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1 Executive Summary 

1. On the occasion of the 16th FAO/Italy Consultative Committee in July 2002, and following a proposal by the FAO Assistant Director General for Technical Cooperation, FAO and Italy agreed to carry out a desk-review of the FAO/Italy Cooperative Programme. Matters of concern to both DGCS and FAO were mainly the lack of coherent programming and management of Italian funding of FAO work, modalities for project identification and monitoring and delays in the project cycle. In April 2003 a team was set-up for this purpose, including representatives of the Directorate General for Development Cooperation (DGCS) and FAO Evaluation Service. 

2. The period covered by the analysis, as agreed by the parties, was from January 1996 to June 2003, and the study was carried out through interviews, archive research, analysis of project files, data research and analysis through FAO databases. 

3. Italian contributions are channelled to support one general Italian Trust Fund programme and two specific programmes, respectively the Food Security and Food Safety Global Trust Fund and the Decentralized Cooperation Programme, which have quite distinct organizational arrangements in FAO.  The study focused on the general Italian Trust Fund, and it confirms to a large extent that concerns raised by both parties are real weaknesses.  Thus, main recommendations  reported below refer to the general Italian Trust Funds, except where otherwise stated.

4. The Team recommends that the Technical Cooperation Department of FAO should quickly develop a draft proposal for an FAO-Italy cooperation strategy to be discussed with DGCS. This should take account of Italian geographical and technical interests and emphasise FAO Strategic Framework priorities at field level. The strategy, which could be revised every 4-5 years, should become the reference document for any decision concerning allocation of funds. The strategy will be of major assistance not only in guiding the programme, but in communicating the purpose and coherence of the programme to the Italian authorities, press and interest groups. 

5. Within this strategy, the priority sectors of the funding could be revised, to include fields of intervention more complementary to the Italian bilateral aid strategy on rural and agricultural development. Attention could be given to the support of regional or global initiatives for which FAO, as an international organization, has an undisputed advantage in its role of honest broker, as well as to fund initiatives in fields of intervention for which FAO is renowned as a centre of excellence (fisheries, forestry, IPM, etc.).

6. The Team considers that enhanced coherence among all Italian funds would be best addressed through the FAO/Italy Consultative Committee. This should meet once per year at the policy level, and at least twice each year at the working-level. The working-level meetings would include FAO Technical Departments as appropriate and the Italian services concerned, who would review both project ideas and project proposals against the strategy and prepare the policy level meeting. The political level meeting would then mainly focus on discussion of strategy and endorsement of specific initiatives identified through the working level meetings. 

7. In relation to the need for DGCS/FAO Desk to have a body providing it with technical advisory services, a new arrangement, tentatively called the Italian Advisory Group (IAG), could usefully be established, under the overall coordination of the TCAP/Italy Desk. Main characteristics would be:

· it should consist of a core team of three to four independent and highly-reputed Italian consultants, recruited through a transparent selection process involving all parties concerned;

· the team would be contracted on a basis which would ensure their prompt availability when required, although full-time engagement should not be necessary;

· criteria for the teams should take into consideration seniority, field experience, independence of judgement and knowledge of both FAO and DGCS working procedures;

· the team’s composition should meet the necessary requirements for technical and management knowledge and experience, to implement the strategy elaborated and approved by both parties. Also, gender balance should be pursued in the selection process; 

· additional sectoral needs would be covered through the recruitment whenever necessary of short-term consultants, also recruited through a transparent process of selection. This would provide an opportunity for involving Italian institutions as a source of highly specialised expertise;

· the team should be physically and organizationally situated in FAO (TCAP), so as to have easy access to the technical departments with which a continuous dialogue is necessary, as well as access to FAO's information; and

· the composition of the core team would be decided in the light of the strategy proposed above and FAO should draft a proposal for the mandate and composition of the IAG, to be discussed with DGCS. 

8. Although DGCS suggested to the Team that all Italian Trust Funds be brought under the same Desk in FAO, the Team’s opinion is that though more consistent coordination among these three entities should be pursued through the FAO/Italy Consultative Committee, as discussed above, bringing together the three funds would not improve their management and overall efficiency, as they relate to quite different organizational arrangements within FAO.

9. There are problems of programme monitoring and management by the FAO/Italy Trust Fund desk in FAO/TC. The main cause seems to be insufficient human resources to cope with the workload. Staff responsible for managing the Italian Trust Fund are paid through the latter, but these staff also have other duties. The Team suggests that this Desk be entrusted solely with the management of the Italian Trust Fund programme. FAO should analyse any further need in terms of human resources, and discuss with DGCS how these can be made available.

10. The mandate of this Desk should be strengthened by stressing its responsibility in the production of regularly updated overall monitoring reports on the state of advancement of on-going and pipeline projects. Also, in collaboration with AFF, it should regularly provide the Donor with the updated financial status of all projects, in an effort toward more transparency and accountability and to facilitate planning of the use of annual Italian contributions. In this regard, it is noted that under present average contributions to the regular Trust Fund, and bearing in mind project durations of 3-5 years, not more than 20% of these can be earmarked for new initiatives.

11. It is proposed that FAO also define with DGCS new procedures to be followed for the improvement of the overall management of the Programme. In particular, it is suggested that stronger coordination take place between the Italian Embassies and the FAO Representations in the beneficiary countries, also aimed at selecting the most suitable budget - multilateral or multi-bilateral - for the specific projects identified. It is suggested that there is greater scope for multi-bilateral cooperation. Once TCAP verifies the coherence of the new proposals with the agreed strategy, FAO priorities and the preliminary informal interest of DGCS, the proposal will be further elaborated or submitted to the Consultative Committee for initial endorsement. The Italian Advisory Group, responsible for advising DGCS on the technical endorsement of the new project, could participate in the project formulation, which remains a full FAO responsibility.

12. Selection and recruitment of project staff, partly because of high turnover and sometimes less than optimal professional quality, is the single step which was clearly identified as a cause of heavy delays in project implementation: significant improvement could possibly be attained through wider transparency in the overall process, including making regular use of Italian newspapers and of the web-sites of DGCS, FAO and Italian institutions to publicize vacancies, as well as through better coordination among FAO concerned divisions and the Italian side. It could also be envisaged to include DGCS representatives in the selection panels.

13. A useful tool to improve project quality and effectiveness would be to systematically require independent tripartite evaluations. This would allow more in-depth and objective contribution to project implementation, more transparency in fund use and better feed-back for formulation of new projects within the FAO/Italy Cooperative Programme. 

14. Potential contribution to sustainable development should be the leading parameter in the use of the FAO-Italy Trust Funds and in design of projects. More attention should be paid to lessons learned through project implementation and evaluations.

15. The need for greater visibility and transparency is acknowledged by all the parties. Given the complexity of the issue, it is recommended that FAO drafts for further discussion a communication strategy for enhancing the visibility of the Italian contribution to FAO work. 

2 Introduction

1. On the occasion of the 16th meeting of the FAO/Government of Italy Consultative Committee on Development Cooperation in July 2002 (CC), the Assistant Director General for Technical Cooperation (TC-ADG) emphasized “from the technical point of view, the importance of having a strategic and programmatic approach. Moreover, he proposed to modify the approval procedures of the projects to reflect the present needs of the FAO/Government of Italy Cooperative Programme and informed that an audit/evaluation of the FAO/Italy Programme would be carried out in order to assess its effectiveness, the role and cost/benefit of the FAO/Italy Technical Panel and to produce recommendations for reform.”

2. The Director-General of the Directorate General for Development Cooperation (DGCS) of the Italian Ministry of Foreign Affairs accepted the proposal and agreed in reviewing the present joint mechanism for the overall management of the Programme. Further, he “concurred with the new approach proposed by FAO for strategic coherence and for an enhanced management and monitoring..", he proposed "to approve new initiatives only according to the funds presently available, in order to consolidate a situation, in the forthcoming years, where the yearly contribution would be allocated exclusively to new initiatives" and he suggested that "A new Committee should be established for the identification, formulation, and monitoring of projects, as well as for the selection of experts.” Finally, the Director General of DGCS “expressed the importance of the visibility of the Programme and of the dissemination of related information”.

3. Therefore, in April 2003 a team was set-up, under the supervision of a senior FAO evaluation officer, Mr John Markie. The team included a representative of the Italian Government, Mr Francesco Badioli, a representative of FAO/Evaluation Service, Ms Tullia Aiazzi, and one FAO junior consultant, Mr Ugo Pica Ciamarra. The team worked at FAO HQ and at DGCS. The period under analysis, as agreed by the parties, was from January 1996 to June 2003 and the study was carried out through interviews, archive research, analysis of project files, data research and analysis through FAO databases (Oracle, Persys, FPMIS, PBEE database). Insofar as possible, all sources of information are quoted and data presented have been counterchecked with responsible offices and services at FAO and DGCS.

