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Executive Summary

The 39™ Session of the FAO Conference requested that an independent review be undertaken and its
findings be submitted, along with views of Management, to the 153" Session of the Council
(November-December 2015), through the Joint Meeting of the Programme and Finance Committees.

The present document builds directly on the five independent regional evaluations of FAO’s
decentralization. The recommendations of those earlier reviews are presented, along with
information that brings the recommendations up to date and allows for deeper analysis of the current
situation in each office. The most recent of the five independent regional reviews, for Latin America
and the Caribbean, introduced the use of quantitative indicators to analyse the characteristics and
functioning of the country offices, also adopted by the current paper.

The Review presents independent data on characteristics of the country offices including the volume
of programme delivery, the assessed-contribution budget allocation for running the offices, the ratio
between the two, and other data on the volume of activity in each of them. It also presents a series of
tables on country characteristics including the classification of countries by income level, the
proportion of undernourishment, the prevalence of stunting and bilateral aid to countries. Information
is also provided for a number of cities, including the number of direct flights to other cities of the
region or subregion and the location of other regional or subregional bodies in that city.

The data have a bearing on the location of FAO offices, their coverage and staffing. No single
indicator can serve as the basis for decisions and, even in their totality, it is not feasible to construct a
simple formula that applies to all cases. Nevertheless, the information contained in the tables along
with the recommendations from the earlier independent regional evaluations provide the basis for
discussion on options and proposals on coverage, location and levels of responsibility of FAO offices
outside of Rome.

The recommendations of the regional independent reviews suggest a number of general criteria.
Regional Offices ideally should be located where regional institutional partners are, and in cities that
bring people together on topics of relevance to that region. Regional offices should be located in
cities with good airline connections to the countries that they serve.
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Subregional offices need to be placed in well-defined subregions, located where there are
headquarters of subregional bodies or the subregional offices of partner agencies. They need to have
easy access to the countries of the subregion. Like all offices, they need an appropriate mix of
expertise and to be demand-driven to serve the needs of the country offices in their subregion.

Choices need to be made in prioritizing expenditures, particularly those funded by assessed-
contributions, where they will contribute most to FAO’s results. Low-income and lower-middle-
income economies are higher priorities for these expenditures than high and upper-middle income
economies. Country offices that have large programmes funded by voluntary contributions require
special provisions, as do countries with very small programmes, particularly where donor interest is
not large. For small programme countries, groups of neighbouring countries may provide a necessary
critical scale, particularly where they face similar challenges.

All of the options for changing FAO’s coverage relate to improving the ability of FAO to deliver its
Programme of Work and achieve the results called for in the Strategic Framework in the most cost
effective manner possible. Ensuring FAO country presence should remain the guiding principle for
the FAO decentralization and the structure of the FAO network in the field. To the extent possible,
all developing countries should have an accredited FAO Representative, who may or may not be
resident depending on the level and prospect of the programme and specific agreement with the
concerned member country. Wherever the FAOR is not resident, appropriate dispositions should be
in place to ensure the continuity of dialogue with the Government and that the country has full access
to FAO's knowledge, support and services that it may require.

Given the high degree of variability among offices, a general proposal is to recognize the degree of
management complexity and responsibility and differentiate management decisions on grades and
staffing of country offices accordingly. For those countries above a given level of delivery, the
offices will be eligible for special consideration. Below a given level, with due consideration for
other responsibilities of some offices, some of these low-delivery countries may need to come under
multiple accreditation, losing their resident FAO Representative.

Another option may be to send existing technical staff as FAORs but who will work primarily as
technical officers, linked to the subregional multidisciplinary team, while hopefully building up the
country programme. Given the low volume of work in a number of countries where donor interest is
also low, this alternative arrangement may offer promise, provided the technical officers are
sufficiently engaged and connected to the technical network of the region and subregion.

Another general recommendation is to prioritize country presence and Regular Programme support
in Low-Income, Food-Deficit countries, and to rely increasingly on cost sharing for offices in high or
upper-middle-income countries. This is already the case in some countries with high volumes of
Unilateral Trust Funds, mainly in Latin America, but can be expanded. Similarly, in terms of the
impact of climate change, the Small Island Developing States (SIDS) and particularly those in the
Pacific require special priority.

Specific options for change are presented for each of the regions. The document concludes with the
comments of the five original independent reviewers, who attest to the continuity of the analysis with
their original proposals, and who provide additional comments on the coherence of the options for
change.

Many of the options proposed are straightforward and some will be controversial. Most of the
changes fall within the responsibility of Management and others would require Governing Body
approval. Consensus on these issues has been difficult in the past. By building on the five
independent regional reviews and presenting additional data in the most transparent way possible,
laying out the rationale for the changes as they relate to the larger reforms of the Organization, it is
hoped that Members will recognize the need for change and will provide necessary feedback through
the Governing Bodies, including the Regional Conferences. These options will bring FAO’s office
coverage up to date, to meet the challenges agreed by Member Countries and to fulfil the objectives
and results that they have assigned to the Organization.
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Suggested action by the Joint Meeting of the Programme and Finance Committees and
by the Council

The Joint Meeting is invited to consider and the Council is requested to:

e consider the analysis and options for FAO’s decentralized office coverage;
e agree to the principles and criteria proposed for adjusting coverage;
® encourage the Director-General to make adjustments on a region-specific basis in

consultation with Regional Conferences; and report on the results at the 154" Session of the
FAO Council.

