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FOREWORD

In December 2003, the IFAD Executive Board appravedthree-year Field Presence Pilot Programme
(FPPP), which represented a far reaching initiatiedated to the organisational structure and opérgt
model of the Fund. At the same time, it requedtedffice of Evaluation (OE) to undertake an eviama

of the FPPP and submit the results to the Boardnduits session in September 2007. The objectitieeof
evaluation was to: (i) assess the results of th& pi achieving IFAD’s objectives at the countey¢l; and

(ii) generate findings and recommendations for theire of the FPPP and IFAD’s country presence
opportunities in general.

The FPPP evaluation analysis was based on the sissag of the performance of IFAD in countries with
and without any form of field presence, the resafthieved before and after the establishment tf fie
presence, as well as a comprehensive benchmartadyg t learn from the country presence approaches
and experiences of other development organizations.

The main conclusion of the evaluation is that IF&RTffectiveness, as measured by the four key inter-
related dimensions of the FPPP - implementatiorpsup policy dialogue, partnership development and
knowledge management - is greater in countries Wighd presence than in countries without. In
particular, the FPPP countries have performed partarly well in providing implementation supportcan
in enhancing communication between IFAD and a ramigpartners at the country level. Countries with
‘proxy’ field presence — i.e., countries outsidedé included in the FPPP where IFAD has directhedhi
local persons to further some of its key objectivémve paid more attention to strengthening IFAD’s
engagement in policy dialogue and donor co-ordomatiand less in other areas. Finally, even though t
sample is small, the outposted IFAD country programmanager (CPM) model - there are only two
countries (Panama and Peru), where the CPM is @hylyi stationed rather than at headquarters- yields
the best overall results in all inter-related dinseans, but especially in knowledge managementiaesiv

The evaluation also found that the FPPP objectwese too ambitious in relation to the human and
financial resources allocated for the purpose, #mat the pilot would have benefited from more ptivac
support during its implementation, in particulahrough the systematic collection of data on the FPP
performance indicators and a rigorous recording amalysis of the costs related to the FPPP. Theegfo
and given the limited experience in terms of impletation duration and diversity of country presence
models experimented under the FPPP, the evaluatiocludes that it is premature for IFAD to formeat
a comprehensive country presence policy at thigesta

In light of the above, the evaluation recommendd the FPPP be transformed into a new initiative,
namely the Country Presence Programme (CPP). Thpoge of the CPP would be to consolidate the
evidence around the positive results emerging ftoenFPPP and to determine the most cost-effective
form of country presence that IFAD should adopfudher its development effectiveness. The country
presence policy would be prepared following then&va& undertaking of an assessment by the
management of the CPP. Meanwhile, the evaluatioso alinderlines a number of specific
recommendations to be introduced to overcome sdrte @ritical constraints found in the FPPP, which
will contribute to achieving a more effective IFABuntry presence.

Two senior advisors, Dr. Nafis Sadik and ProfesBabert Picciotto, supported OE throughout the
evaluation, providing comments on the evaluatiortho@ology and all major deliverables. OE also
benefited from comments of the members of the Ad\twoking Group of the Executive Board on Field
Presence and the evaluation Core Learning Partnprsbonsisting of the Assistant President of the
Programme Management Department, as well as reptagee of all regional and other divisions at
IFAD.

The present evaluation report includes an Agreerae@ompletion Point summarizing the main findings
and recommendations of the evaluation, which thEDFnanagement has agreed to adopt and implement

within specific timeframes

Luciano Lavizzari
Director, Office of Evaluation

Vil



viii



IFAD’s Field Presence Pilot Programme

Corporate-level Evaluation
Executive Summary

I. INTRODUCTION

1. Background. In December 2003, at its eightieth session, thtermational Fund for
Agricultural Development (IFAD’s) Executive Boarg@moved the three-year Field Presence Pilot
Programme (FPPP). The main aim of the pilot prognamvas to enhance the effectiveness of IFAD
operations by focusing on four interrelated dimensi implementation support, policy dialogue,
partnership-building and knowledge management. $\dgilproving the pilot, the Board requested the
Office of Evaluation (OE) to evaluate the FPPP miyiits third year of implementation and present its
results to the Board.

2. Evaluation Objectives.Accordingly, the main objective of this evaluatwas to: (i) assess the
performance and impact of the FPPP in achievingDBAoverall objectives; and (ii) generate
findings and recommendations to help IFAD’s managenand Board decide on the pilot's future
and lay the basis for the formulation of an IFAuotyy presence policy.

3. Evaluation Methodology. The evaluation: (i) established a comparator grofigountries
without any form of IFAD field presence to gain etter appreciation of the results in countries with
and without field presence; (i) gave emphasisht dssessment of results achieved before and after
the establishment of field presence by mainly olg the views of stakeholders; (iii) secured
systematic feedback about the benefits of an actupbtential field presence within IFAD and at the
country level; and (iv) carried out a comprehendieachmarking study to identify good practice in
country presence and learn from the experiencéhefr @levelopment organizations.

4.  While the focus was on the FPPP (including sagetituntrie, the evaluation also examined
the experience gained with: (i) two outposted CouRrogramme Managers (CPMs) in Panama and
Peru; and (i) proxy field preserfcarrangements. This facilitated the assessmeniterhative field
presence arrangements pursued by IFAD.

5. The evaluation faced three major challenges: (itéd availability of self-evaluation data,
incomplete accounting of FPPP costs and lack oftasgline data on the performance and outcome
indicators adopted by the Board; (ii) the short ambmplete implementation period for most of
FPPP initiative$ and (iii) unrealistic expectations regarding #msessment and attribution of the
pilot programme’s impact on the rural pbor

6.  Country visits took place in 25 of the 35 countiieduded in the evaluation sample, some with
and others without any form of field presence.ime lwith the IFAD Evaluation Policy, OE set up a

1 satellite countries are those neighbouring cdemtcovered by the field presence officer, in dddito

his/her country of residence in one of the 15 FE&Umhtries.

2 As with the two outposted CPMs, proxy field prese countries are outside the FPPP. Under proiy fie

presence, IFAD normally recruits a consultant Ilycalho can undertake a range of activities in suppbthe
IFAD country programme, such as attending donoorctiration meetings.

¥  Ten of the FPPPs only started in the last quaft@005 or in 2006.

*  The limitations were addressed in a number of syagcluding the adoption in the evaluation of a

comparator group of countries and assessing theréeind after field presence situations, undertpldn
benchmarking study, and visiting 25 countries ttbecb information from concerned partners.



Core Learning Partnership (CLP) and benefited fthm inputs of two Senior Advisers (Dr Nafis
Sadik and Professor Robert Picciotto), who provideldice on the design of the evaluation and
reviewed all major evaluation deliverables.

[I. ASSESSMENT OF IFAD’S FIELD PRESENCE EXPERIENCE

7. Design and Management of the FPPP.he evaluation found that the focus of the FPPEhen
four interrelated dimensions (implementation suppepolicy dialogue, partnership building and
knowledge management) was appropriate for furtgete objectives of IFAD country programmes.
However, the FPPP was critically under-funded, #r@dhuman resources allocated to the pilot were
inadequate. The Consultation on the Sixth Repleméstt of IFAD’s Resources and the Executive
Board were quite involved in the design of the FARE&uding establishing the pilot’s objectives and
resource allocation. For example, a group of IFABmber states prepared and circulated a “non-
paper” outlining the objectives and design of tRPP in 2002, and a specific Ad-hoc Working Group
of the Executive Board on Field Preseheeas established in December 2002 to oversee its
development and implementation. This involvementindated a clear framework that the
management followed in preparing the final propasathe FPPP.

8. The FPPP design devoted inadequate attention tointleeface between CPMs, IFAD’s
cooperating institutions and the field presenceef§ in general, but in particular with regardheir
contribution to implementation support activiti@his led to confusion on the ground among key
partners about their respective roles and respititisdkh The self-assessment report on the FPPP
issued by Programme Management Department (PMDescdhese sentiments.

9. The Fund did not take advantage of the FPPP bgmyically experimenting with alternative
models to field presence except for the inclusibrsatellite countries — a subregional approach to
field presence connected to the establishmentetd foresence in a particular country. Most pilot
countries followed the same model. It involved dpfing a local staff member and arranging for
office space. Nor did the Fund outpost any CPMmftteadquarters under the FPPP, although such
experimentation was specifically envisaged by tita.p

10. The implementation of the FPPP was also charaeteby the inability to capture reliable cost
data and the absence of a platform for systematievledge sharing among FPPP officers and CPMs,
as well as inadequate reporting on performancecatdis. Furthermore, no human or financial
resources were specifically dedicated by IFAD fa management of the FPPP, so the pilot had to be
implemented within existing management and stafacdies. As such, it can be said that pilot has
not provided IFAD’'s management and Board with appete guidance for the formulation of an
authoritative country presence policy at this stage

11. Organizational Aspects.Field presence officers draw on the administratieevices of host
organizations. This inevitably leads to some Idsis-AD identity and visibility. The majority of fig
presence officers are recruited and hosted by Umiietions Development Programme (UNDP). The
others are recruited and hosted by the Food anit#lgmre Organization of the United Nations
(FAO) and the World Food Programme (WFP), exceptféur field presence officers directly
recruited as consultants by IFAD. No pilot is halise the offices of international financial
institutiond — a lost opportunity for enhanced partnership withanizations that are especially well
placed to help ‘upscale’ IFAD-funded activities.

> This group is still operational and is compos&fl members of the Executive Board.

®  One reason might be that generally the rentabaufsspace in such institutions was found to tyidi than

under the current FPPP host organisations.



12. The Peru outposted CPM works from a privately réni#fice, whereas the Panama CPM is
hosted in the UNDP office. Most proxy field preserafficers work from private offices (or their
homes). They are all recruited directly as IFAD sidtants.

13. The effectiveness of the FPPP and proxy field presefficers has been constrained by limited
delegation of authority. Nor has systematic coagliiaen provided. Field presence officers are not
authorized to represent IFAD formally or to takecidions on operational or financial matters.

Partners at the country level are aware of this temd to contact the headquarters directly. This
contrasts with the orderly country relations pattexperienced in the two countries where IFAD has
outposted CPMs. They enjoy the same status asdbkgagues in Rome and this is recognized by
country partners.

14. IFAD has attracted highly qualified field preserafécers, although and understandably they
are not equally competent to implement all four eligsions of the FPPP. Proxies have focused on one
or two main areas of work (such as policy dialogmel donor coordination). On the other hand,
outposted CPMs with delegated authority have béda ta mobilise national expertise to pursue all
four dimensions. In general, no systematic inductad training was provided at the outset of the
FPPP or for proxy field presence officers. On-thie-fraining has beead hoc No special training
provisions were made for outposted CPMs either.l&Vlield presence officers have recently been
given access to the IFAD Intranet and provided viifAD email accounts, they still do not have
access to other key information systems such asPtbgect and Portfolio Management System
(PPMS) and the Loans and Grants System (LGS).

15. Financial Issues. It is difficult to draw an accurate picture of tpdot's costs - and for the
other models of field presence. Managers and gidffiot use available accounting systems in a way
that would have enabled proper tracking of FPPRscdisappears that several country pilots have
spent more than the anticipated amounts, largetyrasult of the escalation in staff costs. Acaugdi

to a recent internal audit, the actual costs ofRBREP will be around US$4 million (on the basisof
full three year implementation period for all FP&Runtries), rather than the US$3 million approved
by the Board for the 15 country pil&t§he evaluation notes that individual pilots wéth average of
US$67 000 per year (with a maximum of US$80 000 gmintry each year) are severely under-
resourced to handle the variety of tasks impliedheyfour FPPP dimensions.

16. A cost analysis conducted by the evaluation orothitposting of CPMs found that this is likely
to involve substantial costs. Outposting a P4-lestaff member could involve either a savings of
around US$12 000 or additional costs to the Fundrofind US$34 000 per year, depending on the
duty station and the related post adjustment entght. For a P5-level staff member, savings coeld b
around US$17 000 or additional costs around US$85 These estimates make no provision for a
hazard allowance (an entitlement in some casesidEts related to rental subsidies or for one-time
costs of more than US$50 000 per staff for dutyekafamily travel and household goods removal
related to the outposting of headquarters stafé ifkkestment costs in infrastructure required t&ana
outposted staff operational also need to be fadtioreOn the other hand, savings can be generated b
recruiting local administrative and secretariaffsta support the outposted CPMs. All in all, it wd
seem that a budget neutral outcome (and in sones sasings) might be achieved only if much of

" In their initial proposal to the Board in Sept@n003, the management estimated the costs & year

pilot to be US$3.6 million. However, based on dssians with the Board, the budget submission of the
management was reduced to US$3 million when tha&l ##PPP proposal was presented for approval by the
Board in December 2003.
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the operational work arising from the planned esg@min the programme of wdts transferred to
field offices in countries where professional splsrales are lower than at headquarters.

17. Performance and ResultsAs a

group, the results related to the FPPP, Assessment of Country With

proxy field presence and two outposted and Without Field Presence

CPMs ar? bet“?r acr_oss the_four Inter= Key dimensions Field Presence | Comparator
related dimensions, in relation to the countries
cohort of countries in the comparator -
group without any form of IFAD field |mp|ementati()n Support 5.2 4.6
presence (see Table 1). Performance ®olicy Dialogue 4.5 3.4
even better in countries where fieldPartnership Development| 4.5 4.4
presence was established two or mgrénowledge Management 4.1 3.6
years ago. However, these results must

be interpreted with caution since thePverall 4.6 4.0
FPPP was directed to countries where

borrowers’ attitudes and capacitie (1=lowest score, 6 = highest score)
were relatively favourable.

18. While some examples of innovations were found imgarator group countries, the results in
field presence countries are better in terms dfgagion and scaling up of innovations. In this aed)
the role of the outposted CPM in Peru stands outeims of the promotion of innovations, as
confirmed by other OE evaluations. While such iratmns would not have taken place without the
incumbent’s special skills, the delegation of raghility to the field was a necessary condition of
success.

Ratings of the Four Inter-related Dimensions
Across the Different Types of Field Presence

Very high 6
y hig 55
5.0 5.0 5.0 53
High 5 I 47— 1
4.7
4.4 4.4 4545
4.0
Moderately high 4 | 3.9
Moderately low 3 4 —
Low 2 -
Very low 1 4 . .
Support to Policy Dialogue Partnership Know ledge Overall
Project development management
Implementation
‘l FPPP @ Proxy O CPM outposting ‘

19. As to the before and after scenarios, apart fronowkedge management, the overall
effectiveness of field presence countries is rataetween moderately high and high in the othezehr
dimensions to which field presence is expectedoturibute. All three field presence models appear

8 See section on “Programme of Work 2007-2009”dgeaphs 57-59) in the documéRAD’s Contribution

to Reaching the Millennium Development Goals: Repbthe Consultation on the Seventh Replenishmment
IFAD’s Resources (2007-20Q9hich articulates the background and magnitudén@fannual increases in the
Fund’'s programme of work. The target is to achiewéJS$2 billion work programme for the Seventh
Replenishment period.
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to yield overall moderately high to high resultdénms of improving IFAD activities in the four art
related dimensions.

20. Within the FPPP countries, the best results arertegly achieved in implementation support
activities. Overall, the results achieved in knalge management were not as good but this may be
due to the lack (until recently) of an overall IFAfhowledge management strategy. On policy
dialogue and donor coordination, it is revealingttthe results are above the FPPP averages in
countries such as Mozambique, Nicaragua, Tanzamiaganda with emphasis on sector wide
approach programmes in agriculture or rural devekmu. The same can be said for partnership
strengthening.

21. Although the outposting of CPMs emerges as the msastessful model of IFAD field
presence, it must be stressed that the resultsazexl on a sample of only two countries where IFAD
presently has outposted CPMs. The largest differémgerformance between the outposted CPMs
and the FPPP and proxy field presence officens fké area of knowledge management.

22. The group of satellite countries covered by FPPBwsd broadly the same results in
implementation support, but lower overall effectiges in policy dialogue, partnership strengthening
and knowledge management. This is largely becawes&PPP and therefore the satellites gave more
priority to implementation support than to the ramray three dimensions. It also attests to the
difficulties faced when engaging in policy dialogamivities outside the duty station country.

23. Most proxies cover only one or at most two of therfFPPP dimensions. The area of focus is
driven largely by the most pressing operationaldsedProxy field presence has been effective
especially in supporting policy dialogue, donor mhoation activities, and less so implementation
support. One problem is that some proxy field pmeseofficers are hired on contracts of limited
duration (e.g., on a retainer basis). This may leaaonflicts of interest, when the proxy field

presence officers explore employment opportunitigls institutions involved in IFAD operations.

lll. KEY FINDINGS FROM THE BENCHMARKING STUDY

24. The benchmarking study generated a number of riegedindings. All comparator
organisations considered field presence to be gakamtheir development effectiveness, especially
in the framework of the evolving development armetiitire with emphasis on harmonisation, donor
co-ordination and aid effectiveness. It has allowsain to pursue more systematically partnerships
with like-minded development organisations at tbantry level. They emphasized that appropriate
delegation of authority to country offices was ¢allend that special training, induction and ovgnsi
arrangements are needed to secure full benefits e field presence. Costs were merely one of the
criteria considered by the comparator organisatinngeciding to embark on decentralisation. Each
organization has pursued alternative options famtny presence in order to respond to different
contexts, including the setting up of regional autbregional offices to complement the work of
country offices. Finally, the study noted that ddécalisation has consequences for the work of
headquarters, and that ongoing institutional refoprocesses must take full account of
decentralization of operations.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

25. Overall, the evaluation concludes that the fieldsence model tested by the FPPP has had
positive results. The same can be said of prozied,of the CPM outposting model, although the size
of the sample is small. The benchmarking study iomsfthat a permanent field presence is widely
viewed by other development organizations as cetattheir effectiveness. But significant resources
need to be invested for field presence to be éfimctn sum, the central question for IFAD is not
about the rationale of a field presence, but rasifsaut the form of country presence most apprapriat
for the Fund and the countries it serves.
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26. The overall effectiveness of IFAD measured along thur dimensions of implementation
support, policy dialogue, partnership developmemt knowledge management has been greater in
countries with field presence than in countrieshaitt. The FPPP has made IFAD more visible and
effective and has allowed better and more condistdiow-up. This has had wholesome effects on
the quality of country programmes and projects. fd=ilts would have been better and more solidly
documented had the shortcomings in the designraptémentation of the pilot been recognised and
acted upon on a timely basis — particularly witepext to funding, delegation of authority, legal,
logistical and training arrangements.

27. The FPPP had an ambitious design and was undemfynthis can be seen as a reflection of
the compromise that had to be reached in ordeatoeg the acceptability of Board members, several
of whom strongly favoured IFAD field presence, wéees others did not.

28. Based on a small sample, the outposting of CPMis fuit delegation of authority to advance
IFAD’s objectives at the country level emerges dmghly effective option. The evaluation made an
initial attempt to determine the cost of outposi®@Ms, which reveals that establishing this typé (b
also any other less effective type) of country eneg for IFAD is not likely to be cost neutral and
involves significant rethinking of the role, orgaational structure and functioning of the instibuti
as a whole, comprising of both outposted and heatieps staff.

29. The experimentation with the satellite country aagh has also proven positive, particularly as
far as implementation support activities are comedr It is an interesting option from a cost
perspective. Finally, the proxy field presence apph has been effective, when focused on one or
two areas such as policy dialogue and/or aid coatitin.

30. In sum, in spite of the limitations of pilot desiggmnd implementation and the challenges
involved in assessing FPPP results (see paragraptines evaluation is able to conclude that an
enhanced field presence would make a significantrittion to IFAD’s development effectiveness
in all four dimensions. However, the most promisagproach to decentralization based, admittedly,
on a very small sample (CPM outposting) was ndetesnder the pilot. Nor were the other options
tested systematically in diverse country contextd & conjunction with appropriate delegation of
authority and suitable training and induction suppdoreover, it is not possible to conclude withou
access to better cost data that a budget neuttadroe can be guaranteed. In fact, available evielenc
(amply confirmed by the benchmarking survey) sutgtisat the full benefits of decentralization may
require substantial incremental budget outlays.

31. Due to all these considerations, the pilot mustdrsidered a missed opportunity even though
enough reliable evidence now exists to confirmnbed for an expanded field presence program in
order to allow IFAD to play its distinctive role enrelevant, effective and efficient manner within
development environment in rapid transformation.

V. RECOMMENDATIONS

32. The evaluation has two specific recommendations:e(hbark on an expanded Country
Presence Programme; and (ii) work towards the f@ation of a Country Presence Policy by 2010.

Embark on an Expanded Country Presence Programme

33. Given that the FPPP did not succeed in providigrelusive indication of the most effective
form of field presence for IFAD, the evaluation chues that it is premature to propose a
mainstreaming of the initiative. Instead, the FRRBuld be transformed in a new programme - the
IFAD Country Presence Programme (CPRhat would aim at consolidating the evidencaiatbthe

® It is proposed to replace the term ‘field’ wittountry’, given that the word field is normally asited

with geographic areas where IFAD-funded projects immplemented. This should not however preclude the
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positive results as well as determining the most effective form of country presence that IFAD
should adopt in diverse country contexts. The CBRldvconsist of two distinct tracks:

. Continue implementation of existing FPPP countiydtives; and
. Expand the programme to allow systematic experiat@mt with alternative country
presence models.

34. First, the evaluation recommends the continued emphtation, under the CPP of all FPPP
country initiatives, whether they were due to castpltheir three year implementation by the end of
2007 or not.

35. In parallel, the evaluation recommends an expansidhe CPP to allow for experiments that
were not undertaken in the first phase of the FPRRely with outposting of CPMs and establishing
subregional offices. Specifically, it is suggestbdt the FPPP be expanded to cover an adequate
number of countries in all IFAD regions, includi@gto 3 subregional offices located in different
regions. The expansion should entail the outposifrayound 10 CPMs in FPPP and other countries,
with preference given to large and active countpgpammes.

36. For all countries in the CPP, a reassessment afdiwalocations should be made, to ensure that
each country pilot has access to the funding netmladhieve the intended objectives. Proper use of
IFAD’s accounting system should be ensured soabetirate monitoring of costs related to the CPP
is carried out. Finally, a platform for sharing expences across the concerned CPMs and field
presence officers should be set up with full acdesthe PPMS and LGS provided for all country
offices

37. Furthermore, it is imperative that all monitorireyaluation and reporting measures be put in
place to ensure the evaluability of the extensibase in order to avoid the shortcoming of the first
pilot phase. The need to collect baseline datdl toantries under the CPP is especially critical.

38. The Management should be comprehensively engageduintry presence issues, for example
in ensuring that adequate delegation of authostyriovided to field presence officers and that
appropriate systems are in place for training, @tidm, coaching and oversight of outposted
personnel. The delegation of authority to field sgmce officers from headquarters should be
articulated with clarity and realignment of respbiigies between field and headquarters staff &hou
be specified to minimize duplication and enhanamanctability. Where field presence officers have
consultancy contracts that have performed comgdgietEAD should devise specific legal
instruments that allow their contracting as lodaffs

39. A cross-departmental committee should be estaldishdacilitate organizational learning and
discussion of cross-cutting issues emerging froenGRP. Furthermore, IFAD should consider taking
the lead in forming a committee of Rome-based UBhages on country presence issues, as a forum
for exchanging experience and good practices.

Development of IFAD’s Country Presence Policy afte2010
40. The evaluation concludes that it is premature F&D to formulate its country presence policy,

given the limited experience both in terms of thglementation duration and diversity of country
presence models experimented under the FPPP. ®reréfis recommended that a self-assessment

possibility for IFAD to establish country presermdside the capital city, should this be considexpgropriate
in any particular case.
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of the CPP (including the FPPP) be undertaken ByplIManagement in 2010. This would serve as
the basis for the development of IFAD’s comprehensiountry presence policy to be submitted for
approval to the Executive Board following the fiaaksessment in 2010.
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IFAD’s Field Presence Pilot Programme

Corporate-level Evaluation

Agreement at Completion Point

A. Introduction

1. In 2006/07, IFAD’s Office of Evaluation (OE) condad a Corporate-level Evaluation (CLE)
of the Field Presence Pilot Programme (FPPP), steddy the Executive Board in December 2003.
The final draft FPPP evaluation report was disaissea stakeholder workshop in Rome on 11-12
June 2007, bringing together the International Fémd Agricultural Development (IFAD) field
presence staff, project directors, government sspratives, IFAD management and staff, members
of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Executive Boapd Field Presence, representatives of
international organizations, members of the evanatam and the FPPP evaluation Senior Advisers,
and others.