4. The present document is the Final Report, including FAO/TC comments and observations formulated on a previous draft, circulated inside FAO in July 2003. 
3 Background and Context 

3.1 The agreement between FAO and Italy for the ordinary Trust Fund

5. Strong collaboration between FAO and Italy in technical cooperation was given impetus by a new law on development cooperation approved in 1979 and implemented with allocation of funding beginning in 1981. Also in 1981 the Italian Government officially subscribed to the commitment to allocate 0.7% of the GNP to ODA by 1990. Within this framework, in April 1982 the General Trust Fund Agreement between the Government of Italy (GoI) and FAO was signed. This agreement, together with the Supplementary Agreement concluded in January 1985, provides the overall framework for the identification, selection and implementation of projects to be executed by FAO with the financial support of the Italian Government, under so called "multilateral" arrangements.

6. In general terms, the FAO-Italy Agreement does not differ from similar agreements with other donors
. It defines the responsibilities and procedures for the selection and approval of projects and programmes, the organization of monitoring and supervision activities and relevant reporting tools, and the appropriate measures ensuring transparent and sound financial management and control in the use of the received resources. It should be noted that Article 5, comma 9 of the FAO-Italy Agreement states: “If the Government wishes to suggest the involvement of Italian experts, concerns, institutions or subcontractors, which are particularly qualified to provide the services or equipment required, FAO shall give the Government’s suggestions every consideration in accordance with its rules and regulations.”

7. The Supplementary Agreement defines more in-depth the procedures for project approval, as well as the details for the transfer of the Italian financial contributions to FAO. In this document, mention is made of the opening of two accounts, the Italy General Income Account (GINC) and the Italy General Interest Account (GINT): the former is to be used as deposit account for the funds-in-trust made available to FAO by Italy, whereas the latter will be used as deposit “for the interest earned on the temporarily unutilized balance of funds deposited in the GINC.” The Italian annual contribution to the Trust Fund (TF) is a lump sum paid into GINC, from which funds are drawn according to each project requirement. This means that each year the “fresh funds” available for new initiatives depend on the difference between the actual contribution and the commitments for already on-going projects.

3.2 Strategies and priorities of the Italian bilateral Development Cooperation and of FAO

8. The Italian Ministry of Foreign Affairs regularly publishes the “Annual Report on Economic Development and Cooperation Policies”, which presents an overview of Italian Development Cooperation goals, commitments and accomplishments by source of funding (e.g. bilateral, multilateral, emergencies) and thematic areas (e.g. gender, health, food security). 

9. According to the preliminary 2002 Report, Italian bilateral cooperation covers a multiplicity of areas, ranging from gender issues to emergencies, civil rights, cultural heritage, health, institution building and food security. The Report also states that coordination is needed between bilateral and multilateral activities. In this respect, the FAO/Italy Consultative Committee repeatedly suggested that more coordination and common work be carried out among the three Rome-based UN Agencies (FAO, IFAD and WFP) under the framework of Italian multilateral contributions.

10. FAO strategy and priorities are set out in the Strategic Framework 2000-2015. The Global Goals of Members are defined as follows: reducing food insecurity and rural poverty so as to reduce the number of undernourished by half by no later than 2015; enhancing the role of agriculture and rural development to economic and social progress; and encouraging the sustainable use of natural resources. 

3.3 Italian sources of funding to FAO 

11. The FAO/Italy ordinary Trust Fund is the oldest tool of financial and technical collaboration between the two parties. Financial resources for the FAO Trust Fund are earmarked on an annual basis out of the voluntary multilateral funds of DGCS. Their use is then endorsed through the FAO/Italy Consultative Committee. In addition to this regular annual amount, DGCS also entrusts FAO with additional funds, agreed upon on a case-by-case basis, for the implementation of the so-called multi-bilateral projects. In these cases, financial resources are provided from the Italian bilateral cooperation funds at DGCS. This implies that FAO plays more the role of a contractor. The bilateral offices at DGCS, rather than the multilateral office, are responsible for the supervision and follow-up of these initiatives, and any residual funds available after project conclusion are transferred back to DGCS and cannot be accrued into GINC for later use. Through the ordinary Trust Fund, Italy has been traditionally one of the major contributors to the FAO/Government Cooperative Programme (GCP). Since 1981 it has financed approximately 200 projects, for a total cumulative budget of over 500 million US$. 

12. In addition to the ordinary Trust Fund, DGCS provides additional financial resources to another two trust funds. These are the Italian Decentralized Cooperation Programme, managed by SAD, Office of the Special Advisors, for a total approximate amount of US$ 2.3 million, and the special contribution of US$ 50 million, out of a total commitment for 100 million US$, to the Global Trust Fund for Food Security and Food Safety. This Trust Fund is managed by an ad-hoc team set-up inside TCAP.

13. Furthermore, the Ministero delle Politiche Agricole e Forestali (ministry for agriculture and forest policies) and the Ministero dell’Ambiente e della Tutela del Territorio (ministry of the environment) have provided funds for approximately 5 million US$, to implement specific projects, which are managed by the same TCAP Desk as the ordinary Trust Fund. 

14. The Italian Cooperation also provides important financial contributions to FAO emergency programme, through its Emergency Desk and budget line. FAO coordination arrangements are regarded as adequate.

4 The FAO/Italy ordinary Trust Fund: institutional set-up and procedures 

4.1 The institutional set-up of the FAO-Italy ordinary Trust Fund

4.1.1 The Consultative Committee

15. In May 1984 the FAO/Italy Consultative Committee on Development Cooperation (FAO/Italy CC) was established and is still operational. This Committee is entrusted with a broad mandate:

· oversee the activities of the FAO/Italy Cooperative Programme;

· provide policy guidance on priority areas of intervention;

· coordinate with the development policies of the Italian Government and FAO's priority; and

· ensure maximum efficiency in the use of available resources.

16. The FAO ADG for TC normally participates in the Committee meetings, as does the DG for DGCS. The Committee usually meets once per year. It is noted that this type of structure exists for all major FAO Trust Fund donors, who hold joint meetings with FAO at regular intervals, to discuss and endorse project proposals, but often have sessions at a more working level as well as policy discussion.

4.1.2 The Technical Review and Monitoring Panel

17. In 1984, Italy decided also to set-up the joint FAO/Italy Technical Review and Monitoring Panel (TP), which was established at FAO HQ. This was intended as a joint technical consultative body where a regular exchange of views would take place with regard to the formulation, implementation and evaluation of projects and programmes in line with the priorities defined by the FAO/Italy CC. The members were to be four from each side and the TP was to meet whenever required. A revised version of the Terms of Reference for the Technical Panel was drafted in May 1993, which includes the following main responsibilities: 

· participation in the identification of project proposals; 

· appraisal of project proposals; 

· provision of technical advice on ToR, mission reports, progress reports, draft Plans of Operations; 

· identify possible obstacles to proper project implementation.

18. The FAO members of the Panel were appointed in a personal capacity by FAO ADGs as technical experts, from among senior officers from the technical departments. Each of them had an alternate, also appointed in a personal capacity.

19. The work-load of the FAO and Italian Panel members differed: the FAO members played a role only on the occasion of the analysis and endorsement of the proposals, whereas the Italian members had a multiplicity of other tasks. Among these, the most important were as follows: 

· follow-up during implementation;

· participation in Tripartite Review missions and meetings on behalf of the Donor; and

· participation in the role of technical advisors of the Italian Mission/Italian delegations to FAO Governing Bodies and major events (e.g. World Food Summit). 

20. Although not explicitly stated, the Italian members of the TP had also another important role, namely to provide technical support to the FAO Desk of DGCS, which had to manage a growing programme without a corresponding growth of its internal human resources. In other words, the Italian side of the Panel has played for the DGCS the role of technical appraisal of multilateral projects with FAO, which in other donor organizations is played by their own ODA structure and staff.

21. The recruitment of Italian external experts for the follow-up of the Programme was preferred to the involvement of DGCS technical staff, apparently because the latter were already over-stretched due to the increasing volume of resources for bilateral cooperation. The choice of recruiting the Italian Panel members through contracts with FAO (on a WAE basis) was convenient because of the lack of adequate DGCS procedures for consultant recruitment
. 

22. The composition of the Italian Panel has changed over the years. Since 1992-93, the FAO desk at DGCS decided to renew the Italian team, and recruited three professors from the Italian academy, who also had experience in the field of development cooperation. The fourth expert, recruited in 1996, also had a wide academic experience. In 1997/98 and in 2000, two members left the Panel because of personal decisions. Over the period under analysis, the expertise the team provided was in the fields of agricultural economics, both at macro and micro levels, and forestry. The Panel effectively ceased to work in October 2001, when its last formal meeting was held, and since then it was de facto abolished.

4.1.3 The Italian desk in TCAP

23. Since June 1988 Italy, in recognition of the amount of work required to manage its Trust Fund and to make available adequate funds for the functioning of the Technical Panel, has earmarked resources for the improved management of the Trust Fund and the enhancement of its relevance and efficiency. A project is operational since then, responsible for the overall coordination of the identification, formulation, monitoring, appraisal, and review and evaluation of all Trust Fund projects, with the support of the Technical Panel. 