Queries on the content of this document may be addressed to:

Daniel Gustafson
Deputy Director-General (Operations)
Tel. +3906570-56320
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| Introduction

1. One of the major reforms of FAO over the past several years has been the shift to a common
strategic framework that explicitly links the work of the Organization at all levels to identifiable
results that occur within Member Countries. This has a number of implications for how different parts
of the Organization work together, and in partnership with many others, to add value to the efforts of
its Members in achieving national and global goals. How best to apply the limited resources available
to the Organization at country, regional and headquarters levels remains a critical issue. The size,
placement and coverage of decentralized offices are key elements, but these can only be understood in
the context of the larger reforms designed to enhance FAO’s performance in delivering results, which
represent the culmination of activities carried out across all parts of the Organization.

2. The location and coverage of FAQ’s offices outside of headquarters have been reviewed
several times in the past, including in each of the five regional evaluations of decentralization. In the
past, consensus on this issue was hampered by differing views among Members on what would best
serve the interests of the Organization. Much of that debate reflected a false dichotomy of choosing
between FAO’s normative and global public goods work and more operational support for countries’
policies and programmes through activities in the field. In FAO and elsewhere, this older view has
been superseded by a recognition of the interconnected nature of global, regional and local challenges
that affect countries in different ways. These challenges need to be addressed by bringing shared
knowledge and experience, policies, institutions and resources to bear on producing impact and
quantifiable results at the country, regional and global levels.

3. FAQO’s Results Framework provides the basis for orchestrating FAO’s support to countries. It
also places significant new demands on headquarters and regional, subregional and country offices.
Regardless of location or source of funding all efforts contribute to the results framework, approved by
Members, and all offices report on a common set of priority outputs leading to outcomes that are
likewise reported together in the Mid-Term Review and Programme Implementation Report. This is a
significant improvement over what was possible in the past and needs to be kept in view when
discussing issues of coverage, accountability and respective roles and responsibilities. Appropriate
structure, staffing and location of the offices must respond to the demands placed on each to produce
results for the system as a whole. Members and Management recognize that the existing set-up does
not adequately respond in the most efficient and cost effective way possible.

4. These issues arose in different ways in the set of five evaluations of FAO Regional and
Subregional Offices, and are summarised in the first recommendation of the Synthesis of Evaluations
of FAO Regional and Subregional Offices: “FAO Member Countries and Management should
consider reviewing the types and coverage of Representation in countries and the location of Regional
and Subregional Offices.”

5. At its 151 Session in March 2015 the FAO Council:

e emphasized the importance of consolidation of decentralization efforts in order to reinforce the
holistic work of the Organization;

e appreciated the proposal for a more proactive and tailored approach in respect of middle-
income countries;

e encouraged the continued use of partnerships to enable the Organization to leverage its
comparative advantages; and

® encouraged the continued review of capacity and location of human resources and skills mix
for optimal delivery of the programme of work.

6. Addressing this recommendation, the June 2015 39" Session of the FAO Conference
requested that an independent review be undertaken and its findings be submitted, along with views of
Management, to the 153" Session of the Council (November-December 2015), through the Joint
Meeting of the Programme and Finance Committees. The Conference “appreciated the efforts on
decentralization undertaken since 2012, which had led to an improved and more harmonious
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Organization, recognizing that further enhancements were still required on a region-specific basis,
with due consideration of cost-effectiveness and balance between Headquarters and decentralized
locations.”

7. The instructions from the Governing Bodies are clear. Equally important is the broader
understanding behind this guidance and how it fits into the larger reforms underway since 2012. The
purpose of decentralization efforts is to enhance the impact of FAO’s work through results,
particularly at the country level, of all of its activities. This is set in motion by the common results
framework, with a limited number of shared outputs and outcomes that all offices contribute to, with
agreed indicators of change at the country level, aggregated globally. This goes hand in hand with
other changes on clear accountability at all levels, which in turn places new demands on information,
monitoring and reporting of results, and on the use of resources to produce them.

8. This requires skilled management and oversight, along with technical and operational support
that is demand driven, on time, and provided in the most cost effective way possible. Consequently,
the FAO network must:

® Maximize the use of limited resources in delivering of FAO's Programme of Work;

Support the diversity of needs of the Membership, while addressing global, regional and
country priorities;

e Give priority to countries with the greatest need, while recognizing the ability of all countries
to provide varying degrees of support through cost-sharing, experience-sharing and other
forms of cooperation;

®  Work in partnership with regional and subregional organizations and with many others at the
country level coming from various levels of government, civil society and the private sector;
and

¢ Incorporate sufficient flexibility to accommodate challenges and opportunities as they arise.

9. Other key decisions on the organizational set-up and re-alignment have been made to ensure
FAO is fit for the strategic and operational opportunities and challenges ahead. These aspects need to
be seen as integral to the review of office coverage, location and responsibilities. They include the
Reviewed Strategic Framework, enhanced management information systems (in particular GRMS and
FPMIS) and new governance and management tools, such as the Results Dashboard and the
Accountability Policy. Other policies and frameworks, including an Internal Control Framework, are
currently in preparation.

10. It is also important to recall that delivery at country level is driven by the agreed results of the
Country Programming Frameworks (CPF). These results contribute to the overall corporate target
setting of the Programme of Work and Budget process and, consequently, require that FAO’s
reporting on results is broken down by country. This elevates considerably the requirement to provide
the appropriate human and financial resources throughout the network.

