy Directors-General responsible for technical programmes and the field offices should have a relatively small portion of the overall technical budget of the Organization at their disposal (perhaps ten percent) to allocate the budget to incentives to work on the goal for which they would be responsible, particularly work across divisions and departments.
Recommendation 3.2: It is recommended that partnerships should be formed with selected developing countries and donors for concentrated attention in particular work areas of major priority for the developing countries concerned concentration should be on partner countries committed to working on a number of themes, increasing the efficiency of FAO resource use and focussing on:
a) National medium-term priority frameworks should be further emphasised and strongly integrated into “Delivering as One UN”. The frameworks would be developed through dialogue with the government and other members of the international community.

b) Regional and sub-regional technical support teams should function as one, providing direct assistance to member countries with emphasis on the areas of the Organization’s comparative advantage, including its normative strengths.

c) The FAO Technical Cooperation Programme (TCP) should continue to be a priority demand led programme. Funds should be stabilised at their present proportion of the overall budget and the programme should not be treated as a reserve fund any more than any other technical programme of the Organization. Indeed treating it in this way detracts from its essential characteristic of timeliness of response. Countries should be aware of the indicative amount available to their country, which should however be available for re-direction to other countries, if not used. The primary purpose of the TCP should be to facilitate all aspects of the development and implementation of the National Medium Term Priority Frameworks with authority resting with the budget holder for the country. Restrictions on use of international expertise should be removed in the interests of flexibility. With clear indications as to criteria,
Recommendation 3.3: Knowledge management: The Organization should play a policy role in seeking to balance interests between knowledge generation, often in the private domain and knowledge’s availability in the public domain, especially for the least developed countries. The organization should also facilitate knowledge sharing. A strategic vision needs to be developed for this which should be focused on development in specific areas of knowledge access.
Recommendation 3.4: Advocacy and communication: FAO should now build a truly corporate strategy for communication and advocacy. This strategy should bring the resources of the Organization together for key campaign impact points while facilitating the integrated communication of FAO’s more detailed technical policy messages. This strategy needs to partner strongly with the Rome based agencies for fundamental common messages and World Food Day and TeleFood, the Ambassadors programme, etc. should be unified around this common goal.

Recommendation 3.5: Provision of basic statistics and data. Considerably greater priority should be given to the provision of basic data and statistics. The time has come for a total re-examination of the statistical needs for the 21st. Century and how they can best be met. 

Recommendation 3.6: Information systems and publications. The maintenance and strengthening of information systems is fundamental to the performance of the Organization’s role and requires adequate resourcing. It is also recommended that for the LDCs more hard copy publications should be made available in view of the continued difficulty with internet and computer access. Further consideration should be given to language. The IEE has concluded that in addition to main meeting documentation a budget should be agreed for each language.
Recommendation 3.7: Support to investment. The IEE recommends that FAO develop a strategy for its role in supporting countries to develop their own priorities, approaches and plans for investment. 
Recommendation 3.8: FAO support in emergencies. FAO’s work in emergencies deserves high priority and an overall strategy now needs to be formulated and approved in the Governing Bodies to elucidate and gain a clear mandate for those emergency functions in which FAO is strong. Such a strategy should not be static, but dynamic and subject to regular discussion also in the Governing Bodies. Partnerships in emergencies should also be looked at.
Recommendation 3.9: The technical areas of FAO’s work. There should be a rebalancing in the distribution of resources with increases in the proportions to forestry and fisheries and a significant increase in the proportion of resources for livestock. To secure this there will have to be enlightened decision making from the Governing Bodies, as many government representatives are from the Crops sector.
Recommendation 3.10: Plant production and IPM. Plant nutrition, especially important for sub-Saharan Africa, and small scale urban and peri-urban horticulture for supplementary income and nutrition are areas of FAO expertise. Efforts to undertake normative work in other areas of crop production should cease.
Recommendation 3.11: Livestock: The IEE has concluded that a significant increase in resources is justified and livestock deserves focus in a separate small Department but only if FAO’s work remains focused on pro-poor sector policy and management, animal health and livestock environment issues.
Recommendation 3.12: Lands and soils: These should be given greater priority. However, if FAO is forced to choose it must give priority to preserving the global information system.
Recommendation 3.13: IAEA: With the present budget constraints upon the Organization, FAO should cease to resource its joint work with the IAEA.
Water and irrigation: FAO continues to have a lead role on water databases and is respected for its work on agricultural water management. If hunger, poverty and chronic malnutrition are to be overcome, especially in Africa, increased water control is a prerequisite for any green revolution and for continuing agricultural development in Asia and the Middle East. Many water networks exist but are often biased against agriculture. FAO is currently in a weak position. The competency mix and the wide dispersion of the few human resources remaining in the Organization would need to be addressed as an initial imperative for the Organization to exercise leadership in macro-policy issues at global and regional levels.
Recommendation 3.14: Water management: Integrated policies and programmes are needed which FAO should facilitate for water and irrigation, bringing together engineering, tenure, economics, management and legislation across divisional boundaries and network these with the broader body of expertise around the globe.
Recommendation 3.15: Fisheries: There is room for adjustments within the present use of resources by the Fisheries Department, but Fisheries within FAO requires somewhat greater priority in the allocation of resources. 
Recommendation 3.16: Forestry: Somewhat greater emphasis should be placed on forestry in the overall FAO resource allocation. There should be more emphasis on partnerships with member states’agencies.
Recommendation 3.17: Institutional support to agricultural development (higher education, research, farmer learning and rural finance, marketing and agri-business): Only if substantial new resources become available to the Organization, could institutions be re-established as priority areas for work, but if this is not the case, work should be further reduced in order to maintain critical mass in other technical areas accorded priority by countries.
Recommendation 3.18: Economic, social and food and nutrition policy: The Organization should undertake an overall analysis of countries’ economic and food policy support needs. Clarity on this would also enable greater use of partnerships and better division of labour in all aspects of policy work.
Recommendation 3.19: Gender mainstreaming and women’s empowerment: The Gender Plan of Action should be fully integrated into FAO’s programme cycle Gender should receive a priority in the funds reserved for inter-disciplinary action and facilitating action on the three goals of Member Countries. Staff training in gender and women’s empowerment should receive renewed priority.
Recommendation 3.20: Environment and natural resources management: A particular priority should now be accorded to the issues of climate change for which inter-unit cooperation, external partnership and definition of roles are especially critical.  Crop bio-diversity and access to that bio-diversity should remain a priority. 
Recommendation 3.21: Production technologies, technology transfer and piloting: FAO should emphasise its significant comparative advantage in the implications of technology for policy, whether this be in intensification, bio-technology, mechanisation or agricultural industrialisation. Priority to technology development, transfer and piloting should be substantially reduced in order to increase attention to policy support and capacity building. As part of its global knowledge management function FAO should concentrate on facilitating access to knowledge on production technologies. Rather than producing the definitive technical guidance itself in what is a highly competitive area, FAO should develop its strengths as a knowledge manager. This will include developing networked access, addressing copyright issues and promoting the availability of alternative language versions.
Recommendation 3.22: Legal services:  In view of reduced resources and the apparent lack of priority from members, legal support to member countries should be concentrated in those areas of clear FAO strength in relation to international agreements.