2.  This Agreement at Completion Point (ACP) represeats understanding by the IFAD
Management of the key evaluation findings and renendations, proposals to implement them and a
commitment to act upon them. The ACP builds onew&uation’s results as well as the discussions
that took place during the stakeholder workshopti®e B of the ACP includes the main evaluation
findings, whereas section C contains the recomntanrdato be implemented.

B. Main Evaluation Findings

3. Overall, the evaluation concludes that the fieldsence model tested by the FPPP has had
positive results. The same can be said of proxed, of the Country Programme Manager (CPM)
outposting model, although the size of the samplemall. The benchmarking study confirms that a
permanent field presence is widely viewed by otthevelopment organizations as central to their
effectiveness. Some invest significant resourcethair field presence arrangements. In sum, the
central question for IFAD is not about the rati@naf a field presence, but rather about the mastt co
effective form of country presence for the Fund thedcountries it serves.

4.  The overall effectiveness of IFAD measured along fbur dimensions of implementation
support, policy dialogue, partnership developmert knowledge management has been greater in
countries with field presence than in countrieshaitt. The FPPP has made IFAD more visible and
effective and has allowed better and more condistdiow-up. This has had wholesome effects on
the quality of country programmes and projects. fidseilts would have been better and more solidly
documented had the shortcomings in the designrapttmentation of the pilot been recognized and
acted upon on a timely basis — particularly witepext to funding, delegation of authority, legal,
logistical and training arrangements.

5.  The FPPP had an ambitious design and was undeeduridthis can be seen as a reflection of
the compromise that had to be reached in ordeatoeg the acceptability of Board members, several
of whom strongly favoured IFAD field presence, wdes others did not.

6. Based on a very small sample, the outposting of €RNh full delegation of authority to
advance IFAD’s objectives at the country level egasras a highly effective option. The evaluation
made an initial attempt to determine the cost @posting CPMs, which reveals that establishing this
type (but also any other less effective type) afntoy presence for IFAD may not be cost neutral, at
least in the short term, and involves significagthinking of the role, organizational structure and
functioning of the institution as a whole, compnigiof both outposted and headquarters staff.
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7.  The experimentation with the satellite country aggh has also proven positive on the whole,
particularly as far as implementation support dibéis are concerned. It is an interesting opti@amifa

cost perspective. Finally, the proxy field preseapproach has been effective, when focused on one
or two areas such as policy dialogue and/or aiddioation.

8.  The implementation of the FPPP was also charaetehby the lack of reliable cost data and the
absence of a platform for systematic knowledgeispaamong FPPP officers and CPMs, as well as
inadequate reporting on performance indicatorstheamore, no human or financial resources were
specifically dedicated by IFAD for the managemeinthe FPPP, so the pilot had to be implemented
within existing management and staff capacities.

9. In spite of the limitations of the pilot's desigits budget and its implementation, and the
challenges involved in assessing FPPP resultsplaaneed field presence would make a significant
contribution to IFAD’s development effectiveness afl four dimensions. However, the most
promising approach to decentralization based, aeldiyt on a very small sample (CPM outposting)
was not tested under the pilot. Nor were the otitions tested systematically in conjunction with
appropriate delegation of authority and suitabdéntng and induction support. Moreover, it is not
possible to conclude without access to better dada that a budget neutral outcome can be
guaranteed. In fact, available evidence (amplyicmed by the benchmarking survey) suggests that
the full benefits of decentralization may requindstantial incremental budget outlays.

10. In sum, according to the evaluation, the pilot jued enough reliable evidence to confirm the
need for an expanded field presence programmegder ¢o allow IFAD to play its distinctive role in
a relevant, effective and efficient manner withideavrelopment environment in rapid transformation.

C. Recommendations Agreed Upon by IFAD Management
Recommendation 1. Enhanced Country Presence

11. In accepting the evaluation recommendations, IFA@hagement has considered the following
factors:

(a) fifteen initiatives established under the FPPPsilidw positive results (para 3) and had
wholesome effects on the quality of the countrygpammes and projects (para 4);

(b) the CPM outposting model was not tried under thBFFRNd the two sample cases of
CPM outposting undertaken outside of FPPP, thougtsidered highly effective
(para 6), are insufficient to draw conclusions@she model's overall effectiveness at
the corporate level; and

(© the costs of future country presence will have éobbrne by IFAD within its agreed
cost ratio (administrative budget and PDFF to progof work) which is not to exceed
17.1 per cent

12. In the light of the above, with respect to the fatdield presence of IFAD, which will be
renamed as country presefdbe following recommendations of the evaluatianénbeen agreed:

(a) Continue implementation of the 15 country initiagvalready established under the
FPPP, whether they were due to complete their tygaeimplementation by the end of
2007 or not; and — subject to budget availabilitgradually expand country presence

! The programme of work for this purpose includemk and grants but excludes PDFF.

2 It proposed to replace the term ‘field’ with ‘auity’, given that the word field is normally assateid with

geographic areas where IFAD-funded projects arédeimented. This should not however preclude the
possibility for IFAD to establish country preserméside the capital city, should this be considexgpropriate
in any particular case.
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into a limited number of priority countries (basad for example, numbers of projects,
“One UN” agenda, etc).

(b) Expand country presence to undertake more systematperimentation with
alternative country presence models in additiomaintries (beyond those included in
the FPPP) in all five IFAD regions. This wouldaall IFAD to fulfil the original
objective contained in the FPPP of piloting andrea from diverse approaches to
IFAD’s country presence. The expansion may entad specific measures, namely
() outposting of CPMs; and (ii) the establishmehsubregional offices (subject to the
conditions described below). Under this expansgpgcial attention will be given to
IFAD’s engagement in the ongoing UN reform processeparticular the one UN pilot
initiative at the country level. Experimentatioromld however be subject to cost
concerns. Since IFAD management is committed to ewrteed the agreed
administrative cost ratio, it will not experimenitiwadditional country presence models
if it expects costs to exceed this level (Parac)hbove).

13. Outposting of Country Programme Managers.The evaluation revealed that the best results
have been achieved on average in the two countriese IFAD currently has outposted country
programme managers. However, the experience wighntiodel is too limited in size, and the cost
implications not sufficiently clear to recommendstlas the most cost-effective country presence
approach for IFAD. Therefore, during the next twaags, IFAD management will outpost up to 12
country programme managgrincluding those which are already under suchngeeent, with the
necessary experience and adequate seniority iagadins, including in some ongoing FPPP countries
with large portfolios. Under this approach, the mioyi programme manager may be responsible for
the coverage of additional neighbouring countriesr and above the country of her/his residénce
The implementation of such a recommendation wogldnbline with the provisions of the original
FPPP design document approved by the Board in DemerB003, which gave the Fund the
opportunity to outpost country programme managerere form of country presence model. The
Fund, to the extent possible, will negotiate diteasting agreements with concerned governments in
countries where it intends to outpost country perogne managers that would, inter apaovide the
overall legal framework for establishing officiallgn IFAD country presence with the required
diplomatic immunities and privileges. Last but hedst, the Fund will need to carefully assess the
required logistical and infrastructure requiremefds outposting country programme managers,
including exploring opportunities for hosting argements with other UN agencies and international
financial institutions. IFAD management is comeuttto doing this prudently and in the most cost
effecti\)ée manner, in order to remain within theesgt administrative cost ratio ceiling (para 11 (c)
abovey.

14. Establishment of Subregional OfficesThe FPPP evaluation concluded that the subregional
model appears to be an interesting, cost-efficranotel - as corroborated by the experience of a
number of other development organizations — to goriRAD closer to the ground. Its cost-
effectiveness could be assessed during the nesepbfacountry presence. Therefore, as part of the
experiment of outposting country programme managargl based on the generally positive
experience with the satellite countries under tRBIF and the findings of the benchmarking study, the
evaluation recommended that IFAD sets up 2-3 submagjoffices to be in located in different IFAD

¥ Such a recommendation was also contained in idependent external evaluation of IFAD, which

encouraged the Fund to outpost around 30 per ¢atit@untry programme managers.

* It is normal practice for the two currently ousped country programme managers to be concurrently

responsible for more than one country in the sag®n.

> IFAD's current budgetary framework is, howevenlikely to cover fully the costs associated witte th

implementation of the CPM outposting. In implemagtthis model, IFAD will therefore explore the pibdgy
of accessing supplementary funds.
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regions. IFAD management, however, will proceed/ywudently with this recommendation noting
that:

(a) The Evaluation’s positive view on sub-regional o is based solely on the
experience of comparator organisations, with litleerence to how they may fit within
IFAD’s overall business model. Further study therefmay be required before moving
forward on this recommendation. In addition, thepexiences with the satellite
countries under the FPPP are mixed.

(b) IFAD management will not create subregional offiessan additional layer between
IFAD headquarters and the country presence umisDIwill however have several
outposted CPMs who will be responsible for morentbae country, and such offices
will be considered as mini sub-regional offices.

(c) In the event that a sub-regional office is congdea feasible proposition following the
further studies mentioned in (a) above, such dfficeuld be located in one country
with a large portfolio, following largely the criia under the FPPP, to have a country
presence. Such an office would cover the host cpumts well as a number of
neighbouring countries with relatively smaller polibs. The proper functioning of
such an office would also need the recruitmentro@jppropriate number of local staff.
Such an arrangement would locate the country pnogra manager closer to the
countries and, among other issues, may contribute teduction in travel time and
costs.

15. All country presence initiatives will be establighia tandem with other initiatives such as the
direct supervision so that these are based omdeltl and in the medium term benefit at least equals
cost. In establishing these initiatives, IFAD magragnt will also adhere to the agreed administrative
cost ratio mentioned in para 11(c) above.

16. It is important that each country initiative undd#re next phase is reviewed and the
shortcomings and lessons learnt emerging from ttauation addressed in a systematic manner.
Some of the necessary enhancements are recommentiesl paragraphs below grouped into two
broad areas related to the (i) pilot programme&gieincluding administrative and legal matters] an
(i) implementation issues.

17. In Terms of Design:

(@) In general, the next phase of country presenceldhocorporate the four dimensions
contained in the FPPP (implementation supportcpalialogue, partnership building,
and knowledge management). This is particularlgiatuinot only for achieving better
impact on rural poverty, but also for advancing thend’'s role as a promoter of
innovations, in which implementation support, pyplicdialogue, partnership
strengthening and knowledge management each phaytaally reinforcing function.
Individual country presence initiatives, howeveraymaccord priority to fewer
dimensions in order to be aligned fully with theiotry needs and maximize impact.

(b) In order to make the next phase of country presemme effective in pursing IFAD’s
country programme objectives, the Fund should iflerdreas in which country
presence offices could benefit from greater andreledelegation of authority (see (d)
below). Fuller delegation of authority to countmegence officers will require a more
systematic mechanism for supervision and oversightwell as staff performance
assessment.

(© Within the context of overall programme and budfjamework of IFAD and the
applicable administrative costs ratio (para 11fmve), adequate human and financial
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(d)

resources will be made available to country presefiicers to ensure they have access
to the required administrative and logistic serside.g., funds for internal travel,
secretarial support, transportation and fuel, an@rg in a timely manner to improve

country presence initiatives.

With regard to legal and administrative matterss itmperative that all IFAD country
presence officers have contracts that enable tlefulfil their responsibilities in the
most effective manner possible. The Fund will depethe required instruments; say
fixed term contracts for two or three years. Theently used consultancy contracts,
which are both a problem from an identity pointviéw and compel the country
presence staff to take a one month break afterdrithm of service, will not be used in
the next phase. Better and more secure contraoigements will serve as an incentive
to the country presence staff and limit opportesitior conflict of interest. In addition,
the country presence staff will be subject to IFADQJolicy and procedures on:
performance management, staff development proaessteward review process. This
changeover should, to the extent possible, enableagement to delegate the authority
deemed necessary by headquarters for the courgsgmee officers to carry out their
functions in the most effective manner.

18. In Terms of the Implementation of the Country Presace in the Next Phase

(@)

(b)

(c)

(d)

IFAD’s chart of accounts and the budget headings the related procedures for use
thereof) would be revised in a way that would eeabhbre comprehensive recording,
monitoring and analyzing the budgets and costelation to IFAD’s country presence
activities. Such a system would allow the Fundaman overview of all expenditures,
and a more accurate picture of the actual costecklto the alternative country
presence models, according to the different fundiogrces utilized, including those
from the administrative budget, programme develogmdinancing facility
supplementary funds and so on.

IFAD would ensure that the reporting from countffioes, for both the current as well
as the new countries under the next phase, wilud& achievements against key
corporate performance indicators. In doing so IFADI use its existing results
monitoring system. This will over time facilitatket undertaking of self-assessment of
the results and benefits achieved by the countrggaice arrangements established.

A systematic mechanism should be developed forangihg experiences across the
country presence officers and country programme agers. This could include
workshops organized periodically by Management $owion country presence issues.
At Headquarters, efforts need to be made to pexadigtireflect on the lessons learned
from IFAD’s country presence. In addition, an agpiate programme of induction
should be organized for new country presence offjcend opportunities for training
for all country presence staff identified.

The evaluation recommended that IFAD takes the Ieragktablishing a Rome-based
inter-agency (FAO, IFAD and WFP) working group amuotry presence issues. Since
FAO and WFP already have extensive and well-estaddi country offices, such a
working group could, inter alia, facilitate the @ange of experiences and lessons
learned in the establishment and running of couptegsence arrangements, as well as
identify opportunities for further strengtheningoperation in the functioning of
country offices. Among other issues, such a walgroup could ensure an appropriate
and synergistic engagement of the Rome-based UNi¢idns agencies in the ongoing
United Nations reform process at the country lemeluding in the One UN pilot
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initiative. In this light, IFAD management has agpleto consult with sister UN
agencies based in Rome and pursue the recommamdétigreed to by these agencies.

(e) Under the overall guidance of the Assistant PregjdBMD, the regional division
directors would be comprehensively involved inmoy presence issues, for example,
in the approval of the country presences’ annuakvptans and budgets, performance
evaluations of country presence staff, and in noomg the achievement of country
presence objectives. IFAD management would also ugeta cross-departmental
committee, comprising of PMD, FAD, EAD, and OL to-ardinate and supervise the
implementation of the country presence during tive few years. This committee may
also invite experts from other institutions withpexience on country presence for
advice.

19. Related IssuesThe implementation of the above recommendation dvdialve consequences
on the organizational set up and broad functiomhthe regional divisions in Rome that need to be
taken into account. In this light, IFAD managemuiiit monitor the ratio of staff allocated to the
headquarters and field with a view to enhancingall/eroductivity. In doing so, IFAD Management
will apply the principle of cost effectiveness.

20. For all countries in the next phase of country @nes (including the original 15 established
under the FPPP), it is imperative that IFAD clasfto its staff and then communicates to key pestne
the complementary roles and responsibilities of dbentry programme manager, country presence
officer and cooperating and host institutions. Tikiparticularly essential in light of the forthcog
implementation of IFAD’s Policy on Supervision ahmplementation Support, and should also
include a clarification on the lines of reportiragcountability and overall authority related to the
country programme.

21. The next phase of IFAD’s country presence will iegjthe allocation of adequate resources.
For example, more funds are required for ongoin@H4to ensure that all anticipated activities,
including those related to knowledge managemenmt beaundertaken in a proper and timely manner.
Extra funds are also required for mobilizing thguieed administrative support to enhance the
programme. In addition, the analysis undertakethkyevaluation reveals that outposting of country
programme managers may have financial implicatidsssuch, Management will need to undertake a
detailed cost analysis, including the related e$fem support staff, as well as an assessmenteof th
skills and competency of existing country progranmmnagers to determine the suitability for their
outposting.

22. In order to establish benchmarks and thus enablera rigorous self assessment and using its
existing results monitoring system (particularlg thortfolio Performance Report and, as established,
the Results Measurement Framework), IFAD managemadlhtgather baseline data across key
indicators at the outset of implementing countrgsgnce arrangements in all countries under the next
phase. In addition, as for all other IFAD staff,auntry presence officers will be provided withil f
access to all IFAD internal databases and infommasiystems, including but not only the project
portfolio monitoring system, the loans and gragttesm, and so 8n

Recommendation 2. Development of Country Presencelty
23. The evaluation concludes that it is premature F&D to formulate its country presence policy,

especially in light of the limited experience bathterms of implementation duration and diversity o
country presence models experimented under the FPPP

®  Such remote access needs to be facilitated bypgeade of legacy systems such as the ProjedoRort

Management System and Loans and Grants System.
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24. In the above light, the evaluation recommended &#&D management agreed that a self
assessment of the country presence (including testsdlished at the pilot phase) will be undertaken
by the IFAD management in 2010. Following this ssfessment and in line with the practice of

other international financial institutions, a caynpresence policy will be presented to the Exeeuti
Board in 2011.

XXiil



XXIV



IFAD’s Field Presence Pilot Programme

Corporate-level Evaluation

Main Report

I. CONTEXT OF THE EVALUATION

1. The operating environment for development assistancthe 1990s was characterized by

declining aid and uneven developments in the afjui@ and the rural sector, with considerable

variations across regions and countries. More tBcehere have been major global policy responses
to these challenges: the 2000 Millennium Developntgmals (MDGs), the Monterrey Consensus of

2002, the 2005 Paris Declaration on Aid Effectivenand the 2006 One United Nations Reform.
These efforts have been associated with enhancedrehip of development initiatives by developing

countries and closer donor partnerships and coatidim As a result, actions that formerly were

handled at donors’ headquarters have increasinglyerhto recipient countries.

2.  Staying within its areas of comparative advantagd eecognizing the constrictions of a
headquarter-centred organization, InternationaldMan Agricultural Development (IFAD) has been
seeking to move its efforts closer to the groundsrborrowing countries. This is reflected in IFAD
Management’s decision to establish a proxy fieldspnckin various countries, and the Executive
Board’s approval in December 2003 of the three-féald Presence Pilot Programme (FPPPhe
FPPP was designed to test on a limited scale whb#wing a greater field presence would strengthen
IFAD’s ability in four clearly defined interrelatetimensions at the recipient country level, namely:

» implementation support
» policy dialogue

» partnership building

» knowledge management

3.  The Executive Board’s decision in December 200&dopt the Fund’s first Supervision and
Implementation Support Polityvas a further major step forward in bringing IFAlbser to its
operations at the country level.

4. Fifteen countries were included in the FPPP, wiwels explicitly designed to be flexible so as
to allow for a variety of arrangements: Bolivia,ngoe DR (covering also Congo Brazzaville), China
(covering also Mongolia and North Korea), EgypthiBpia, Haiti, Honduras (also covering
Nicaragua), India, Nigeria, Senegal (also covefaagnbia), Sudan, Tanzania (also covering Malawi),
Uganda, Vietnam and Yemen.

5. The Board also established in December 2002 an dedWorking Group of the Executive

Board on Field Present® provide strategic guidance to IFAD on field seace issues and review
selected progress reports and related documengpsreek by the Fund on the topic. The Working
Group continues to be operational, and its curmaeimbers include Belgium (Chair), France,
Guatemala, Indonesia, India, Mali, Switzerland, tleted Kingdom and Venezuela.

1 These are instruments used since 2000 for strenigitp IFAD’s field presence, including regional and

local networks, consultants, resource groups, faoahts and project liaison offices — see paragrapim
document EB 2003/79/R.3/Rev.1.

2 See document EB 2003/80/R.4.
s See document EB 2006/89/R.4/Rev.1.

*  See paragraph 19 in the Executive Board minutéiseo? 7th session (document EB/77).



II. THE EVALUATION
A. Evaluation Mandate

6.  As part of its approval of the FPPP in December32@e Executive Board decided that the
Fund’s Office of Evaluation (OE) would undertakeaporate-level evaluation of the FPPP starting
in the fourth quarter of 2006, and present its ltesio the Board during its ninety-first session in
September 2007. The FPPP evaluation was also wisbassed at the forty-eighty session of the
Evaluation Committee in September 2007, beforead presented to the Board for consideration.

B. Objectives of Evaluation

7. The evaluation has two objectives: (i) to assesspitrformance and impact of the FPPP in
achieving IFAD’s overall objectives; and (ii) to grate findings and recommendations on which
IFAD Management and the Board can base a decisiothe pilot programme’s future and lay the
basis eventually for developing an IFAD countrygamce policy.

8.  To accomplish these objectives, the evaluationdedwon three overarching questions:

. Was the FPPP relevant and correctly designed, agiitopriate and realistic objectives,
instruments, processes and modalities?

. Was the FPPP implemented correctly and what wereetsults achieved?

. Were appropriate resources allocated and orgaoiedtiarrangements made to ensure
the achievement of results and objectives?

C. Evaluation Framework

9. OE developed a comprehensive evaluation framewsagk @ppendix I) during the inception
phase, which contains the key questions addressttel-PPP evaluation. The evaluation framework
illustrates how each key question contributes spoading to the above three overarching questions,
and ultimately to meeting the main objectives & &valuation. The framework also includes the key
activities undertaken and the instruments usedh@gvaluation to answer the questions.

D. Evaluation Methodology

10. The evaluation methodology had the following feasur

. To compare the results in FPPP and “proxy” coustwéh those of a comparator group
of countries without any IFAD field presence tooall for a better appreciation of the
results in countries “with and without” IFAD fielgresence. Table 1 lists the 35
countries considered in the evaluation, by IFADggaphic region.

. To assess the difference in results between theatsih “before and after” the
establishment of IFAD field presence. In the absersicbaseline data, the analysis was
carried out on the basis of a through assessmeheahange that has resulted during the
period beginning with the establishment of a fiptdsence and now, mainly as recalled
by the various stakeholders interviewed duringetheuation.

. To seek systematic feedback from within IFAD (bdtbm Headquarters and field
presence staff) and from in-country partners aakestolders with the help of structured
interview questionnaires tailored to different aundies. These incorporated the questions



listed in the evaluation framework and centred ba four key FPPP dimensions,
namely: (i) implementation support, (ii) policy thgue, (iii) partnership building and
(iv) knowledge management. The answers obtainethgltine interviews were rated in
accordance with OE’s six-point rating system

. To carry out a benchmarking study to identify aedrh from the country presence and
decentralization approaches and experiences of ftwganizations: Action Aid
International, the Asian Development Bank (AsDBhe tFood and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the Iniional Food and Policy Research
Institute (IFPRI), and the Swiss Agency for Develemt and Cooperation (SDC)
Relevant experiences of other organizations sucth@sDepartment for International
Development (DFID), Swedish International DeveloptmAgency (SIDA), the World
Bank and others are also reflected in the evalnalibe five comparator organizations
were included in the study because they have ceraite experience in terms of overall
decentralization of their operations including anp@nent presence in various countries,
and have also recently undertaken evaluations wews of such experiences. In
addition, these organizations also devote a faiowarh of attention to agriculture and
rural development issues. The study’s main conmhssiare given in Chapter 1V). The
benchmarking study is crucial not only becauséheflimitations in self-evaluation data
about the FPPP, but also because the short imptatieenperiod of the FPPP does not
allow for a comprehensive results-based evaluatibthe pilot.

. To draw on various studies and reports prepardtidy=AD Management, namely:

(1) A self-assessment of the FPPP by the Project MamagieDepartment (PMD),
completed in August 2006and

(2) An internal audit by the Office of Audit and Ovegist (OA) completed in 2067
Its objective was to identify the costs relatedh® FPPP and to verify compliance
with IFAD procedures (as applicable) for the mamaget and processing of these
expenditures. Both the self-assessment and themattaudit were indeed useful
and timely for OE in undertaking its evaluationtoé FPPP.

(3) In addition to the above-mentioned two studies,abauation considered the four
progress reports on the FPPP prepared by Managesoeiar, which have been
submitted to the Board for consideration since 2004

11. Evaluation Country Sample. The following paragraphs provide an overview of toeintry
sample included in the evaluation.