11. Other related points need to be kept in mind when discussing coverage. It is helpful to call
attention to the combined budget of the Organization, in which around 40 percent of the total comes
from the assessed contributions of Member Countries and around 60 percent from voluntary
contributions. At the country level, the assessed contributions provide for the basic office expenditures
and the core staff. This includes the single international staff member, the FAO Representative (in
countries where there is one), and generally one or two national professional officers and several
administrative staff. All other project activities, with the exception of TCP resources, are funded by
voluntary project-specific contributions. These projects require technical and operational support,
provided by the country office and from the subregional, regional and headquarters units, which are
funded primarily by assessed contributions on a cost recovery basis.

12. As a consequence, some country offices are very large, with staff, budgets and volumes of
transactions that are in some cases even larger than regional offices, and others are quite small. Details
on these office characteristics are provided below, but it is important to keep in mind that FAO
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manages these assessed and voluntary contributions in a combined fashion and both parts need to be
viewed as a common whole. Until the advent of GRMS and the updated reporting on staff,
transactions and expenditures, it was difficult to see the larger picture. In the past, discussions tended
to focus on the assessed contribution portion of FAO staff and resources, where information was
readily available.

13. Delivery is important, in the sense of the volume of expenditures in a given country or by an
office, but results represent much more than delivery. In some countries the role of FAO is more
focused on policy advice, or facilitation of South-South cooperation or, in some countries, to support
the government in coordination of programmes and external funding that we do not manage directly.
In all these instances, accountability requires a structure beyond the use of project inputs, along with
an appropriate management hierarchy of information, monitoring, reporting and oversight.

14. The importance of partnerships is another element that needs to be kept in view. Most of
FAO’s work—and especially the work at the country level — is carried out in support of others’
programmes, generally the government, and in collaboration with a wide variety of other institutions,
including UN and other inter-governmental agencies. The location and coverage of a number of these
key partners needs to be considered. This is particularly important in the case of the UN Economic
Commissions. FAO has signed Memoranda of Understanding with all of them and has a series of
ongoing collaborative activities, including joint publication on regional issues. FAO Management
considers it of fundamental importance to have strong linkages with the Commissions, facilitated
wherever possibly by the close proximity of a regional, subregional or liaison office. In addition, the
regional or subregional economic communities and other organizations are also very important
partners of FAO and their location needs to be taken into account.

15. A further consideration is connectivity. A lot has changed in the world since FAO country
offices were first established. Air travel has expanded enormously and continues to evolve through the
growth of new airline hubs and changes in the industry. At the same time, connectivity through the
Internet has opened up opportunities for interaction that were unthinkable in the past. Connections for
air travel and virtual connectivity are both critical.

16. Finally, the world has evolved politically and economically since FAO’s offices were first set
up. Most of FAO’s Members were not independent countries in 1945 and new countries have steadily
been added, including the most recent three: Singapore, South Sudan and Brunei Darussalam in June
2013. The growth of middle-income countries is another of the most noticeable developments,
including the high-income economies in Latin America and the Caribbean, along with an increasing
number of protracted crises. While the majority of the world’s poor and chronically undernourished
are now located in middle-income countries, the number and scale of severe crises is rising, with the
impact of climate-related natural disasters growing and expected to accelerate.

17. This reality reflects the fact that the world’s most pressing challenges truly are global in
nature, as contained in the new Sustainable Development Goals. FAO’s normative work and global
public goods need to be seen as integral parts of its work in support of policy change and
implementation, capacity development and support to countries in their efforts to meet the challenges.
Putting all this together requires making the best use possible of the mix of centralized and
decentralized support, along with the optimal facilitation of partnerships and knowledge sharing. The
sections below outline the current status of office coverage, the characteristics of the offices and
countries, and options for improving how FAO achieves this balance.
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IL. Current Coverage

18. There are 122 FAO offices outside of Rome, with the complete list provided in Annex 1. This
total includes six Liaison Offices and two Information Offices, which are not considered in this
analysis!. There are several ways to characterize the remaining 114 offices (Box 1). The terms often
used to describe them may sometimes cause confusion and it is helpful to clarify. To begin with, there
are five regional and nine subregional offices. The regional offices (ROs) are located in Ghana (RAF),
Thailand (RAP), Hungary (REU), Chile (RLC) and Egypt (RNE). Each of these offices has an officer
who serves as FAO Representative for the host country. In Egypt, alone among the five, there is a
standalone post of FAOR Egypt. In the other regions the responsibilities are combined with those of
the Deputy Regional Representative.

19. The nine subregional offices (SROs) are as follows: for the Pacific Islands (SAP, in Samoa),
for Central Asia (SEC, in Turkey), for Central Africa (SFC, in Gabon), for Eastern Africa (SFE, in
Ethiopia), for Southern Africa (SFS, in Zimbabwe), for the Caribbean (SLC, in Barbados), for
Mesoamerica (SLM, in Panama), for North Africa (SNE, in Tunisia) and for the Gulf Cooperation
Council States and Yemen (SNG, in the United Arab Emirates). In Ethiopia there is a standalone post
of FAO Representative; in the other six SROs the Subregional Coordinators also serve as FAOR for
the host country.

Box 1 FAO Office Network

Regional Offices (5)

I_+

Subregional Offices (9)

I_+

Country offices (100) —» With International Staff (90)
"Fully fledged" with resident FAOR (80)
Other funding sources with FAOR (7)
International staff, non-FAOR (3)

—»  Multiple accreditation, non-resident FAOR, with
National Professional Officer Assistant FAOR (10)

20. The remaining 100 are country-level offices. Of these, 90 have the presence of an international
staff member heading the office. Eighty-three of these have FAO Representatives resident in the
country, of which 80 are funded by assessed contributions with posts in the PWB. These 80 can be
referred to as “fully-fledged” in the sense that FAO Regular Programme Funds provide for most or all
of the resources for running the office. A number of countries provide national staff to supplement the
FAO-funded staff.