Recommendation 3.23: Development of policy and strategy: FAO is respected by developing countries as a neutral provider of policy support and is still the preferred forum for some global policy work by all member countries, but FAO can achieve a better match between its comparative strengths and country needs than is currently the case. FAO does need to be able to provide strong policy support at the level of the macro-sector interface. The Organization provides the only continuing voice in the multilateral system for the place of the agricultural sector in securing secure livelihoods and increasing economic and social wellbeing. A full analysis should be made of countries’ policy support needs and policy work should draw on FAO’s potential strength in drawing together technical specialists, with economists and sociologists.
Recommendation 3.24: Capacity building: FAO should now develop a capacity building strategy, following an assessment of the needs and capacities of countries at different stages of development and in different parts of the world. Developing countries, donors and partners should be involved in this strategy development. As with all other aspects of FAO’s work in fulfilling its mandate the aim must be to ensure that the necessary capacity building services are available to countries, not that they are necessarily provided by FAO.
Chapter 4: Governance

Background: The IEE takes governance to be the exercise of political authority by the Member States. It develops both global policy coherence and law in the Organization’s area of mandate and oversight and direction for the Organization’s programmes and its secretariat, monitoring the implementation of its own decisions.
The emergence of agreed international conventions in new fields with new international players, often driven by well-funded stakeholders with high political profiles, holds significant implications for FAO. An important question for the IEE has been to determine how FAO has responded to these challenges. 

The FAO/WHO Codex and the FAO IPPC standards are essential to the governance of international trade. The evaluations of both these agreements found that if the current institutional arrangements did not exist, new ones would have to be created. Their immediate impacts are thus very evident. Although both evaluations suggested changes, they also found that the IPPC and Codex were respected and relatively cost-effective.

The second major component is the Internal Governance of FAO (which the IEE concludes has a serious problem, not equipped to discharge its functions) - its institutional structure, its functions and processes. How are governing bodies structured and how do they reflect the interests of the membership as a whole? How are they equipped to respond to the realities and challenges of the 21st century? How are the objectives and goals established? How are policies and strategies achieved?
Rebuilding FAO Governance: The IEE repeatedly states that governance is a key factor, central to a strengthened FAO.  The IEE recommends the development of a long term strategic vision. The IEE does indicate that a few of the eventual changes discussed below would be premature before a better climate of trust has been built, particularly in performance of the executive functions by the Council and its committees.

An end must be brought to the debate on the false dilemma of normative versus operational functions. This has contributed to the atmosphere of distrust and is largely a dialogue of the deaf. Normative and operational functions should be seen as complementary and essential if FAO is to fulfil its purpose. FAO has a major role to play on both aspects. Technical cooperation work can feed and effectively form part of normative work, and vice-versa. The IEE evaluation has found that this symbiosis is appreciated by a large number of member countries, yet the polarization continues, because of a fear that accepting this duality might tilt the balance of the Organization’s activities either way. A truce has to be called, and both sides should accept the essential continuum between these two functions.
The IEE suggests that many of the recommendations below be put into immediate effect on an interim basis and that after six years there be a comprehensive review of governance, with the possibility of initiating a further round of reforms designed to improve the efficiency of the governance processes and grounded in a much improved climate of trust.
Recommendations

Recommendation 4.1: The IEE thus recommends that:

a) Many of the recommendations below be put into immediate effect on an interim basis but this should not be misread as indicating all rules should be suspended, rather that new working practices should be immediately adopted.

b) Under the leadership of the Independent Chairperson of the Council a small representative governance reform group be established to monitor and develop the process, drawing in independent expert advice as necessary;

c) After six years there be a comprehensive review of governance, with the possibility of initiating a further round of reforms designed to improve the efficiency of the governance processes and grounded in a much improved climate of trust. These measures should include the consideration of replacing the Council with an Executive Board.
Informal meetings are much more a part of many other UN organizations. More frequent, intense and above all, informal dialogue among members in frameworks such as the Council Committee for the IEE, would be conducive to a more relaxed atmosphere and proactive debate.
An end must also be brought to the debate on the false dilemma of normative versus operational functions, which has contributed to the atmosphere of distrust and is largely a dialogue of the deaf. It is absolutely clear that normative and operational functions should be seen as complementary and essential if FAO is to fulfil its purpose.
Recommendation 4.2: Trust can only be restored in the Organization through the progressive and successful achievement of a series of confidence building measures. In order to accomplish this, the various parts of the governance structure need to work together. Trust is a goal in itself, but also a basis to facilitate progress in the process of reform envisaged by the IEE.  As discussed below, the enhanced role and functions of the Independent Chair of the Council will be of key importance in promoting and mobilizing this process. In addition:

a) The Independent Chairperson of the Council should convene informal information seminars for members immediately before and after each session of the Council and of the Programme and Finance Committees.

b) The Director-General and secretariat are also urged to continue their efforts to reach out to the membership through seminars and the types of consultative groups employed for emergencies and for major evaluations.
Recommendation 4.3: The respective functions of governance and management should be more clearly specified in the Basic Texts.
Recommendation 4.4: In some cases, FAO should take an early initiative. For example, bio-energy is an area where FAO could play a major governance role; on those parts of the debate most impinging on trade, leadership would be likely to move to the WTO .
Recommendation 4.5: Servicing existing agreements is taking a steadily rising share of FAO’s technical budget, limiting the Organization’s flexibility to work on new areas of legislation. Such agreements should develop a greater sense of ownership among the members and gradually move towards self-governance and self-financing. This would require a change in FAO’s basic texts. 
Recommendation 4.6: A review should be undertaken with the objective of developing a new article (which could be used as an alternative to Article XIV) for the establishment of bodies wishing to have a high degree of self-governance and financing while remaining in the framework of FAO.
Recommendation 4.7: The State of Food and Agriculture should remain the key item for consideration. Conference sessions should be organised in such a manner as to stimulate debate among Ministers on these key issues, leaving aside (if at all possible) the traditional speeches. This will be strengthened by concentrating each Conference on one or two major global themes and inviting independent experts being invited to address the Conference on issues in the state of food and agriculture.
Recommendation 4.8: The IEE recommends that in this first phase of governance reform the Council should emerge as the executive arm of the governing bodies. Thus, global governance discussions and decisions will take place in the FAO Conference and technical committees and the Council will oversee the work programme of the Organization. Costly overlaps in discussions between the Programme and Finance Committees, the Council and Conference will be reduced.

Recommendation 4.9: The main support to the Council’s work will come from the Programme and Finance Committees, Adherence to competency criteria for selection to these Committees will be reactivated in line with the Basic Texts.

Recommendation 4.10A: proposes that an Independent Chairperson of the Council would be elected, as now, for a period of two years but with possibility of extension limited to a single further period of two years. It would be advisable to apply an informal principle of rotation for the post between G77 + China and OECD countries. Election will take place, following the scrutiny of the candidates by an independent expert group which will review and certify to the Conference that the candidates’ competencies are appropriate. She/he should be required to work on a full or near full time basis for the Organization (presence in Rome will be required for approximately nine months of the year).

Recommendation 4.10B: In order to perform its functions, the Independent Chair and its small secretariat will be financed by an independent separate budget allotted by the Governing Bodies. The budget would also allow for the contracting of independent advice to serve the Governing Bodies including the technical committees. It should be highlighted that currently there are a number of FAO staff working partially or fully for the Governing Bodies. The establishment of the independent secretariat should therefore be seen – at least to a certain extent – as a reallocation of resources rather than additional finance.
Recommendation 4.11: The  Technical Committees of the Council is fundamental to the development of FAO’s role in global governance. They need to be less focused on the FAO secretariat and become the main fora for consideration of policy.

Recommendation 4.12: The Council should continue and strengthen its role in convening Ministerial Meetings on subjects of global importance that could benefit from the existence of international agreements.