12. FPPP. Following the approval of the pilot programme, IRAD Management presented 15
Field Presence Pilot Programme Initiative documefalso known as ‘initiative briefs’) for
information to the Executive Board at differentsess in 2003-4. These documents outlined the
broad objectives and approach to the establishofegach field presence under the FPPP in the 15
countries, three in each of the five IFAD regiofhke 15 FPPP countries also included the coverage
of six satellite countries — see paragraph 4 ferlit of FPPP and satellite countfies

®  Onascale of 1 to 6, where 1 represents thedbse®re and 6 the highest.

® In this case, it means assessing the “beforeadted’, as well as the “with and without” field mence

situations.
" Self-assessment Report on Field Presence Pidgr&@nme, PMD dated August 2006.
8 OA, Internal Audit Report: Field Present PilotsBodated 8 May 2007.

®  These are countries covered by the field presefiizer resident in a neighbouring FPPP country.



13. However, it is necessary to underline that threéhefsatellite countries originally foreseen in
the design were not covered during the implemeoriaif the FPPP. The countries dropped right from
the outset include Malawi and North Korea. Whilerthis no official reference and the FPPP was
initially implemented in the country, Honduras telso been dropped for all practical purposes.
Malawi and North Korea were excluded largely beeaudsnagement determined that covering these
countries without extra resources would not beifdaswith the potential of compromising the
effectiveness of the main FPPP country from whighdatellites were being covered. The reasons for
dropping Honduras (which was to cover Nicaraguavel) are different. In this regard, soon after
start-up, relations with the host institution (UNDIR Honduras became strained. As such, IFAD
decided to shift focus to Nicaragua and cover aragPPP (rather than a satellite) country.

14. Proxy Field PresenceThe evaluation included six proxy field presencarntdries: Bangladesh,
Madagascar, Mozambique, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, anid'&yOnly those countries were considered as
having a proxy field presence where the Fund direcontracted a person using IFAD budget
resources, rather than also including persons fiitftteugh IFAD loans or government funds. This is
important, as it is assumed that proxy field presestaff funded directly by IFAD would further more
appropriately the priorities of IFAD in a given cury™.

15. Outposted CPMs. The evaluation included the two countries in whiEAD has outposted
CPMs, namely Panama and Peru. The Panama CPM alswsclFAD operations in Barbados,
Belize, Grenada, Guyana, Jamaica and Surinamegaténe CPM based in Peru also covers Bolivia
and Colombia. The Panama CPM has been outpostetdand five years (though acting as CPM
only during the last two years, as previously slas wesponsible mainly for managing regional and
sub-regional grant funded activities only), wherdasPeru CPM has been stationed in the region for
more than ten years.

16. Comparator Countries. A group of comparator countries were includechie $ample to allow
the evaluation to assess more broadly the resohigeved “with and without” field presence. In
addition to fulfilling some of the key criteria fdine selection of FPPP countries (such as, theddize
IFAD operations both in terms of number of projeatsd volume of lending, and rural poverty
indicators), comparator group countries do not hawe form of IFAD field presence (no FPPP, no
proxy field presence, nor outposted CPM). It waeed with the CLP (see paragraph 17) to include
ten countries in the comparator grufen countries would allow for the inclusion ofctwountries
from each of the five geographic regions in IFARdanable the evaluation to collect a fair amount
of evidence from countries without field preserfémally, it is to be noted that during the evalaafi
one country (Sri Lanka) was dropped from the commgargroup because it was found to benefit from
a proxy field presence for some time in recent yea@hus, nine comparator countries were studied in
depth by the evaluation.

9 There are no proxy field presence countries i@ Wiest and Central Africa and Latin America and

Caribbean Regions. Apart from these 6 proxies, IF#3 four additional proxies in Cambodia, Indonetia
Pacific islands and Rwanda.

1 The evaluation recognizes that in many countgesernments have set up “IFAD coordination offices

sometimes financed under IFAD loans that facilitateeraction between government, projects and IFAD.
However, the evaluation considered that theseedfrepresent foremost the interests of the govarymeather
than IFAD’s, even though they may convey significadvantages to IFAD in facilitating its activiti@s such
countries. One such example is in Mali, where tloewegBnment has established with its own resources-a
ordination unit for IFAD-funded projects in the Nstry of Agriculture.

12 Benin, Guatemala, Jordan, Kenya, Mauritania, KexPhilippines, Tunisia, and Zambia.



Table 1. The 35 Countries Included in the FPPP Evahtion

Eastern & Latin America & | Near East &
Western & Central Africa | Southern Africa | Asia & the Pacific | the Caribbean North Africa
Division Division Division Division Division

Fifteen FPPP countries (italic & underline = countries not visited by the evaluation)

Congo DR Ethiopia China Bolivia Egypt
Nigeria Tanzania India Haiti Sudan
Senegal Uganda Vietham Nicaragua Yemen
Three Satellite countries
Congo Brazzaville Mongolia (covered
(covered from Congo DR) from China)
Gambia (covered from
Senegal)
Six Proxy countries
Madagascar Bangladesh Syria
Mozambique Pakistan
Sri Lanka
2 countries with outposted country programme managers
Peru
Panama
Nine Comparator countries
Benin Kenya Philippines Mexico Jordan
Mauritania Zambia Guatemala Tunisia

E. Evaluation Processes

17. Core Learning Partnership. As per the IFAD Evaluation Policy, OE establishedCore
Learning Partnership (CLP) for the FPPP evaluatiihe main responsibility of the CLP was to
provide comments on key evaluation deliverabledutting the approach paper, inception report, two
progress reports and draft final report. MemberthefCLP included the Assistant President of PMD,
the Director of OE, and representatives of all Pk&ional divisions, the PMD front office, the
Office of Internal Audit, Office of the General Qmel, Human Resources Division, Administrative
Services Division, and OE. The CLP met four timasm the evaluation process, and members also
took part in thestakeholders’ workshop held in June 2007 to lay ltheis for the evaluation’s
Agreement at Completion Point (ACP). Other intexddEAD staff not part of the CLP also attended
the meetings of the CLP.

18. Ad-Hoc Working Group of the Executive Board on Fietl Presence (see paragraph 5J.he
Ad-hoc Working Group took a keen interest in thePPPevaluation and met to discuss the draft
approach paper and final draft report during thevabmentioned stakeholders’ workshop. Further
interactions on the FPPP evaluation matters wdrkwigh the Ad-Hoc Working Group, both with its
members on a bi-lateral basis and during otherlaegueetings of the Ad-Hoc Working Group to
which OE was invited.

19. Two FPPP Evaluation Senior Advisersln their capacity as Senior Advisers, OE benefited
from the advices of Dr Nafis Sadik (Pakistd@nd Professor Robert Picciotto (Itafygight from the
beginning of the evaluation. They provided advicetloe design of the evaluation and reviewed all

13 Former Executive Director of the United NatiorspRlation Fund (UNFPA).

1 Former Director General of the World Bank's Indegdent Evaluation Group (previously known as

Operations Evaluation Department).



major evaluation deliverables, and held meetingd WE and the IFAD Management on several
occasions during the evaluation. Their written repa the quality of the evaluation, its procesd an
results is contained in Appendix 5.

20. The evaluation was designed in five key phasesclwtire described in the following
paragraphs.

21. The Design of the Evaluation.This phase included the preparation of the evignatpproach
paper and an inception phase. The latter includea main tasks: (i) the development of the
evaluation inception report, which served as asb@sithe evaluation team to carry out its workg an
(i) an inception week in OE bringing together thié members of the FPPP evaluation team, among
other issues, with the objective of thoroughly finig them about the methodology, instruments for
data collection and overall process, and ensuee-agnsultant homogeneity.

22. The Desk Review PhaseThis consisted of: (a) study of relevant docunt&rits the countries
included in the evaluation; (b) interviews with cemed IFAD CPMs, regional division directors and
other staff; and (c) preparation of a Country DBskview Note (CDRN) for the 35 countries. The
desk review also built upon existing evaluativedevice, such as the recent OE country programme
evaluations, country working papers (CWPs) prepdrethg the Independent External Evaluation of
IFAD, other OE evaluations, and pertinent self-eatibn documents. This phase also benefited from
the FPPP self-assessment carried out by PMD spatjffor the evaluation. At the end of this phase,
a Progress Report on the Desk Review Phase waarptepnd shared with the CLP and members of
the Ad-hoc Working Group of the Executive Boardraeld Presence.

23. Country Visits Phase.The evaluation team undertook country visits tooRthe 35 countries
included in the evaluation sample (see table 1un@es in all five IFAD regions were visited. This
included visits to: 13 FPPP countries, 2 satellibentries part of the FPPP, 3 countries with proxy
field presence, both countries with outposted CRid, 5 countries part of the comparator group. For
ten of the 35 countries, no country visit was pthndue mainly to insufficient implementation
experience in terms of field presence in such a@sit For these ten countrt&stherefore, the
assessment carried out by the FPPP evaluation nvaarjpy captured in the CDRN.

24. Country visits offered an opportunity for primaryatd collection and discussions with
concerned stakeholders. These included governmgthorities, project managers and staff, and
representatives from donors, civil societies aridape sectors. At the end of the country visit, OE
prepared a Country Working Paper (CWP), incorpogathe findings from the visit as well as from
the prior CDRN. To ensure consistency for this wackoss countries and regions, each team member
used standardized, semi-structured questionnainds structured CWP outlines for the different
country groups. All CWPs and CDRNs (for the cowdriwvhere no visits were undertaken) were
shared with IFAD regional divisions for commentsd daedback, before the main FPPP evaluation
report was prepared.

25. A Progress Report on the Country Visits Phase wasgped by OE following completion of all
field work. It provided an overview of the work acoplished and included an initial account of
cross-cutting issues emerging from the countrytsidt was the subject of a discussion of the CLP
and the comments raised were taken into accouheifinal report.

26. Report Writing Phase. Before embarking on the preparation of the rep®E made a
presentation providing an early feedback to theDF2enior Management and concerned staff on key
emerging issues from the evaluation. Moreover,dtadt final report benefited from a peer review

> Such as the COSOP, evaluation report, appraégairts, mid-terms reviews, project completion régor

and others.

16 Bangladesh, Kenya, Jordan, Madagascar, Maurjtdteaico, Mongolia, Nigeria, Sri Lanka and Yemen.



process within OE, and the comments from the twBHFRBvaluation Senior Advisers, the CLP and
the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Executive Boardfietd presence.

27. Stakeholders’ Workshop. A final workshop was held on 11-12 June in Roméliszuss the
key findings from the evaluation and to providelitspfor the preparation of its ACP. The evaluation
was also discussed during thé"4@ssion of the IFAD Evaluation Committee and 8dssion of the
Executive Board, held in September 2007.

F. Challenges Faced by the Evaluation and Steps Ren to Address Them

28. The evaluation faced various challenges in analyt#ire results in terms of performance and
impact of the FPPP. The below are three of theckegtraints:

()  The limitations in the self-evaluation dataand inadequate reporting available on the
FPPP was a key factor that complicated the evalmassessment. The FPPP design
document and each country btigiresented to the Board for the FPPP included fipeci
process and outcome indicators on the four mainedgions of the FPPP, namely
implementation support, policy dialogue, partngrsisirengthening and knowledge
management. However, no baseline data was colleatedss these performance
indicators. Moreover, financial data on field prese was hard to identify and retrieve,
due partly to the lack of a comprehensive and @geditfinancial management system for
the FPPP. Finally, the reporting from the varidefdfpresence officers was not uniform,
nor often did they include data on the pre-defipedormance indicators.

(i)  Short Period of Implementation. The limited time duration of the FPPP in most
countries made a results-based evaluation moriewtffwhich would have required data
and evidence that will only be generated followantpnger period of implementation of
the pilot. In any case, one way to overcome thisdleuwas by introducing the
comparator group concept in the FPPP evaluatiohadetogy to facilitate a comparison
of results in countries with and without any forfrfield presence.

(i)  Difficulty in Assessing the Contribution of the FPHP in Achieving Better Overall
Performance and Impact of IFAD Operations at the Caontry Level, Especially
Impact on the Rural Poor. This is based on the premise that there are nailtgTtors
contributing to enhanced results of the IFAD coyptrogramme, and that field presence
is a crucial but merely one such factor. Therefdne,evaluation overcame at least part
of this difficulty by focusing its assessment oa tble of field presence in furthering the
four key dimensions of the FPPP. The evaluatiaognizant that it could not, within the
given time and resource parameters, carry out cpydrformance evaluations of the
scope and depth of the country programme evaluationmally undertaken by OE, nor
did it have had the necessary baseline data tondiee the full achievements of the
FPPP. Given these limitations, the evaluation nadpecial effort to learn from other
institutions about their approaches and experieneath field presence (and
decentralization) through the benchmarking study.

G. New Initiatives Relevant for Future IFAD Field Presence
29. Since the start of the evaluation in mid-2006, @E followed closely major change initiatives

within IFAD and the reform of the UN system, whialte likely to have an impact on the future of
IFAD’s country presence arrangements.

" An initiative brief was submitted for each coyntncluded in the FPPP. It covered, for example th

overall objectives of the field presence in a paitr country, the budget, indicators to assesfprance and
S0 on.



30. In IFAD, the evaluation needed to take into consitien relevant issues related to field
presence within the framework of the Action PlarEtthance the Fund’s Development Effectiveness.
In this regard, the evaluation notes that the EtxegBoard approved in December 2006 IFAD’s new
Supervision and Implementation Support Policy. Aghs the forthcoming increasing direct
involvement of IFAD staff in supervision and implentation support activities will need to be
carefully considered in existing and future IFABIfi presence arrangements.

31. Moreover, the evaluation has kept abreast of tlgoiog discussions concerning the Report of
the UN Secretary-General's High-Level Panel on &thiNations System-Wide Coherence, entitled
“Delivering as One”, of 9 November 2006. Howeverthis stage and in spite of the launching of
pilot initiatives in eight countries globally, tleencrete implications to IFAD’s field presence bét
provisions contained in the said report are natatclear.

Key Points

« FPPP evaluation requested by the Executive Boath,the objective to assess the results of th
FPPP and generate findings and recommendationsIFAD’s future country presence
initiatives.

< Evaluation Framework developed containing key qaestcovered by the evaluation.

e The evaluation sample included 35 countries: 15HF;RRree satellites, six with proxy field
presence, two with outposted CPMs, nine compagatmrps without field presence. 25 countrieg
visited by the evaluation team.

« The evaluation faced three main challenges, nanfglyimitations in self evaluation data; (i)
short period of FPPP implementation; and (iii) ihttting improvements to the country
programme to field presence.

e Methodology included assessing before and aftewels as with and without field presence
situations.

« Benchmarking study was undertaken to learn fromapproaches and experiences of other
development organisations with country presence.

« PMD undertook a specific self assessment and Opgpegl an internal audit of FPPP costs, a
key inputs towards the evaluation.

e Various interactions took place with the CLP and-tet Working Group of the Executive
Board on Field Presence.

« Two senior advisors (Dr. Nafis Sadik and ProfesRabert Picciotto) provided comments
throughout the process.
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Ill. ASSESSMENT OF IFAD'S FIELD PRESENCE EXPERIENC E

32. This chapter is divided into five sections. Firstityincludes an assessment of the design and
management of the FPPP. Thereafter, the chaptéaiosran evaluation of the FPPP’s institutional
and organizational arrangements, followed by humesources dimensions, financial issues and the
assessment of performance and results.

A. Evaluation of FPPP Design and Management

33. Ambitious Objectives and Limited ResourcesThe design of the Pilot Programme is striking
in the breadth of its objectives and focus on fmter-related dimensions, namely implementation
support, policy dialogue, partnership strengtherandg knowledge management. Moreover, by and
large, the design envisaged for a single fieldgmes person to be responsible for these diverggran
of activities, requiring different experiences, qmtencies and skills that, under normal



circumstances, are not easy to identify in oneviddial. The PMD self-assessment also notes that

“Human resources constraints relate to inadequatting levels™®,

34. Another issue the evaluation notes is the limitetbant of financial resources allocated for
each field presence initiative in the FPPP, as e@wetp to the variety of activities that were to be
experimented within the pilot programme, such agig@pation in project design and supervision
missions, attending meetings of sub-sector donakiwg groups to engage in policy dialogue and
donor harmonization, distilling and documenting kiey lessons learned and experiences from IFAD
operations, strengthening cooperation and partigerstith international and bi-lateral aid
organizations to identify opportunities for cofireémg and innovation promotion, and so on. As many
CPMs conveyed, the objectives and numerous aetivito be performed on one hand, and the
resource allocation on the other hand, were justalistic. The limited funding for field presence
initiative is also recognized in the PMD self-assasnt report, which states that “Funding is
considered adequate only for minimal operations afost Field Presence Pilot
Initiatives”*°,

35. The aforementioned may be partly the result of fdet that the FPPP was designed in a
relatively short span of time, in specific respotséhe decision taken by the Fund's member states’
in December 2002 during the Six Replenishment 801 Resources. It is important to note that the
IFAD Governing Bodies played an unusually activie iia the development of the FPPP. The extent
of involvement of IFAD member states in the desifrthe FPPP is illustrated by the fact that six
sessions of the Fund’s Governing Bofiés 2002-3 included consideration of documents aregp

by the management on IFAD'’s field presence initgticulminating in the approval of the FPPP in
December 2003. In particular, Board members wergtrimental in determining the pilot
programme’s wide-ranging objectives (see next pamy and limited resource allocation. With
regard to the latter, the Board further reducedalheady unrealistic budget allocation proposed for
the FPPP from US$3.6 million to US$3.0 million (seetion D on financial issues in chapter IIl).

36. A further evidence of the role of the Fund's meméiates in shaping and proposing the FPPP
is the “Non-Paper on IFAD’s In-Country Capacitydle Presence)”, that was prepared by Belgium,
Denmark, Iceland, Switzerland and the United Kingdand circulated to Board members in
September 2002. This paper, among other issuestifidd various objectives and activities,
including policy dialogue, knowledge sharing, smmdon and implementation support, partnership
building, which were later to become the four keyei-related dimensions and central priorities
within the FPPP itself. Furthermore, some membéthe Ad-Hoc Working Group of the Executive
Board on Field Presence also took part in IFAD iorss to selected countries in May-June 2003 to
study field presence issues, as an activity leadmtp the preparation of the final FPPP proposal.

37. Given the short span in which the FPPP was desigmedthe unusually active role of the
Board in its formulation, the FPPP design may rentehbenefited - to the extent desired - from the
wider participation of CPMs and others who wer@émately going to be responsible for its day to day
management and implementation. On the other hatdathe same time, the concerned CPMs were
overall keen in taking on the added challengesttir@EPPP brought, as it was clearly an opportunity
to further strengthen the quality of IFAD operasoand to better anchor the Fund's engagement
within the overall country realities and prioritide any case, the aforementioned had at least two
notable consequences:

18 See paragraph 47 in the Field Presence Pilor®mye: Self-assessment, PMD, August 2006.

19 See paragraph 46.

2 This includes discussions during the July, Octatrel December 2002 sessions of the Consultatichen

Sixth Replenishment of IFAD’s Resources (see docunRepl.VI/3/R.6, Repl.VI/4/R.2, and GC 26/L.4), as
well as the 7% (December 2002), 79(September 2003) and '8qDecember 2003) sessions of IFAD’s
Executive Board (see documents, EB 2002/77/R.9IR&B 2003/79/R.3/Rev.1 and EB 2003/80/R.4).



() CPMs had to circumscribe the role of their fieléggnce more narrowly than had been
anticipated in the initiative briefs submitted ke tBoard for individual countries. That is,
while the field presence country-level proposalscastained in the ‘initiative briefs’
aimed to cover most of the objectives and actiwitiethe overall FPPP design document,
the actual terms of reference of the field presesffieers were often more restricted
taking into account the actual level of human andrfcial resources that were available
(see next point); and

(i) It became further evident that even the best fiesbence officers could not be expected
to cover the full scope work as defined in the ¢ogumitiative briefs. That is, the amount
of time that would be required for a one person FFR effectively discharge all tasks
adequately had been severely under-estimated. ¢k an examination of the terms of
reference of the field presence officers revea} thiere on the whole much less ambitious
than the objectives contained in the country itiitéa briefs, and became even more
realistic and better focused as they were furtheraled over time.

38. In sum, through a process of attrition, a balanes wbtained between considerably reduced
FPPP objectives and somewhat increased cost (whithe discussed in section D of this chapter).

This process was least painful in countries witstrang prior proxy field presence experience (e.g.,
India and China), which could draw on an estabdshestitutional arrangements with host

organizations. However, this was the exception. tMiBMs struggled in toning down an unrealistic
design and arriving at some reduced scope of ¢he iresence’s task on the ground.

39. Inadequate Attention to the Management of the FPPPIt is useful to note that the limited
budget resources were used in a remarkably sifaitdnion across the FPPP countries whether small
or largé™. This included the hiring of a full-time local fiepresence officer, mostly placed under
hosting arrangements with a UN organization. Tagilted in the FPPP appearing as a single-model
programme, in contrast to what the FPPP designmdentiexpected to obtain from the pilot, when
repeatedly expressing expectations that it serve @sportunity of experimentation with alternative
forms of field presence.

40. In continuation to the above, while there was wagagement of the IFAD management
during the design of the overall FPPP until itsrappl by the Board in December 2003, the same
intensity of engagement was not apparent duringdheelopment of the individual country (field
presence) initiatives and the implementation ofgiha programme. The most evident example of the
aforementioned is that, through the FPPP, IFAD aigsected to test alternative approaches to field
presence, such as outposting CPMs, recruiting @mag field support manager, establishing
subregional (liaison) offices and so?0rBy and large, this experimentation did not talee@, which

did not allow the accumulation of important expece in different forms of field presence that IFAD
may consider pursuing in the future. At the sameetias recognised in paragraph 36, CPMs showed

2L The two countries showing the lowest (and vitgusame) budgets were India and Bolivia; the twghleist

were Tanzania and China (both including the cowefgne satellites country).

22 That said, the evaluation concludes that somthefalternative forms of field presence proposethi

FPPP design may not be appropriate to further IIBA@Verarching objectives. For example, the conoépt
“expanded country programme manager missions” asszible form of IFAD field presence — apart from
creating a challenging personal situation for CRiMierms of their work-life balance — may not praféective

in promoting IFAD’s engagement in policy dialoguedadonor coordination, which require maintaining a
constant dialogue (formally and informally) andeirgctions with a range of country-level partnergelise,
while subregional or regional networks (such as PRE?2 in Latin America and the Caribbean or ENRAP22
in Asia and the Pacific) could help advance IFAD&Intry programme objectives, the evaluation casid
them to be by no means a substitute model for @areten IFAD country presence: they tend to focusonae
technical theme (such as knowledge-sharing thrabghuse of information technology) and thereforence
undertake the range of activities that countrycefi (or subregional/regional offices) perform tbamce IFAD-
funded country programmes.
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considerable initiative to get the pilot programwi¢ the ground against the odds of inadequate
resourcing.

41. The only area that may be called - to some extartesting ground was the effort to service six
satellite countries in the FPPP. To clarify, theaapt of satellite entails the coverage of a paldic
country from a neighbouring FPPP country. For eXamihe IFAD field presence in China also
covers Mongolia, the latter being the satellite raoy given that the FPPP office and officer is
physically located in China and not Mongolia. Hoeewas mentioned in paragraphs 12-13, only three
out of the six such cases envisaged are operatiordgr the pilot programme. These include, in
addition to Mongolia (covered by China), the Gamf@iavered by Senegal), and Congo Brazzaville
(covered by Congo DR). In sum, the satellite apghazaan be considered experimentation with a form
of subregional office, even though subregionalces§i of other organizations normally include more
than the coverage of merely two countries. Comparatganizations included in the benchmarking
study have successfully implemented the conceptubfegional offices. Their experience will be
discussed in chapter IV.

42. The Executive Board, too, on its part could havey@tl a wider role in providing adequate
oversight in the implementation of the pilot pragrae. For instance, it could have ensured that the
annual management reports to the Board covere@rmgtically information on the performance
indicators adopted at the outset of the pilot guested for a periodic feedback on costs relatéleto
implementation of the FPPP.