24. This project is managed by one office inside the Field Programme Development Service of the Policy Assistance Division in the Technical Cooperation Department (TCAP/Italy). The office is staffed with one full-time professional (P5 level) and one full-time GS staff as permanent human resources. Since September 1997, with the exception of 2001 (March 2001-March 2002) and two months in 2003 (February-April) a younger professional has also been part of the staff, recruited on a contractual basis. Other temporary consultants contribute occasionally to meet the Office mandate (elaboration of the Review of FAO/Italy Agricultural Development Projects, etc.). Funds for all staff responsible for managing the Programme are made available through the Trust Fund, similarly to other donor countries in FAO (Japan, Spain, and partially UK).

25. The mandate of the TCAP/Italy desk is as follows
: 

· Promote cooperation with funding sources, with a focus on mobilisation of resources for FAO extra-budgetary and operational activities, keep abreast of policies and trends in bilateral funding agencies and develop a co-operative arrangement with interested donors;

· Assist in the identification, formulation and appraisal of project proposals for eventual funding of the Italian Government;

· Prepare meetings with the donor, with particular attention to the meetings of the FAO/Government of Italy Consultative Committee and the FAO/Italy Technical Review and Monitoring Panel, including the preparation of the related background documentation;

· Prepare meetings scheduled within the projects under the programme, with specific references to Project Steering Committee meetings and Tri-Partite Review meetings, including the preparation of the relevant background documentation;

· Act as a budgetary focal point recognised by the Italian Government and up-date, with the assistance of FAO internal units, the financial tables related to the FAO/Government of Italy Cooperative Programme;

· Act as a liaison among Government of Italy, FAO/Italy technical Review Panel, authorities of hosting countries, Italian Institutions, ongoing field projects and other international Organisations; and

· Finally, the project prepares programming documents, policy papers and studies regarding cooperation with funding agencies.

4.2 The procedures of the FAO-Italy Trust Fund

26. FAO, according to the Agreement signed with Italy in 1982 “has the primary responsibility for selecting and processing project requests to be considered in the context of this Agreement.” In fact, with the exception of multi-bilateral and of a few multilateral projects which are proposed by the Italian side, projects to be financed by any Trust Fund are presented by FAO to the Donor through TCAP.

27. The decision-making body for the FAO/Italy Trust Fund is the Consultative Committee, whose approval is mandatory for any new initiative, including formulation missions, and for project extensions requiring additional funds. 

28. As mentioned above, the Technical Review and Monitoring Panel had the task of analysing the project proposals forwarded by FAO to the Donor. Until 1997, the TP endorsed projects from the technical point of view, before these were submitted to the FAO/Italy CC. Starting in 1997, the procedure started to change, and project proposals, sometimes still at a very basic level of formulation and providing only concise information on beneficiary country, background, objectives, timing and budget, were submitted first to the FAO/Italy CC. In this case, after the political endorsement, FAO would finalize (or formulate) the draft ProDocs and would present them to the TP for technical clearance. Under both circumstances, the Panel’s technical clearance was considered “unofficially mandatory” until 2000. Starting then, in fact, and in spite of the fact that no official decision was taken to stop its activity, lesser projects were sent to the Panel for endorsement. 

29. The changing pattern of this particular step in the approval procedure is shown here below:

· In 1997 and 1998, ten project extensions/second phases were approved once endorsed by the Panel, with the exception of three in 1998 which were technically approved by the TP afterwards.

· In 1999, the CC endorsed one project extension which had already been approved technically, and endorsed three new projects and one extension, all submitted later to the TP.

· From 2000 to 2002, the CC endorsed 13 new projects
 and 5 extensions/new phases
 and postponed decision on two proposals. Of these, one had been approved beforehand by the TP, nine were approved afterwards, and ten were not submitted to the TP. 

30. Inside the Panel, responsibility for the more detailed analysis and follow-up was done according to individual competence and experience. Informal technical discussions took place continuously between the responsible Italian and FAO Panel members, so as to reach a common agreement on projects' technical aspects. In many cases, the Italian Panel members conveyed also the informal opinion of DGCS on funding proposals, so as to avoid investment of resources on projects doomed to be refused.

31. It should be remembered that FAO technical departments are responsible for the formulation of the Project Document (ProDoc), and that the proposals to be submitted to the Italian TF undergo the same procedures as any other Trust Fund project in FAO. Therefore the usual FAO internal clearances (PPRC, PBEP when a waiver is required, etc.) have to be obtained before submitting the final draft ProDoc to the TP for technical clearance, or to the FAO/Italy CC for endorsement and budget earmarking.

32. Once the FAO/Italy bodies endorse one proposal, this is mailed to DGCS, through the Italian Mission to FAO (Rappresentanza Italiana presso la FAO). The Unità Tecnica Centrale (Central Technical Unit, UTC) of DGCS has no specific mandate or responsibility in the technical appraisal and follow-up of multilateral projects, except for multi-bilateral projects. 

33. Following the Donor official communication to FAO that a proposal has been finally approved, the internal FAO machinery can start to make the project operational.

34. During implementation, no specific procedures have been set-up for the FAO/Italy Trust Fund. As per FAO rules and DGCS request, all queries on any project event requiring the Donor’s approval have to be channelled to it through the TCAP/Italy Desk (see below). Tripartite Reviews are useful and appreciated occasions for direct involvement of the Donor into project activities, either directly from Rome or with a representative from the local Embassy of Italy. 

35. As per the agreement, FAO Financial Services should forward every year directly to the Rappresentanza d’Italia the financial statements for each project. Since Oracle was installed in FAO, this procedure has not been followed. In 1996, 2000 and 2001, the Italian side raised this issue on the occasion of the Consultative Committees, but FAO seems not to have taken any action. The Team asked AFF for the financial statements for GINC and GINT but at the time of finalisation of this Discussion Paper no reply has been received.

5 Programme management and effectiveness

5.1 The trend in project selection

36. Over the last twenty years, the financial resources available for the FAO/Italy ordinary Trust Fund have been quite variable. The 1980s witnessed an increase in the amount of Italian funds committed and a wider scope and objectives for the Programme. Over 100 projects were implemented world-wide, ranging from rural development to fishery, from livestock and animal health to planning and institutional support. 

37. In the 1990s, a reduction in available funds triggered a process of concentration in terms of technical sectors and geographic scope of intervention, which helped to give more consistency and coherence to the Programme. Indeed, in September 1995, the 8th Consultative Committee Meeting indicated that priority should be given to the following fields of intervention: Environment and Sustainable Development, Institutional Support and Policy Assistance; and Food Security. It also identified Sub-Saharan Africa, the Middle East and North Africa as priority areas of cooperation. In 1999, the Consultative Committee mentioned Genetic Resources, Remote Sensing and Fisheries as sectors of potential interest. In 2000, the Animal Health Sector was raised as deserving special relevance in the identification of new initiatives
 under the Programme, especially in the Horn of Africa. It should be noted that both sides at Consultative Committee level have repeatedly stressed the need for a more strategic programme approach.

38. The tables below, elaborated from the data of the Review Books, indicate that the present pattern of the FAO/Italy Trust Fund programme fits rather coherently with FAO Strategic Framework (SF), with the geographical priorities of the Italian Development Cooperation and with the sector priorities established by the Consultative Committee. 

	Table 1. FAO/Italy Trust Fund technical initiatives by main activity, 1995-2002

	Project category
	1995/1996
	1998/1999
	2001/2002
	2001-2002/

1995-1996

	Number of projects

	Institutional support & policy assistance
	14 

(40.0 %)
	8

(29.6 %)
	11

(40.7 %)
	-3

(-21.4 %)

	Environment & sustainable development
	16

(45.7 %)
	10

(37.0 %)
	9

(33.3 %)
	-7

(-43.8 %)

	Food security
	5

(14.3 %)
	9

(33.4 %)
	7

(26.0 %)
	+2

(+0.4 %)

	Grand total
	35

(100.0 %)
	27

(100.0 %)
	27

(100.0 %)
	-8

(-22.8 %)

	Budget in US$

	Institutional Support  and Policy Assistance
	53,044,447

(37.8 %)
	22,156,454

(24.8 %)
	21,615,590

(34.8 %)
	-31,428,857

(-59.2 %)

	Environment and Sustainable Development
	74,222,058
(52.9 %)
	53,802,900
(60.3 %)
	29,967,497

(48.2 %)
	-44,254,561

(-59.6 %)

	Food Security
	12,909,444

(9.3 %)
	13,324,897

(14.9 %)
	10,598,454

(17.0 %)
	-2,310,990

(-17.9 %)

	Grand total
	140,175,949

(100.0 %)
	89,284,251

(100.0 %)
	62,181,541

(100.0 %)
	-77,994,408

(-55.6 %)

	Source: elaborated from FAO/Italy Cooperative Programme Review Books, 1995/96, 1998/99, 2001/02


	Table 2. FAO/Italy Trust Fund technical initiatives: geographical distribution, 1995-2002

	Geographical area
	1995/1996
	1998/1999
	2001/2002
	2001-2002/

1995-1996

	Number of projects

	Africa
	15

(42.9 %)
	13

(48.1 %)
	11

(40.7 %)
	-4

(-26.6 %)

	Asia
	5

(14.3 %)
	5

(18.5 %)
	6

(22.2 %)
	+1

(+20.0 %)



	Latin America
	4 

(11.4 %)
	1

(3.7 %)
	1

(3.7 %)
	-3

(-75.0 %)

	Middle East and North Africa
	7 

(20.0 %)
	5

(18.5 %)
	6

(22.2 %)
	-1

(-14.3 %)

	Eastern Europe
	3

(8.6 %)
	2

(7.4 %)
	2

(7.4 %)
	-1

(-33.3 %)

	International
	1

(2.9 %)
	1

(3.7 %)
	1

(3.7 %)
	0

(0.0 %)

	Grand total
	35

(100 %)
	27

(100 %)
	27

(100%)
	-8

(-22.8%)


Table 2 cont.