Recommendation 4.13: On an experimental basis (subject to independent evaluation after six years)  the regional conferences should be maintained and strengthened. The main aims of the regional conference should be to reach agreement for concerted regional or sub-regional action, to contribute from a regional perspective to global governance issues, and to define priority areas for policy and normative works in the region. 

Recommendation 4.14: A performance contract for governance: The IEE proposes that the governing bodies should establish a medium-term performance contract for themselves on what they intend to deliver, a set of priorities for governance, an indicative timetable and possibly efficiency targets. This contract would form part of the medium-term planning documentation of the Organization and progress would be monitored and reported with a major independent review of performance after six years (see Recommendation 4.1) The IEE suggests that after implementation, this would place FAO in the forefront of governance reform in the international community
Recommendation 4.15: regarding governance proceedings, the IEE suggests that every effort should be made to incorporate internationally accepted best practice in governance such as ownership, effectiveness, transparency, coherence and accountability. 
Recommendation 4.16: Consensus: The desire for consensus has become an uneasy compromise and has now gone too far. If a very few members are blocking major decisions, such as that on the budget level, the Conference should revert to voting. However, it should do this with care and if it is clear that one major group is not in favour, this path should not be pursued.
Recommendation 4.17: The concept of regional balance among member states as well as rotation should be retained as important criteria in selecting the Chairs of all committees and the members of the Programme and Finance Committees.
Recommendation 4.18: The Independent Chairperson of the Council should engage in consultations with the membership regarding regional groupings and set up an ad hoc group to consider different grouping options. Among such options, one possibility that could be considered would be to have developed and developing countries of Asia and the Pacific in two different groups with the countries concerned allowed to select in which group they wished to be present.
Recommendation 4.19: For technical committees one or two day informal meetings open to broader representation prior to the start of the formal meeting should become more standard practice. Expert panels could also feature in this new arrangement.

Interchange: There should be interchange between FAO and other Governing Bodies, particularly the UN in New York. Leadership on many issues in the UN system is with the UN in New York. It is important for FAO governing body members to interact with their counterparts there at the informal level, both on the basis of regional groups and areas of interest such as oceans and forests.
Recommendation 4.20: A job description and competency profile for the post of Director-General should be professionally developed and the appointment widely advertised. Candidates should also have an opportunity to address the Council to provide their reflections on their objectives, views and vision regarding the Organization, and answer questions from the membership. in order to make it more difficult for an incumbent Director-General to seek a further change in the Constitution to prolong his/her term of office, the IEE recommends that the Basic Texts be modified to require a two-thirds majority of the total membership (rather than those present and voting) for a constitutional change on the term of office of the Director-General.

Extra-budgetary financing: With regards to this, the IEE points out that this largely reflects the priorities of those contributing the resources, whether this be for unilateral or donor financed trust funds. These resources, which account for almost half the Organization’s total resources, have been only marginally subject to Governance oversight. It is expected that improved oversight of extra-budgetary funds will also contribute to greater member confidence. IEE recommendations include:

a) aligning extra-budgetary resources with FAO priorities through their use exclusively in support of agreed priority themes and national medium-term priority frameworks;

b) closer integration into the programme and budget framework;
c) more pool funding in line with good donor practice as specified in the Paris Declaration.

Chapter 5: FAO in the multilateral system – partnerships

Progress: FAO is a willing partner, actively involved in session preparation and side events. According to senior personnel within the United Nations headquarters, this contrasts sharply with FAO’s approach of earlier years, when it mainly stood aloof and separate from the system overall, mindful of its unique history and organizational independence.
However, only through effective and strategic partnerships with member governments, other international agencies, academia, civil society and the private sector can FAO fulfil its mandate as the global broker of essential agricultural knowledge as an international public good. This will require a new, genuinely corporate-wide strategy to replace the limited number of ad hoc and unconnected efforts now in place. To be effective, the strategy will need to establish clear priorities and point to specific requirements.
Global level partnerships: The World Health Organization (WHO) is one of the FAO’s most important partner agencies. The two collaborate on many programmes, including animal health, nutrition and food safety. The most important and successful is probably Codex Alimentarius, the long-established arrangement considered a vital component in promoting food standards systems designed to protect consumer health. It is managed by a joint WHO/FAO independent commission.
A concern expressed by FAO technical units is that WHO has an easier task in communicating its message on human health than does FAO on agriculture and that this creates an “uneven playing field” for public attention and for resource generation. 

However, not all United Nations agencies hold positive views of FAO as a partner. The Partnerships Evaluation found that some agencies, including UNESCO and the International Trade Centre, considered FAO unresponsive to partnership proposals. In some cases, evaluations have reported FAO as territorial and as exerting an excessively dominating role in the partnership.

Country Level Partnerships: The IEE country visits reinforced the Partnerships Evaluation findings that partnerships at country level are few and mostly occur under umbrella frameworks negotiated at the headquarters level. Very rarely do country offices initiate partnerships themselves. Several FAORs underscored that they simply do not have resources to be taken seriously in any discussion of potential partnerships and also that partnerships would require more time and energy than they have.
Rome Based Agencies: On more operational issues, some overlap was deemed to exist by both FAO and WFP in the area of needs assessment. Both WFP and IFAD believe that better use of FAO in some of their own functions is limited by FAO’s strained human resource and financial situation and by FAO’s slow response times and heavy administrative processes. In theory, the synergies between IFAD and FAO should be strong.
CGIAR and Other International Organisations: IEE interviews with CGIAR senior staff found that they believed that there is an FAO “attitude” problem, which seems to suggest an FAO desire to dominate the relationship and to treat the CGIAR centres as contractors rather than as real partners. FAO staff, on the other hand, believe that the centre, facing a severe reduction of their core budget, have expanded their activities to the point where they duplicate those of FAO and impinge on the Organization’s mandate. In some technical areas, the IEE interviews also revealed concern that CGIAR services to member countries are technically below standard. However, FAO staff recognize that the CGIAR centres have more effective communication strategies to the general public, the scientific community and the donors. To some extent FAO staff, with the exception of those in forestry, also believe that the competition for funds has inhibited cooperation with the centres.
FAO, NGOs and Civil Society: The work of FAO was often not known to key NGOs. This is true as well for other civil society organizations, including think tanks and those focused on gender issues. The primary impediments to closer collaboration at the country level include the same limitations reflected throughout this report, notably limitations on the ability of FAO country representatives to make many of even the smallest decisions themselves, and the virtual absence of resources to work with NGOs.  They find FAO’s bureaucracy and shortage of funds difficult to fathom and overcome. A further impediment to partnering with civil society in undertakings such as TeleFood, the International Alliance Against Hunger and World Food Day is that FAO provides very little guidance or support to such partnerships.
FAO and the Private Sector: The private sector participates very actively in Codex standard setting. About 70 percent of the 156 international organizations with Observer status to the Codex Commission are private sector interest groups.
There has been and remains very little, if any, engagement with small and medium-sized firms at the national level. In part, this is because these firms do not see FAO as critical to their interests, but in part it reflects as well a lack of outreach by FAO country representatives, gaps in staff understanding of the private sector’s roles and the absence of an overall corporate strategy towards the private sector.
Conclusions on Partnership: In many constituencies and agencies, FAO has a “bad name” as a partner organization. Some of that reputation would seem to be a continuing hangover from the past, when FAO projected a narrower and more territorial image. Whatever its causes, the reputation is largely undeserved today. The FAO technical areas reviewed in Chapter 3 have furnished clear and compelling evidence of the broad and deep range of important and successful partnerships. The leadership of FAO has placed the Organization at the forefront of efforts to make the initiative for “Delivering as One” a success.  In spite of the successes it has achieved, FAO has no strategy for partnerships or defining the Organization’s comparative advantage, communicating its message and locating its role clearly in the new international development architecture. Staff are almost entirely without guidance as they seek to respond to the increasing requirements of donor agencies to demonstrate robust partnerships.