43. It is noteworthy that the corporate-level evaluatiof the IFAD Direct Supervision Pilot
Programme (DSPP, 2003)came to a similar conclusion about the reduceellef management
engagement and Board oversight during the impleatient of the DSPP. However, in both the DSPP
and FPPP, it is to be acknowledged that no spetiufitls were allocated by the Board for the
deployment of more staff or the establishment eicdfc monitoring and knowledge sharing systems
for the overall execution of these pilots. Thathbsth the pilots were managed and implemented
within the human and financial resources alreadylable to IFAD, thus representing an additionality
to the existing tasks to be delivered by the mameage and its staff.

44. Indicators for Assessing the FPPPFPPP design document contained an elaborate set of
process and outcome evaluation indicators for exadigtassessing the performance and results of the
pilot programme. Moreover, the country initiativeelis contained tailored indicators to individual
country circumstances. The list of indicators maysben in Box 1.

45. According to the evaluation, many of the indicatatsosen were well thought through.
However, several indicators included were not stali That is, as designed and resourced, the FPPP
could not have been expected to realize the obgsctieflected in some of the indicators selected. F
example, under policy dialogue, an overtly ambgiexpectation of the FPPP was reflected in one of
the outcome indicators selected, which expectegbitbe programme to achieve “Increased emphasis
on rural poverty programmes in resources allocatedhe agriculture sector in the government
budget”.

46. Moreover, on a related issue, no baseline survey umalertaken by IFAD at the outset of the
pilot programme. This further complicated the estibn’s task of determining the results achieved
by the pilot programme, especially when trying émpare the “before and after” as well as the “with
and without” field presence scenarios.

% This evaluation was discussed by the Executivar@aluring its 85th session in September 2005, see

document EB 2005/85/R.9.
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47. Lastly, in some instances, the ggy 1 selected FPPP Performance Indicatdts
indicators appear to have been of some help

for the field presence officers in organizingponczzdiabgue

the periodic reports they are required tqumber of policy fora attended: Number of writtemalo
submit to IFAD. However, in the absence ppresentation made; Number of partnership; increased
a structured system for knowledge sharing| aiverall knowledge about IFAD; increased institutibh
IFAD Headquarters, even this advantage wasientation to rural poverty reduction.
limited to the individual CPM, who are the

recipients of such reports from the field. Partnership building
Number of meetings held with national institutions,

NGOs, donors; enhance alignment of IFAD programme

48. Synergies Between the FPPP and ™ _ oe .
other Corporate ProcessesThe evaluation with national mechanisms; enhanced cooperation |and
: coordination with donors and civil society.

underlines that there appears to have begn"a

lack of attention to ensuring adequartqmowbdqe management
integration across key corporate processes @bgular substantive reporting to IFAD Headquarters;
the time of the approval of the FPPP, |nessons sharing with and among projects enhancete m
particular between the FPPP and theeplication and scaling up of innovative approaches
supervision and implementation suppgrpromoted by IFAD; improved Headquarters knowledfe o
functions on the one hand, and the Resulgpuntry.
and Impact Management System (RIMS) on

the othe?®. This is especially unfortunate, ag:2rolectimplementation

() the RIMS and the FPPP were bo |,']Quality and timelinetss_of accounts and audits; lakdity
. of counterpart funds; disbursement rates.
considered and adopted at the very same
Executive Board session in December 2003;
and (ii) at the time of the design of the FPPP, dmment was in full swing of implementing the
DSPP, which can also be considered a complememanyfestation of IFAD’s field presence. In fact,
the results of the corporate-level evaluation orfPBSinter alia, demonstrated that direct supemvisio
allowed IFAD to further its policy dialogue and preership strengthening objectives, enhance project
implementation performance, and acquire first-h&ndwledge about IFAD operations, which are
indeed among the key priorities of the FPPP. In,sgiven that direct supervision and RIMS are
intertwined with IFAD’s field presence, the lack efplicit synergies across these three important
corporate processes must be considered a lacthe design of the FPPP.

49. Implementation of the FPPP.PMD established in the front office of the AssistBnesident a
focal point to follow up on the implementation betFPPP. It had, among other tasks, the important
function of preparing an annual progress reporttlom FPPP for consideration by the Board,
summarizing the implementation of the pilot andentiding key issues needing attention. So far, four
such reports have been prepared and submitteddoulixe Boartf. The scope and content of the
progress reports had not been defined in the FRRRyrd document, and did not systematically
contain data and analysis on cost issues. It i®itapt to underline that the reporting from thddfie
presence offices that form the basis of the anpr@iress reports to the Board have been uneven in
terms of periodicity, scope and overall quality.isTtvas partly due to the staggered launching and
diverse focus of individual field presence initias.

50. A critical weakness in the implementation of thePPPwas that an institution-wide forum for
exchanging views and sharing knowledge across GiBMscompany this important experiment was
not established. The evaluation found evidence gbate sharing of knowledge and experiences has
taken place informally among concerned CPMs, histiias been unstructured and sporadic, and not

2 The complete list may be seen in Appendix Il fé FPPP design document approved by the Board in

December 2003.

% The RIMS is an important framework, especiallyt mot only for monitoring project progress and
implementation support activities.

% |n December 2004, April 2005, April 2006 and AR007 respectively.
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undertaken at a divisional, departmental or cragsadmental level. The corporate-level evaluatibn o
the DSPP revealed a similar weakness in the marergeshthat pilot as well.

51. It also appears there was an inadequate anticipafithe broad range of issues that could have
been expected to emerge during the implementafiapilot programme such as the FPPP, which
would require the attention not only of PMD, but@abf various other organizational units of IFAD,
for example, the Human Resources Division on cotitrg issues, the Controller's Office on issues
related to disbursement of funds and accountirggCttiice of the General Counsel for assisting & th
legal arrangements for organizing the hosting gearents of IFAD field presence officers, the
Administrative Services Division on issues relatedrivileges, security and insurance, and so on.
Thus, when problems in these areas emerged duren§RPP implementation, the Fund was unable
to respond quickly and effectively, causing delayshe implementation of the pilots at the country
level.

52. Eventually, many of these issues were addresstémtiRresident’s Bulletin on Field Presefice
issued only in December 2006, three years afteFBieP had been approved for implementation by
the Board. While the bulletin is welcome, it comesy late in the management of the FPPP, as CPMs
and the regional divisions were compelled to addiesues in pilot countries on an individual rather
than an institutionalized basis.

53. FPPP Implementation Start-up. The first step to get the FPPP implementation unay
consisted in: (i) the selection of countries basedhe criteria (see Box 2) laid out in the FPP&igie
document; and (ii) preparation of individual initiee briefs for each of the 15 countries to be
included in the pilot programme. Table 1 in Appenlli summarizes compliance with the country
selection criteria.

54. Overall, the FPPP country selection was . o
carried out overwhelmingly in accordance with ~ B0X 2. FPPP Country Selection Criteria
the criteria set forth by the Board. Howevar,. . . . ]
the following remarks can be made. These are(!-) high levels of poverty, particularly in ruraieas;
(ii) a sufficiently conducive environment at thevéé

of government and other development partners;

. Other countries  with largg (iii) an identified need to strengthen the policyda
operations in the same regiorjs institutional environment in favour of the target
would also have fulfilled the FPPP group; (iv) adequate prospective IFAD
selection criteria established b portfolio sizes; and
the Board (such as Indonesia andv) an adequate regional distribution
the Philippines in Asia and the
Pacific, Brazil and Mexico in the Latin America anide Caribbean). As such, the
evaluation was not able to determine how the delegbrocess for countries to be
included in the FPPP actually took place withinaheve-mentioned selection criteria.

<

. While compliance was ensured with “an adequateoredi distribution”, no specific
provision was made for taking into account theetgrof subregional contexts in each of
the five IFAD regions (e.g., Asia and the Pacifamde divided into several subregions
that each have different characteristics). This ldidwave been important to allow the
Fund to learn from field presence in a variety ebgraphic, agro-ecological, political,
social and administrative settings.

. In addition to the number of projects (adequatéfplay size), the quality of the portfolio
as well as the presence of direct supervision (utideDSPP) could have been included
as an explicit selection criteria. For instanceyritges with a weak portfolio could have

2 president’s Bulletin dated 12 December 2006ditlerocedures for the Field Presence Pilot Programm

2004-2007".
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been considered for inclusion in the FPPP, as attiy the overall goal of the FPPP was
to enhance the results of IFAD’s operations atcthentry level.

. At design, it was envisaged that the FPPP countradd complement the then existing
proxy field presence countries, so that IFAD coghin wider experience with field
presence matters in generbdlowever, the evaluation found that some of the gilde
ongoing proxies functioning at the time of approeélthe FPPP were immediately
brought under the FPPP (e.g., China, India and tigarAs such, the possibility to
expand the coverage of IFAD field presence wasaedluand at the same time, the
possibility to learn from and compare experienc@®ss a larger number of proxy and
FPPP countries was reduced. In sum, the selectiteria could have taken this into
account, preventing IFAD from converting proxied-@PP.

55. The IFAD Management submitted 15 information notesthe Executive Board in four
batche& between December 2003 and December 2004, outlthimdjield presence arrangements in
each of the countries selected as part of the FPR® .FPPP design document expected that each
country arrangement (or Field Presence Pilot tivega FPPI) would comply with a maximum of eight
criteria®. Moreover, design specifications for the preparatibthe individual country arrangements
(i.e., the FPPIs) were prescribed to include: dbjes, scope of work, terms of reference and
gualifications of professionals to be contractgges of contracts; logistics arrangements; budget;
evaluation criteria.

56. The FPPIs made great efforts to comply with thgsecifications. However, the evaluation
found a few exceptions. For instance, the Indiarmftion note does not specify the qualification of
the professional to be recruited, while the not#sBiolivia, Nicaragua, and Vietnam are not entirely
clear about the required qualifications of thediptesence officers. The type of contract for ibklf
presence officéf is not specified in the information notes for CongR and Haiti. The Nigeria
information note does not contain information ablmgjistical arrangements, whereas the notes for
Haiti, Nicaragua, Senegal and Vietnam outline déffe options. These and other exceptions primarily
reflect the varying degree of preparation of th®ERat the time of their submission to the Board.

57. However, there is one important design gap in tARBRFin general and the individual country
information notes (FPPIs) in particular. And, thatates to the very scant reference to IFAD
cooperating institutions and their prime role itati®n to project supervision and implementation
support. The evaluation considers this as a sedmission, as the interaction and synergies between
() the cooperating institution-led supervision ¢meses; (i) the FPPP’s tasks related to
implementation support and other areas; and (i@)rhandate of the corresponding CPM should have
been clarified at the outset of the pilot programififee evaluation found a fair amount of confusion a
the country level among various partners aboutrdles and responsibilities of the IFAD CPM, the
FPPP staff and the cooperating institution in margaghe IFAD country programme. A broadly
similar conclusion is also contained in the PMLCi-askessment report, which states that “one of the
most recurrent concerns gather from the self-assssrelates to the definition of the strategic and

2 EB 2003/80/INF.7 dated 17 December 2003, EB RIDNF.4 dated 21 April 2004, EB 2004/82/INF.8
dated 8 September 2004, and EB 2004/83/INF.8 dafeecember 2004.

2 That is, the FPPI should: (i) respond to ideedfineeds and local conditions; (ii) take account of

government policies and IFAD’s corporate goals) §irengthen and reply to the maximum on localac#pes
and institutions; (iv) provide for adequate deléyabf authority to the field; (v) be cost-effeaivtime-bound
(initially up to three years) and sustainable; {alude innovative solutions; (vii) envisage coltaation with
existing United Nations structures, IFIs, etc; afuili) take account of the 2003 Rome Declaration on
Harmonization.

% Titles used for the field presences vary from ntou to country. Throughout this report they are

denominated as field presence officers.
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institutional orientation of the FPPI staff withspect to projects, national authorities, donors,
cooperating institutions and IFAD Headquart&ts”

58. On the start date of the pilot, it was envisaged &t least one country initiative would have to

be launched successfully in each region within 2fi34the FPPP to be considered effective. The
FPPP defined launching as the “identification aextuitment of staff, conclusion of employment and
logistics contracts”. By the end of 2004, field g@ece in only one country in the Eastern and
Southern Africa region, one country in the Asia d&atific region, and two countries in the Latin

America and Caribbean region had been launchedudls, the intended date of effectiveness of the
FPPP was missed.

59. In five countries, the launching took place withimalf a year from submission of the
corresponding information note to the BaoaFdr the majority of countries, the period betwées
FPPI submission and the starting date for the fielebence officer to be in place was between one
and two years, in one case two and a half yeashaan in Figure *.

Figure 1. Time Lag Between Submission of FPPP Coumtinformation
Notes (FPPIs) to the Board and Start Date of the Eld Presence Officer

Months
35

@ FPO start
May 06 30 -

O FPPI submission
July 05
Sept 04
Dec 03

60. The longer than anticipated delays resulted from tmain factors. The first was related to
problems encountered in making the necessary ato#laarrangements for the field presence
officers (and agreeing on a Memorandum of Undedste) with the hosting organizations. The
FPPP document expected that UN organizations lsat kdternational Financial Institutions, and
possibly other organizations, might provide offispace, equipment, administrative and logistic
support, in addition to recruiting the IFAD fieldrgsence personnel. The information notes on
individual field presence arrangements (i.e., tR®B) included information about the hosting entity
although at times this was provisional, given fival arrangements had not been made by the time of
the submission of the notes to the Board. If*siut of the fifteen FPPP countries, there was agha
of host institution from the one identified in tifield presence information note submitted to the
Board, given that negotiations with the institugomitially identified could not be accomplished
successfully. In addition to the change of hostimgjitution (e.g., from UNDP to private offices in
Vietnam) in some cases, IFAD had to follow the wéonent procedures of the hosting institutions,

3 See paragraph 50 in the self-assessment report.

% Countries are listed in the order by which thayl been proposed to the Board.

3 China, Haiti, Nicaragua, Senegal, Vietnam and ¥em
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which at times were quite cumbersome (see parag&ph thus causing further delays to the
launching of individual field presence arrangements

61. In pursuing hosting arrangements, most CPMs wedgeading the matter on an individual
basis with concerned institutions at the countwgllewhich meant that the success in negotiatiradp su
arrangements was often dependant on the collaboratid priorities of the head of the corresponding
institution (e.g., the UNDP or FAO resident repraatives). Eventually, the Western and Central
Africa Division took the initiative to address theatter institutionally, rather than on a country by
country basis, by leading the way for a wider agrest with the UNDP at the Headquarters level.
However, this only materialized in the second Iwdlf2005, nearly two years after the pilot was
approved by the Board, thus causing severe datayetimplementation of the FPPP.

62. As mentioned previously, another cause of the datage from the recruitment of IFAD field
presence staff by the hosting organization. Thigspleasily took around six months or more in some
cases. Moreover, once the field presence perseverelin place, logistical needs had to be overcome,
such as the allocation of office space, informatiechnology provisions, and so on. In the case of
Senegal, for instance, the office was unfurnishetifaureaucratic procedures delayed this process. In
Nicaragua, the field presence officer was unablebtain an IFAD e-mail address and eventually had
to use her personal one for two years. The PMD-asdéssment report also noted that “the
relationship with the host institutions affects #aministrative capacity of the FPPIs. In some gase
procedures are slow, inhibit the resolution of agienal issues, and lack flexibilit} In any case,
the timely support of IFAD CPM in sorting out sustiart-up issues was crucial, and over time most of
these practical issues were resolved in the FPRRties”.

B. Institutional and Organizational Aspects

63. Alternative Forms of Field Presence and Hosting Arangements.Hosting arrangements are
a specific feature to the FPPP (and proxy field@nee), setting them apart from the experiencheof t
comparator organizations covered under the evaluabenchmarking study. All comparator
organizations have their own field offices withithgaff and/or contracted consultants, who operate
out of owned or rented offices. The hosting arramgets for IFAD field presence required significant
initial investments in efforts and time by CPMst blso by regional division directors. Once in glac
these arrangements have on the whole functionedtafély.

64. Out of the 15 field presence established undefF®RP, eight rely on UNDP two on WFP’

and one on FA® for hosting. In the remaining four cases, IFAD kastracted the field presence
officer directly: in two of these cases, office dodistical arrangements have been made with an
established organization (German Agency for TedinB@ooperation (GTZ) for Bolivia and RUTA
for Nicaragua) and in two (Haiti and Vietnam), themrangements have been made on a private
(rental) basis. While the hosting services proditlave generally been satisfactory, they have darie
depending in good part on the cooperation withUNDP resident representatives. The advantages of
an association with UNDP have turned out to be mairactical (office space, equipment, logistical
support including support related to official UNcognition and protection, visa services, estabtishe

3 See paragraph 48 in the self-assessment repAttgufst 2006.

% There is one case where the hosting institutia to be changed after the field presence got lesial.
The field presence officer originally based in UNDPHonduras, working on two-monthly IFAD consultgn
contracts and covering Nicaragua as a satellitatcpuwas requested to leave the UNDP premisesrasudt of
IFAD questioning irregularities in a joint projecthe FPO then moved to an office in her private @dm
Costa-Rica before being hosted by RUTA in CostaRied working as a FPO for Nicaragua.

% Congo DR, Egypt, Ethiopia, Haiti, Nigeria, Sudalganda and Yemen.

37 China and India.

% Tanzania.
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procedures for recruitment of local personnel,)etmd have not led to a closer cooperation on
strategic or programming issues. With WFP and FA@e three specific country cases (China, India
and Tanzania), there has been a closer cooperatiostrategic and programming issues. A not
inconsequential financial advantage has been amaimder some hosting arrangements, ranging
from 4 to 10 per cent of the overall field preserosts in Bolivia and Nicaragua, respectively, or

even more in India. In such countries, IFAD has agga to negotiate with the host institution to

provide free services such as utilities, secrdtatigport and transport arrangements. Howeves, it i

unrealistic to expect that these subsidies willshetained over a long period, given the financial
constraints faced by the host organizations.

65. Itis evident that by and large all individual FBREve followed the same model. This includes
the recruitment of a local IFAD staff by anothervelepment organisation with offices at the country
levef®. The same development organisation also providéseoaccommodation and selected
administrative services to the IFAD field preserafficer. As such, the experimentation with
alternative field presence models (e.g., outposbinGPMs, establishing sub-regional offices, or use
of sub-regional networks) that was envisaged utideFPPP did not take place.

66. Hosting by a UN organization was found to have aonain disadvantage. Stakeholders
including representatives in some governments,ebpecially in donor organizations at the country
level, often do not view field presence staff canted by and located within a hosting organizaéisn
fully fledged IFAD personnel.

67. On a related issue, it unfortunate that none of FRPP arrangements is hosted by an
international financial institution or a regionaha@lopment barfR A hosting arrangement with such
an institution, especially if it purposely also eosd programme and policy issues, could have led to
stronger synergies and cooperation between thétuitien and IFAD, which would be especially
useful in light of the Fund’s objective to promat@ovations that can be replicated and scaled up by
others. The evaluation also finds that the rentatscrequested by such institutions are higher than
those paid for currently under the FPPP. Having $aat, IFAD could have taken an institutional
(headquarters to headquarters) rather than a gelbpcountry approach, which may have resulted in
lower costs and eventually facilitated a hostingragement by an international financial institutan

a regional development bank.

68. Clearly, using hosting arrangements — whether &ithdN organisation or an International
Financial Institution - for field presence do nontribute to promoting IFAD’s identity and visiliifi
which is important given the distinct mandate apgraaches of the Fuffdas compared to other
development organisations. This is broadly simitéh one of the conclusion contained in the PMD
self-assesﬂszment of the FPPP, which states “the F&Rires additional effort to improve its visibli

in country™.

69. Direct contracting of field presence personnel fi&AD, while the exception under the FPPP,

has been the rule in proxy field presence arrang&sndhis arrangement has ensured a clear IFAD
identity for the field presence officer. Howevehetabsence of a hosting organization requires
significant attention by the CPM to office and ketigal matters that may have hidden costs (e.g.,

% To clarify, the selected IFAD field presenceiadf would be granted a contract by the hostingtirtion

and not IFAD.

0" In some countries, for example Nigeria, an attewas made — though unsuccessful — for hostingRtA®

field presence officer in the country office of téorld Bank.

1 Especially in terms of its exclusive focus on bating poverty through investments in agricultune aural
development in rural areas, as well as its emplasismpowerment, social capital formation and pgaitory
approaches.

42 See paragraph 51 of the self-assessment study.

17



absence of UN privileges and immunities, especialgvant in a country with poor security). The
most immediate problem faced under these arrangsnurives from IFAD’s general rules for
consultants, at least in those fours cases whelek gresence officers have regular IFAD consultancy
contracts issued by the Human Resources Divisionekample, under such provisions, consultants
can work for up to 11 months and then are obligeda on break for one month before reassuming
duty. Such consultancy contracts are not apprapfat the recruitment of FPPP staff, who need to
work on a continuous basis to be effective. Morepgramples of sequential two-month consultancy
contracts for a field presence were encountereddiearly had adverse results on the consultant's
performance. Some “retainer contracts” with limitkad/s of work over specified periods of time have
been awarded to proxy field presence persdhr@he concern with this type of contract is that is
might expose the consultant to a conflict of interas he or she may be understandably tempted to
take up additional simultaneous assignments witlerobrganizations to ensure a full monthly
income.

70. An alternative form of field presence can be aobiethrough the outposting of CPMs holding
IFAD staff contracts. There are two such exampteéb@moment in Panama and Peru, respectively.
Such arrangements for field presence are framddnatite regular IFAD staff contracts, benefit from
the required IFAD identity, entail wide-ranging egation of authority (see next section) and do not
have the disadvantage that consultancy contraiotg.bFhe outposting of CPMs, however, impacts
the management of the concerned regional divisice mumber of ways. For example, systems need
to be established for providing the required guigato staff in the field and ensuring appropriate
oversight of key activities. Moreover, ways in whioutposted CPMs can effectively contribute to
divisional and corporate processes also needs ¢tebdy defined.

71. In any case, outposted CPMs face similar issuesffige space and logistical aspects as field
presence staff who are not engaged under hostraggements. These have been handled flexibly.
For example, in Peru, the CPM rented a modest eoffic a private business building, which
emphasized easy access of local partners, but isagliase to the relevant government and donor
offices. When the rent was about to increase ekadgdast year, the CPM took on another even
more modest office for himself and the administatassistant. As to his status as an official withi
the UN system, he is registered under the UNDR@ffin Panama, the CPM is located in the UNDP
office, which has provided an office free of charge

72. Delegation of Authority. The evaluation has found that lack of delegatiomuthority from
Headquarters to the field has led to reduced éffexof the FPPP and confusion among key partners
about the role and purpose of IFAD’s field preseri&gch country case in the FPPP, in fact, shows
significant variation in the degree of delegatetharty. For example, in few cases, field presence
officers are said to represent IFADr the CPM, whereas in most cases, field presefiiwers are to
work under the close supervision of the CPM andithisional director.

73. In most cases, the evaluation found examples gflitde delegation of authority. For example,
field presence officers have been attending keytimge with the government on policy dialogue or
donors on thematic working groups merely as obseree facilitators of knowledge about IFAD
experiences and operations. This in itself maydwesidered an important advancement, as compared
to the past without field presence, where IFAD Jagely not able to follow up and contribute to
policy dialogue and donor coordination activitigstlae country level in a regular and proactive
manner. On the other hand, given the lack of délegaof authority from Headquarters, field
presence officers are not able often to make tirf@lgw-up at the project level on implementation
issues or statements on behalf of IFAD on progrargmpolicy or budgeting issues. Partners at the
country level are cognizant of the general lacldefiegation to the field presence officers or proxy

*3 " For example, in one case, the proxy field presariticer was required to work only for 10 daysaiperiod

of one month.

“  See FPPIs for Bolivia, Congo DR, Senegal, Tarmzand Uganda.
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field presence, and therefore, normally contactrimed’'s Headquarters for discussing key issues with
CPMs or cross-checking statements made by IFAD petsence personnel at the country level.