1 The six Liaison Offices are: with the European Union and Belgium (LOB) in Brussels, with the United Nations in Geneva (LOG), for

Japan, in Yokohama (LOJ), with the United Nations in New York (LON), with the Russian Federation in Moscow (LOR), and for North
America in Washington DC (LOW). The two Information Offices are for the Community of Portuguese Language Countries (CPLP) and
Portugal, in Lisbon, and for Spain and Andorra in Madrid.
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21. In addition, three offices are headed by international staff members who are likewise funded
by the Regular Programme but have titles other than FAOR. They are Papua New Guinea, headed by a
Programme Officer, and Mongolia and the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, both headed by
Deputy FAO Representatives (with links to the FAOR in China). Also within this group of 90 offices
headed by an international staff member are three countries (Oman, Algeria and Argentina) where
FAO’s Regular Programme resources fund the post of the FAO Representative with all or most of the
resources needed to run the office coming from the host government. There are four other countries,
often referred to as “Partnership and Liaison Offices”, where the FAOR is funded by trust fund
resources or by the overhead generated as part of Trust Fund operations in the country. They are:
Azerbaijan, Equatorial Guinea, Kazakhstan and Cameroon (listed in the fully-fledged offices). The
office in Libya is also funded by Trust Fund operations in the country but it is a Representation and
not a Partnership and Liaison office. In addition to the 90 country offices headed by international staff,
there are ten FAO offices (also identified in Annex 1) that come under “multiple accreditation” where
the FAO Representative is based in neighboring country, and that have an assessed contribution-
funded Assistant FAOR (a National Professional Officer, NPO) and other FAO support staff for
running the office. Adding these ten gives the total of 114 countries that have an FAO Office with full-
time, dedicated professional FAO staff, either international and/or national, not including the Liaison
and Information Offices.

22. Beyond this, and not included in the 122 FAO “offices,” are a further 25 countries with a
non-resident FAO Representative, that is, under multiple accreditation, but without any FAO staff in
the country, but who have a designated National Correspondent. Finally, there are four countries that
do not have an accredited FAO Representative but who have National Correspondents (Belarus,
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia and The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia).

III. Characterization of Country Offices

23. The level of activity of the country-level offices varies considerably, with some offices that
are very large, some very small and others in between, spread throughout a range of indicators. A
useful starting point for the analysis that follows is the volume of programme delivery. As mentioned
above, this indicator should not be construed as a measure of the importance of the FAO programme
in the country, as this varies considerably with the context of each situation. Nevertheless, the volume
of delivery is a helpful in understanding the level and complexity of responsibility of the office.
Annex 2 provides this information for the most recent three years, 2012-2014. It contains information
on the delivery of extra-budgetary and TCP funds and also shows the contributions of the country to
FAO in the form of Trust Funds in 2014 and from 2010-2014 for application in the country, or support
to South-South Cooperation. As data on some country programmes, notably South Sudan and Somalia,
two of the largest, were not recorded as country programmes in 2012, Annex 2 ranks the country
offices from highest to lowest by delivery in 2014.

2 Up to 2013, the Somalia programme was characterized as TCE operations and the South Sudan programme
included with Sudan.
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24. There was considerable stability across these three years with the group of countries with the
highest delivery. Almost all of the country offices in the top twenty in one year were also in the top
twenty of the other years although not necessarily in the same ranking. The countries in this high

delivery group are shown in Box 2 below.

Box 2 Country Offices with High Delivery 2012-2014
(in order of the most recent year's delivery)

Somalia Philippines Democratic Republic of the Congo
South Sudan Pakistan Iraq

Afghanistan Central African Republic =~ Colombia

Madagascar Sudan Ethiopia

Zimbabwe Bangladesh Brazil

Burkina Faso
Mexico
Uganda
Niger

Mali

Mozambique
Honduras

Kenya

25. Countries with delivery of above USD eight million are shaded in the tables. The highest
delivery in 2014 was in Somalia, with somewhat over USD 72 million. Many but not all of the top
delivery countries have, like Somalia, large resilience and emergency response-related programmes.
Even in these instances, however, a significant portion of the programme is not emergency response-
related. Although the cut-off point of USD eight million is arbitrary, this level of delivery reflects a
degree of complexity in managing human and financial resources that many other offices do not have.

26. Annex 2 also identifies groupings of countries according to the range of delivery (using the
latest year, 2014, for this purpose): above USD 8 million, from USD 5-8 million, from
USD 2-5 million, from USD 1-2 million and those with less than USD 1 million delivery in 2014.

There are 34 countries in this last category of less than USD 1 million delivery in 2014 that have an

FAO office with an FAOR or international staff member (also shaded). There was likewise

considerable consistency in this group of countries. Of the 34 countries with a resident FAO who fell
below this level in at least one of those years, 23 were below the level in all three years, six were
below the level for two out of the three years, and five countries were below USD 1 million for only

one year.

27. The volume of delivery only refers to expenditures where the FAOR is the budget holder of
the projects. There are other important elements to the work of country offices. Other data in this
regard are presented in Annex 3. These indicators include the value of the Total Budget, representing
the value of the available budget of the office from all sources that year. Annex 3 contains information
on the Regional, Subregional and Liaison Offices to provide a comparison. The Somalia office had the
highest available budget in 2014 at USD 124 million, and several other country offices had budgets of

comparable size to Regional Offices.