Effective partnership is an essential element of a knowledge-based organization. Considering the plethora of new international and local actors, FAO could become much stronger in fulfilling its mandate if it develops a greater ability to exchange knowledge. Partnerships can also help FAO overcome one of its current main weaknesses – namely, that it is not well known generally and, more specifically, not considered an effective provider of international knowledge about food, agriculture, rural development and natural resource management.

Recommendations
Recommendation 5.1: In developing the IEE-recommended Organization-wide strategy, and in undertaking its priority-setting exercise, it must be recognized that there are now many other actors in the territory FAO once held on its own. FAO must enlarge its vision if it wishes to influence the governance of agriculture in the 21st century. This places a high premium upon strengthening partnerships and alliances based on comparative advantage and the search for greater effectiveness and efficiency. 
Recommendation 5.2: As discussed in Chapter 4, Governing Body processes should include FAO partners to a greater extent, including in the development of agreements relevant to and required for the global governance role of FAO. Both civil society and the private sector should continue to be involved, both formally and informally, in Governing Body processes, contributing to the development of viable and inclusive global policies and agreements.
Recommendation 5.3 (concerning the United Nations):
a) Promote the Collaborative Forum on Forests model as a useful way to and build networks.

b) Promote partnerships that reduce FAO’s direct role in implementation where it is less strong.

c) Foster opportunities for real partnerships at the country level by empowering FAORs.

d) promote results-oriented partnerships that configure the comparative strengths of UN system entities, in which FAO may lead, facilitate or participate;

e) continue to contribute to UN reform and to help shape UN system policies, through interagency coordination mechanisms; and

f) play a constructive role in initiatives that enable more joined-up and effective UN system support at the country level, while recognizing the overarching need to ensure: national ownership and coordination; building and using national systems and scaling up through partnerships beyond the UN system ( e.g. bilaterals, IFIs and NGO networks).
Recommendation 5.4  (concerning the Rome-based agencies):
a) The three agencies should continue working together on merging common services in Rome, including, as soon as possible, their basic information technology platforms.

b) They should also undertake more ambitious efforts in strategic and programmatic partnerships, including joint representation in field offices with IFAD, ensuring synergies with WFP at the technical level which would include early warning, food and nutrition assessments, and policy issues in safety nets and food aid; ensuring synergies with IFAD in a broad range of technical.

c) Build a joint communications and advocacy strategy with WFP and IFAD.

Recommendation 5.5: World Bank and IFIs (FAO partnerships with the World Bank and the IFIs are examined in Chapter 3 and recommendations are also made there).

Recommendation 5.6: Serious discussions at the senior management and Governing Body levels of FAO and the CGIAR are long overdue on the development of a genuine coalition for agriculture, rural development, and knowledge availability and transfer. FAO and the CGIAR would form the core of this coalition, but it would be open to much wider partnerships. Lessons may be learned from the agreement under which FAO holds the CGIAR genetic resources in trust as a global public good.

Recommendation 5.7: The time has also come for FAO and World Animal Health Organisation (OIE) to examine the potential for a much closer relationship which could include a merger of their secretariats (but not their governance structures) for animal health. The examination should also include attention to ways and means for joint collaboration on global governance requirements in animal health.
Recommendation 5.8 (concerning Civil society/NGOs):
a) Update FAO policy and procedures, and expand information flow, to help educate FAO staff of the importance and benefits – and risks – of partnerships with NGOs. The policy should recognize that partnerships based on mutual respect can help FAO gain greater exposure and professional credibility.

b) There should be an active outreach programme to environmental NGOs with an interest in FAO’s commitment to environment in agriculture and natural resource management.

c) FAO should also continue to maximize collaboration with NGOs on emergencies, including the deepening of relationships on the basis of a clear strategy, thus increasing the acceptance and legitimacy of FAO’s coordinating role. 

d) FAO should cease TeleFood projects as they are ineffective in reaching their aims and expensive.

e) Civil society and private sector representatives should be drawn into national policy processes facilitated by FAO. 

f) Empower FAO country representatives to make project and budgetary decisions that will make associations with NGOs on common interests feasible.

Recommendation 5.9 (Private sector): FAO should establish a clear corporate strategy and policy framework, including particularly with small and medium-sized firms. Undertake to strengthen FAO staff understanding of the varied and increasingly significant roles played by private firms in agricultural development. Focus on partnership opportunities in the fields of agriculture and rural development with members of the UN Global Compact.
Recommendation 5.10 (Corporate strategy on communication and advocacy) This should be developed in close partnership with key players in civil society, the private sector, the media and other counterpart organizations. In particular, the Rome agencies should together develop a common strategy to exploit World Food Day and other events to promote greater understanding of critical food and agriculture issues – and of the agencies themselves.
Chapter 6: Situating FAO’s Culture, Organization and Structure

Culture

Successfully changing behavioural patterns that have grown over years requires a concerted and sustained effort on the part of all staff. It requires leadership and change at the top and also changes in habits from all other staff. For example, when greater authority is genuinely delegated, initiative must be taken and greater responsibility accepted. In FAO there are high levels of staff commitment to the Organization’s mission and strong belief that change is essential. However, only 20 percent believe top management is committed to organizational change and 30 percent do not know if they are. This combination carries a high risk of early disillusionment.

Gender: A significant majority of female staff find FAO decision-making to be male-dominated, especially at headquarter level. Overall, twice as many staff feel that women’s voices are heard less than men’s in decision-making, and women hold this view to a greater extent than men (76% to 52%). Moreover, the highest percentage of open-ended written comments (24% of the total) expressed concern over the lack of women in senior positions. Overall, staff also give FAO reasonably high marks on two gender-related statements (“The organizational culture makes it easy for women to work in FAO” – 64% -and “FAO takes issues of gender equity in the work-place seriously” – 62%), although there was also a gender difference here (50% affirmative responses from female respondents).