74. Along similar lines, another area where the lackefgation is hampering the effectiveness of
the FPPP, as anticipated earlier, is the role ef BPPP in implementation support, country
programme monitoring and related follow-up. Thisofsserious concern, especially when seen in
relation to the broadly similar functions dischatd®y IFAD cooperating institutions and the CPMs

themselves. In sum, while recognizing that any ghgien of authority needs to be accompanied by
robust systems for staff appraisal, monitoring aweérsight, the relative lack of delegation of

authority is preventing the Fund from taking fulvantage of the FPPP in support of the IFAD

country programme. That said, and although theatitn is improving, there are opportunities for

further integrating and making the field preseneespnnel an essential component of the evolving
IFAD country management team.

75. The situation is entirely different in the casetbé outposted CPMs, where delegation of
authority moves into the country together with @M him/herself. This provides the person
enhanced effectiveness, as s/he is able to taksiateon a range of strategic and operationakssu

in a timely manner, in line with the Fund’'s oversattategic framework, policies and procedures.
There are, of course, various considerations teaetipon in the model of outposting IFAD CPMs,
such as her/his relationship with IFAD Headquartersntribution to divisional and corporate
processes, the eventual renewed role of Headgsdrésed programme assistants who are expected
to assist CPMs at the same physical location rdkizer many miles away, and so on.

76. Still in the context of the outposted CPM in Patus worth noting that he also is responsible
for IFAD’s activities in two neighbouring countriesamely Bolivia and Colombia. However, it is
noted that such arrangements — of a CPM locatexhéncountry covering other nearby countries -
have not always been successful, as illustratedhbyBolivia example. The country programme
evaluation by OE in Bolivia (2005) noted that “iacent years, the Fund has not had an active
presence in policy dialogue and its influence irsigiing public policies has been limitéd”
Moreover, with the arrival of the FPPP in the saooeintry (i.e., in Bolivia), nhew channels of
communications opened up directly between the fiptdsence officer in Bolivia and IFAD
Headquarters. This example illustrates the needcfarity in delegation of authority and in
communication channels between CPMs and field poesefficers, which is even more important in
those cases where the concerned CPM managinggiekknce initiatives is outposted from IFAD
Headquarters.

77. On delegation of authority, the PMD self-assessmeport notes that “the authority of FPPIs
to sign agreements on behalf of IFAD needs to hbalesp out: lacking this authority tends to

undermine FPPIs’ credibility with governments amtors™®.

78. Impact of Field Presence Arrangements on IFAD Headgarters. The FPPP document
focuses on the role of the Pilot to improve IFARFectiveness through the new field presence, but
does not express any expectations on how the fidsence would affect IFAD’s existing operating
model at Headquarters.

79. Even with the short period of implementation of thEPP, the evaluation found various
indications as to how IFAD field presence has inpadche way the Fund operates in the countries
concerned. One area of broad recognition among GRiddeen that their information and data base
on in-country developments and key issues has wegranarkedly, as compared to the pre-field
presence situation. As such, this has led to amavgment in his/her effectiveness in fulfilling the

%5 See paragraph 14 in the Bolivia country prograrerauation report.

% See paragraph 45 in the self-assessment report.
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role of CPM. The interviews with all concerned CP{a8 in total) gave a series of pertinent insights
into the effects of field presence on IFAD’s opargimodel. These include:

. The majority of CPMs did not feel their workloaddhlaeen particularly alleviated,
though about a third of them agreed with this psifin (see Figure 2). More
important, from the evaluation CWPs, it is cleaattmost CPMs considered that their
quality of work had been affected positively, ahdttthey had time to focus more on
broader issues while field presence took a loadroffi routine project related work.

Figure 2. CPM Workload Decreased as a Result of AgPresence?
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. As to the effect of field presence on travel of GRNhe answers turned somewhat more
positive. In this regard, about one half of the GPdbncluded that field presence had
saved on their own amount of travel. Given the darapons in the recording of duty
travel cost®, the gains to IFAD could not be calculated undiergresent evaluation.

Figure 3. Country Programme Manager Travel Decreasg as a
Result of Field Presence?
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*” The statistics contained in Figures 2, 3, 4 anis Hased on primary data collected during strectur

interviews conducted by OE with the concerned CPMs.

*8 " For example, one travel authorization can beethfer the same duty travel, which may entail sisiy the

CPM to multiple countries for a variety of dutidsis rare that the total costs of such a dutydtare divided
and recorded into portions, according to the coemtrisited or tasks performed.
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. At the same time, new opportunities have emergee@rigaging local consultants where
formerly international consultants were broughtand some consultants that had been
needed prior to field presence, were not needecharg; Almost two-thirds of the CPMs
agreed or fully agreed with the statement thatuse of consultants, mostly related to
project implementation support, decreased as 4t ifsestablishing the field presence.

Figure 4. Use of Consultants Decreased as a ResufifField Presence
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. Finally, the interviews with CPMs, often with thercesponding programme assistant

present, indicated that the workload for the latierthe whole has slightly increased.
This is not surprising, given the lack of institutal preparation for handling the
administrative and accounting issues of the FPPP.

Figure 5. Programme Assistant Vrkload Decreased as a
Result of Field Presence
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C. Human Resources Dimension

80. Profile and Capacity Building of Field Presence Ofters. The search for suitable field
presence officers was carried out by both the baginizations and IFAD, or by IFAD alone in the
cases of direct contracts with consultants (for FRIRd proxy countries). Field presence officers
were interviewed systematically by CPMs, and maaadically also by Division Directors. All field
presence officers are local recruits with the eoepf Bolivia and Nicaragua, though they all haad
higher education and/or some professional expegietroad. This by itself may be viewed as an
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important contribution that IFAD makes in termdaxal capacity buildin§j. IFAD has succeeded in
attracting highly qualified personnel under the PPPive field presence officers under the FPPP have
a doctorate degree, the remainder at least a Maleel in agriculture economics, agriculture and
rural development, irrigation engineering and reseuplanning. More or less half of the field
presence officers had prior IFAD experience asgatoflirector or as consultants. Slightly less than
half of the batch had been previously employedovegnment.

81. Turning to proxy field presence officers, their gecof work has tended to be more selective
than for the FPPP, reflecting the CPM'’s desireegpond to the specific, often time-bound, demands
emerging from IFAD’s activities at the country lévEhus, the proxy field presences tend to be more
specialized. However, in practice, the balance betwspecialized and more general persons has also
been driven by factors on the ground, mainly thelifoations of the field presence officers. The
evaluation notes that the main trade-off has betwd®en project implementation support and policy
dialogue strengths, as it has not been easy topmsionnel bringing a combination of competencies
and experiences in both areas.

82. In various cases, the evaluation found that pastaethe country level, especially but not only
representatives of international organizationsresged the importance of having international staff
as field presence officers, rather than nationaff.stWhile there are distinct advantages in having
locally recruited persons from the same countrigrimational staff have a different profile that @n
times prove to be more appropriate in dischargomgesof the functions required by an organization’s
field presence. Moreover, international staff agsllikely to be exposed to pressures from domestic
sources, and thus, less likely than national affi¢e get involved in a situation of conflict otémest.

83. The most common feedback from field presence offiaefers to the lack of systematic
training upon entry on duty, a fact also recognibgdthe PMD self-assessment on the FPPP (see
paragraph 47 in that document). While over timeneoon-the-job training opportunities have
emerged, such as participation in thematic confergnloan negotiations, divisional retreats or
regional/subregional implementation workshops, ek of a structured induction and training
programme caused a fair amount of delay in brindielgl presence officers up to speed, inter alia,
about the Fund's operations, policies and overalbripes. Moreover, there have been no
opportunities for field presence officers and CPtdsexchange lessons learned and experiences
across the five IFAD regions throughout the FPPRasdOther development organisations are known
to organise periodic meetings of their countryasfstaff for this very purpose.

84. Country Programme Manager’'s Role in Making the Fiell Presence Officers Effective.
The Headquarters-based CPM is the central figuréetermining the effectiveness of the field
presence officer. Unlike in comparator organizaitimat all have sizeable resident offices, the IFAD
field presence officers are alone in most casds, wio exceptions (i.e., in Vietnam the FPPP has tw
professional staff, and in Pakistan the proxy figldsence officer is supported by a gender spspiali
Thus, there is virtually no balancing of differdntman resources strengths within the FPPP or proxy
field presence, which is critically different frothe typical situation found in most comparator
organizations who often have various staff bringaxpertise in different sub-sectors. At the same
time, the field presence officer has only one pes® his/her link into IFAD, namely the CPM. Thus,
the interactions between the two persons are aedpleritical for the field presence’s effectiveses
The evaluation has found these interactions to earya spectrum between full collaboration (*my
field presence officer is an extension of the CP&iid “I am the extension of the CPM” as reported
in the interviews regarding one FPPP country) ankbar separation of functions (“my field presence
officer is to handle specific, limited areas ofigities on which | provide guidance” and “I have no
authority delegated from my CPM”, reported in amotRPPP country). In the former case, there is a
close interaction by email and phone, and a gdgesalooth cooperation, which both sides consider

9 This point was made specifically in Bangladestemithe initial proxy field presence officer who wars

expatriate was replaced by a local person.
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effective. In the latter, there are many gray ar@ad both sides express concerns about the field
presence’s effectiveness. Relationships between @RW field presence officer vary within this
range, though most tend to be closer to the formibere should be no doubt that the annual
performance appraisals of CPMs ought to includassessment of the effectiveness of interactions,
coaching and supervision of their field presenaéf.st

85. Administrative Assistants and Logistical Support.Seven out of the 15 FPPPs include an
administrative assistant, at least part-time, tppsut the field presence arrangement. Most field
presence officers in Africa and Near East have $sth (considering that Uganda still seeks such an
assistant). The same is not the case in Latin Avaeand the Caribbean and Asia and Pacific Region
(India being the exception).

86. The evaluation found that field presence, if adéglyaesourced and staffed, has the potential
for contributing towards greater overall institutéd efficiency. For example, cost and time could be
saved by asking field presence personnel to orgathie logistics and provisional programmes for
visiting IFAD missions, rather than performing tkame tasks from Rome, which is far more
cumbersome and time-consuming. As such, IFAD Progra Assistants at Headquarters could be
freed from such routine duties, and devote the saneed to more substantive matters related to the
country programnté. At the moment, most FPPPs do not allocate muimtiin to such matters,
partly due to limited resources at their dispobalt, also as they are not considered a priorityiand
many cases do not feature in the terms of referehéield presence personnel. In any case, the real
issue is that the support services required faficient country programme management needs to be
treated in totality, that is, taking into accouritetcomprehensive requirements at both the
Headquarters and country level as well as the aufstaobilizing such services in Rome and the
country concerned.

87. One important dimension for the effectiveness &DFs field presence is the mobility of the
field presence officers. In this regard, the evtidunafound a considerable variation in the prowisad
transport services under the FPPP, which also diggleon the type of memorandum of understanding
between IFAD and the host institution. In India, éxample, the IFAD field presence officer does not
have a vehicle, but can have access to the velittbe World Food Programme, the host institution.
In other cases, including Egypt, Ethiopia and Taigahe field presence officers were authorized to
purchase a car. However, resources are not awaitabhire a driver, which causes other type of
difficulties to the field presence officers. In serother countries (Haiti and Vietnam), the field
presence officer uses his/her own personal tratedjmor, with no reimbursement for maintenance.

88. Most field presence offices have struggled to gminess to the IFAD Intranet and have an
IFAD email account. This has only happened in retiemes, thus improving communication, access
to information and the overall identify of the IFADXield presence unit. However, even at present,
FPPPs cannot access the Fund’s internal databsissnsy such as the Loans and Grants System and
the Project Portfolio Management System, which @iontnvaluable information of interest to all
concerned with programme management.

D. FPPP Financial Issues

89. The total amount allocated by the Board for the FRRs equal toUS$3 million. As mentioned
in paragraph 35, the Board played a central roldetermining the overall budget envelope for the
pilot. In this regard, it is fair to underline thitie management had proposed to the Board to &dloca
USD 3.6 million for the FPP® However, the Board restricted the budget allorato USD 3

" The evaluation also underlines that this may b@tpossible in all cases, and raises the issudatff s
redundancy.

®l  See paragraph 23 in document IFAD’s Field Presand In-Country Capacity, EB 2003/79/R.3.Rev.1.
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million®?, further constraining the management in effecyivieiplementing a pilot with such broad
objectives and tasks.

90. Within the overall budget, for each country incldde the FPPP, the Board decided to allocate
on average US$67 000 per year, over and abovengkigid contribution by the host governments and
partner agencies (with a maximum of US$80 000 foy ene country per year). The FPPP was
planned to be implemented over a three-year pefibib is important, as it has implications for the
utilization of the FPPP funds allocated. Howevar,the time frames, the FPPP design document
contains two varying statements. First, it lis&s timplementation period as “2004-2007", that isirfo
years®. In another reference, the implementation perascafiy individual field presence arrangement
under the FPPP is said to be limited to 36 mdfths

91. It is important to note that the effective startezich field presence varied between January
2004 and June 2006. Indeed, there were only fald foresence arrangementsnder the FPPP
which started in 2004. As such, these four casddhf@prospect of a three-year budget cycle paor t
the end of the FPPP. All others would not be ablditt their full three-year lifetime into the
prescribed period of the pilot programme, endingha&t end of 2007. Therefore, in light of the
aforementioned, a decision will need to be takeorbethe end of 2007 on whether or not the FPPP
could be continued, at least in order to allow &ach pilot to complete their three years of
implementation and fully utilize the resources editeed.

92. One important factor was the preparation of budggteojections for each field presence part

of the FPPP. This data was included in the cormdipg information notes submitted to the Board

during the period of 2003-4. Totally, the budgetnaate of the 15 field presence arrangements in the
FPPP, as contained in the various information naeseeded the total FPPP budget allocation (US$
3 million) authorized by the Executive Board. Maspecifically, there was an access of around
US$532 000 or almost 18 per cent over the limispried by the Board (see Table 4 in Appendix

lll). The evaluation cannot understand how thisgmidncrease was arrived at, much less justified
and approved by both Management and the ExecutieedB

93. Another point on budget relates to those FPPP desntwhich previously had a proxy field
presence arrangement (such as China, India, Tanaadi Uganda). In this regard, the evaluation was
not able to find clarification on how resourcesviwesly reserved for implementing the proxy field
presence in such countries were redirected, omse thountries were brought under the FPPP and had
access to their specific FPPP budget allocations.other words, the field presence-related
expenditures for these countries were now pickednger the FPPP budget, thereby releasing funds
in other parts of IFAD’s administrative budgets.

%2 See paragraph 7 in the minutes of th8 §&ssion of the IFAD Executive Board.

% See % bullet paragraph 29 in document EB 2003/80/R.4.
*  See paragraph 22 on “time limitations” in docameB 2003/80/R.4.

®  Tanzania, Honduras (moved later to Nicaragualjalrand Bolivia.
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94. Each field presence Figure 6. Allocation of FPPP Budget According to FPI
arrangement presented to the Boa. .

contained a three-year budget,
specifying expenditure categorie
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D
and break-downs by year. Figure 6 66.5
shows that salaries are by far the o 07
single largest budget line, as they @ 40
account for 66.5 per cent of al gsof
budgeted field presence expenses.g 20 14.4 11.8

Expenses for staff training were
generally neglected, but in the 101
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China and Vietnam FPPP budgets. o 05

Travel related costs were budgeted g g § 28 .8 £,
to vary greatly, in general 32 g 3 38 B2gf E£%
reflecting the size of countries, and &= g & °s 8% 5 8¢
account for 14.4 per cent of the T 5 § =

overall budget envelope. The same
figure also illustrates how the actual disbursemdrave progressed against each budget category
(more information on budget expenditures is prodioiethe next section).

95. Actual Budget Expenditure Under the FPPP So far, around US$2 million (or 67 per cent) of
the total budget allocated for the pilot. The intdraudit report “estimates that a full three yeairs
field presence activity for the 15 offices wouldwadly cost approximately US$4 million, as opposed
to the US$3 million approved by the Executive BdarHowever, as eight offices will not have been
in operation for three full years by the end of 208nd as it is envisaged that other budget sources
(such as supplementary funds) will be used forageihcidences, it is not expected that the apptove
FPPP budget will be actually exceeded by the er2Doy.

96. Budget overruns have been substantial in a nunfbesuntries (Table 5 in Appendix 1l gives
actual annual expenditures). For example, the S&E&@®P annual budget was overrun by 57 per cent
in 2006, whereas the Senegal overran by 40 per. ¢teritoth cases, the reason given for these
increases was the need to attract and retain highlified local professionals wooed by other
international financial institutions and/or bilaaedonors. Financial resources for programme issues
were very limited. For example, in the year of micredit, the India FPPP could not find resources t
document IFAD’s innovative approaches in the couimiinking women'’s self-help groups to formal
financial institutions, which partners in the Gawaent believed would have provided a useful
opportunity for IFAD to showcase its success stoitiethe country. There are examples of a similar
nature in other FPPP countries.

97. Budget and Financial ManagementThe IFAD internal audit generated a number of figdi
on this topic, some of which are reproduced helewe

. The current system of tracking costs does not geodlanagement with a clear view of
total field presence costs for a given country idiraely manner. Moreover, some
relevant field presence activities are funded blgeotbudget sources, such as the
Programme Development Financing Facility or variSupplementary Funds, making it
difficult to track or estimate the total amotint

% See paragraph 7 on page 6 of the internal aeplirt.

" See paragraph 8 on page 7 of the internal aglitrt.
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. Reports on costs were found to be irregular ancethas a lack of appropriate oversight
by divisional Management to ensure timely revievactual FPPP cosfs

. The actual average costs per year for the FPPPhgmmesents are as follows:
(i) US$70 000 for those field presence staff witimgultancy contracts issued directly by
IFAD Headquarters; (i) US$79 000 for field presemosted by FAO and WFP; and (iii)
US$109 000 for field presence staff hosted in UNDP.

. The execution of the FPPP budget was considerafflyenced by the lack of
administrative and financial procedures, resultidgp in incidents of non-compliance
with IFAD policies and procedures related to precoent and assets maintenance, for
example, when vehicles were purchased without imnifog IFAD’s inventory
management unit, resulting in unidentified risks iasurance claims or other such
liabilities. As a result, the internal audit repgobinted toward the following key
weaknesses:

(@) Uncertainty over the cost categories to be ddnay FPPP budget;

(b) Lack of clarity over the accountability for ¢ckdng and monitoring field office
costs;

(c) Lack of clarity over the invoicing and fundingechanism; and

(d)  No uniformity in the coding for budget and agoting purposes.

98. Given the problems with coding and tracking exptmds, the summary data on expenditures
under the FPPP can only be considered indicatiyehB end of 2006, out of expenditure of around

US$2 million, around 72 per cent went into persémakated costs, 15 per cent into travel and the
remaining 13 per cent into office, communicationl amscellaneous costs. These figures are broadly
in line with the estimates at design, as containgtle FPPI information notes.

99. On another issue, the internal audit found thaedixassets (e.g., motor vehicles, printers,
photocopiers, officer furniture and computers) thg purchased on behalf of IFAD to support the
FPPP activities are not being recorded as IFADtas3&is may expose IFAD to unidentified risks
such as insurance claims related to a motor vebratgher such liabilities.

100. The internal audit also contains a brief analy$ige costs related to proxy field presence. The
cost of proxy field presence varies from around 25800 to US$100 000 per year, depending on the
type and duration of contract provided to the fiptdsence officer. Some work on a full-time basis,
whereas others are recruited on a part-time bAsigind 80 per cent of these funds are invested in
staff costs. This is a bit higher than for the FPpB#tly because limited funds are allocated fdicef
infrastructure and administrative services under glhoxy arrangement. In some cases, proxy field
presence staff are hired on a part time basis,sbah arrangements are not entirely effective in
achieving country programme objectives and may teaa conflict of interest, as the proxy staff may
like to seek additional employment in alternativgamizations which may, for example, be associated
with IFAD operations in the same country. In majonf cases, the proxy field presence officer does
not benefit from allowances for accommodation arelexpected to work from home. In few cases,
for example in Pakistan, the proxy field presendécer is provided some allowances for
miscellaneous expenditures such as communicatidnransportation.

101. With the support of IFAD's human resources andtstia planning divisions and the
International Civil Service Commission, the evailoat made an attempt to identify the costs
associated with outposted CPMs. This was doné&e@ause the evaluation found the outposted CPM
model as the most effective form of IFAD field pease; and (i) in light of the plans of the PMD to
increase the number of outposted CPMs. In shorhdst cases, outposted CPMs would benefit from

% See page 16 in the internal audit report.
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hardship, mobility and non-removal allowances gndbthe overall compensation package available
to CPMs based at IFAD Headquarters. In concretedethe evaluation performed calculation that
illustrate the range of (lowest and highest) c@std savings with different grades (i.e., P4 and P5
levels), and came up with the following estimates

» Outposting P4 level staff could result in a savifigaround US$12 000 or extra costs
to the institution of around US$34 000, dependingtiee duty station to which the
person is posted; and

» Outposting a P5 level staff could result in savifrgen US$17 000 or extra costs to
the institution of around US$35 000, again depemain the duty station to which the
person is posted (see table 2 for more details).

102. There are other cost dimensions that need to b&idened, which are not reflected in the above
calculations. For example, hazard payment is pealitth outposted staff, depending on the level and
nature of hazardous conditions of the duty stiticFhe hazard allowance can be up to US$15 000
year, depending on the grade of the outposted $tadiddition, IFAD will be required to provide fita
with rental subsidy, as it does at Headquartef®ame for the first 7 years after staff appointmémt.
this regard, as per the data provided by the S$fi@flanning and Budgeting Division, presently, the
Fund provides on average around US$1 000 per IFAEegpsional staff per year as rental subsidy at
Headquarters. Based on calculations made by tHeatan, the average rental subsidy per year per
outposted staff in the field is likely to be sigo#ntly higher. The main reason for this is thdarge
number of staff have been at Headquarters for ngaays. As such, some get limited rental subsidy
whereas others do not benefit from it at all. Otieesame staff members are outposted from Rome,
they would benefit from the full rental subsidy idament from scratch, given that they would be
taking up a new assignment in a different dutyi@tat

103. Moreover, there will be one time costs that IFADIWave to take into account when deciding
to outpost CPMs, including cost items such as traxpenses, assignment grant and removal and
shipment. For a P5 level staff, with three familgmbers, the one time cost will be more than
US$50 000. This does not take into account théalngdditional costs related to setting up office
infrastructure including rental of office space.

104. Implicit to the aforementioned is the fact that amgposting of CPMs has repercussions to the
overall functioning and human resources of theamrai divisions in Rome, including the roles and
responsibilities of Headquarters programme asgistat the overall relationship between field staff
and Headquarters. There are opportunities for gavimat may become possible by the recruitment of
local administrative and secretariat staff. Allai, a budget neutral outcome (and in some cases
savings) can be achieved only if much of the opamat work arising from the planned expansion in
the programme of wofk is transferred to field offices in countries whe@mfessional salary scales
are lower than at headquarters. In addition, illytisome and later on the totality of the funds
previously provided to IFAD co-operating instituteocould be used for country presence purposes, as
a result of the implementation of the new supesvisind implementation support policy of the Fund
approved in December 2006.

*  Table 3 in Appendix 4 shows the estimated cogwifferent ranges of cost of living index.

8 Only a few duty stations currently fall withimardous classification (e.g., Haiti).

61 A comparison of costs between headquarters basddoutposted CPM may be seen in Table 1 of

Appendix IV.