	Geographical area
	1995/1996
	1998/1999
	2001/2002
	2001-2002/

1995-1996

	Budget in US$

	Africa
	74,062,413

(52.8 %)
	53,100.898

(59.5 %)
	20,012,182

(35.4 %)
	-54,050,231

(-73.0 %)

	Asia
	20,356,056

(14.5 %)
	13,396.703

(15.0 %)
	8,599,397

(13.8 %)
	14,756,659

(-57.8 %)

	Latin America
	13,051,606

(9.3 %)
	1,867,438

(2.1 %)
	602,313

(1.0 %)
	-12,499,293

(-95.4 %)

	Middle East and North Africa
	18,913,562

(13.5 %)
	10,976,448

(12.3 %)
	27,130,734*

(43.6 %)
	+8,217,162

(+43.4 %)

	Eastern Europe
	8,074,831

(5.8 %)
	7,883,903

(8.8 %)
	5,584,143

(5.8 %)
	-2,490,688

(-30.8 %)

	International
	5,717,481

(4.1 %)
	2,058,861

(2.3 %)
	252,772

(0.4 %)
	-5,717,481

(-95.6 %)

	Grand total
	140,175,949

(100 %)
	89,284,251

(100 %)
	62,181,541

(100 %)
	-77,994,408

(-55.6 %)

	Source: elaborated from FAO/Italy Cooperative Programme Review Books, 1995/96, 1998/99, 2001/02


39. Tables 1 and 2 highlight a decreasing trend of the Italian contribution to FAO activities
. Between 1995/96 and 2001/02 the number of projects and funds released have decreased by approximately 23% and 55% respectively. Further, at the beginning of this period, the sectors receiving higher attention, both in terms of number of projects and allocated budget, were Institutional Support and Sustainable Development. However, over the last few years, Food Security has gained importance, especially against Environment and Sustainable Development. 

40. In relation to the FAO SF, 17% of the funds are allocated to Food Security and 48% of the funds go to Environment and Sustainable Development. The third category, Institutional Support and Policy Assistance, which receives 35% of the funds, includes some projects meeting FAO second Global Goal. Furthermore, in 2002 Italy contributed also 50 million US$ to the Global Trust Fund for Food Security and Food Safety. 

41. In terms of geographic priorities, Sub-Saharan Africa, the Middle East and North Africa have been the major beneficiaries of the FAO-Italian multilateral cooperation. Today they account for approximately 63% of projects and 79% of total budget. Also, seventeen project initiatives out of 46 (37%) have a regional or international scope of action. In comparison, 63% of the 2001 Italian bilateral funds are invested in Africa, the Middle East and North Africa. Latin America presents however a different picture: it receives 15% of the 2001 bilateral budget, against 1% under the Italian contribution to FAO.

42. Also, responding to a wish expressed by the Italian side on several occasions, over this period long-standing projects initiated in the first half of the ‘90s have been brought to their conclusion, and 16 new initiatives have been identified and launched, four of which under the SPFS umbrella. 

43. Last, although coordination between the Italian bilateral ODA and the FAO-Italy Cooperative Programme is not frequent, there are two projects (Support to CBOs in Sahelian countries and Water and Soil Conservation in Tunisia) aiming at contributing to wider bilateral Italian Programmes. Also, it may happen that some initiatives identified by the Italian side are funded through the Cooperative Programme on the multilateral budget line, mostly because of the guarantees FAO offers in terms of implementation capacity and structure (e.g. the support to Cuban Agriculture University, the support to livestock export in the Horn of Africa).

5.2 The Italian financial contribution to the Trust Fund

44. Over the period 1996 – 2002, the Italian contribution to the ordinary FAO/Italy Trust Fund amounts to 157,5 million US$, with an average annual contribution of 22 million US$. The 2001 budget increase was explicitly directed at financing activities related to the World Food Summit – Five Years Later.

	Table 3. Italian transfers 1996-2002 to the FAO/Italy ordinary Trust Fund, by source of funding (multilateral and multi-bilateral budget lines), in million US$

	Year
	Trust Fund (multilateral)
	Trust Fund 

(multi-bilateral)
	Total 
	Total, constant  1996 value

	1996
	13.0
	25.0
	38.0
	38.0

	1997
	9.4
	0.3
	9.7
	9.5

	1998
	8.6
	0.8
	9.4
	9.1

	1999
	8.2
	16.2
	24.4
	23.3

	2000
	7.8
	11.2
	19.0
	17.8

	2001
	10.4
	44.6
	55.0
	50.4

	2002
	10.6
	1.4
	12.0
	10.8

	Total
	58.0
	99.5
	157.5
	158,9

	Source: elaborated from Government of Italy, Note verbali to FAO, 1996-2002.


45. These funds have been used to finance projects started before 1996, but still operational, and to launch new initiatives. As per Table 4 here below, between January 1996 and June 2003 seventy-eight projects, structured in 63 initiatives, have been operational, for a total budget amounting to over 185 million US$. Forty-seven initiatives - 75% of the total number and 95% of the budget - are defined as "technical", whereas sixteen - 25% of the total number and 5% of the budget - are "non technical" initiatives
. Budget disbursement (delivery) for completed technical projects averages 96.2%. For further details, refer to Annex 4.

	Table 4. FAO/Italy Trust Fund Projects, budgets of on-going projects for the period January 1996 -June 2003

	Type of projects
	Projects

(number)
	Projects

(%)
	Budget

million US$
	Budget

(%)

	Technical
	47
	74.6
	178,177,893
	95.3

	Non-technical
	16
	25.4
	8,834,219
	4.7

	Grand total
	63
	100
	187,012,112
	100

	Source: elaborated from Oracle Data Warehouse, Projects Financial Statements, time-span 1997-2015, data collected on 19-20/6/2003.


46. As of June 2003, twenty-three technical projects are operational: three of them started before 1996 (Africover, the Nile Basin and Rangeland Management in Syria), other five started before January 2000 and nine of them should come to an end in 2003. The total budget for the 23 on-going projects amounts to almost 53 million US$. The average
 annual disbursement for these on-going projects amounts to approximately 14 million US$.

5.3 The Consultative Committee and the Technical Panel role in the management of the Programme

47. From December 1997
 to July 2002 the Consultative Committee met seven times, endorsed 16 new projects, extended and approved second phases and/or follow-ups for 17 projects, terminated 2 projects before planned and, in four cases, it requested updated drafts and further analyses. 

48. During the same period the TP met for 19 official meetings and discussed 34 technical projects, some of them more than once (total 56 items of discussion). In eleven cases, endorsement was granted without further comments; in 28 cases, endorsement was granted with amendments to be made by FAO prior to forwarding the proposal to the Donor; in fifteen cases, the proposal had to be re-submitted (once or twice) to the TP before being endorsed. The Agreed Minutes report that the Panel discussion during the appraisal of projects proposals concerned mostly their technical relevance and budget allocations. 

49. According to the opinion of the Panel members interviewed during the present desk review, the workings of the Panel have been constructive and balanced even though contrasting views emerged on a number of occasions. In particular, the Italian Panel members report to have frequently commented upon the lack of a proper Logical Framework, indicators included, in FAO standard project documents. Former FAO Panel members consider that their joint work posed continuous intellectual challenges and raised the level of technical discussion about the projects under analysis. At the same time, the common work and frequent presence of the Italian Panel members in FAO HQ helped resolve misunderstandings which inevitably happen between parties and speed up meetings and project approvals. 

50. Besides the joint work, whenever speaking of the effectiveness and usefulness of the Italian Technical Panel, its role as technical advisor to the FAO Desk at the DGCS should be kept in mind as its main, although not explicit, task. Indeed, we could go as far as to consider that Desk as the primary “client” and beneficiary of the Italian Panel. The responsible officer in charge since 1997 agrees with this statement and stresses how the Panel contribution was precious and crucial to take informed decisions concerning the overall Programme and the individual projects. Also, apparently the Panel work has contributed substantially to a more rational use of financial available resources.