28. Annex 3 also provides information on Staff Cost, including only those staff on long-term

contracts, and data on numbers of staff and the volume of expenditures on “non-staff human

resources” (NSHR), that is, short-term contracts of various types. The data show that while the staff
costs are, as expected, highest in the Regional Offices, a number of country offices, including many of
those with large resilience operations, also have large professional staff numbers. It is no longer
correct, as it may have been in the past, that the volume of work in countries in protracted crises was

made up mainly by short-term emergency operations.

29. Another statistic relates to Field Disbursements, illustrating the fact that a number of offices

provide considerable support for operations where they may not be the budget holder. This is

particularly important when looking at those countries with relatively very low delivery. The delivery
indicator alone may not portray an accurate picture of the size and complexity of the office. The Peru
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country office is one example, where delivery was around USD 770 000 in 2014 but field
disbursement was more than three times larger at USD 2.54 million.

30. Finally, Annex 3 includes data for each office on its Transaction Count, which shows the
number of transactions processed. This figure is a good indicator of the actual administrative workload
of each office as, for example, a procurement action for USD 10 000 requires largely the same process
steps as one for USD 100 000. This additional piece of information may more accurately present the
level of activity in an office, in support of FAO’s overall programme in the country. Peru, India and
China are examples of countries with a relatively high transaction count in spite of relatively low
delivery.

31. This information on the volume of work in the country offices needs to be seen in light of the
amount of funds that go into running the offices. Annex 2 also provides information on the level of
funds allocated to the offices from the assessed contribution portion of the Regular Programme, for the
three years 2012-2014. It also shows the ratio of the Delivery to Regular Programme Allocation, in
other words, as a measure of the cost of running the office relative to the volume of the FAO
programme delivered by the office. The highest ratio (in 2014) of 506:1 occurred in the Libya office,
where there was almost no Regular Programme contribution, with most countries showing a ratio well
above 2:1 or twice the value of delivery to the value of the assessed contribution cost of the office.
There were, however, 15 offices in 2014 with a ratio of less than 1:1, of which 15, all but one, were
offices with a resident FAOR. Although the situation may be tempered by looking at other indicators
mentioned above, a ratio of less and 1:1 is unacceptable and even less than 2:1 is clearly cause for
concern. These countries are included in Box 3 below.

Box 3 Country Offices with Resident FAORs and Ratios < 1:1 of Delivery to Allocation 2014
(in descending order)
Peru Uruguay Cuba
Jordan Barbados Jamaica
Morocco Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of) Trinidad and Tobago
Costa Rica Guyana Iran (Islamic Republic of)
China Dominican Republic
32. This situation is an improvement, however, on earlier years. In 2013 there were 26 country

offices with ratios of less than 1:1, of which 25 had FAORs, and in 2012 there were 32 offices in this
category, 28 with FAORs.

33. The next set of annexes contains indicators that are more related to characteristics of the
countries themselves than of the FAO offices. Annex 4 shows the classification of countries by various
criteria. These include the 48 low-income-food-deficit countries (LIFDCs) retained in WAICENT for
FAOQ analytical purposes; the list of least developed countries (LDCs) maintained by the Economic
and Social Council (ECOSOC) of the United Nations; and the list of maintained by the WTO
Committee on Agriculture of net-food-importing developing countries, of which there are 79, the 48
LDCs plus 31 additional countries. Annex 5 presents the World Bank’s 2015 classification of
economies, stratified as low-income, lower-middle-income, upper-middle-income and high-income.

34. Annex 6 incorporates the World Bank classification with the earlier Annex 2, grouping the
countries by income level, and showing the level of Delivery, Regular Programme Allocation and the
ratio of Delivery to Allocation. Given their importance to FAO’s work, the Annex also identifies the
Low-Income Food Deficit Countries as well as the countries that have achieved the Millennium
Development Goal on hunger (MDG 1c) of reducing by half the percentage of chronically
undernourished, and the World Food Summit goal of reducing by half the number of chronically
undernourished. It maintains the shading of those with delivery of more than USD 8 million and less
than USD 1 million, and those with a ratio of Delivery/Allocation less than 1:1.
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35. Annex 7 likewise brings in the data from Annex 2 and adds information on the number of
undernourished, the proportion of undernourished, and the prevalence of stunting among children®*—
all key indicators, among others, that are addressed by FAO’s work. This table similarly maintains the
shading of those with more than USD 8 million delivery and those with a ratio of Delivery/Allocation
less than 1:1.

36. Annex 8 presents figures on flow of bilateral development assistance to countries. It includes
all donor countries, both those of the Development Assistance Committee of the OECD and others.
The table ranks countries from high to low for bilateral assistance to all sectors, and includes a column
on aid to agriculture. The list maintains the shading of those countries with high (above

USD 8 million) and low (below USD 1 million) of FAO delivery in 2014. As can be seen, there are a
number of cases where donor aid flows are high in countries with very small FAO programmes.

37. The following two Annexes look at cities rather than countries. Annex 9 shows the number of
direct flights that each city has, with particular emphasis on connections to the countries of the regions
or subregions that FAO staff that are based there could serve. Annex 10 provides the location of
subregional and regional offices of other UN agencies, along with the location of regional and
subregional economic integration bodies.

38. These characteristics were considered to a greater or lesser degree in the five regional
decentralization evaluations. While these evaluations examined a number of issues beyond coverage,
they included a number of general and more specific recommendations on it. All five reports represent
a relatively recent external, independent review of coverage issues and it is important to review what
they proposed. Many of the recommendations have been or are in the process of being implemented.
Others remain relevant but have not yet been agreed. The section below presents a summary of the
relevant recommendations from the five regional evaluations. These, along with the indicators
presented in the annexes provide a solid basis for considering further changes in coverage.