2 See section on “Programme of Work 2007-2009”dgeaphs 57-59) in the document IFAD’s Contribution
to Reaching the Millennium Development Goals: Repdthe Consultation on the Seventh Replenishroént
IFAD’s Resources (2007-2009), which articulatestthekground and magnitude of the annual increasdsei
Fund’'s programme of work. The target is to achievé&JS$ 2 billion work programme for the Seventh
Replenishment period.
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Table 2. Estimate of Costs Related to Outposting @ountry Programme Managers (US$)

Cost Items HQ Staff Outposted Staff
P4 P5 P4 P4 P5 P5
(cheapest duty (most expensivg (cheapest | (most expensive
station) duty station) | duty station)| duty station)
64 691 77 577
1. Net base salary 64 691 | 77 136 64 691 44 539 77577 53411
2. Post adjustment 39896 | 47483 12 492 54 321 14 980 60 225
3. Other standard benefits 54 321 | 60 225 54 321 19 440 60 225 19 440
4. Hardship allowance 6 480 7 620 6 480 7 620
5. Mobility allowance 7 620 2500 7620 2500
6. Non-removal allowance 2500 2500
193111 220774
Total 158 908 | 185 645 148 104 34 204 169 383 35129
Difference: HQs-field - - (10 804) (16 262)

Source: The mobility and hardship scheme - An informatimoklet, UN (January 2007); The post adjustmentesysUN
(April 2003); UN website on Salaries, allowanced &enefits (www.un.org/Depts/OHRMY/); Consolidated tPadjustment
Circular, ICSC (March 2007); IFAD 2007 Standard cast grofessional and general services staff for btigmirposes
(IFAD intranet); IFAD Strategic and Planning Diwsi staff cost tables; IFAD Human resources procsimmanual and
websites on salaries, allowances & benefits.

105. The analysis is presented here in order to rateatan to the range of cost-related issues that
need to be taken into account in outposting, withinderstanding that a more in depth costing will
need to be done, should the management or the Rimnide to pursue this option in the future.
Obviously, the above discussion is entirely reldtedosts, and does not yet take into consideration
the benefits that such outposting arrangementgeatuce.

Box 3. The Costs Related to Decentralization

In the SIDA, an organization also addressed by libechmarking study, decentralization has

resulted in an improvement of the quality of aid &uan increased cost, or as all interviewees had
put it “decentralization resulted in significantdget outlays, but such outlays were as an important
investment in providing a wide range of servicetddoehan in the past.”

In AsDB 11,7 per cent of the overall administratiuedget was related to the field offices in 2002.
According to different scenarios, the figure colbdas high as 27 per cent in the future.

Evaluation Benchmarking Study, 2007

E. Performance and Results

106. Introduction. In addition to reviewing key documents and collegtvarious data, the FPPP
results were assessed through a process of sealisigmatic feedback from the relevant
stakeholders. First, the Headquarters perspectagealtained from the CPMs and, through a broader
ranging discussion, with the Division Directors.c8ed, the field perspective was obtained by
interviews with a sample of stakeholders, all gel@evith the help of the CPM to ensure that they ha
relevant IFAD knowledge: these included, consi$ferib the extent feasible, project staff,
representatives of government, bilateral and nadéithl donors, non-governmental organizations and
other civil society. In the light of the findingthe evaluators rated the field presence contribatio
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under various heading discussed in the followirgisrs. The ratings are consistent with the stahdar
six-point scale used in OE evaluations, ranginghfdoto 6, where 1 represents the lowest score and 6
the highest. Ratings are based on aggregated mathe 35 CWPs and CDRNs prepared in the
FPPP evaluation.

107. Priority of Objectives. In a first step, the evaluation sought the viewd anorities of all
concerned CPMs with regard to the four key dimemsimcluded in the FPPP. This served as a
reference line for understanding what were the FRupdorities, according to the CPMs, in countries
with field presence (i.e., in FPPP and proxy fiplésence countries, as well as in countries with
outposted CPMs).

108. As per figure 7, the
evaluation notes that tof
priority attached to
partnership building, a term
that appears to represent thLVeryhigh 6
entire range of relationships
with and within a country.

Figure 7. Priority Rating of the IFAD Obijectives by
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109. The priority concerns of the CPMs in the FPPP atemiare by and large similar to the field
presence officers, as reflected in Figure 8. Istimgly, the field presence officers, being in the
country rather than at Headquarters, give highéwripr to knowledge management. This may
suggests the need for them to build deeper awasesesut IFAD, which is crucial for them to
effectively further the four inter-related dimenssoand priorities of the FPPP.

Figure 8. Priority Ratings of the Four FPPP Objecives by Country Programme Managers as
Compared to the Views of Field Presence Officers ity FPPP countries)
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110. As a further test regarding the priorities attachgdhe field presence officers to the four FPPP
dimensions, the evaluation obtained data from bla¢hCPMs and the field presence officers on the
latter's use of time. This information needs totkeated with caution, as it was collected by the
evaluation during interviews with the CPMs and digiresence officers. They are not based on
accurate recording of time invested in differerthvties through, for example, the use of timesheet
Nevertheless, the results presented in Figure 8 gome indication about the prioritization of the
FPPP dimensions, which confirms the evaluationerall observations that:

(i) There are rather small differences with the peextiuse of time between the field
presence officer and the corresponding CPM, exodpie area of project implementation
support.

(i)  Project implementation support is the single mogidrtant dimension for the field
presence officer's work, followed by partnershijlding.

(i) Both dimensions combined account for 45 per cebOtper cent of the field presence
officer’s time, according to both the field presemfficers themselves and the CPMs,
respectively.

Figure 9. Time-spent as Perceived by Country Programe Managers and Field Presence
Officers in FPPP Countrie$®
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111. Performance Assessment: The Case “With” and “Vithout.” As mentioned in chapter 2, the
evaluation included a sample of comparator counirieorder to capture the estimated effectiveness
of IFAD in the absence of field presence. This sss®nt focused on the four dimensions of the
FPPP and involved data collection using structapeestionnaires to collect information from CPMs,
government representatives, project staff, and dorganisations. It also entailed reviewing a range
of existing evaluative evidence, including OE ewdilon reports. Questions (drawn from the
evaluation framework) addressed to project directocussed particular on implementation support
and knowledge management aspects, whereas distasissith donors and government

% Based on the median for Egypt, Ethiopia, Nicasaduganda and Vietnam, the only FPPP countries with
data for CPM’s and FPO’ perceptions; using the amedésults in total not adding up to 100 per cent.
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representatives centred mainly around IFAD’s ral@adlicy dialogue and partnership strengthening.
Given their overall responsibilities in managind\[F country programmes, the CPMs were asked all
guestions contained in the evaluation frameworkherfour key inter-related dimensions of the FPPP.

112. Figure 10 shows the evaluation results found inpamattor countries — the “without” situation
—and in field presence countries (including FR#Bxy and outpostings) — the “with” situation. That
is, achievements across implementation supporticypalialogue, partnership strengthening and
knowledge management in countries with field presgin any form, ranging from outposted CPM,
FPPP or proxy field presence) is markedly greateelation with the comparator countries without
any field presence. The break-down of the resyltdhb aforementioned four dimensions confirm the
limitations that prevail for IFAD effectiveness the “without” case, and more pertinent, the areas
where the addition of a field presence yields tighdst returns. For example, policy dialogue in
absence of a permanent field presence is a veficuliftask to accomplish effectively. As to
partnership development, the evaluation CWPs hgperted consistently a need to cultivate partners,
both domestic and external, and that this can hi2aed in depth only through a continuous presence
in the country. In sum, both policy dialogue andtpearship development cannot be achieved
systematically and effectively through periodicenaictions or a one-shot action, but require a
continuous process of engagement, communicatiorbaitding of trust, which can be best achieved
through a permanent presence on the ground. The s#iassessment report on the FPPP generally
supports the above findifisstating, inter aliathat “policy dialogue is considered one of theaari
which the Field Presence Pilot Initiatives havégaificant role in helping IFAD influence policiés
favour of the rural poor....Jand] overall, a posititrend in progress indicators [for partnerships] is
found in all the Field Presence Pilot Initiative This is also a conclusion of the benchmarkinglstu
which states that “field presence is an opportufétysmall and medium-size agencies to leverage
policy influence” A broader summary of the main sages and conclusions contained in the
benchmarking study may be found in chapter IV.

Figure 10. Comparison of Results Between Comparat@and Field Presence Countries
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113. The above results in the FPPP evaluation are alsoeel by many evaluations, including the
recent OE country programme evaluations in MaliO@®), Morocco (2006/7) and Mexito
(2005/6). None of these countries are part of fABFF, or have a proxy field presence or an outposted
CPM. In each of these countries, the respectivebluations found the need for a deeper IFAD

See paragraphs 22-33 in the self-assessment.repor

% Which is a comparator country.
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participation in policy dialogue, innovation proriwst process, and partnership building. At the same
time, the evaluations recognized the overall littotas that constraints the effectiveness of IFAD in
these areas, including the lack of a permanenttoppresence.

114. The Mali and Mexico evaluations were discussed lie Evaluation Committé® The
Committee also had a chance to visit the two saichizies as part of their annual field visits inreta
2006 and 2007, respectively, and hold discussioitis & variety of partners themselves and visit
IFAD-funded project activities on the ground. Thetreports of the Evaluation Committee chairman
to the Executive Boafd following these field visits underline the need fBAD to strengthen its
country presence to, inter gliallow the institution to closely follow and leafmom the operations it
funds, as well as engage more widely and constantlgonor coordination and policy dialogue
activities.

115. As another example, the FPPP evaluation countrkingmpaper for the Philippines (part of the
evaluation comparator group) and two recent OEegtcgvaluatiort§ in this connection reveal that
the lack of field presence in the country has baenontributing factor in the limited overall
partnership and dialogue with the AsDB. The evabumadf IFAD’s strategy for Asia and the Pacific
(2006) included a similar conclusion, noting amartlger issues that, only 4 out of the 68 projects
financed by IFAD in the Asia and Pacific regionween 1996 and 2005 were cofinanced with the
AsDB®. Finally, the OE country programme evaluation Rwanda (2006), a country without any
form of field presence at the time, outlined thil@AD’s lack of a permanent field presence...limited

IFAD’s capacity to engage actively and effectivigly...] policy dialogue™.

116. The relatively strong attention given to projecplementation suppogven in the absence of a
field presence appears to reflect the traditionadleh of IFAD operations, with the majority of proje
and programme supervision and implementation supgoformed by cooperating institutions. In this
model, IFAD CPMs have
traditionally provided | Box 4: Changing Performance in Project Implementatn
complementary supervision an Support Linked to Field Presence
implementation support to th
portfolio, which is an important| Project implementation is one field where localresgntations have a
ingredient in enhancing overall comparative advantage (AsDB), followed by partnigrgtuilding and
project implementation| policy dialogue (Action _Aid, SDC_:), a finding cohe(aN_ith_the ones
performance at the countr ;r_omttt;e FI:tPP fevalhuatlon(j ]}_Nltgle no direct qu?k_(ﬁat[lewden'::et_ of
, 3 irect benefits of enhanced field presence on ptdfaplementation
level. - PMD's Eel-f assessment could be found, AsDB field offices proved more segsful in
notes that the “Field Presen € hrinai : . ;

: e ringing projects out of the risk category. Thislkcbbe related to the
Pilot In't'at'v_es have ) be_e fact that field presence dedicates 47 per cent mussion days to
successful  in  contributing projects in comparison to projects managed by AsRRdquarters
towards improving the quality] Furthermore, indirect benefits are better intetiige on the ground
of project implementation”,| and a quicker response time, findings from SDC #rat congruent
which is a central ingredient in with the ones from the FPPP evaluation.

achieving better impact on th
livelihoods of the rural podt | Evaluation Benchmarking Study, 2007

In particular, the self-

%  See Evaluation Committee documents: EC 2005/418\Mexico) and EC 2006/46/W.P.3 (Mali).

7 See documents EB 2006/87/R.4/Rev.1 (Mexico) an@@I7/90/R.5 (Mali).

%  See evaluations of the Rural Micro-Enterpris@jdat (2003) and Cordillera Highlands Agricultural

Resources Management Project (2006/7).

9 See paragraph 234 in the report dated July 2006.

0 See paragraph 7 in the executive summary oévhgiation report dated July 2006.

L This was confirmed by the evaluation of the DS&, report dated November 2005.
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assessment finds that better results are achievedrins of the time between loan approval and
effectiveness, project start-up, disbursement pedioce, quality and submission of audit reportd, an
so orf? In fact, OE’s own analysis confirms the margipaietter disbursement performance in
general in FPPP countries (of around 5 per centypar on average), as compared to countries
without field presence. Moreover, a study of datarf IFAD’s self evaluation systefireveals better
ratings across a number of indicators in some FeRtries, for example, such as the time lag
between loan approval and project effectivenesShima or submission of project audit reports in
India. However, at this early stage in the impletagon of the pilot, it is not easy to find trends
across these and other indicators when takingeddl presence countries as a group.

117. The smallest difference between field presencecangparator group countries may, however,
be observed with respect to knowledge managemdris. fhiay be somewhat explained by the fact
that CPMs, whether they are responsible for fielskpnce or comparator countries, do not devote as
much attention to this area. This is partly duthtlimited resources allocated for the purposethad
lack of an IFAD-wide knowledge management stratégy,also due to insufficient time available for
FPPPs to perform knowledge management functions. ddnclusion is echoed in paragraphs 34-39
in the PMD self-assessment report on the FPPP.ri&isnow change in light of the approval of the
Fund’'s knowledge management strategy in April 2007.

118. One other important aspect that does not appefaigure 10 is the ability of IFAD to promote
innovations that can be replicated and up-scaledydyernments, donors, the private sector and
others. It is important to recall that the promntiof replicable innovations was not an explicit
objective of the FPPP and nor features in any pmenti manner in the terms of reference of field
presence officers. However, the emphasis in thePF&Pthe four overarching dimensions, which are
all crucial ingredients in successfully promotimggplicable innovations, in itself reveals that tlietp
programme was implicitly designed in such a wayfaailitate the Fund’s innovation promotion
process. There are some indications from the etratughat field presence has allowed for better
scouting of innovations from the grassroots let@l, example, through a wider knowledge of and
networking with local institutions involved in sudctivities. Although the FPPP evaluation found
that there are some examples of innovations in eoatpr group countries, the up-scaling and
replication of innovations remains a challenge iostrsuch countries. On the other hand, there are
various successful examples of up-scaling and asiidin captured by OE evaluatidhi countries
with some form of field presence. These include,dwample, the promotion of linkages between
self-help groups and financial institutions in kadiand anchoring decentralized planning and
development more broadly in Uganda and Vietnam. |[&Vihiese successful examples cannot be
attributed only to the field presence officer, thegve played an important role in the overall
innovation promotion process.

119. Moreover, the evaluation underlines that, givenRbad's better performance in field presence
against comparator countries in implementation ettpgolicy dialogue, partnership building and
knowledge management, there are greater prospaisef promotion of replicable innovations once
IFAD’s field presence activities are further comdated. This is supported by the examples provided
in the previous paragraph, which relates to the fmuntries (India, Peru, Uganda and Vietnam)
where IFAD has had field presence for several y¢ansilly, the role of the outposted CPM in Peru is
considered significant in promoting innovations,aaknowledge also by the thematic evaluation by
OE on innovative experiences of IFAD project in Refhe Peru thematic evaluation states that
“constant support and monitoring by the CPM...hadlifated the adoption of innovatior’s’ The

2 See paragraphs 16-21 in the PMD self-assesseit.

3 These include the ratings contained in the PM@jet Status Reports.

" See evaluations of the Uganda District Develogn®upport Programme (2005), the India North East

Resources Management Project (2006), the Vietnai@idiag and Quang Bing projects (2004).

> See paragraph 8 in the evaluation report dated 2004.
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country working paper on Peru of the independetdraal evaluation of IFAD (2004/5) also comes
to the same conclusion.

120. It is important to note that the difference in ension ratings across the four inter-related
dimensions between those countries with longed figesence perform is even better in relation to
comparator group countries. In particular, in 9rtdes® IFAD has had some form of field presence
for more than two years. The gap in ratings in¢hmsd the comparator group countries is larger, in
relation to the gap in ratings between all fieldgance and the same comparator group countries (see
table 3). However, these results must be intergretgh caution since the FPPP was directed to
countries where borrowers’ attitudes and capacitier relatively favourable.

Table 3. Comparison of Evaluation Ratings Betwee@ountries with
Longer Field Presence and No Field Presence

Four key inter-related Countries with field presence for | Comparator group
dimension more than two years countries
Implementation support 5.0 4.6
Policy dialogue 4.8 3.4
Partnership strengthening 4.8 4.4
Knowledge management 4.3 3.6
Overall 4.7 4.0

Source: OE evaluation data, 2007.

121. In sum, the evaluation finds that field presencarisimportant contributor to lifting IFAD’s
overall effectiveness in corresponding countriesc@ampared to countries without any form of field
presence.

122. Performance Assessment: The Case “Before” and “Afte’ The main effort of the evaluation
focused on the change in IFAD’s effectiveness (ia four inter-related dimensions) that can be
attributed to the introduction of a field preseneéh the central attention given to the FPPP coesit
without excluding key findings from the proxy fighlesence and those with outposted CPMs. That is,
the evaluation made efforts to capture the chaimgéise situation before the establishment of field
presence, as compared to the current situatioh, anigoing field presence in all countries for aske
one year. It needs to be clarified that for Chindja, Tanzania and Uganda, which had proxy field
presences before their inclusion in the FPPP, ttaduation took the “before” scenario as being
previous to the establishment of the proxies indbeesponding countries. The undertaking of the
“before and after” analysis was particularly chadjeng given the lack of any baseline data on the
“before” field presence scenario. As such, theaiglin this section is based to a large exterthen
memory recall technique (that is, information po®d by stakeholders), supplemented by the review
of key documents that were produce before and #feeestablishment of IFAD field presence in the
concerned countries.

123. Again, the results in the following sections foenainly on the four key FPPP dimensions and
include all countries with some form of IFAD figlllesence (i.e., FPPP, proxy and outposted CPMs).
The results are summarized in Figure 11.

® " Bolivia, China, India, Mozambique, Pakistan, FmaaPeru, Tanzania and Uganda.
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Figure 11. Ratings of the Four Inter-related Dimenins of Different Types of Field Presence
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124. It is noteworthy from Figure 11 that, apart fromolriedge management, the overall
effectiveness of field presence is rated betweand5 or higher (on a scale where 6 is the besigrat
possible). In particular, the evaluation found th#itthree field presence models appear to yield
overall at least moderately high results in terisnproving IFAD effectiveness. Although the CPM
outposting emerges as the most successful modélAdd field presence, it is to be underlined that
the results are based on a sample of two countvlesre IFAD presently has outposted CPMs
(Panama and Peru). It is interesting to observe ttiealargest difference in performance between
outposted CPMs on one hand, and the FPPP and fieddypresence on the other, is in the area of
knowledge manageméhtOne explanation is that being on the ground Hased CPMs to acquire
first hand knowledge about the country context B&D operations, which s/he is able to feedback
in a more useful and direct manner into countnatetyy formulation and programme design
processes. That is, outposting of CPMs also canteébtowards shortening the learning loop. This
finding is consistent with a similar conclusion tained in the evaluation of the DSBP

125. As an example, the evaluation of the Colombia RMialo-Enterprise Project, which achieved
very good results and was recently discussed iMfiesession of the Evaluation Committee, is an
example of an operation that benefited from thestamt backstopping and support of the IFAD
outposted CPM. To clarify, the outposted CPM iseas Peru, covering also Bolivia and Colombia.
The contribution of the same CPM was also recoghizg the Executive Board during its 90th
session while considering the Progress ReportefrBPP

126. One issue, with regard to outposting of CPMs, #rmaerged in discussions with governments
and other partners at the country level duringeb@uation, was the importance of outposting staff
with the required level of experience and seniorlyis is important for many reasons, not least to
minimise the risks that the Fund could be potegtikposed to, given that outposted CPMs would be
expected to take key decision on strategy, operaltiand financial matters. A similar conclusion may
be found in the evaluation of the DSPRNVhile on the topic of outposting, it needs tosteted that

" Knowledge management covers the documentatiamage and dissemination of IFAD’s operational

experiences within individual field presence coigstr It also includes the sharing of experienced gmod
practices between FPPP countries and the Fundisjbeders.
8 See paragraph 6 in the ACP of the evaluationrtefated November 2005.

9 See paragraph 138 in the main evaluation re@teddNovember 2005.
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the Headquarters location of IFAD may have beeimgortant factor considered by various staff in
seeking employment at the Fund. Therefore, sudhrstey not be inclined to taking up an assignment
at a different duty station, which could lead totprcted negotiations and in some cases resistance
towards outposting that will need to be considered.

127. As indicated previously,

Box 5. Tanzania Case Study however, the possibility of testing
additional CPMs outpostings was not

As a short case study, it is interesting to useet@mple of | taken advantage of under the FPPP,
IFAD operations in Tanzania to illustrate the “be#d and despite the fact that this was an
“after” field presence scenarios. In this regard,is useful to | option the Board had made available
recall that OE undertook a country programme eviarain to the Fund. It is also noteworthy that
Tanzania in 20012, which revealed major weaknesses ir opportunities for IFAD to explore the
IFAD'’s role in donor coordination and harmonizatigmolicy potential of outposting some CPMs
dlal_ogue and partnership building, but also in _tesrnmf was already recommended by both
project results on the ground. Upon the recommdondabf .
the Independent External Evaluation

the country programme evaluation, Tanzania was then .
included in the FPPP and the field presence offiserted of IFAD (2005), the External Review

her duty in February 2064 Thereafter, Tanzania was | Of the Results and Impact of IFAD
covered within the framework of the Independent Operations (2002), and various OE
Evaluation of IFAD and a corresponding country waotk country programme evaluatidfis

paper was producé&din September 2004 following a mission
to the country. Tanzania was also included in thentatic 128. Within the FPPP countries, as
evaluation on decentralization in Eastern and Seuth | mentioned previously, the best
Africa (2005), and a separate evaluation was comtalidy results are achieved in

OE of the Participatory Irrigation Development Pragnme : : -
in the country in 2006. Interestingly, these evétrss reveal !mplemgntatlon support _activities,
illustrating to some extent the

a very clear upwards trend towards generally better .

performance and results since the establishmetiteoFPPP !mportance deV_Ot_e_d by th_e I_:und to
in the country, both in terms of results on beriafies, but | It lending activities. This is not
especially in terms of IFAD’s role in donor coordtion and surprising, given that by and large,
harmonization activities. A part of this positive@ve can be | IFAD’s core business remains the
attributed to the field presence officer in Tanzarbut the funding of projects and programmes
overall role of IFAD’'s CPM needs due recognition \aslI. that aim to contribute to the
Although the field presence officer does not yetehthe reduction of rural poverty. Least
e e vl e Aok A RN ncouraging resuits are achieved in

ively i working wi

government, enhanced communication with IFAD aherst (lfl?s?:vl\jlsesde%e irzan;agrzgrz?)tf’] aiojlre?)dr?l
as well as undertaken the required follow-up inimety policy dialogue and d(.)nor

manner to address emerging strategic and operation . . ;
Tcoordlnatlon, the evaluation finds

matters
that in  countries such as
Mozambique, Nicaragua, Tanzania and Uganda with hesip on Sector Wide Approach
Programmes in agriculture or rural developmentidfigresence (including proxy field presence)
benefits are above the FPPP averages. The samgecsaid for partnership strengthening. This is
especially important in light of IFAD’s commitmeint promoting harmonization and alignment in the
framework of the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiess (2005).

8 Including the most recent country programme evang2006/7) concluded by OE in Mali.
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129. On another issue, the group of satellite countciegered by the main FPPP country (e.qg.,
Mongolia covered by the FPPP in China) showed atively lower overall effectiveness in policy
dialogue, partnership strengthening and knowledgaagement. Results in implementation support
were broadly similar in the main FPPP and satetlidentries. One issue is that it is not easy for a
person stationed in a given country to effectivebrticipate in policy dialogue activities in a
neighbouring country, especially given that polidlogue requires an ongoing interaction and
dialogue with a variety of persons and institutiamtsthe country level. The same applies for
partnership strengthening, inter alidemanding building confidence among concerned eestn
which is a process that requires time and concdakaw-up. This leads to the finding that field
presence from a neighbouring country works well famoject implementation issues. The
benchmarking study underlines advantages to eshénj (sub-)regional offices, in addition to sedtin
up country offices, as a means to providing tecdrbackstopping to projects in several countries of
the region, rather than providing the same backsbgpfrom the headquarters.