HQ vs Field: As has often been found in other organizations, several distinct groupings emerged clearly from the IEE examination. The first distinguishes between headquarters and the field. Survey respondents and focus group participants in the field were consistently more positive and hopeful about FAO than their headquarters colleagues. At the Director and Professional staff levels, the difference is very sharp - 80% of headquarters respondents expressed pessimism about the culture of FAO and its ability to change, in comparison with only 30 percent of respondents in the field. Non-headquarters staff express more pride in being FAO employees; they are more satisfied with their decision rights and with their management environment; and they have much greater confidence in senior management.
Organizational culture: There is a strong shared sense across staff of not belonging and of being excluded from decision-making and general debate. The staff of FAO indicate a readiness for change, but at the same time they have also become deeply distrustful of changes that occur without inclusive and consultative processes.
From the IEE examination of the organizational culture of FAO, the Organization emerges clearly in the category of an “outgrown organization.” The IEE saw it as being too large to be managed centrally by a small team and can achieve effectiveness only through much greater diffusion of power, authority and responsibility. A centralized decision-making structure cannot achieve the efficiencies and effectiveness that the Organization requires. Senior management is involved in far too many issues at far too low levels of activity. Its management culture is hierarchical, centralized and rigid and its communication channels are mainly vertical. Because power is highly centralized and only relatively low levels of authority are delegated, while information is decentralized, FAO has become risk averse, slow to seize new opportunities, slow to react to changes and is characterized by low levels of individual responsibility.
Recommendations
Recommendation 6.1: Building on the high levels of commitment of staff to the mandate, goals and objectives of the Organization, and of staff motivation related to the Organization’s work (see above), management should lead in rallying this positive asset around a much clearer vision of how FAO will work towards its mission with clearly articulated objectives and measurable indicators (see Recommendation 7.1). This cannot be top down or formalistic, but must reach into the Organization for shared ideas on ways forward. It must be done through processes of genuine consultation and participation aimed at building a practical sense of common purpose and be a first step in reorientation to a culture of high performance. FAO’s human resources should be treated as the primary and strategic asset they are. Human resource policy and systems should be reoriented to attract the calibre of people and enable teamwork in the way FAO needs to fulfil its aims. Finally administrative procedures should be fundamentally reviewed, simplified and reoriented to be more ‘client-focused’, encouraging and supporting staff to be effective and accountable for  achieving the results agreed above in an efficient way.
Recommendation 6.2: A special Working Group should be formed to lead development of and oversee an overall programme of culture change as part of the follow-up to implementation of the recommendations of the IEE. Its members should be selected from different parts and levels of the Organization. Its work should be serviced by one specially assigned member of staff who should have both management and staff acceptance. He/she should be advised and accompanied by consultant specialists in culture change. Preferably, this would be one of the consultant firms also engaged on other change processes in FAO for consistency of approach and reduced transaction costs.

Recommendation 6.3: To enable and encourage cross-departmental contact and take steps towards creating a dynamic map of where knowledge lies (which is a key to the effectiveness of knowledge-based organizations), those responsible for critical technical work and divisional administration should be shown in an organizational directory on the Intranet. This could be further extended by including the job titles of all employees in a division. Informal discussion groups should be facilitated by creating an easy mechanism for anyone in the FAO Intranet to set up such ad hoc groups. Furthermore a well-written and strictly informal staff newsletter and website page should be developed with news about the organization, staff, managers and other matters of interest.
Recommendation 6.4: The Director General should signal his readiness to lead and engage in change and present a more open and accessible image.
Recommendation 6.5: FAO needs to accelerate development of a leadership cadre who consistently model good management practice, including “open door” styles to increase informal, direct communication; the giving and receiving of feed-back; regular staff meetings to inform them of developments and solicit their ideas; and periodic retreats. To achieve this, the courses of the Joint Management Development Centre should be expanded to include regular courses for senior management as well as lower levels. The Human Resources function should be involved as a strategic partner in planning and executing management training, focused on the needs of specific individuals. This might include an increase in management training or coaching.

Structure and organization

South-South Cooperation: With the aim of maximizing the impact of its technical assistance within the context of declining financial resources, FAO has also launched a number of efforts in ‘South-South Technical Cooperation’. This involves the provision by one developing country to another of technical personnel, generally in the context of the Special Programme for Food Security/National Programmes of Food Security. Although this modality has theoretical potential and enjoys important political support, significant problems have been experienced in FAO efforts to date.

In countries visited by the IEE, interviews with FAO staff and in other evaluations, problems with this modality have included personnel sent to a country without requisite language skills, cost more and were less appropriate than national personnel. There are also examples of senior personnel who unprepared to work at a practical level with farmers and had skills much better fitted to more senior advisory roles. In general, the IEE concluded that the specialized technical assistance infrastructure required to allow FAO to achieve effectiveness through this program has been lacking; efforts to date have not demonstrated it to be cost effective in transferring knowledge at the field level.

Nevertheless, with appropriate terms of reference, correct institutional placement, adequate briefing and orientation and field-level support, South-South contracting should be able to provide cost-effective inputs, especially at senior technical levels and in the provision of midlevel personnel, such as irrigation engineers not available nationally.
Reorganization: The mandate of the current Office of UN Coordination and MDG Follow- up includes intergovernmental and inter-agency relations as well as large elements of corporate communications. There are major opportunities for synergies and cost-efficiency gains by bringing the functions together. This should also establish an enhanced base for the transmission of FAO’s messages by the Director General to the larger international community. In addition, it should facilitate corporate resource mobilization on an integrated and strategic basis through its close connection to the Office of Corporate Services (above).This Office would become the Office of Intergovernmental, Interagency and Corporate Communications. It would include the functions now conducted by protocol affairs and the corporate strategy components of communications now in the Communications Division (KCI), including the International Alliance against Hunger. Routine technical and administrative aspects of communications would migrate to the Corporate Services Department.

Recommendations
Recommendation 6.6 (Senior Management): Three Deputy Directors-General are suggested to be selected on the basis of competency, profiles and competition. The designation of two additional Deputy Directors-General (DDGs) will allow for major rationalization and consolidation of divisions and units with significant cost savings through elimination of two departments and a significant reduction in divisions and services. As is common in many large organizations, including the United Nations secretariat, it would also enable the Director-General to maintain overall managerial responsibility and direction while focusing outwards – defining and adapting strategy to meet the changing external environment, building and strengthening the political base of support for the Organization, ensuring strong and durable external relations and ensuring the Organization maintains the resource base it needs to meet its objectives:
a) one DDG would hold the title of Chief Operating Officer. This DDG would deputize for the Director-General in his/her absence. The Chief Operating Officer’s main task would be to support the Director-General in ensuring effective and efficient day-to-day operations;

b) DDG-Regional and Country Operations and Coordination of Decentralized Offices will help to counterbalance the tendency towards a headquarters-centric culture and will bring together all work for technical cooperation with responsibility for the decentralized offices; and provide a central point at the most senior level for the major priority of capacity building in member countries;

c) DDG-Technical Work (Knowledge Manager) will:

i) drive FAO’s focus on the three interlinked goals of member countries, as specified in the Strategic Framework for FAO 2000-2015, holding some 5% of funding to promote cross-disciplinary work (while the DDG Regional and Country Operations would hold a further 5%);

ii) provide a central focus of leadership to ensure coherence in the technical knowledge of the Organization, which is currently divided and fails to draw adequately on the Organization’s comparative strengths to address the needs of field work and normative priorities 
iii) ensure weaknesses or gaps at management level in technical departments are adequately supported; 
iv) manage major cross-cutting issues, in particular knowledge management and support of the technical departments in capacity building.
Recommendation 6.7: A top management team is suggested, led by the DG, that would comprise:
a) the three Deputy Directors-General (DDG) described in Recommendation 6.6;

b) ADG Corporate Support Services, responsible for all FAO support services;

c) ADG Strategy, Resources and Planning; and

d) ADG Corporate Communications, Intergovernmental and Interagency Affairs/Relations.
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Recommendation 6.8: Concerning The Technical Programme Departments, considerable de-layering and combinations of units is both possible and recommended. Many details would need to be worked out carefully, but the IEE recommends four technical departments, with the possibility of a fifth. The four departments would be agriculture, economic and social development, fisheries and aquaculture, and forestry. The potential fifth department would be Livestock and Animal Health, given its growing importance and the clear comparative advantage of FAO in this area (see Chapter 3). An Office of Knowledge Communication would also report to the DDG Technical Work.
Recommendation 6.9: The IEE recommends that the Economic and Social Development  department should become the development policy analysis centre of FAO under an ADG, who would function de facto in the role of Chief Policy Officer. This department should exercise a much greater and central role in FAO’s knowledge management. The Department could comprise three main divisions: the Economic, Food and Nutrition Policy Division, the Institutional Organization and Policy Division and the Statistics and Food Information Systems Division.
Recommendation 6.10: Both the existing Fisheries and Forestry Departments should continue to be headed by ADGs.
Recommendation 6.11: The Agriculture Department should be comprised of three divisions:

a) Climate Change, Land, Water and Natural Resources Management Division, combining the Land and Water Division and the Environment, Climate Change and Bio-energy Division.

b) Food Safety Division (which would include Codex).

c) Plant Production and Protection Division (unchanged).