51. Furthermore, one of the TP’s tasks was supposed to be the monitoring of projects, although this was not clearly stated in the ToR accepted the proposal and agreed in reviewing the present joint mechanism for the overall management of the Programme and . This task was never intensive and regular, for a number of reasons: lack of adequate resources, lack of indicators in ProDocs, vague definition of roles and responsibilities, lack of methodological guidelines, etc. Within this context, the monitoring function was carried out mostly on occasion of the Tripartite Review meetings (TPR), when the Italian Panel member and the FAO technical officer responsible for a specific project would visit it, before holding a joint meeting with the national Government and the project representatives. 

52. Nevertheless, the Italian Panel members were intensively busy with what could be called "co-management", rather than monitoring, of a number of projects for which they had specific technical competences. In fact, in these cases the expert used to follow-up closely, sometimes on a weekly if not daily basis, the project implementation, providing technical advice and support to the FAO officer in charge at HQ.

53. FAO officers who were in close contact with the FAO-Italy Panel generally use highly appreciative words to define the contribution made by the Italian Panel members to the daily management of projects. In this respect, the Panel members contributed effectively to the technical and political management of the projects, provided continuous high level backstopping and brought an authoritative leverage to the discussions with the national governments and project staff. Furthermore, the Italian Panel members ensured on behalf of the Donor the continuity in management and background knowledge of projects, which is apparently lacking with other donors. 

54. All FAO officers interviewed have stressed how important have been the confidence built through the continuous dialogue, the in-depth knowledge and the historical memory of projects and procedures, for the success of the common work. This added value would be lost, as again apparently happens with other donors, if every time new consultants were recruited for ad-hoc expertise.

55. The Team did not look at the content and impact of the work carried out by the Panel members in their role of technical experts of the Italian Delegation to the FAO Governing Bodies and to the WFS, although there are accurate records of this activity in the files of project GCP/INT/630/ITA.

5.4 The arrangements for the management of the Programme

56. As mentioned above, the FAO/Italy Cooperative Programme is managed through a specific GCP project. GCP/INT/470/ITA was made operational in 1989, and through a second phase approved in 1995 it became GCP/INT/630/ITA, still active at present. In 2001, the Consultative Committee approved an extension with additional funds. Present NTE date is April 2004. 

57. For the period 1996-2002, the total cost of the project amounts to almost 4 million US$, or 2.4% of the total Italian contribution to the ordinary Trust Fund for the same period. From the breakdown of expenses, almost 44% of this budget was employed for recruitment of consultants, including the Italian Panel members; approximately 21% was allocated to travel expenses; and 20% for the salaries of full-time staff at HQ. The remaining 20% accounts for support costs, office equipment, training, etc. 

58. It should be noted that the annual expenditures show a negative trend: in 2002 total expenditures are half of those in the peak year, 1996, due to the reduction since 2001 of the Panel activities. Indeed, the last ProDoc approved in 2001 does not consider the assistance to the Technical Panel anymore as a main project activity, although it does maintain a substantial budget for external consultants (41% of total budget including travel costs). 

59. As mentioned above, responsibilities for managing this project include the continuous dialogue with the DGCS and FAO technical divisions, on all aspects of the programme relevant to the Donor, from the approval of projects proposal to the organization of Tripartite Reviews and evaluation missions, to the daily management of projects, including the provision of monitoring information. The Desk at TCAP responsible for its management is also responsible for liaising between FAO and UNDCP and UNFPA, activity absorbing approximately 20% of the staff time. In this respect, it must be remembered that this Office is fully paid through the Italian Trust Fund, which does not seem to be the case for any other donor in FAO. Although the Italian Government wishes that staff in this Office be fully incorporated into FAO staff, at the same time it would desire more exclusive attention to its Programme, all the more so given its size and importance.

60. Indeed, the Team has direct evidence that, given the work-load this office has to deal with, present human resources is heavily stretched and does not always manage to meet requests from the Technical Divisions, FAORs and DGCS in a timely way. Although the office generally responds reasonably promptly to queries on specific projects, it does not seem to have the time to prepare consolidated reports and analysis on the overall programme, which is part of its mandate. 

61. In this respect, the Team had a number of difficulties in building up an updated list of Italian funded on-going projects for the period under analysis, with accurate data on budgets, starting and closing dates of projects, etc. Although FPMIS is potentially a very useful tool for this type of information, discrepancies exist between information recorded in it, financial information from Oracle and actual project status and relevant documents (budget revisions, reports, etc.).

5.5 Procedures for projects approval and implementation 

62. The Team has carried out a detailed analysis of the procedures, and their timing, to be followed from the first identification/draft formulation of a proposal to its approval and full operational status, over 15 technical and 2 non technical projects
. At the same time, the analysis of delays in starting and closing date was carried out on all the projects on-going during the period 1996-2003. Results are discussed here below.

63. The analysis has taken as square one, the approval of a project proposal by the FAO/Italy Consultative Committee, according to the main procedure since 1999. In this respect, the DGCS would appreciate being presented with a wider range of projects by FAO, so as to be able to select initiatives for funding from a wider pool and through a more open and transparent process.

5.5.1 Approval by the Technical Panel

64. Once a ProDoc is submitted to the FAO-Italy Panel for its technical endorsement, the length of time before final approval varied between 15 days and 4 months, and averages two months for 11 projects. In the case of one of the most controversial projects submitted to the TP, the SPFS in DR Korea, two months elapsed from the first submission of the ProDoc to the TP, to its final endorsement.

65. Since 2000, when the Technical Panel slowly ceased to operate, ten new proposals have been submitted to the Donor. Of these, only three were analysed in detail by the Team: in two cases the approval procedure took 4 months, and in the third case, it took 9 months
. 

5.5.2 Final approval by DGCS

66. Once the Panel endorses the new initiative (new project or extension/second phase) from the technical point of view, the document is forwarded to the Donor for final approval. Out of 9 cases analysed, this step took a minimum of 1 month to a maximum of 6 months, with 3 months as the average time. 

67. As mentioned above, in the past UTC experts were only very rarely involved in the management of the FAO-Italy Cooperative Programme. When this happened, as per institutional mandate in the case of multi-bilateral funds and for two other multilateral projects
, there is evidence in files and from discussions with FAO officials that project approval and implementation was comparatively slower and more difficult than for the normal multilateral procedure. 

5.5.3 FAO start-up procedures

68. When the Donor communicates its formal approval and endorsement of the proposed budget, the project can be declared operational and a starting date (Entry on Duty-EOD) is determined. In ten cases, this process has taken on average 5 months, ranging from a minimum of 1.5 to a maximum of 11 months, to accomplish all FAO internal procedures. For example, it may take up to two months to open a project account code, which is necessary to declare a project operational and to start using funds for any preparatory activity.

69. However, a more critical step is actually to start field operations. In a high number of cases there are differences between the starting date foreseen at the moment of opening a project account and the actual EOD resulting from later project documents, including evaluation reports. Table 5 below presents aggregate data for actual start of operations for all the 62 technical projects which were operational during the period analysed.

	Table 5. Delays in start of operations

	
	Number of projects
	Percentage

	Sample
	62
	100 %

	As planned 

(0-3 months)
	42
	68 %

	Delay against initial planning
	20
	32 %

	of which
	
	100 %

	4-12 months
	17
	85 %

	13-24 months
	2
	10 %

	Above 25 months
	1
	5 %

	Source: elaborated from project files, FPMIS, evaluation reports


70. The data in the table above indicate that more than two thirds (68%) of the projects started on time or with a negligible delay, and 50% of these were new projects. In fact, a delay of up to three months should not impact too much on project activities. On the contrary, a longer delay would undoubtedly affect the work plan much more strongly, for example in a production-oriented project, risking the loss of a full cropping season. Delays between one and two years are quite rare: in one case it was caused by political unrest in Albania, but reasons are not clear for the other (CPR/025, Chinese agricultural census). For the case above 24 months, which was the Support to Agrarian Reform in the Philippines (PHI/040) between 1985 and 1987, no information on causes is available any more. On the other hand, the group of projects starting with 4-12 months delay, which account for 85% of the delayed and 27% of all projects, raises more questions. Although in most cases analysed recruitment procedures of international expertise are an important bottle-neck (see here below), in some cases reasons for delays in starting operations seem to be due both to FAO internal procedures, and to lengthy national government procedures. 

71. Undoubtedly however, a recurrent lengthy step in project start is the selection and recruitment of the international CTAs, including Visiting CTAs. This is particularly relevant, because of high turnover and sometimes less than optimal professional quality. Out of the 14 recruitment processes analysed, the minimum delay for CTA selection and fielding was four months and the longest was 23 months, with an average of 9 months for each recruitment round (in four projects, a new CTA had to be recruited during implementation, for different reasons. In three of these, the second process took much longer than the first). 