3 Data for all three indicators are not available for all countries.
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IV.

B.

Summary of Key Coverage-Related Observations, Recommendations and
Suggested Actions from the Five Regional Evaluations

RNE: Evaluation of FAO’s Regional and Subregional offices for the Near East
(January 2011)*

i. Sub-Regional Offices (SROs) should become the “First Port of Call” for FAORs and
strictly act as technical hubs. In order to perform the above functions, the SROs should
become Sub-regional Multi-disciplinary Technical Teams (SMTs) with no administrative
functions vis-a-vis the FAOR.

ii. The decentralization process should not stop at regional level but continue to [...] down
to sub-regional and country levels. This will allow RNE to focus in the future on “upstream”
work (i.e., region-wide common priorities), placing responsibility for “downstream” work
on the SMTs and FAOR:s (i.e. subregion-wide and country-level priorities).

iii. RNE should be responsible for coordinating, supervising and evaluating the work of
SMTs and FAORs. This will include managing the financial and human resources available
to decentralized offices in the region irrespective of the funding source. RNE should then
have the capacity and authority to reallocate these funds based on relative sub-regional and
country demands and needs.

iv. RNE should build and/or maintain the expertise and resources required to establish and
manage Functional Technical Networks that would mobilize knowledge and encourage
specialization around priority topics selected from among those identified in the RPF-NE.
FAO expertise available at all levels (FAORs, SMTs and HQ) would be associated to these
Networks as appropriate, under the coordination of RNE.

v. In order to avoid confusions in their roles and responsibilities vis-a-vis the host country
and FAOR:s in the region and/or sub-region, a maximum of two FAO decentralized offices
per country should be allowed.

vi. The OTO scheme should be phased out in the Near East Region in view of its limited
effectiveness and the significant reduction in regional and sub-regional technical capacity
resulting from its high use.

vii. FAO should make a greater use of alternative field presence arrangements such as
multiple accreditations (with assistance of a NPO in the host country) or, as in the case of
Iraq, through the appointment of Programme Coordinators as FAO Representatives.

REU: Evaluation of FAO’s Regional and Sub-regional Offices (December 2012)°

i. REU was moved to a number of different locations, since its establishment. The current
locations of REU and SEC were mostly decided on the basis of the generous offers of the
hosting countries. Neither office was or is ‘in’ the sub-regions they serve: this affects the
interaction of staff with the culture, also linguistic, in which they operate [...] thus
undermining to a certain extent, the added value of the decentralization. [...] it was not
possible to identify a ‘best pattern’ for geographical coverage in terms of location of
regional and sub-regional offices, although very few other UN agencies made the same
choices as FAO. The Evaluation suggests adding a new criterion to its list of parameters for
selecting locations of its decentralized offices, that is, proximity to other UN agencies, in
consideration of the trend towards the One-UN approach.

4PC 106/5 - FC 138/22 (http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/021/mal44e.pdr)
5 PC 113/3 (http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/027/mf58 1e.pdf)
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ii. SEC was never located in an airport hub and as of early 2012, transport logistics were
no longer as favourable for REU as they used to be. Travel arrangements do not facilitate
communication and collaboration between HQ and DOs and REU staff will face
inefficiencies in travelling to some of the countries where it should focus its work in the next
decade. [...since ...] the considerations for locations [...] are not strictly technical
[Evaluation] refrained from formulating any suggestions. Nevertheless, efficiency and
effectiveness are partly a function of the geographical location of such offices: the decision
to examine opportunities in this respect rests with the Member Countries of the
Organization.

iii. A core question for [...] Secretariat and Member Countries: the extent to which
locations of Decentralized Offices are permanent once established, or can be flexible and
adjusted following new circumstances of work in any given sub-region or region.

iv. The geographical accessibility of Ankara by HQ-based FAO staff on mission to the
Central Asian countries was an issue, considering that the great majority of them had to add
a necessary additional day to their duty-travel time to go through SEC for coordination and
exchange: this rarely happened, to some detriment of improved coordination and exchange.

v. The Evaluation [concluded] that in the medium term, needs and requests for support from
FAO are likely to change substantially in the SEU/REU countries, and become closer to
those of other European countries that mostly relate to FAO through HQ. Thus, the core
mandate and focus of work of REU and SEC [...] will likely be as follows:

e provide technical and policy assistance, manage operations and mobilize resources for
SEU/REU countries: Albania, Armenia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Georgia and the
Republic of Moldova (time-span 10 years);

e provide technical and policy assistance, manage operations and mobilize resources for
Central Asian countries (time-span 20 years);
produce and make knowledge available for SEU/REU and Central Asian countries;

® act as coordinating entity for: two fully-fledged FAO Representations in Kyrgyzstan
and Tajikistan; two non-resident FAO Representatives, assigned respectively to
Albania plus the Republic of Moldova, and Armenia plus Georgia; and a number of
Programme and Partnership Development officers; and

o service the ERC and its subsidiary bodies.

vi. In order to carry out the identified tasks [...] there are a number of requirements that
should be considered by Member Countries in Europe and Central Asia [...]:

* improved access of REU staff to collaboration with other colleagues in HQ working in
the Region and with other parts of the Organization that will become increasingly
important for the SEU/REU Members;

® more efficient travel to the SEU/REU countries where the focus of work will be during
the next decade;

® more efficient travel to Central Asian countries serviced by SEC;
improved communication and collaboration between HQ-based, REU-based and
SEC-based staff, either working in the same countries or with relevant knowledge at
the sub-regional level;
reduce [...] administration, operations and office management costs; and