130. The situation with proxy field presence is diffetrdrirstly, it is evident that their scope of work
is more narrowly focused as compared to the FPRRtges. Most of them, for example, cover only
one or at most two of the four dimensions in th®FPThe area of focus is also driven largely by the
most pressing needs for IFAD to address in theesponding country. Proxy field presence has
proven to be effective especially in engaging itigyadialogue and donor coordination activitiesgan
less so in implementation support. This is partlg ¢b the fact that the terms of reference of @®xi
have often focused more on these dimensions, asdde implementation support. However, the
evaluation found that proxies also face similarst@ints to those in FPPP countries, for example, i
terms of weak office infrastructure and administeatsupport, as well as limited delegation of
authority to make statements or commitments onlbeh#AD. Finally, the OE country programme
evaluation of Bangladesh (2005/6) highlighted thia proxy field presence has contributed to
anchoring IFAD better in the national dialogue agri@ulture and rural development issues, in
particular stating that “IFAD now participates vegtively in the Local Consultative Group, the main
donor coordinating body in Dhak&". Likewise, the evaluation of the Mozambique Niassa
Agricultural Development Project by OE in 2005/@agnized the useful role played by the proxy
field presence in IFAD’s participation in the mudibnor sector wide agriculture programme
(PROAGRI).

131. The main conclusion of this sub-section is thatfigresence had a positive outcome in terms
of increased effectiveness. This is very muchne lvith the findings of all other institutions coed

in the benchmark study, undertaken in the contdxtthis evaluation. The latter states “the
development effectiveness of field presence is gtkwpositively by all organizations — in spite of
numerous challenges and associated costs. Dudtén bentacts with the field aid is better adapted
the local situation and its effectiveness has imeds™.

8 Report dated February 2003.

8 See paragraph 212 in the Tanzania country pnageevaluation report dated February 2003, whiatest

that “one possibility for the Fund is to includeetUnited Republic of Tanzania, together with a feter
selected countries, in a pilot programme to testrightive arrangements for enhancing the Fund'sl fie
presence. This pilot programme could then be eteduafter a number of years and, if results arétipesbe
given further consideration”.

8 Report dated 17 September 2004 by ITAD Ltd.

8 See paragraph 136-7 in the Bangladesh countigramme evaluation report dated 2006.

8  See Overall Findings, Evaluation Benchmarkingdgt 2007.
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Key Points

» The results across the four key dimensions are edérkbetter in countries with some form of
field presence (FPPP, proxy or outposted countoggamme managers) as compared to those
without. The results are even greater in favoufielfl presence when comparing the 9 countrie
where field presence was established two or moaesyago in relation to the comparator group d
countries.

» Although the sample is small, the outposted couptggramme manager model yields the bes
overall results

» FPPP design ambitious in relation to human andi@ resources allocated

» Inadequate attention by the management during rtideimentation of the pilot programme, in
particular but not only with regard to the expenntaion of alternative forms of field presencsg
models

» Synergies between the FPPP and other corporategs®es, such as RIMS and supervision and
implementation support not considered at desigd, the role and responsibilities of the field
presence officer, co-operating institution and ¢ouprogramme manager not clarified up front

* No baseline survey was undertaken and data andtirgpon the FPPP implementation did nof
systematically cover the indicators approved byBlard, thus adding to the challenges for th
evaluation

 FPPP country selection followed criteria agreedthy Board, but some countries with large
portfolios not covered such as Brazil, Indonesie,Rhilippines and Mexico.

7]

—

1]

IV. HIGHLIGHTS FROM THE EVALUATION BENCHMARKING STU DY

132. The overall objectives and methodology of the beratking study can be seen in Appendix II.
The same appendix also contains a summary of tive characteristics related to country presence of
the five main organisations (Action Aid, AsDB, IFRRAO and SDC) included in the benchmarking
study. Relevant experiences of other organizatiah sas the Worldbank, DFID and SIDA are also
reflected in the study. In this chapter, the evi@uapresents the main findings from the studydbd
into two sections, namely: (i) institutional isspasd (ii) according to the four FPPP dimensions.

133. There are numerous key findings related to ingtiatl issues. Firstly, the benchmarking study
reveals that different organizations paid varyingphasis to decentralization, and some have hatl fiel
offices for many years (e.g., FAO and SDC), whemgihers have established them more recently
(e.g., IFPRI). In any case, given the diverse bemkgds and history of each organization, it is not
surprising that restructuring processes have takendifferent approaches: top-down in FAO versus
bottom-up approach in Action Aid and SDC, and sohew in between at AsDB and IFPRI.

134. The diversity of the chosen restructuring procesdss reflects the manifold motives for the
establishment of field offices. One of them is amty the wish for improved client orientation and
proximity to operations on the ground. In otheresagxternal pressure played a role, such as greate
call for donor coordination and joint programmingtlae country level. In the specific case of the
AsDB, the reasons for enhancing field presencdaagely similar to those of IFAD. AsDB mentions
the following as tasks for their resident missiopsomotion of the Bank’'s overarching goal of
poverty reduction; enhancement of policy dialogbeing sources of knowledge; enhancement of
AsDB'’s visibility and responsiveness; creation @fosg partnerships; taking on leadership in aid
coordination; and promotion of subregional cooperat

135. There have been multiple approaches by the fivarorgtions to field presence. Action Aid
explicitly states that decentralization is seeawe no blueprint, and that there are wide diffeesn

in their office structures, responsibilities andiogties from one country to another. AsDB
distinguishes between resident missions, subrebioffeces, representative offices, and special
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liaison office§®. The FAO states that it cannot have the same apprin all regions and all
developing countries. In the case of SDC, it isestahat a globally unified field presence model fo
the organization is not feasible, neither from a&eli@oment policy point of view nor would it be a
cost effective solution.

136. Establishing of field offices in all organizationequired a carefully reflection of the
relationship and division of labour between headgus and the field offices. Moreover, it is equall
important to assess how other concurrent changeepses at headquarters, for example the
introduction of a corporate
knowledge management strategy
at SDC, are likely to affect the
headquarters-field  relationship
and dynamics. In their
decentralization, SDC allocated
tasks according to perceived
comparative advantages, with
field offices taking on those
assignments that it can perform
more effectively such as portfolio
monitoring, whereas the
headquarters is increasingly
focusing on, the development of
policies and guidelines. Likewise,
the bulk of FAQO’s operations
staff have been outposted to

Stakeholders’ Workshop on the Evaluation of IFAD’sField Sl_Jt;]reglr(])na(Ij and regional Of.féqes’

Presence Pilot Programme, 11-12 June 2007, Rome. wit _nea quarters _providing

Source: Maurizio Valentini technical  backstopping and
policy orientations.

137. The benchmarking study notes that project desighiaplementation are areas where local
representations of the comparator organizationse hevcomparative advantage. AsDB resident
missions have expanded their role and participatiokey aspects of country programming and
management. The positive effect of receiving infpotghe country programming can be attributed to
the fact that this task has been clearly delegtiettie field, and programme managers have been
shifted to the countries. FAO representatives acesasingly involved in the formulation of technica
cooperation projects, monitoring of project exemutiand policy dialogue with government on
agricultural policies and strategies. One aspedaotion that the benchmarking study underlines is
that, at times, headquarters requests regular &&diboom field offices, for example on a variety of
issues ranging from the status of the office’s aot® to the country’s political and policy
developments, which can become cumbersome detjactiontry offices from pursuing their core
responsibilities.

138. A crucial aspect for effective field presence, adew to the study, includes not only
delegation of tasks but also a delegation of attthor conceptual, planning, operational and finahc

8  ADB has 19 resident missions (country officesit throvide the primary operational interface betwte

ADB and host government. They have 2 sub-regioffides including the Pacific Liaison and Coordiati
Office covering Nauru, Solomon Islands and Vanuand the South Pacific Subregional office covei@upk
Islands, Fiji, Kiribati, Samoa, Tonga and Tuvalthe§e offices perform a full range of resident noissi
functions such as strengthen relation with govemtserganise ADB operations with the evolving reefithe
Pacific islands, policy dialogue, country reportirajd coordination, and so on. In addition, ADBsha
representative offices in Europe, Japan and Nontierica, mainly for building working relations wittountries
and institutions in these regions. They have 2igpé&aison offices in the Philippines and Timordte dealing
with specific programme issues.
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affairs. In earlier times, it was noted that FAQ@nasentatives were limited in developing their sole
by the lack of decentralization of authority. Iretbase of SDC, an imbalance between delegated
authority and financial competences is reportetTd) the country offices enjoy an important degre
of decision-making authority with regard to the nfmlation, implementation, monitoring and
evaluation of the country or regional programmeyab as administration of budget and management
of staff. Their relatively high degree of programgiindependence contrasts with a relatively low
level of financial autonomy they have been grantexdtheir delegated authority is only CHF20 000
per activity. In SIDA’, full delegation accords decision-making respdilisibto the head of the
individual field office for activities up to US$6ilion and for all programmes and projects included
in the Country Plan. In DFI§, delegated responsibilities include formulationtloé country plans
(which requires review from headquarters), fullhauity to implement the plan, monitoring and
reporting, ensuring cohesion with national straegind systems, promoting coherent UK policy and
taking appropriate actions if programme objectiveguire attention. The head of DFID office is
delegated financial authority up to GBP7.5 millipar action. Increasingly, the role of headquarters
staff is defined in support of its field officesdaiso as to maintain appropriate levels of field —
headquarters dialogue.

139. Outposting of staff to the country level has consegqes for the overall organizational
structure and functioning of the headquarters. T)dhe transfer of part of an organization’s fstaf

the country level requires a reorganization of rém@aining positions and processes at headquarters.
For example, in SIDA, a major rethinking took plagih regard to the tasks of the (headquarters-
based) regional departments and the staff remaatihgadquarters when all the basic functions were
delegated to the field. SIDA also discovered thate is need for a change in mind-sets in general t
favour a more field oriented approach. The samediagd at FAO during the major decentralization
from 1994 onwards. For instance, decentralizatibomast operations staff to the regions led to the
merging of the then three operations divisfdrss headquarters into one division. While stafttia
regional offices were made responsible for progigign and technical backstopping, the operations
division at headquarters was mainly responsiblgfoviding overall strategic guidance and ensuring
coordination with technical divisions.

140. As mentioned above, the benchmarking study spatiifi@lso reviewed the experiences and
lessons learned of the five organizations in theaasf implementation support, policy dialogue,
partnership building, and knowledge management.

141. In this regard, the study notes that getting mageptlyy involved in project and programme
implementation was initially the main motivation r fgromoting field presence in the five
organizations under review. The study was not tbfend documented quantitative evidence of direct
benefits of enhanced field presence on projectémphtation. However, AsDB aggregate analysis
shows that field offices have a higher successiigimg projects out of the at risk category. Basad
2003 data from the AsDB, their resident missiongehgreater success in bringing the projects they
administer out of the at risk category. In thisarelj 61 per cent of headquarters-administered gigoje
were brought out of risk, as compared to 67 pet akprojects administered by the resident missions
However, the real difference may be even grea®rd3per cent of projects under headquarters
administration that were brought out of risk inwadvloan closures. The corresponding figure for
resident mission-administered projects was 31 pat.dn any case, in the interviews conducted by
the evaluation, a positive relationship betweerjegatoperformance and field presence was assumed
by all organizations.

142. Most organizations use policy dialogue, throughdfigresence, to up-scale and main stream
lessons learned from research and operationscipation in policy dialogue was a key argument

87 Which is not one of the five core organizatiomsuded in the benchmarking study.

8 Another organization not explicitly covered hretbenchmarking study.

8 One each for Agriculture, Fisheries and Foresprgrations.
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made by AsDB and SDC for field presence and furttementralization. According to Action Aid,
closeness to operations at the country level hasdieeper credibility to its contribution in domest
policy dialogue. However, one finding is that figtfices need to be adequately staffed to engage in
policy dialogue, and that staff need to be giveffigant resources and time to prepare for, and
participate in meaningful policy dialogue processdthough they have also relied on the support of
headquarters for policy analysis purposes. The tHckesources has at times hampered the FAO
Representatives ability to strengthen its polialatjue functions. Interestingly, field presencalso
seen as an opportunity for small and medium-siemeigs to leverage policy influence. For example,
SDC, even though a relatively small bi-lateral dsndas been entrusted with the chair of donor
groups for general budget support in a number oihti@s®. A contributing factor to success in
policy dialogue is for organizations to make us@oéxperiences in other countries and balanam the
against local evidence when contributing to potialogue.

143. The benchmarking study notes that partnershipsritieal elements, especially in the context
of increased collaboration among different insititas in development cooperation in the context of
the new aid architecture that has emerged in tbentepast. Field presence has allowed each of the
five organizations to strengthening their partngshvith a variety of institutions at the counteyél.

For example, thanks to its resident missions, Asb@eased its relations with non-governmental
organizations, thus allowing it to engage them nwosely in investments programmes. Having said
that, managing partnerships by field presence reguilelegation of authority from headquarters.
FAQ'’s evaluation on decentralization mentions ek lof authority in regional offices has diminishes
their standing as partners of the government amdirtternational community. The benchmarking
study introduces also the notion of “delegated nEasghips®™ with like-minded organizations, as a
means to reducing cost of an organization’s figletspnce and transaction costs for partner countries
Along similar lines, IFPRI has established a sedesooperation arrangements with local partner
organizations instead of setting up separate cffieer example, in Ethiopia, IFPRI works with the
International Livestock Research Institute with whd has a service agreement that covers office
space, computers, and other administrative servloethis regard, the benchmarking study argues
that using the facilities of a partner institutienan effective measure of cutting basic field pree
costs. Finally, the study also notes that the &stabent of donor field presence has contributed to
better partnerships in terms of aid coordinatiod harmonization at the country level, and faciitht
the formulation and implementation of joint assis& strategies, sector wide approaches, and budget
support programmes.

144. In terms of knowledge management, the study nbigswhen establishing field presence, it is
necessary to ensure feedback mechanisms from ¢l th headquarters to further institutional
learning and memory. The SDC evaluation illustraked its country offices had some responsibility
for documenting good practices, but within SDC kiexlge management is mainly the responsibility
of technical department at headquarters. As shehiniportance of having a knowledge management
policy at the institutional level is crucial, soathknowledge management is addressed in a
comprehensive manner, taking into account knowldhlyes and communication from headquarters
to the field and vice versa.

145. In addition, the study illustrates that field offgchave provided the organizations opportunities
for staff rotation, which is important to fosterdwmledge management. In fact, in some organizations
such as SDC and WFP, an experience in their cowffiges is considered a necessary condition for
professional development. At FAO, regular rotatanofficers between regional and subregional
offices and headquarters is being promoted in amle@mhance coherence and flow of information.

% |t chaired the general budget support group ofidfors in Mozambique in 2004/5 and in Tanzanisais

entrusted with the chair for the general budgepsupgroup on behalf of 14 donors in 2006/7.

L In such an arrangement, a particular institutigi no field offices and limited resources woeldter into

a close partnership with another institution withd offices. The latter would be responsible fdvancing key
activities on behalf of the former organizationttiaes not have any field presence.
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The FAO evaluation on decentralization had fourat %6 per cent of FAO Representatives have
never worked at headquatrters.

146. The benchmarking study reveals that there is a ethikprovement in the overall operations
of the concerned organizations with well organifielll presence. These include being less remote or
culturally more in tune. The World Bank’s focus decentralization of its staff has resulted in lrette
client relations and more listening. The increaaeckssibility of Bank staff, combined with incredise
exposure of staff to the daily challenges of suisétg Bank-supported operations, has increased
understanding and appreciation of participatioralbfrelevant stakeholders. The devolution of the
European Commission’s external aid managementtegsiuh clear improvements in terms of the
speed and quality of project management. This léadsbetter problem-solving capacity within the
delegation and to increased contacts with beneigsiaand other relevant parties as well as to &bet
understanding of local conditions, risks and opjattes.

147. On another issue, the benchmarking study outlinesrmost organizations are concerned with
improving their development effectiveness, and dwsts are just one consideration in deciding to
outpost staff. The cost of a new AsDB resident mrssvith two headquarters staff is likely to be
about US$300 000 one-time capital expenditure, a@molt US$800 000 in annual recurring costs.
The percentage of resident mission’s administragxeenses to total AsDB administrative expenses
grew from 0.73 per cent in 1982 to around 11.7qeart in 2002. Interestingly, at the AsDB, while
there has been an increase in field staff, this m@saccompanied by a proportionate decrease in
headquarters staff. The experience at the Africameldpment Bank has been similar: the cost of a
resident mission with three expatriate staff wasreged at about US$276 000 for initial investments
and US$434 000 for annual recurrent cost, withouexpectation that headquarters costs would be
reduced. Based on their current data, the annwstbk aif operating an FAO Representation is on
average US$530 000 (ranging from US$400 000 inIssmdSD$620 000 in large countries). SIDA
came to the conclusion that decentralization dosscot costs, and the Canadian International
Development Agency’s (CIDA) experience with a majlecentralization of staff in the late 1980s
was an expensive undertaking and this contributedhé decision to shift back towards more
centralized operations. However, one measure tib dosts by CIDA was to embark on field presence
selectively in a limited number of countries.

148. The study underlines that there are other areal agca regional approach or deliberate
outsourcing, which have the potential for costingtimeasures. The AsDB has established a regional
office in the Pacific, as it is cheaper to run gioeal office, rather than several small resident
missions. FAQO'’s evaluation on decentralization ioe# that attempts to maximize the number of
countries with an FAO representative has resultdieavy costs, without the commensurate benefits
in all cases. As such, in addition to its five mwil offices, FAO has established a number of
subregional offices (e.g., in Cameroon for Westgfmca, Zimbabwe for Eastern Africa, Barbados
for the Caribbean, Samoa for the Pacific and ojh&iSESCO, UNDP and WFP closed a number of
country offices in recent times and increased thmnber of regional offices or promoted multiple
accreditation of regional representations. Unitedidhs Children’s Fund (UNICEF) has six regional
offices on top of its wide network of country o UNDP has also a number of Regional Centres,
which backstop their country offices and operatidfar example, there are two Regional Centres in
Asia and the Pacific (in Bangkok and Colombo), whjgrovide most countries in the region with
policy advice, knowledge on specific themes, pramegional partnerships and so on.

149. Deliberate outsourcing of selected administrativecfions from headquarters can lower costs.
For example, FAO is shifting service functions (elgiman resources, travel, finance, procurement,
etc) to three shared service centres in existiggonal offices (in Bangkok, Budapest and Santiago).
The World Bank has also moved many similar funditmChennai. Moreover, FAO and CIDA both
make wide use of local staff, as a means of enhgr@ld presence at lower costs, even though they
recognize that the presence of international saffucial for some functions such as policy dialkeg
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150. In spite of the difference between the benchmarkirganizations and IFAD, there are some
common lessons across the five organizations thee mplications for the overall findings of the
FPPP evaluation. The key points are presented below

Key Points

» The development effectiveness of field presence iewed positively by all comparator
organizations — in spite of numerous challengesamsaciated costs. This positive appreciationeslat
mainly to qualitative aspects of the organizatiomstk. Due to better contacts with the field, asd
better adapted to the local situation and its #éffeness has improved. Local representations have a
comparative advantage and a key responsibilitydentifying and designing projects, partnershijp
building, and in giving legitimacy to policy dialag activities.

» Efficiency gains are not automatic, and deliberateefforts are required to compensate for the
additional costs that are likely to occur when estaishing field and/or regional offices.
Decentralization in all comparator organizations hasulted in a fair amount of additional costs
which in any case was merely one of the factorsidened in deciding to proceed with outposting
the five organizations. While efforts have been enalimit the overall costs to each organizatitue,
study underlined that field offices need to be appiately staffed, and have the required infrastme
and resources to effectively contribute to deepsulis on the ground.

=)

» Decentralization processes do not occur in isolatio Clarity on the primary objective of
strengthening field presence is essential — inangabe development effectiveness of operations gnd
cutting costs of operations are not necessarily patiibble. The relationship between efforts 1o
strengthen field presence and other on-going utstital reforms needs to be considered and
prioritized. Changing the role of the field haseapssions at the headquarters level.

» Flexibility is essential in order to find appropriate answers to different and changing contexts
with respect to structures, staffing issues, lacej distribution of responsibilities. Diversity aso
reflected in the shaping of the structures of fieffices. In particular, it is important to use tijplle
approaches to field presence to respond to differ@ntexts.

* Inappropriate delegation of authority to the field seriously hampers effectivenesand undermines
the potential benefits of field presence. The datieg of authority is not an all or nothing issugt b
requires a multi-faceted approach dealing in atailade manner with the different areas affected |by
delegation or the lack of it. An inappropriate d@glton of authority can have a negative impact not
only on the organization’s effectiveness but alsdte perception and reputation in the host country

V. CONCLUSIONS

151. Overall, there are positive and significant resultsemerging from the FPPP.The same can
be said of the proxies and in particular the CPMposting model, and the benchmarking study
confirmed that the overwhelming majority of multéeal and bilateral organisations consider a
permanent presence in the field central to theireldgpment effectiveness. Yet the pilot, with its
insufficient allocation of resources, delayed stgrt scarce attention towards experimentation
including in particular with the successful modél @PM outposting, ineffective monitoring and
documentation of results and costs, must be coregldes a missed opportunity in terms of delivering
a clear and conclusive demonstration of the mdsttfe form of field presence for IFAD to adopt in
the future.
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152. Notwithstanding the limitations in both the designd implementation of the FPPP, the
evaluation concludes that the overall effectivereddEAD — with a particular focus on the four FPPP
dimensions of implementation support, policy dialeg partnership development and knowledge
management — is greater in FPPP countries and untries with outposted CPMs than in those
without. Proxy countries also

— e 5 perform on the whole better,
ER WORKSHOP 5 e A s particularly in the areas of policy

STAKEHOLB 11-12 June 2007 P - 2 dla|0 d h
Spazio Etoile, Rome g o gue an partners Ip
s B strengthening, as compared to
Evaluation of IFAD’s field _ countries without field presence.

These conclusions are broadly
consistent with the overall findings
of the benchmarking study, which
notes that “development
effectiveness of field presence is
viewed positively by all
comparator organizations, in spite
of the numerous challenges and
associated costs”. Similarly, the
PMD self-assessment report on the
FPPP contains similar findings
stating that “despite its limited
implementation period, the FPPP
Stakeholders’ WorkShOp on the Evaluation of IFAD’sField has shown positive results in terms
Presence Pilqt.Program.m_e, 11-12 June 2007, Rome. of progress indicators  and
Source: Maurizio Valentini encouraging signals with regard to
outcome indicators.”

presence pilot programme

153. The FPPP appears to have made IFAD more visiblevaréd efficient working in-country and
has allowed for better and more consistent follgw-ti is expected that this, in turn, will improve
both the quality of country programmes and theipact®®® In general, the evaluation finds that the
FPPP’s greatest contribution has been to furth&blE implementation support activities. This is due
in part to the profile of most of the field presenafficers recruited, but it is also the resulttioé
emphasis in their terms of reference on these tybeactivities. IFAD’s performance in policy
dialogue, partnership strengthening and, to a ftesgent, knowledge management is also greater in
countries with field presence. The weaker perforreain knowledge management can be explained
by the lack — until recently — of an overall corgier knowledge management strategy at IFAD, and
also by the fact that the FPPP paid less attentichis dimension. The FPPP has also allowed for
better communication between IFAD and its coungnyel partners, enhancing IFAD’s understanding
of in-country processes and rural poverty issuegédneral, while also enabling local partners to
become more familiar with IFAD operations. In suimcomparing the with and without as well as
before and aftescenarios, the evaluation concludes that IFAD’dgoerance in the four key FPPP
dimensions generally improved with field presence.

154. On another issue, the Executive Board did not eitiglistate that the promotion of innovations

would be a core objective of the FPPP. However, FR¥P did recognize the importance of
innovations implicitly since each of the four FPEPnensions is a critical element of IFAD’s

innovation promotion chain. In this regard, althlbuifpere was evidence of some innovations in
country programmes without field presence, theltesi the evaluation clearly indicate that IFAD’s

capacity to promote innovative approaches to rpoaferty reduction, which can then be replicated
and scaled up by the Government, donors and ofkegseater in countries with field presence.