72. During implementation, no recurrent causes of delays can be inferred from the analysis. Each project may have specific problems affecting its performance, either internal (change of CTA for a number of reasons, change of national director, etc) or external (war, drought, changes of national government policies, etc).

73. Keeping this in mind, implementation delays for all the on-going projects are examined looking at differences between expected duration of activities, according to ProDocs, and actual duration, through the analysis of postponed NTE dates. The sample analysed excludes projects, whose NTE is foreseen from July 2003 onwards, as well as three projects which were terminated by the Donor before completion of mandate
. This accounts for the difference with Table 5 in the sample size. It should also be noted that actual duration of Italian funded projects averages 4 years (50 months).

	Table 6: Postponement of NTE

	
	Number of projects
	Percentage

	Sample
	37
	100.0

	As planned (0-3 months)
	4
	11 %

	NTE date postponed 
	33
	89 %

	Of which
	
	100 %

	4-12 months
	9
	27 %

	13-24 months
	6
	19 %

	25-36 months
	8
	24 %

	Above 37 months
	10
	30 %

	Source: elaborated from project files, FPMIS, evaluation reports


74. Table 6 indicates that only 35% (4 plus 9) of the projects were concluded within one year from planning, which may be considered quite acceptable and normal. All other projects closed by June 2003, 24 in number or 65% of the sample, were extended beyond 12 months. Of these, 42% were extended for more than 3 years against initial planning, and 58% were extended by one to three years. Extensions linked to an increase in the overall project budget could reflect a deliberate decision, such as avoiding re-start of the whole process of project approval. On the other hand, long and neutral budget extensions imply delays in relation to the original work-plan. Table 7 analyses budget-neutral and non-budget neutral project extensions.

	Table 7. Budget-neutral extensions vis-à-vis extensions with budget increase

	
	Projects with NTE postponed
	Budget neutral extension
	Budget non-neutral extension

	
	Number of projects
	Percentage
	Number of projects
	Percentage
	Number of projects
	Percentage

	As planned (0-3 months)
	4
	11 %
	4
	22%
	0
	

	4-12 months
	10
	27 %
	7
	39%
	3
	16%

	13-24 months
	6
	16 %
	3
	16%
	3
	16%

	25-36 months
	7
	19 %
	3
	16%
	4
	21%

	Above 37 months
	10
	27 %
	1
	6%
	9
	47%

	Total
	37
	100%
	18
	100%
	19
	100%

	Source: elaborated from project files, FPMIS, evaluation reports


75. The table indicates that budget-neutral and non-budget neutral extensions are almost equivalent. Also, predictably, the longer the extension, the higher the proportion of projects receiving additional funds. Further, the second most important group in number (7 projects) are projects extended at most by 12 months without additional funds. 

76. In this respect, it should be mentioned that the DGCS prefers to approve projects planned over a time-span of maximum three years, although in about 10 cases longer implementation periods were approved. It is widely recognised that 36 months are not usually enough to trigger sustainable development processes, all the more so when adopting participatory approaches or dealing with complex issues such as environmental rehabilitation or food security, or regional projects. Therefore, the pattern emerging from the analysis above could be a response to tackle the obstacle of too short implementation periods. Some projects may simply need some more time to attain their objectives, possibly due to unrealistic project design (projects extended by one year without budget increase). Other projects may be viable initiatives which expand upon the activities initially planned, to widen their scope of action. Further extensions are therefore necessary, and are made possible thanks to initial “plentiful” budgets, or with rather small additional funds, which allow avoiding much of the lengthy procedures necessary otherwise for new projects or important budget increases. Under this perspective, longer implementation periods are simply a necessity for full project implementation and attainment of objectives.

77. The figures provided above also indicate that present average annual contributions correspond roughly to yearly financial requirements of on-going projects and that 20-25% of the projects comes to an end every year. This means that not more than 20% of the yearly allocation is available for new initiatives, and it could not be without shortening the duration of projects or increasing the budget each year.

5.6 Tripartite evaluations of Italian funded projects

78. This section examines the effectiveness and quality of fifteen Italian funded projects, according to the findings of external Tripartite Evaluation Missions, supervised by the FAO Evaluation Service (PBEE) over the period 1996-2002.

79. Over this period, 15 out of 47 Italian-funded technical projects underwent a mid-term or a final formal evaluation. Even though this sample represents one third of the Italian on-going projects, it is not statistically significant because of the small size of the sample (i.e. by moving one project from one category to the next, percentage values change by 7%, see below). In other words, information exclusively refers to the fifteen evaluated projects and conclusions cannot be drawn for Italian projects as a whole. Any comparison with the information provided in the table below for the total of all evaluated projects excluding the Italian, presented for the sake of transparency, should also be very cautious. In particular, “all other projects” refer to a sample of 96 to 139 projects, also evaluated through tripartite external teams, out of which 54 to 87 are funded by one single donor, The Netherlands, which has a very intensive follow-up approach to the whole of its programme with FAO. Indeed, mid-term and final evaluations are proportionally less frequent for projects funded through the Italian Trust Fund than for projects funded through equally important Trust Funds (see recommendations), and at present the Italian projects are clearly not conforming to the FAO guidelines that all projects with budgets in excess of US$ 1 million should be subject to evaluation.

80. The analysis looks at eight project indicators: 1) relevance; 2) design; 3) effectiveness of FAO staff/consultants; 4) overall quality of project implementation; 5) quantity of results; 6) quality of results; 7) use expected to be made of outputs, and 8) sustainability. In particular, project relevance includes different aspects such as the real importance of the development problem addressed, the cost-effectiveness of the selected strategy, the coherence of the intervention with the national development goals, the likely actual engagement of the recipient government to respect commitments, the likely long-term sustainability of the outputs. Individual projects are ranked from 1 to 5 for each indicator, where 1 is very poor, 2 is less than satisfactory, 3 is satisfactory, 4 is good, and 5 is excellent. Percentages of projects falling in each quintile are also computed. Table 8 below summarises the main findings for the 15 Italian projects, and for all other projects evaluated during the same period. In particular, for each indicator, projects have been grouped in three classes: poor, less than satisfactory and satisfactory, so as to give major emphasis to weaknesses rather than strengths.

	Table 8: Profiles of evaluated projects in the period 1996-2002

	
	Number and percentage of projects

	
	Satisfactory and above
	Less than satisfactory
	Poor

	Project characteristic
	Italian projects
	All other projects (**)
	Italian projects
	All other projects (**)
	Italian projects
	All other projects (**)

	Relevance
	13 (87%)
	138 (99%)
	2 (13%)
	1 (1%)
	0 (0%)
	0 (0%)

	Design
	7 (47%)
	116 (83%)
	7 (47%)
	22 (16%)
	1 (7%)
	1 (1%)

	Effectiveness of FAO staff/consultants
	12 (80%)
	126 (95)
	2 (13%)
	6 (5%)
	1 (7%)
	0 (0%)

	Over quality implementation
	11 (73%)
	131 (95%)
	4 (27%)
	6 (4%)
	0 (0%)
	1 (1)

	Output quality*
	9 (69%)
	92 (96%)
	4 (31%)
	4 (4%)
	0 (0%)
	0 (0%)

	Output quantity*
	11 (85%)
	91 (95%)
	2 (15%)
	5 (5%)
	0 (0%)
	0 (0%)

	Effects of output
	11 (73%)
	120 (97%)
	4 (27%)
	4 (3%)
	0 (0%)
	0 (0%)

	Sustainability
	9 (60%)
	118 (90%)
	6 (40%)
	12 (9)
	0 (0%)
	1 (1%)

	* Sample of 13 projects. **Sample ranges from 139 to 96 depending on characteristic.

	Source: elaborated from Evaluation in FAO. Project evaluations: Analytical Tables in www.fao.org, see Annex 5


81. The Italian-funded projects rank as satisfactory or above in more than two thirds of the sample for six characteristics, which can be taken as a reasonable result. Weaknesses however appear for the design and sustainability categories, in which 47% and 60% respectively of the sample are considered less than satisfactory. If sustainability is recognized to be difficult to attain, the result for the design category is all the more surprising taking in consideration the FAO/Italy Technical Panel efforts devoted to the appraisal of project proposals. This also in consideration that the ProDocs for three (non evaluated) Italian-funded projects are taken as a best-practice example in the FPMIS Project Formulation Tool-Kit
. Still, at a closer case-by-case analysis, in five projects where design quality was classified as less than satisfactory, implementation and results were considered satisfactory or good, whereas in four, both implementation and results were short of expectations. Of these, two were inter-regional interventions, whose relevance can be more debatable and management undoubtedly more complex than for national projects. 

82. Further, FAO staff/consultants were evaluated as less than satisfactory in three cases. This entry is a weighted mean of quantity, quality and timeliness of personnel. Analyses of the individual project evaluation questionnaires highlight that the timeliness is the weakest component, information confirmed by the analysis of procedures. 