Recommendation 6.12: A Livestock Department should be created.
Recommendation 6.13: The Regional and Country Operations and Coordination of Decentralized Offices Department would unify all major aspects of FAO field operations, and strengthen reporting and support relationships between headquarters and the field. The Department would be comprised of three divisions:

a) Field Operations Division as the coordination centre link between headquarters and the field.

b) Investment Centre whose activities are largely at field level in support of project development.

c) Emergency Operations and Rehabilitation Division.
Recommendation 6.14: The following functions should be integrated into a single Corporate Services Department with four divisions and two units:
a) Finance Division;

b) Administrative Services Division, which would include conference services and SSC;

c) Information Technology Division;

d) Human Resources Division;

e) Security services unit; and

f) Medical services unit.
Recommendation 6.15: In addition to the above, the IEE would recommend the application of dual grading (D1 and D2) and (P5 and D1) to the positions or Division Heads and also that ceilings on the number of D1 and D2 positions be established for each Department. This would afford much needed flexibility to departmental ADGs to adjust positions to needs, while at the same time preventing any risk of upward position drift.
Recommendation 6.16: Building incentives for interdisciplinarity and focus on global goals and priority themes: A relatively small proportion of the regular Budget (perhaps five percent) should be assigned roughly equally to the ADDGs for Technical Work and Regional and Country Operations to be allocated as an incentive to cross-departmental and inter-disciplinary work.
Recommendation 6.17: Empowering programme ADGs: Annual budget allotments are currently assigned to divisional heads as the budget holders. For the most part, this should not change as it is consistent with the principle of subsidiarity. Nevertheless, it leaves the ADG with limited means to address unforeseen requirements, to seize new opportunities or to furnish incentives and rewards to his/her directors. Up to ten percent of the total allotment for each technical division should be assigned to the ADG for these purposes. These funds should also be non-lapsing, with carryover from one fiscal biennium to the next to avoid any pressures to disburse unwisely at the end of a fiscal year.
Recommendation 6.18: The key management layer for headquarters delegations should be division directors.

Field Structure

FAO needs a strong presence outside of Rome, if it is to achieve the relevance, outputs and impact that all its members should correctly require of it. The IEE has no doubt about this conclusion. The principal mission of FAO is to ensure the availability of, and means to profit from, relevant and necessary global knowledge on food and agriculture. This is made available as an international public good. As is repeated throughout this report, any debate on the role of FAO in terms of normative versus operational is a false and intellectually distorted debate. FAO needs to be concerned with the chain that produces a global good, ensure its fair availability to those who need it, and address the means to apply that good for human benefit. For this, FAO needs a strong presence outside Rome.
It does not follow, however, that such a presence needs to be physical or that it can be achieved only by the posting of an FAO employee. Connections, networks and ‘being present’ can be achieved in many ways, especially in today’s globalized and technologically linked world. The question is not whether FAO needs a strong presence, it is how best to achieve it and with what means.
Recommendations
Recommendation 6.19: There is a need to restore balance between headquarters and the field, including a radical change in the institutional structure, business model and decision-making processes of FAO, in order to re-position the institution and provide it with efficient and effective link to countries and regions. The structural problems derive in part from an inflexible uniformity in the design of both headquarters and decentralized offices. The structural characteristics of the relationship between HQ and its field presence are severely fragmented. The highly centralized decision-making structure, low level of delegated authority, and the lack of communication between Regional Offices, Sub-regional Offices and Country Offices are all problems that cause a severe loss of effective capacity to respond to needs and opportunities
Recommendation 6.20: A New and Clear Role for Regional Offices: The number and location of the existent Regional Offices remains unchanged in the IEE’s proposed institutional structure. Its functions will be streamlined and focus more on analysis and policy advice. They will have greater autonomy and decision-making powers. All professional staff in Regional Offices would report to the Regional Representative and not to their headquarters divisions. The Regional Offices would assume first-line responsibility and accountability for the development of strategies and programmes across their regions. Reporting lines would be established to have both Sub-regional Offices co-ordinators and FAORs report to the regional representative functionally and administratively.

Recommendation 6.20: The Sub-regional offices will become the technical support arm of FAO in the respective regions.

Recommendation 6.21: New foundations need to be established for the presence, structure, functions and staffing of FAO Country Offices, including benchmarks such as cost-efficiency norms, for opening and closing such offices. 
Chapter 7: FAO’s Programme Cycle

The New Programme Planning Model: This was designed to ensure “alignment and synergy” between long-term goals, shorter-term objectives and the biennial allocation of resources. Its main components are:

a) The Strategic Framework, approved by the Conference in 1999, establishes overall objectives and key strategy components for the 2000-2015 period;

b) The Medium-Term Plan (MTP) is intended to be the principal vehicle for programme formulation and prioritization. Programme entities are designed to address and be consistent with the objectives of the Strategic Framework. The MTP is meant to set the parameters of a six-year work plan (revised and updated each biennium), including the main objectives for each programme, outcome indicators, outputs, related time frames, and broad estimates of resources required for delivery and;

c) The Programme of Work and Budget (PWB) which is preceded by a short preliminary version - the Summary Programme of Work and Budget (SPWB) – which provides early advice to the Governing Bodies. The PWB sets out the delivery details for each programme area and the financial allocations required for each biennium. 

However the architecture of FAO’s programming system did not adequately foresee the imperative of grounding the reality of FAO’s extra-budgetary funding situation within a strong corporate strategic framework. Moreover, the execution of the New Programme Planning Model falls far short of meeting the needs of the Organization. The system has not built a climate of mutual support, trust and commitment between FAO management and members or within the membership itself; it has not furnished a sound foundation for medium-term programming based on adequate and predictable finances, clear priorities and opportunity costs; and it has not established the essential relationships between ends and means.

While FAO’s Programme Planning Model is sound and well-constructed, it is functioning very poorly. The factors contributing to this include structural weaknesses. The office responsible for the entire process (PBE) is inadequately staffed. It is led by a director at the D2 level. The office focuses on budget functions as opposed to strategy development, corporate planning (irrespective of funding source), the integration of strategy with programming, or the measurement of performance, outputs and impacts against objectives and goals. It is not able to provide the Director-General with high-quality counsel on institutional strategy.

Funding: In 2004-05, around two-fifths of extra-budgetary funds were for emergencies and the balance for development activities. Most of FAO’s Field Programme is funded from extra-budgetary funds. Only about 12% of the funding for all projects approved during 2001-2006 came from the Regular Programme account - through the TCP and the Special Programme on Food Security (SPFS). An increasing proportion of headquarters work, which tends to be more normative, is also funded from extra-budgetary sources.
Extra-budgetary funds for development projects are mainly channelled through ‘earmarked’ trust funds. These are usually either unilateral (UTF) - where a number of developing countries (e.g. Brazil, Mexico, Nigeria and Venezuela) have provided their own funds for activities to be executed by FAO in their territory - or involve donor governments (Government Cooperation Programme (GCP)). There are also some other trust funds, such as the FAO Trust Fund for Food Security and Food Safety, established as a follow-up to the World Food Summit.