® facilitate REU’s function of servicing the ERC and its subsidiary bodies in easy reach
of the ERG.
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vii. Regional Offices could also consider whether to post one of their staff in LOB with the
task of Partnership Development and strategic dialogue, to facilitate their own Region’s
access to EU institutions and resources.

viii. The Evaluation supports the appointment of fully-fledged FAORs in Kyrgyzstan and
Tajikistan, thereby relieving the over-burdened Sub-Regional Coordinator of a part of his
workload. The appointment for Kyrgyzstan was completed in a rapid and efficient manner;
the rapid designation of the appointee for Tajikistan, with suitable competences and FAO
experience, will be of the utmost importance.

ix. Two countries where the rural population and the agricultural sector play an important
role in the national economy, namely Albania and the Republic of Moldova, should receive
more attention. FAO should have a stronger and more continuous presence in these two
countries.

x. The multiple-accreditation of FAO Representatives can be an effective mechanism for
ensuring visibility for the Organization and adequate management of FAO’s work at country
level, as long as no more than two countries are covered through the mechanism by the same
FAO Representative, who should spend at least six working weeks per year in each country.

xi. Adequate delegation of authority from the Regional and Sub-regional Offices to the
countries is absolutely required to enable efficient and effective delivery and implementation
of tasks at the appropriate level. This could be achieved by designating two non-resident
FAO Representatives, one for Albania and the Republic of Moldova and one for Armenia
and Georgia, posted in REU, who could also carry out additional duties as REU senior
officers.

xii. The National Correspondent Scheme is neither efficient nor effective to ensure adequate
visibility for the Organization in any country. Other mechanisms can be identified [...] to
facilitate the participation of any given country in FAO’s normative events and in regional,
interregional and global projects.

xiii. A non-resident FAO Representative [should] be appointed with multiple-accreditation
to Armenia and Georgia; the Assistant FAO Representatives at country level should be
delegated enough authority to manage the whole programme, represent FAO within the UN,
make decisions or facilitate rapid decision-making.

xiv. A non-resident FAO Representative [should] be appointed with multiple-accreditation
to Albania and the Republic of Moldova.

xv. The National Correspondent Scheme should be discontinued and FAO should not engage
in operational activities at country level without, as a minimum, an AFAOR within a
multiple-accredited FAO Representation or a senior officer embedded in the UN Resident
Coordinator Office.

C. RAF: Evaluation of FAO’s Regional and Sub-regional Offices (September 2013)°

i. Enable and encourage dedicate FAO leadership at country level by rewarding excellent
FAO performance. Suggested actions:

o establish previous FAO experience as a highly desirable qualification for FAOR posts;

® recognize FAORs who are successfully proactive in their work and, if not already at
that level, promote such Representatives to their post grade;

e clearly establish FAOR posts as full-time occupations, avoiding multiple accreditation
where possible;

S PC 114/2 (http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/029/mi073e.pdf)
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® inview of the key position of FAORs in the Organization, restore Regional
Representative direct supervision with appropriate support within his/her office; and

® where extra-budgetary resources permit, strengthen the senior country management
team with a fourth staff member (at the same hierarchical level as the Assistant FAOR
or, for very large programmes, at the Deputy FAOR level).

ii. Focus the substantive technical work of the Regional Office on (i) co-ordinating
normative work and its policy dimensions and (ii) leadership of the regional dimension of
the Organization’s technical networks. Suggested actions:

® the regional technical officer team should be led by the Deputy Regional
Representative. The posts should be re-profiled to reflect primary responsibilities in
cross-sectoral policy and normative work;

® the team should focus on conducting cutting edge policy and normative work in the
region, and coordinating all normative work among the decentralized offices, to ensure
that priority areas are selected for focus, and that field experience solidly informs the
Organization’s normative products; and

® regional technical officers should also be responsible for serving as the link between
headquarters and regional technical networks and their operation in the region.

iii. Increase the size and skill mix of the sub-regional Technical Teams. Suggested actions:

® readjust the balance between RAF technical posts for normative work and sub-
regional teams for policy and technical support by transferring at least four regional
technical posts to sub-regional technical/policy teams;

e consolidate technical expertise from the four SROs into two Technical Teams, allowing
for a level of geographic and linguistic specificity;

® commission a study on the optimal location of these two Technical Teams in West and
Central and East and Southern Africa, in consideration of the following: cost of office
establishment, working and travel conditions, and proximity to partners of priority for
FAO — including RECs, UN and other development partners; and

o structurally and functionally integrate personnel of the Subregional Emergency Offices
(SREOs) within the Technical Teams and charge such personnel with the responsibility
of providing technical backstopping to Country Offices on resilience issues. As AOS
and TSS income will be needed to maintain the SREOs and teams, such income from
sub-regional emergency projects (as for development projects) should be allocated to
the SRO and SREO.

iv. Strengthen Technical Team management arrangements. Suggested actions:

e release SRCs from FAOR responsibilities, changing the designation of SRCs to
Technical Team leaders, with team management being their primary function; and

® create a Management Board for each Technical Team, led by and comprised primarily
of FAORSs in their geographic area of work. [...] The Management Board [...] chaired
by an FAOR elected by his/her colleagues, with the leader of the technical team as its
secretary. [...] The board would assess the performance of the technical team in the
past year, recommend any changes to team composition and plan and agree upon the
team’s workplan for the coming year. [...] the incumbents these technical posts must
be considered mobile, and be able to move according to the needs |[...].

v. Establish broader technical networks that include all FAO technical expertise in the
region and expand their use. Suggested actions:

® technical Teams should maintain and use rosters of all FAO technical personnel
(regular programme and project staff/non-staff) within the sub-region for short-term
assignments and redeployments — and co-ordinate their use. [...] facilitate a better use



16 CL 153/14 Rev.1

[...] of available expertise in decentralized offices, especially those working at country
level. [...] a major complement to the expertise available in RAF and the multi-
disciplinary teams.