83. The other entries in Table 8, namely overall quality implementation, output quality, output quantity and sustainability, are weighted means of several components and, at this level of aggregation, it is not possible to point at common weaknesses for all projects. 

5.7 Staffing of the FAO-Italy ordinary Trust-Fund

84. The table below presents absolute and percentage data for all international professional human resources, which were recruited through projects funded by the Italian Trust Fund, and the percentage of Italian nationals among the whole sample. The data have been elaborated from tables computed by FAO Information Systems and Technology Division (AFI). They include staff recruited earlier than 1996 but working during 1996 and/or the following years and also staff recruited in 2003.

	Table 9: Human resources in Italian Trust Fund projects, 1996-2003

	Total staff

	Position
	Person/Months
	Female (%)
	Male (%)

	Directors
	63.73
	0
	100

	Professionals
	1,814.43
	7.5
	92.5

	Intern. Consultants
	3,021.50
	22.4
	77.6

	Total
	4,899.66
	6.3
	93.7

	Italian Staff  out of all staff

	Position
	Person/Months (%)
	Female (%)
	Male (%)

	Directors
	57.6
	0.0
	57.6

	Professionals
	47.9
	0.2
	41.7

	Intern. Consultants
	69.1
	3.8
	41.4

	Total
	61.1
	2.4
	41.8

	Female/male ratio (%)

	Position
	All staff
	Italian
	

	Directors
	0
	0
	-

	Professionals
	8.1
	6.2
	-

	Intern. Consultants
	28.8
	9.2
	-

	Total
	6.7
	5.8
	-

	Source: elaborated from AFI data


85. The table shows that 61% of all international professional staff is Italian, for a total of approximately 3,000 person-months. Consultants are the professional group with the highest presence of Italian nationals, but these enjoy a good share of resources also for the other two professional groups (Directors and P level staff). These percentages may well satisfy Italian requirements as per the Article 5 of the FAO-Italy Agreement. However, both at the level of all staff and Italian personnel there are consistent biases against employing female staff. Women account for 6.3% of all staff, although they represent 22.4% of consultants. Italian women represent 2.4% of all staff, against 41.8 % of Italian men. Furthermore, in the position of Director and at the level of P staff, there are respectively no women, or their presence is almost negligible.

86. The Female/Male ratio data in Table 9 is a rough indicator of gender bias, namely the man-month female/male ratio expressed in percentage terms. The figures indicate a remarkable gender bias, all the more so for the Italian human resources. For instances, there are 28.8 female consultants for 100 men consultants and 9.2 female Italian consultants for every 100 male Italian consultants. 

87. Thus, if at aggregate level Italy is satisfactorily represented in Trust Fund projects in terms of human resources, efforts should be made to increase the gender balance of Italian personnel, especially at the highest levels of the employment scale.

88. Data on the involvement of Italian institutions in Trust Fund projects were not readily available. The analysis of the individual project documents suggests that the University of Turin, the Istituto Agronomico per l'Oltremare and ISTAT, the Italian National Institute of Statistics, the NGOs Movimondo, InterSOS, Terra Nuova, LVIA, CISV, COSPE and CINS, are the most important institutions contributing to the implementation of the Trust Fund Technical Projects during the period under analysis. 

5.8 Collaboration with Rome-based UN agencies

89. Very few synergies were developed among the three Rome-based agencies. Most noticeable are the collaboration with WFP in Niger for the implementation of the multi-bilateral Keita Project and the joint implementation with IFAD and WFP of the SPFS project in Angola. Beyond these, it is worth mentioning the project providing technical assistance to the Forestry Support Programme funded by the World Bank in Albania and the collaboration taking place between FAO/Italy projects with other organizations: Africover with USAID, the Nile Basin project with the World Bank, the Support to the Forestry Sector in Albania with the World Bank, and the technical Support to the Agrarian reform in the Philippines with the Dutch Cooperation.

5.9 Visibility of the FAO/Italy Cooperative Programme

90. The visibility of the Italian contribution to FAO is raised constantly as an issue by DGCS. One non-technical project was successful in calling the attention of the major Italian TV channels to the achievements of the FAO-Italy Cooperative Programme at the end of the ’90s, but more recently no action in this direction was taken.

91. The basic tool to diffuse information on the overall Trust Fund Programme is the “Review Book on the FAO-Italy Cooperative Programme”, which starting with the 2003 edition will be available online. Also, the webpage of the FAO/Italy Cooperative Programme is directly accessible from both the DGCS and the FAO websites and provides quite comprehensive information on the Programme.

92. Some Italy funded projects were more visible than others. Two cases in point are the Keita Project and the international Participatory Upland Conservation and Development Project: both have produced a number of publications which are widely known also among other donors. There is undoubtedly much room for improvement. The easiest starting point would be that FAO technical officers, or the staff managing GCP/INT/630/ITA, take care to send to FAO Library for official recording any interesting publication produced by the Italian funded projects. 

6 Recommendations for improvement

6.1 Recommendation 1: improvement of the coherence within the FAO-Italy Cooperative Programme

93. In spite of the fact that the Consultative Committee feels there is a lack of strategic coherence in the FAO/Italy Cooperative Programme, the analysis has shown that the latter responds to a good extent to the strategic guidelines defined in 1995 by the Italian Cooperation, and that the evolving trend also meets FAO priorities as expressed through the Strategic Framework. Nevertheless, it is true that a number of interventions are not fully integrated into the mainstream strategy and that overall coherence could be improved. At the same time, as Italy already supports Food Security through the Global Fund for Food Security and Food Safety, this could be a favourable moment for re-discussing the priority sectors of the ordinary Trust Fund. 

94. Within this context, possible guiding principles could include fields of intervention more complementary to the Italian bilateral aid strategy on rural and agricultural development. Attention could be given to support regional or global initiatives for which FAO, as an international organisation, has an undisputed advantage in its role of honest broker, as well as to fund initiatives in fields of intervention for which FAO is renowned as a centre of excellence (fisheries, forestry, IPM, etc.). 

95. The Technical Cooperation Department of FAO should quickly develop a draft proposal for an FAO-Italy cooperation strategy to be discussed with DGCS. This should take account of Italian geographical and technical interest and emphasise FAO Strategic Framework priorities at field level. The strategy, which could be revised every 4-5 years, should become the reference document for any decision concerning allocation of funds. The strategy will be of major assistance not only in guiding the programme, but in communicating the purpose and coherence of the programme to the Italian authorities, press and interest groups. 
96. The Team considers that enhanced coherence among all Italian funds would be best addressed through the FAO/Italy Consultative Committee. This should meet once per year at the policy level, and at least twice each year at the working-level. The working-level meetings would include FAO Technical Departments as appropriate and the Italian services concerned, who would review both project ideas and project proposals against the strategy and prepare the policy level meeting. The political level meeting would then mainly focus on discussion of strategy and endorsement of specific initiatives identified through the working level meetings.
6.2 Recommendation 2: the advisory function to DGCS and relevant structure

97. The function which was fulfilled by the Italian Technical Panel was appreciated by DGCS and reported well on at the working level in FAO. The role was especially important for advice to and informal communication with DGCS, and DGCS appears to regard it as essential to transparency. A new arrangement, tentatively called the Italian Advisory Group (IAG), could usefully be established as follows:

· it should consist of a core team of three to four independent and highly-reputed Italian consultants, recruited through a transparent selection process involving all parties concerned;

· the team would be contracted on a basis which would ensure their prompt availability when required, although full-time engagement should not be necessary;

· criteria for the teams should take into consideration seniority, field experience, independence of judgement and knowledge of both FAO and DGCS working procedures;

· the team’s composition should meet the necessary requirements for technical and management knowledge and experience, to implement the strategy elaborated and approved by both parties. Also, gender balance should be pursued in the selection process; 

· additional sectoral needs would be covered through the recruitment whenever necessary of short-term consultants, also recruited through a transparent process of selection. This would provide an opportunity for involving Italian institutions as a source of highly specialised expertise;

· the team should be physically and organizationally situated in FAO (TCAP), so as to have easy access to the technical departments with which a continuous dialogue is necessary, as well as access to FAO's information; and

· the composition of the core team would be decided in the light of the strategy proposed above and FAO should draft a proposal for the mandate and composition of the IAG, to be discussed with DGCS. 

98. The mandate for the IAG should pay particular attention to the team’s functions as donor advisor and representative under the different circumstances. The ToR should establish as well the time schedule and deadlines for project analysis and endorsement. Some attention should also be paid to the added value of including monitoring to the mandate of this group of experts. This should most probably remain within FAO responsibilities as it is now, although this could be an interesting field of action for the FAO-Italy Cooperative Programme to support FAO with specific expertise. Overall coordination of this structure should continue to be responsibility of the TCAP/Italy Desk.