The distribution of extra-budgetary funds indicate that the common interests of a group of individual members of a global organization does not necessarily constitute a global public good. There is the additional factor that joint and participatory decision-making is a cornerstone of multilateralism. If member countries shift increasingly from core to earmarked funds that do not comply with FAO’s mandate, this defining feature of multilateralism will be in danger. When programme development and strategic decisions shift away from the boards and governing bodies of UN organizations to bilateral donors, the legitimacy of these institutions is eroded.

Results-based budgeting (RBB): This was introduced in FAO in the 2001 programme and budget documents for technical activities and expanded to include non-technical areas in the 2006-2007 biennium, as part of a UN-wide initiative to introduce Results-based management (RBM).

The intent of the Regular Programme budget system is logical and its basic architecture sound, and the addition of results-based budgeting into the system in 2001is welcomed. The system, however, is not functioning as designed. The IEE agrees fully with the almost-universal criticism that the ways in which the programme and budget approval processes are applied are exceedingly burdensome and wasteful of resources. The phasing of processes and decisions is flawed.

The introduction of results-based management into FAO’s “New Programme Model” was commendable. However, the weaknesses in the functioning of that New Programme Planning Model have made it very difficult to apply a fully results-based model.

WFP, as an example, established a dedicated start-up unit to manage results-based budgeting (RBB). It received a major UK DFID grant to implement RBB and is considered more successful in this area than FAO. Such significant up-front resourcing of a move to results-based management did not occur at FAO, which also had no outside support for implementation.

Strategy: The current Strategic Framework suffers from major weaknesses in design and application, with the consequence that it has not played the role for which it was intended. Its strategic objectives (to reduce rural poverty, support normative instruments, improve productivity of agriculture, conserve the environment and share knowledge for food and agriculture sectors) are too broad and do not reflect any priorities. Prioritization is explicitly left to subsequent stages of resource allocation, but the criteria provided by the Strategic Framework include only such general guidance as “usefulness to the membership” and “based on FAO’s comparative advantage”. This is reflected in the PWB which does not provide overall prioritization of resources (regular and extra-budgetary) and neither does it link adequately to the MTP. Particularly in its visits to middle-income and OECD capitals, the IEE heard frequent and strong complaints that FAO does not clearly prioritize programmes.

The isolation of FAO’s decentralized offices from planning and budgeting processes is reflected in the programming documents, which furnish only limited and general indications of field programming strategies and activities.

On the other hand, a thorough review comparing 1994-95 and 2006-07 allocations of the Regular Budget to different technical areas of FAO shows that some significant shifts have occurred, reflecting that some decisions on priorities were made. For example, the TCP financed from the Regular Budget has been protected at the insistence of G77 and China members, and decentralization of technical staff has also occurred. Other shifts that have occurred seem to respond to at least some expressed priorities for ‘normative’ activities (e.g. transborder pests over rural finance and marketing).
Summary: The basic design of the process itself – a medium-term document and a specific proposal for the biennium - is reasonable, with the exception of the SPWB, which is redundant. The process, however, is dysfunctional. There is little coherence between the parts, especially between the means required to achieve the planned objectives and outcomes. The failure to include extra-budgetary funds is a further problem.

Recommendations

Recommendation 7.1: First and foremost, FAO is in urgent need of a clearly enunciated strategy covering the full range of FAO products to at least 2015, understood and endorsed by all its members and unequivocal in its stipulation of means-to-ends requirements. Such a strategy must go beyond general aspirations and statements of noble goals by:
a) taking analytical account of FAO’s absolute and dynamic comparative advantage;

b) presenting the five or six (maximum) priority themes on which FAO proposes to focus its efforts;

c) enunciating real priorities (what would have first call on resources? what would have second call?);

d) establishing clearly the areas in which FAO will cease to work;

e) delineating strategies for securing those resources; and

f) setting the performance and results targets to which the Organization will be held accountable

Recommendation 7.2: As indicated above, there should be a limited number of priority technical themes, each supporting one or more goals of member countries, each integrating advocacy, normative work and technical cooperation. The themes would be focused, and have a life of at least six years.
Recommendation 7.3: The Conference should meet in May or June to set the budget level so that the detailed programme of work can then be subsequently established. Prior to the Conference, the Council should endorse a general programme direction and agree, with some degree of political realism, on an indicative but reasonably reliable biennial budget level. This will require changing the date of the Conference to May or June, so that the executable PWB can be drawn up thereafter.
Recommendation 7.4: A new Strategy, Programme and Budget Office should be established. This office would bring together the functions of developing strategy, programme and resource mobilization and management into one integrated system. It would oversee proactive mobilization of all types of financial resources.

Recommendation 7.5: Training resources should be directed to building staff skills. FAO should explore results-based management training efforts of benchmark agencies and others, select an appropriate model and require all staff involved in programme planning and execution to become proficient. RBM concepts should be integrated into policies and manuals as needed.
Recommendation 7.6: A coherent and dynamic resource mobilization strategy should be put in place around the priority themes and the national medium-term priority frameworks referred to above.
Recommendation 7.7: In addition to the actions in Recommendations 1 and 3, FAO should ensure that the project servicing charges are regularly fixed at a level which adequately covers the real costs of FAO administration.
Recommendation 7.8: The FAO Technical Cooperation Programme should remain demand-driven but indicative working allocation criteria based on country need and track record in effectiveness of utilisation of resources should be developed and applied by the secretariat. TCP funds should be allocated by region using published criteria and regional representatives should be responsible for country allocations within the agreed national medium-term priority frameworks.
Recommendation 7.9: The adequacy and independence of audit should be ensured. Although well-performing in many respects, several systemic weaknesses in FAO’s audit function merit attention.
Recommendation 7.10: FAO’s evaluation function should be made independent on similar lines to that of the IFAD model, continuing the line already set by the Governing Bodies in 2003. This would also enable easier integration of the evaluation functions of the three Rome based agencies should this be agreed upon at a later date.

Chapter 8: Administration, Human Resources and Finance

Administration: The Organization and its Members can be credited with recognizing the importance of attaining efficiency savings in the area of administration as well as technical programmes. FAO can also be commended for taking a number of positive actions, such as quantifying savings over the years and establishing a new framework for capturing efficiencies. However, although the administration of FAO performs very well in the application of FAO’s regulations and approved procedures, this is achieved through high transaction costs that translate into high direct costs and into additional hidden costs through the transfer of administrative tasks from administrative divisions to FAORs, technical departments and decentralized offices. The administrative system is also characterized by a general absence of client focus in administrative systems, low levels of delegated authority.

FAO’s administration causes substantial negative effects on the Organization’s technical work and its external image. It promotes a risk-averse institutional culture. Technical and FAOR staff spend a lot of time trying to meet administrative requirements and overcome administrative hurdles in matters such as hiring able consultants in a timely fashion. Maintaining the necessary staff technical competencies is also an issue made more difficult by rigidities in the administrative and human resources systems and inadequate planning for staff development.