D. RAP: Evaluation of FAQO’s Regional and Sub-regional Offices for Asia and the
Pacific (January 2014)’

i. The evaluation recognizes the distinctiveness of the Sub-regional Office for the Pacific
Islands (SAP) and makes a number of suggestions regarding its role, structure and
functioning. In particular, it suggests that SAP should be given greater delegated authority
and operational autonomy. FAQO’s Members have agreed to strengthen FAO presence and
capacity in the region.

ii. Nevertheless, significant progress has been made in this respect since the June 2012
approval of two Deputy FAORs and a Programme and Partnership Development Officer in
PNG....The Evaluation suggests transferring responsibility for the technical and operational
backstopping of the PNG field programme from SAP to RAP as well, to ensure coherence of
approach and transparency in terms of responsibility and supervision.

iii. In the Pacific, FAO’s presence was found to be very thin. The distance factor in the
Pacific plays a big role in terms of time and cost of travel....Good work was noted by
National Correspondents but this did still not appear to be enough, considering the very
circumscribed mandate of NCs....However, the location of the FAO Sub-regional Office in
Apia, Samoa, creates a relative disconnect with most other UN agencies in the Region and
the key regional organizations like the Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC), all
located in Fiji. [...]

iv. If a move to Fiji for ease of operation in the Region should not be feasible [...], SAP
should consider locating one international staff in Fiji with a policy, coordination and
resource mobilization role.

v. Similarly, FAO might consider contributing to the UN jointly funded Liaison Officers in
some of the countries, to attend to day to day liaison work with governments.

vi. The Evaluation strongly suggests that with the newly enhanced country coverage
mechanisms and the clear need for more effective servicing of the Members in the Subregion,
SAP should be institutionally allowed a higher level of autonomy and delegation of full
authority in programming, operations and administration, as well as in its access to directly
draw from wider FAO knowledge and resource base including HQ-based units.

E. RLC: Evaluation of FAO’s Regional and Sub-regional Offices for Latin America
and the Caribbean (March 2014)3

i. FAO Senior Management at Headquarters and the RLC should consolidate FAO presence
in the region. In order to do so, it should adopt new working models to adapt to the financial
reality and the Organization’s requirements to provide efficient and effective services to
member countries in Latin America and the Caribbean.

ii. Transfer Cuba and the Dominican Republic from the Caribbean Subregion to the
Mesoamerica Subregion. Overloading SLC with the task of managing different languages
does not seem appropriate. Central America shows positive indicators in several aspects that
make it possible to consider the opening of the Sub-regional Office in Panama a wise
decision. This change in lines of report can contribute towards improving the effectiveness

7PC 115/3 (http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/030/mj553e.pdf)
8 PC 115/4 (http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/030/mj892e.pdf)
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and efficiency indicators in the region. The Management could also evaluate the Haiti
Office's status and line of report.

iii. Rebalance the location of Technical Officers in Santiago, Chile, and in Panama. The
arrangement of Representations being managed by designated Technical Officers should be
discontinued. This evaluation did not find any advantages in terms of the effectiveness and
efficiency of this model. In contrast, it was possible to verify the deterioration of the
technical services provided by the Technical Officers in charge of Country Offices and the
enormous workload that such represents.

iv. RLC should consider establishing multiple-accreditation systems, with a view to
managing the portfolios of two or more countries. This recommendation could be applied to
the following three groups of countries: Caribbean countries; Costa Rica; and Argentina,
Chile and Uruguay in South America.

v. Management should explore the possibility of the governments involved contributing
additional funding in order to make a possible broad presence sustainable. Specific
considerations regarding the countries and their socio-economic and political situations
must form part of the decision.

vi. The strengthening of the Subregional Office for Mesoamerica should also be prioritized
in the short term.

vii. Senior Management of FAO and RLC should restructure technical services and teams,
in terms of specializations and geographical location. These teams should consider adopting
truly multidisciplinary working arrangements and structures.

V. Summary of Criteria for Adjusting Coverage

39. Each of the annexes provides information that has a bearing on the location of FAO offices,
their coverage and staffing. No single indicator can serve as the basis for decisions and, even in their
totality, it is not feasible to construct a simple formula that applies to all cases. Nevertheless, the
information contained in the annexes along with the recommendations from the earlier external
regional evaluations provide the basis for the discussion that follows, on options and proposals on
coverage, location and levels of responsibility of FAO offices outside of Rome.

40. The preceding discussion, along with the summary of the earlier regional evaluations’
recommendation, suggests a number of general criteria, together with location-specific characteristics
that should be considered as well. Regional Offices ideally should be located where regional
institutional partners are, and in cities that bring people together on topics of relevance to that region.
FAO needs to be fully and visibly in the mix and well-represented in these fora, and benefit from the
daily interactions with others working on similar topics. The regional offices should also be located in
cities with good airline connections to the countries that they serve.

41. Subregional offices need to be placed in well-defined subregions, located where there are
headquarters of subregional bodies or the subregional offices of partner agencies. These FAO offices
need to have easy access to the countries of the subregion. Like all offices, they need an appropriate
mix expertise and to be demand-driven to serve the needs of the country offices in their subregion.

42. Country offices will necessarily vary over a wide spread of characteristics. Here the choices to
b