6.3 Recommendation 3: overall coordination of Italian contribution to FAO

99. Although DGCS suggested to the Team that all Italian Trust Funds be brought under the same Desk in FAO, the Team’s opinion is that though more consistent coordination among these three entities should be pursued through the FAO/Italy Consultative Committee, as discussed above, bringing together the three funds would not improve their management and overall efficiency, as they relate to quite different organizational arrangements within FAO.

6.4 Recommendation 4: the management of the Italian Trust Fund in FAO/TC

100. The weaknesses of the Desk responsible for the management of the ordinary Italian Trust Fund have been mentioned above. The main problem seems to be insufficient human resources to cope with the workload. The Team suggests that this Desk be entrusted only with the management of the Italian Trust Fund. FAO should analyse any further need in terms of human resources, and discuss with DGCS how these can be made available.

101. The mandate of this Desk should be strengthened by stressing its responsibility in the production of regularly updated overall monitoring reports on the state of advancement of on-going and pipeline projects. In fact, part of this task is already accomplished with the yearly publication of the Review Book. This publication however does not fulfil the role of working and consultation paper which is often required, and is a mix of internal information and publicity material.

102. Further, in collaboration with AFF, this Desk should regularly provide the Donor with the updated financial status of all projects, in an effort toward more transparency and accountability and to facilitate planning of the use of annual Italian contributions. At the same time, DGCS should decide as early as possible in the year the funds earmarked annually for the FAO/Italy Trust Fund. In this regard, it is noted that under present average contributions to the regular Trust Fund, and bearing in mind project durations of 3-5 years, not more than 20% of these can be earmarked for new initiatives.

6.5 Recommendation 5: procedures for the management of the FAO/Italy Cooperative Programme

103. From the analysis of procedures, it is quite evident that the main problems lie in FAO own internal working machinery. Undoubtedly, part of the delays were due to the new procedures linked to the decentralization process still partially on-going, and which are not yet firmly established. The Organisation is already making an extra-effort to identify the bottlenecks and the shortcomings in new procedures and human resources allocations.

104. It is proposed that FAO also define with DGCS new procedures to be followed for the improvement of the overall management of the Programme. In particular, the following is suggested:

· Stronger coordination should take place between the Italian Embassies or Local Technical Units (UTL) and the FAO Representations in the beneficiary countries, aimed at the identification of new projects of interest to all parties, national governments first as well as the most suitable Italian budget - multi-bilateral or multilateral - to be secured for the identified new initiative. This also keeping in mind the Italian request for more visibility. The Italian side would then explore and agree the best possible funding option with DGCS HQ.

· New proposals (project idea/profile) should then be forwarded to TCAP/Italy Desk, to verify their coherence with FAO priorities and for preliminary informal discussions with the FAO Desk at DGCS in case of multilateral funding, or for follow-up in the case of possible multi-bilateral funding. 

· Once a project idea is informally or formally accepted, normal FAO procedures for project formulation would apply, with the possible contribution of the experts of the Italian Advisory Group. The latter will be responsible for advising DGCS on the technical endorsement of the new project. FAO may wish to impose a maximum period for formulation and technical review.

105. Recruitment of project staff is the single step which was clearly identified as a cause of heavy delays in project implementation, significant improvement could possibly be attained through wider transparency in the overall process, including making regular use of Italian newspapers and of the web-sites of DGCS, FAO and Italian institutions to publicize vacancies, as well as through better coordination among FAO concerned divisions and the Italian side. It could also be envisaged to include DGCS representatives in the selection panels.
106. The analysis provides some food for thought concerning the time-frame within which projects are initially planned. The present predominant pattern of funding over-ambitious three-year projects might not be the best practice to ensure adequate planning of operations, to create a positive image of Italy as a donor and of FAO in the recipient country and to ensure sustainable results. 

107. A useful tool to improve project quality and effectiveness would be to systematically require independent tripartite evaluations, to be fielded to provide timely recommendations for the revision of plans of operations, project extensions, etc. This would allow a more in-depth and objective contribution to project implementation, more transparency in fund use and better feed-back for formulation of new projects within the FAO/Italy Cooperative Programme (see below). 

108. Last, a stronger Donor’s participation in TPR meetings would enhance the profile of Italian Cooperation in the recipient countries.

6.6 Recommendation 6: improvement of projects design and sustainability

109. The weakness of the 15 evaluated Italian funded projects in terms of design and sustainability may raise some important questions about two main issues. First, FAO methodology for project formulation, which however is already under discussion in the Organisation at a wider level, because of the recognised shortcoming on this important step in the project cycle. Second, although political importance and/or promptness of intervention can be acceptable criteria for the approval of a project proposal, its technical sustainability and potential contribution to sustainable development should be the leading parameter in the use of the FAO-Italy Trust Fund and in design of projects.

110. A basic problem may lie more generally in the little attention given by experts involved in project identification and formulation to lessons learned through project implementation and evaluations. This seems to be particularly relevant for FAO implemented Italian-funded projects, as in more than one case good opportunities for drawing lessons from individual projects were not pursued and as already noted evaluation was neglected as a contribution to planning.

111. It is highly recommended that projects be encouraged to produce and circulate their own lessons learned. At the same time, more attention should also be given during the identification and formulation phases, to the findings, recommendation and lessons learnt from evaluation missions of similar projects, or projects implemented in the same country or region.

6.7 Recommendation 7: improvement of the visibility of the FAO-Italy Cooperative Programme

112. DGCS has insisted on the need for both greater visibility and transparency. However, different commentators have different underlying concerns. Attaining visibility today, in a world over-loaded with information, requires the definition of objectives (what we are aiming at), targeting (whom should be reached) and specific investment (how to attain the objectives). All the more so in the context of multilateral development cooperation, where the potential targets and clients range from tax-payers to beneficiaries in recipient countries, from technical experts to newspaper readers, from decision makers in Foreign Affairs to representatives of civil society organisations. Part of the issue is also linked to availability of information and transparency and ease of access to it.

113. The request for a greater visibility of the Italian role in the FAO-Italy Cooperative Programme is undoubtedly acknowledged and endorsed by FAO. The Team therefore recommends that FAO drafts for further discussion a communication strategy a proposal for enhancing the visibility of the Italian contribution to FAO work. This would include:

· definition of the issue at stake;

· scope, purpose and objectives of the proposal;

· means and methods.

ANNEXES

�Minutes of the FAO/Italy Consultative Committee on Development Cooperation, 16th Meeting, 19 July 2002.


� The Team analysed the agreements between FAO and Australia, EU, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Spain, and Sweden, which, all together, represent almost two thirds of trust fund contributions to FAO.


� According to the Law n. 49 approved in 1987, which governs the Italian ODA, individual consultants can be recruited only for missions outside the national territory. This type of services can be "purchased" within Italy only through lengthy tender procedures or through the signature of Agreements with state or para-state institutions.


� From “Staffing Action Request”, GCP/INT/630/ITA, 7/6/2001


� One of these, for which the Panel clearance was not asked, was dropped later on.


� The CC also endorsed the second phase of GCP/INT/630/ITA, which funds the management of the overall FAO-Italy Cooperative Programme and which was not obviously subject to TP technical clearance. Therefore, this project is not included into this analysis.


� For the purpose of this analysis, the term "initiative" indicates "packages" of project entities, financed as first, follow-up or second phases of the same project idea, with the same or changing project symbol and code.


� The total budgets in Tables 1 and 2 cannot be compared with total figures in tables further down: first of all, here the figures  include the total budget of  projects completed in 1995 and excluded from the Team’s  analysis; secondly, each biennium includes all projects operational in that period, which may still be on-going for a number of biennia.


� Technical initiatives are both operational and normative, which have straightforward development goals and objectives. Non-technical initiatives include normative activities such as seminars, meetings, staff positions, which contribute also to wider development objectives, but in a less direct way.


� Average means in this case the total budget divided by the actual n. of years of project implementation.


� The Agreed Minutes of the 1996 CC do not refer specifically to any project. In the following figures, again GCP/INT/630/ITA is not included.


� It will be seen that all the 17 projects are practically never the sample analysed, as information is not available for all the projects and certain procedures were not relevant for some projects (e.g. a CTA is not always required; Panel approval may have been given before the Consultative Committee, etc.)


� Namely, these are the Support to Livestock Export in the Horn of Africa (4,5 and 9 months) and INT/848, a multi-bilateral project in the Sahelian countries in support of Community Based Organisations.


� The UTC is primarily responsible for the technical management of Italian bilateral initiatives, and has the mandate as well for multi-bilateral projects. Its involvement into the management of multilateral projects stemmed apparently  from personal interest of individual officers.


� These were ALB/005 (Support to agricultural mechanization), RLA/129 (databank on plant genetic resources ) and Keita project in Niger.


� These are: Rehabilitation of affected forests, afforestation & restoration of the Biological Diversity in Ezhou Municipality, China (GCP/CPR/034/ITA); Strengthening National Food Security Information System, VietNam (GCP/VIE/024/ITA); Capacity Building for Nile Basin Water Resources Management (GCP/INT/752/ITA).
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