Increasing delegations of authority should help, but many more steps and much more ambitious measures will be required for FAO to become the kind of dynamic and agile organization that is needed to meet the challenges of the new development context outlined in Chapter 2. Relatively modest  approaches will not achieve what is needed. A systemic, root and branch approach aimed at a shift in the institutional culture will be required.
Finance: FAO’s current financial situation is dire. It is manifesting itself as both a liquidity crisis and as one of insufficient reserves and provisions. The liquidity or cash flow problem has been deteriorating steadily, forcing the Organization to borrow increasingly large amounts of money. This is due principally to the timing of the arrival of assessed contribution payments by members. The long-term financial soundness of FAO will require new approaches and financial support from members and a more systematic and institutionalized approach to financial risk management.

Technology: FAO has devoted substantial incremental resources to information technologies and has made progress in recent years. New investments are continuing. Nevertheless, many serious problems exist. Lack of overall coherence has led to an unnecessary and costly fragmentation of systems throughout the Organization and to an unnecessarily bureaucratic division of labour between systems development and maintenance. There is no up-to-date inventory which reduces the ability to develop strategies and policies, nor is there a protocol for recording system changes. More generally, IT governance needs to be strengthened. A rigorous risk analysis, although now well advanced, remains to be completed.
Permanent Representatives have no access to management information, even though it would be easy to download relevant material from other standard reporting areas. If the FAO Permanent Representatives’ website contained management information relevant to their needs, FAO would go a long way to meeting the demand for greater transparency. 
Transparency: The lack of individual accountability, transparency and trust in the FAO administration leads to high direct and indirect costs, including those associated with a risk averse institutional culture. The recommendations outlined below can contribute to such change but, as with all programmes of institutional culture change, strong leadership from the very top will be essential.
Recommendations
Recommendation 8.1: A comprehensive root-and-branch review should be undertaken on all aspects of the Organization’s human and financial resources management and administration. The review should be facilitated by a contracted external agency specialized in institutional analysis and cultural reform. The review should be guided by the modernization of the Human Resources Management Division. Rules and procedures should be simplified as much as possible. There should be a substantial shift from ex ante to ex post controls as well as rewards for initiative and performance at both the group and individual levels.

Recommendation 8.2: The IEE recommends alignment of recruitment, staff development and promotion criteria into a single and more coherent human resources policy framework.
Recommendation 8.3: Contracting modalities should be designed to respond to the rapidly changing context in which FAO works by increasing staffing flexibility to respond to shifts in technical competency requirements and geographic placements, while also delivering the highest possible quality to FAO’s clients in the most cost-effective way.
Recommendation 8.4: Clear responsibility levels for recruitment should be established.
Recommendation 8.5: Achieving geographic balance and gender balance: The Director-General should continue to hold overall responsibility for achieving these balances, but within a more inclusive framework of delegated responsibilities. To this end, ADGs or their equivalent should be required to meet general targets set on a broad regional basis (for geographical balance) and FAO’s medium-term target of 35 percent for gender balance, together with a high priority target of achieving 35 percent women in management and FAOR posts.
Recommendation 8.6: Performance management: The IEE endorses the broad thrust of the new performance appraisal approach set out by the Human Resources Management Division, particularly its emphasis on staff development. However, the IEE strongly recommends that should be introduced as quickly as possible. Furthermore, the IEE recommends that performance appraisal begin at the top with the Director-General, the Deputy Director-General and the Assistant Directors-General. The corporate performance objectives should be set by the Governing Bodies and the Director General’s achievements assessed against these and reported to Governing Bodies, as should those of other senior staff.
Recommendation 8.7: Staff incentives: A proposal for limited financial incentives should be studied for possible introduction into FAO on a low-cost, trial basis. In the absence of a financial reward system, the IEE recommends introduction of a range of non-financial incentives (i.e. recognition awards, special learning opportunities, part sabbaticals, and so forth) for exceptional performance. 

Recommendation 8.8: Training: Increase the overall resources for training in FAO, which are still relatively small for a knowledge-based institution. Decrease the amount of training for language and basic office skills (which can be expected on recruitment) The IEE especially recommends significant investments in management training to equip FAO managers with leadership skills and the capabilities required to respond with flexibility to the new and changing circumstances confronting FAO.
Recommendation 8.9: Outpost one Administrative Officer to each department: to act as an administrative problem-solver and more generally to stimulate and assure client focus approaches to the technical divisions. This should be done in a balanced manner; for example, small departments might initially share one support officer. 
Recommendation 8.10: Two different procurement policies should be developed for supporting first and second phase emergency response respectively, focusing on ex-post controls and tolerating a higher level of risk for first phase responses.
Recommendation 8.11: The IEE supports the concept of a Chief IT Officer and consolidation of all IT functions into one division (the Information Technology Division – see Chapter 6) under him/her. 
Recommendation 8.12: A comprehensive risk assessment should be undertaken for the IT structure in

Country Offices and Liaison Offices. As a precursor to improved risk management, Oracle-based Financials should be deployed to Country Offices as soon as technically feasible and with appropriate training in use
Recommendation 8.13: FAO leadership should use the challenge and opportunity presented by the transition to IPSAS to achieve significant efficiencies and improved effectiveness in all areas (technical, financial, systems, governance) Full integration of the supporting systems needs to be pursued more vigorously so as to link strategic and programme accountability processes with financial management and financial reporting requirements.
Recommendation 8.14 The Organization should consider the introduction of accounting and budgeting in Euros and US dollars and possibly accounting for extra-budgetary funds in Euros, US dollars and possibly other currencies as part of the project to introduce IPSAS.
Recommendation 8.15: FAO must develop an institutionalized strategy for financial risk management, guided by clear distinctions between what lies within management’s authority (i.e. financial strategy and approaches) and what requires specific authorization by the Council (i.e. financial policy). The objective is not to create bureaucratic impediments, but to prevent the Organization from accidentally taking on unnecessary financial risk and to provide protection to the Organization and its staff.

Recommendation 8.16: The consequences to FAO of arrears and of major payments arriving late in the fiscal cycle are severe, not only in the cost of borrowing but also in damage to programme efficiency and effectiveness. With this in view, the IEE recommends that FAO continue its policy and practice of borrowing in order to address liquidity shortfalls and that FAO’s website should show the arrears and late payments situation by country, updated on a monthly basis. As set out in current provisions, the voting rights of countries in arrears should be suspended and no exceptions granted. Similarly, citizens of countries in arrears should not be eligible for appointment to FAO posts. Finally, it is recommended that eligibility for new TCP grants should be suspended for countries in arrears.
Recommendation 8.17: The possibility for roll over of a relatively small proportion of working funds between biennia should be introduced in FAO.

Recommendation 8.18: Continue funding all under-funded long term after service liabilities which are presently in the order of US$445 million. Within this objective, accelerate the provisioning and earmarking of funds to cover after-service liabilities.

Recommendation 8.19: Through the recently created Inter-Institution Coordination Committee (IICC), pursue opportunities for further activities with WFP and IFAD:

a) a policy framework should be developed, based on the concept of organizational neutrality and using the existing strengths of each agency. 
b) levels of security staffing should be re-examined in the light of comparator data showing FAO to have high staff levels, with a view to outsourcing a proportion; and 
c) travel services in particular present a major opportunity and are being jointly tendered with IFAD. The IEE recommends undertaking a joint feasibility study under the IICC, with the participation of outside consultants, before any new contracts are negotiated with travel agencies.

Recommendation 8.20: It is also recommended that:
a) in an era of security uncertainties, a stand-by business continuity plan should be part of overall risk assessment and planning. At a minimum, it should cover core human resources activities, payroll, building management, communications and key financial activities including field accounts; and

b) the Commissary and Credit Union should be run by independent boards, appropriately representing the users. Each board should include a representative of the Director-General to protect the interests and reputation of FAO. 