92 See paragraphs 44 and 54 in the self-assessepent.
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155. Inadequate Design and Implementation ArrangementsThe evaluation notes that the FPPP
could have achieved even greater results with ibdésign and implementation, greater resources,
and more rigorous and longer implementation perfather than the merely three years allocated.
Clearly, the level of human and financial resouredlecated was not commensurate with the
objectives and focus of the FPPP, and did not aftovappropriate programme implementation. For
example, the pilot expected one single field preseasfficer to perform multiple tasks related to the
four FPPP dimensions, in addition to participatingountry strategy and project design processes,
and in supervision missions organized by IFAD’sprrating institutions — all without the benefit of
a formal induction programme or structured trainagportunities. The evaluation concurs with the
PMD self-assessment report, which states that fhgnts considered adequate only for the minimal
operations of most FPPIs...[and] human resourcstaints relate to inadequate staffing levéls”

156. The FPPP design paid insufficient attention tograéing field presence with the functions of
IFAD CPMs and cooperating institutions. More speaily, the roles and responsibilities of field
e Presence officers — especially but
o8 not only in the area of
Evaluation of IFAD’s field impleme_n_tation support — were
presence pilot programme & not clarified at FPPP outset in
3 relation to the contribution in
similar areas that CPMs and
supervision missions make. This
| created confusion among IFAD-
funded projects and partners
about the actual role of the field
presence officer. The
benchmarking study reveals that
the establishment of field
presence and decentralization
processes do not occur in
isolation: the relationship
between efforts to strengthen
field presence and other ongoing

—

3) JUFAD

Stakeholders’ Workshop on the Evaluation of IFAD’sField institutional reforms and related
Presence Pilot Programme, 11-12 June 2007, Rome. processes needs to be considered
Source: Maurizio Valentini and prioritized.

157. While IFAD Management was thoroughly engaged anaviged key guidance during the
design of the FPPP, the evaluation finds that #meslevel of involvement was not apparent during
FPPP implementation. As a consequence, IFAD dicerploit the opportunity provided by the FPPP
to test alternative forms of field presence arramgas (such as the ouposting of CPMs or the
establishment of subregional offi¢ds which the design of the pilot programme had enaged®,

nor did the Fund accurately track the FPPP castdsd did not establish a platform for periodigall
sharing the experiences and lessons emerging frerpitot, no baseline survey was conducted at the
outset of the pilot, and the reporting on impleraéinh did not systematically cover all performance
indicators adopted by the Board. In sum, a moragiige and systematic management and coaching
would have seemed required for the implementatf@aplot which constituted a paradigm shift from
the Headquarters-centric culture prevailing at IEALaving said that, it is to be recognised that the
management and staff invested additional time dfaite in implementing the individual field

% See paragraphs 46 and 47 in the self-assessepent.

% See Appendix | of the FPPP design document EB/B00R.4.

% Consequently, most of the 15 pilot initiativefid a similar field presence model, with a natibotiicer

recruited by and hosted within the offices of otimernational organizations.
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presence initiatives under the FPPP, given thatspecific human or financial resources were
allocated to IFAD for the management and implemeariaf the pilot.

158. On area that needs further reflection is delegatibauthority. The FPPP did not empower
sufficiently the field presence officers to achietlee core objectives of the pilot programme.
Delegation of authority from headquarters has bieaited, for example in the area of operations and
policy dialogue, severely limiting the role and tridsution the FPPP could make in furthering IFAD’s
country programme objectives. In fact, the extenwhich authority is delegated is a key element for
any form of field presence to achieve better reswoit the ground. This is confirmed by the
benchmarking study, which states that delegatioautiiority from headquarters to field offices “is a
key factor of success” in enhancing an organiz&iooverall effectiveness. Thus, when not
empowered to take decisions on select issues Irtime& on the ground, a field presence may be
perceived as merely a further bureaucratic layerthi@ organization’s structure, rather than a
mechanism that can effectively contribute to furitigg the objectives of IFAD’s country programme.

159. Ultimately, the FPPP had an ambitious design ansl wader-funded. This can be seen as a
reflection of the compromise that had to be readnedrder to garner the acceptability of Board
members, several of whom strongly favoured the IF&DI presence, whereas others did not.

160. Outposting of Country Programme Managers.The evaluation stresses that, of the alternative
forms of field presence tested so far, the bestitsebave been achieved by the full-time presetice o
an IFAD CPM at country level — with full delegatiof authority like that of CPMs at Headquatrters.
It is to be underlined that this conclusion is lthse the analysis of the only two outposted IFAD
CPMs at the moment. The evaluation also recognikesever, that outposting of CPMs has
conseqguences on the overall set-up and work of IF&dional divisions. In particular, it is essential
to define what relationship outposted CPMs shoualdehwith Headquarters, and establish what their
contribution should be to corporate processes awvidi@hal management. For example, how will
outposted staff participate in their regional dwis’ annual portfolio review processes or in the
corporate thematic working groups to be establisheder the new IFAD knowledge management
strategy. Plans must also be made for oversightcaaghing of CPMs by their regional division
director. Moreover, the roles and responsibilittdsprogramme assistants and secretarial staff at
Headquarters also need reconsideration with thgosting of CPMs.

161. Finally, in terms of the costs, based on the catars undertaken during the evaluatfoend

as shown in appendix VIII, it is evident that addifl costs will be required for outposting CPMs.
While costs will vary by duty station and grade,tire least favourable scenario, these could be
around US$35 000 per year for a P5 level staffitheumore, a hazard allowance is also available in
(few) duty stations. In addition to the aforemen#éid costs, there will be one time costs for the
transfer of staff currently based at headquarteierg¢ than US$50 000 per person on average). Total
expenses for rental subsidy is likely to be sigaifitly higher in the field than what IFAD actually
provides at present in Rome, as outposted staffbsitefit from such subsidy from scratch. Lastly,
costs related to setting up the necessary infrasimel for making outposted CPM operational will
need to be considered as well. Some savings ctwaldever, be generated by recruiting local
administrative and secretarial staff to support theposted CPM. In addition, funds previously
provided to co-operating institutions for supemisiand implementation support could also be used
for country presence purposes as a result of th@emmentation of the new supervision and
implementation support policy of IFAD should IFARade — as it would seem appropriate — to have
the field presence officer participate in supenrisand implementation support activities.

% The methodology and overall approach in detemgjrthe estimates have benefited from the comménts o

IFAD’s Human Resources and Strategic Planning andgBt Divisions. They have also reviewed the actual
results of the calculations made by OE.
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162. The Satellites.Three pilot field presence countries extended theirerage to neighbouring
countrie§’. The evaluation finds this approach to be a féagibodel for IFAD field presence, in
particular concerning implementation support atésiin the satellite countries. Support is greate
through a field presence based in a nearby coutiay, when provided by a cooperating institution or
directly by the CPM stationed in Rome. However utiio possible, it is not easy for one single field
presence officer resident in one country to paréi@ effectively in policy dialogue or strengthen
partnerships in a neighbouring country, as thegeds require a more permanent interaction and
dialogue with a range of partners at the countyglleln fact, the benchmarking study revealed that
other organizations, such as FAO, have made wideotisegional or subregional offices, in addition
to establishing specific country offices in order &ddress both policy issues and support project
implementation adequately. For example, FAO coul®vel representation has enabled the
organization to engage proactively in policy dialegprocessé$ whereas its regional and
subregional offices provide technical support fogjgct implementation in countries throughout the
regior’”. The AsDB also place specialized experts in theigional offices to enhance cost-
effectiveness. Numerous multilateral and bilat@idl organizations (for example, CIDA, SIDA and
USAID) have taken a regional approach to theirdfiptesence. On this, the benchmarking study
concluded that “a regional approach is therefose al question of costs: it is more efficient to aun
regional unit rather than several small residerssions”. It further states that it is very impoittéo
“consider the gains in cost-effectiveness whenbdéisting a smaller number of regional offices
instead of a large number of national field repnéstgons”.

163. The Proxy Field Presence ExperienceThe evaluation finds positive elements in the
implementation of proxy field presence arrangemeniss type of field presence complements the
formal FPPP and has been most effective in polialogue, the promotion of donor harmonization
and coordination, and partnership development. Ehartly because CPMs have carefully crafted
the terms of reference of the proxy field preseinceesponse to specific and time-bound issues that
require immediate attention to improve the perfaragof IFAD’s country programme. As a result,
many proxy field presence officers have not focuaednuch on implementation support as have the
FPPP field presence officers. The evaluation nittasthey face many of the same challenges as the
field presence officers do under the FPPP, inclyidimited infrastructure, insufficient administneei
support and little delegation of authority.

164. FPPP CostsAnalysing the costs of the FPPP has been chaligngartly because staff did not
use the available accounting system in a way tlatidvenable a proper tracking of costs related to
the FPPP. In any case, based on the internal atidiPPP costs, it is evident that the FPPP was
underfunded and budget excess among country miitiatives have been comm@h This is also
recognized in the PMD self-assessment, which staesng other examples, that the “limited
provision for in-country travel is cited by moselfi presence pilot initiatives as a major constt&ih

As stated earlier, on funding, the Board was ims#@mtal in limiting the level of resources allocated
the pilot programme.

®  To recall, this includes Mongolia (covered by @i the Gambia (covered by Senegal), and Congo

Brazaville (covered by Congo DR).

% For example, the FAO representative in Tanzas&uo chair the Food and Agriculture Sector Wagkin

Group of donors (see Tanzania country programmduatian, 2002), whereas the FAO representative in
Indonesia chaired the donor working groups on Wéesources as well as on Agriculture and Rural
Development (see Indonesia country programme etiaiugeport, 2004).

% For example, staff (such as agricultural, forestnd fisheries operation officers) stationed ia #AO

regional office for Asia and the Pacific, located Bangkok, travel to a variety of countries in ttegion
backstopping project implementation.

10 See Table 5 in Appendix IlI.

101 See paragraph 46 in the self-assessment report.
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165. With regard to costs, the FPPP design also didaket into account the increases in staff costs
that were experienced in some countries. Likewssgce more than 70 per cent of the total actual
expenditures has been incurred by staff costsiebeurces allocated for country programme-related
activities are very limited.

166. Interestingly, the benchmarking study notes, fitsat other organizations have treated costs as
merely one of the factors, but not an essential omeleciding their overall approach to country
presence. Other factors are important as well, sschecurity and availability of human resources
who could be considered for employment in theirndou offices. Second, various organizations
found that the strengthening of country presenas dmt necessarily lead to lower costs overall, and
that “deliberate decisions are required to analgsel implement cost reduction options at
Headquarters”. In fact, costs have to be closdyted to the overall outputs and the potential for
enhanced development effectiveness.

167. What Type of Field Presencehe FPPP evaluation shows that all alternativengoof field
presence tested so far have enhanced IFAD’s eféess at the country level. Clearly, physical
vicinity to partners and a more permanent presémdbe concerned countries matter very much:
development cooperation and partnership cannot éxfoqmed virtually, by remote control or
sporadic visits. This is the main reason why alnadistievelopment agencies, whether multilateral or
bilateral, have decentralized their organizatistalcture over the years and are indeed incregsingl
doing so.

168. But, the evaluation concludes that IFAD will not &ble to harvest fully the potential and
benefits that field presence offers unless it make®mmensurate investment in terms of financial
and human resources, and also carries out thereelqarganizational adjustments, in particular in
terms of delegation of authority, including a clemticulation of the interaction between field
presence activities and the role of Headquartegeneral. In sum, it would be wrong to assume that
strengthening country presence will be cost-neaindl easy.

169. Thus, the concerns about the cost of IFAD’s couptgsence appear both real and justified.
However, the analysis should also take into comatie the many documented benefits that country
presence generates, difficult as they may be tatifydan monetary terms. The question for IFAD is
therefore not whether or not to have a field presebut rather what form this presence should take
maximize the Fund’'s cost-effectiveness in a giveantry context as well as take account of the
changes introduced by IFAD’s Action Plan and the tdfbrm process. Unfortunately, the FPPP did
not provide a conclusive indication of the mostteffective form of field presence for IFAD. The
next section offers a number of suggestions onteawove towards this objective.

VI. RECOMMENDATIONS

170. The FPPP evaluation recommendations derive fromnthén conclusions outlined in the
previous chapter, which are anchored in the resuits performance assessment undertaken by the
evaluation, the results of Management’s self-assessand the benchmarking study.

Recommendation 1. Embark on a New Country Presend&rogramme

171. Given that the FPPP did not succeed in providiegreclusive indication of the most effective
form of field presence for IFAD, the evaluation cludes that is premature to propose a
mainstreaming of the initiative. Instead, the FRRBuld be transformed in a new programme - the
IFAD Country Presence Programme (CP#$) that would aim at consolidating the evidenceuatb

1921t is proposed to replace the term ‘field’ witbountry’, given that the word field is normally assated

with geographic areas where IFAD-funded projects ismplemented. This should not however preclude the
possibility for IFAD to establish country presermdside the capital city, should this be considexpgropriate
in any particular case.
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the positive results as well as determining thetroost effective form of country presence that IFAD
should adopt in diverse country context. The CPBI&voonsist of two distinct tracks:

Continue implementation of existing FPPP countiydtives; and
Expand the programme to allow systematic experiatgm with alternative country
presence models.

172. In particular, the evaluation recommends the:

Continued implementation, under the CPP, of all FRBuntry initiatives, whether they
were due to complete their three year implememdiiothe end of 2007 or not.

Expansion of the Country Presence Programme to expgment with alternative
models of country presencelt is recommended to experiment with alternativerdoy
presence models in additional countries (beyondehacluded in the FPPP) in all five
IFAD regions. This would allow IFAD to fulfil the r@inal objective contained in the
FPPP of piloting and learning from diverse appreacto IFAD’s country presence. The
expansion could entail, but would not necessardylitnited to, two specific measures,
namely (i) outposting of CPMs; and (ii) the estslisihent of subregional offices. Under
this expansion, special attention will be givenRAD’s engagement in the ongoing UN
reform processes, in particular the one UN pildtdtive at the country level.

Outposting of Country Programme Managers.The evaluation revealed that the best
results have been achieved on average in the twotwes where IFAD currently has
outposted CPMs. However, the experience with theglehis too limited in size, and the
cost implications not sufficiently clear to reconmdethis as the most cost-effective
country presence approach for IFAD. Thereforetliertime being, IFAD should consider
outposting around 10 CPM3 with the necessary experience and seniority imegjions,
including in some ongoing FPPP countries with Igrgefolios. Under this approach, the
CPM may be responsible for the coverage of additioeighbouring countries, over and
above the country of her/his residefi¢eThe implementation of such a recommendation
would be in line with the provisions of the origifédPPP design document approved by
the Board in December 2003, which gave the Fundofigortunity to outpost CPMs as
one form of country presence model. It would alsabnsistent with the recent initiatives
taken by the IFAD Management for outposting CPMse Fund will need to negotiate
direct hosting agreements with concerned governsnentountries where it intends to
outpost CPMs that would, inter gliprovide the overall legal framework for establighi
officially an IFAD country presence with the recdr diplomatic immunities and
privileges. Last but not least, the Fund will néeaarefully assess the required logistical
and infrastructure requirements for outposting CPMsluding exploring opportunities
for hosting arrangements with international finahanastitutions.

Establishment of Subregional Offices.The subregional model appears to be an
interesting cost-efficient model - as corroborabgdthe experience of a number of other
development organizations - of bringing IFAD closethe ground. Its cost-effectiveness
should be assessed during the CPP phase. Theref®reart of the experiment of
outposting CPMs, and based on the generally pesitixperience with the satellite
countries under the FPPP and the findings of thechmarking study, it is also
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Which is around 30 per cent of the total humbedFAD CPMs. Such a recommendation was also

contained in the independent external evaluatiolfrAD, which encouraged the Fund to outpost aroBdgher
cent of all CPMs.

104

It is normal practice for the two currently ousped CPMs to be concurrently responsible for mioa@ bne

country in the same region.
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recommended that IFAD set up two-three subregioffades in located in different IFAD
regions. The subregional office could be locatedme country with a large portfolio
where IFAD would consider it necessary, followiaggdely the criteria under the FPPP, to
have a country presence. Such an office would ciinehost country, as well as a number
of neighbouring countries with relatively smalleortfolios. The proper functioning of
such an office would also need the recruitmentrofappropriate number of local staff.
Such an arrangement would locate the CPM closdhdocountries and, among other
issues, contribute to a reduction in travel timd eosts

173. Itis important that each country initiative undiee new phase of CPP (including the FPPIs) is
reviewed and the shortcomings and lessons learerging from the evaluation addressed in a
systematic manner. Some of the necessary enhantaneerecommended in the below paragraphs
grouped into three broad areas related to theil@) grogramme’s design including administrative
and legal matters, and (b) implementation issues.

174. In Terms of Design:

()  In general, the CPP should incorporate the fouredsions contained in the FPPP. This
is particularly crucial not only for achieving battresults on rural poverty, but also for
advancing the Fund’'s role as a promoter of innovati in which implementation
support, policy dialogue, partnership strengtheramgl knowledge management each
play a mutually reinforcing function.

(i) In order to make the CPP more effective in pursiRdD’s country programme
objectives, the Fund should identify areas in wHield presence offices could benefit
from greater and clearer delegation of authorige(§ii) below). Deeper delegation of
authority to field presence officers will require more systematic mechanism for
supervision and oversight, as well as staff peréoroe assessment.

(i) Adequate human and financial resources should bde naaailable to field presence
officers to ensure they have access to the requaideinistrative and logistic services
(e.g., funds for internal travel, secretarial suppwansportation and fuel, and so on) in a
timely manner to improve their overall operatiohkis would require a reassessment of
the annual budget of each FPPP. In this contaxpre differentiated approach reflecting
the size of each country of subregion would be aymate.

(iv) With regard to legal and administrative mattersisitimperative that all IFAD field
presence officers need to have contracts that tiharmper their effectiveness. The Fund
should develop the required instruments, say fbegeoh contracts for two or three years,
that would allow it to recruit local personnel oRAD staff contracts directly from
Headquarters rather than through hosting agenciemsultancy contracts, which at
present are either a problem from an identity pofntiew or compel them to take a one
month break after 11 months of service. Better mote secure contract arrangements
will serve as an incentive to the field staff amdit opportunities for conflict of interest.
Equally important, this changeover will enable ngeraent to delegate the authority
deemed necessary by headquarters for the fieldemeesofficers to carry out their
functions in the most effective manner.

175. In Terms of the Implementation of the CPP:

() A separate comprehensive accounting system shoeldddveloped for recording,
monitoring and analysing the budgets and disburetsria relation to IFAD’s country
presence activities. Such a system would allowRbed to gain an overview of all
expenditures, and a more accurate picture of theahcosts related to the alternative
country presence models, according to the diffefemtling sources utilized, including
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those from the administrative budget, programme eldgpment financing facility
supplementary funds and so on.

(i)  IFAD should ensure that the reporting from coumtffices, for both the current as well
as the new countries under the CPP, includes cgeerhall indicators chosen, both in
terms of development and organizational effectigsn&his will overtime facilitate the
undertaking of an assessment of the results arefiteachieved by the country presence
arrangements established.

(i) A systematic mechanism should be developed for angihg experiences across the
country presence officers and CPMs. This could uidel workshops organized
periodically by Management focusing on country pre® issues. At Headquarters level,
efforts need to be made to periodically reflecttbe lessons learned from CPP. The
IFAD CPMs Forum could be used as one platform far purpose. In addition, an
appropriate programme of induction should be omghifor new field presence officers,
and opportunities for training for all field preserstaff identified.

(iv) It is also recommended that IFAD takes the lea@dtablishing a Rome-based inter-
agency (FAO, IFAD and WFP) working group on counpmesence issues. Such a
working group would, inter alia, facilitate the é&enge of experiences and lessons
learned in the establishment and running of couptesence arrangements, as well as
identify opportunities for further strengtheningoperation in the functioning of country
offices. Among other issues, such a working grawquld ensure an appropriate and
synergistic engagement of the Rome-based UN agerniciehe ongoing UN reform
process at the country level including in the o pilot initiative.

(v) The Assistant President, PMD, and regional divisiglrectors should be
comprehensively engaged in country presence isfaresxample, in the approval of the
country presences’ annual work plans and budget$onmance evaluations of country
presence staff, and in monitoring the achievemémoantry presence objectives. This
would include the setting up of a cross-departnieatenmittee to accompany and
supervise the implementation of the CPP in the feaxtyears.

176. Related IssuesThe implementation of the above recommendation évbnalve consequences
on the organizational set up and broad functiomhthe regional divisions in Rome that need to be
taken into account. For example, how will Headgerarbased programme assistants and secretarial
staff effectively contribute to the work of CPM paosted at the country level?

177. For all countries in the CPP (including the oridgii®d approved under the FPPP), it is
imperative that IFAD clarifies among IFAD staff aritden communicates to key partners the
complementary roles and responsibilities of the CHMId presence officer and cooperating
institution. This is particularly essential in ligbf the forthcoming implementation of IFAD’s Palic
on Supervision and Implementation Support, and lshalso include a clarification on the lines of
reporting, accountability and overall authorityateld to the country programme.

178. The CPP will require the allocation of adequateoueses. For example, more funds are
required for ongoing FPPPs to ensure that all goatied activities, including those related to
knowledge management, can be undertaken in a pambrtimely manner. Extra funds are also
required for mobilizing the required administratisepport to enhance the programme. In addition,
the analysis undertaken by the evaluation itseléaés that outposting of CPMs will have financial
repercussions that need to be met. As such, Mareagewill need to undertake a detailed cost
analysis (including for the related effects on supgtaff), as well as an assessment of the skilts
competency of existing CPMs to determine the silityalfor their outposting.
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179. IFAD should undertake baseline surveys across haigators, which should be integrated into
the corporate result-based framework, at the oofsetplementing country presence arrangements in
all countries under the CPP. Moreover, as for #ieo IFAD staff, all country presence officers
should be provided with full access to all IFADdmal databases and information systems, including
but not only the project portfolio monitoring systethe loans and grants system, and so on.

Recommendation 2. Develop an IFAD Country Presendeolicy after 2010

180. The evaluation concludes that it is premature FéD to formulate its country presence policy,
especially in light of the limited experience bathterms of implementation duration and diversity o
country presence models experimented under the HPRPparticularly crucial for IFAD to develop
such a policy, especially given that the Fund wastal#ished as a headquarters-based institution and
the establishment of country presence would repteséundamental change in the overall structural
nature and operations of the Fund.

181.Therefore, it is recommended that a self assesswiethe CPP (including the FPPP) be
undertaken by the IFAD management in 2010. Thislevearve as the basis for the development of
IFAD’s comprehensive country presence policy tasbbmitted for approval to the Executive Board
following the final assessment in 2010. Key elermatitthe policy will emerge overtime based on the
further critical experience in implementing alteme forms of country presence arrangements under
the CPP.
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APPENDIX 1

Evaluation of the Field Presence Pilot Program (FPP)

Comments by Dr Nafis Sadik and Professor Robert Paotto,
Senior Advisers to the Evaluation

1. We were involved as Senior Advisers at all majaiges of what proved to be an unusually
extended and difficult evaluation process. Thisrstmmarizes our joint assessment.

A complex evaluation assignment

2.  The evaluation required extensive desk work, nuoerfield visits and wide ranging
consultations because three major challenges hlagl twercome:
0] A lack of consensus within the organization abdw¢ tisks and rewards of
decentralized decision making.
(i) Weaknesses in design and implementation of thé gitmram.
(iir) Unrealistic terms of reference of the FPPP thatgkbuo attribute project level
results to exceedingly modest and recent changésdrpresence.

Changes in the authorizing environment

3. For IFAD the issue of field presence has been pardeas controversial and the executive
directors have taken a direct interest in the Getadesign of the Field Presence Pilot Program
(FPPP).

4, By contrast, for most bilateral and multilateraveldpment assistance agencies, an enhanced
field presence has been perceived as a self evidgmrative as well as a clear-cut management
prerogative given the following major changes im thuthorizing environment for development
assistance:

(1) Since the endorsement of the Millennium Developn@aals by all UN members, the
responsibility for poverty reduction has shifteddeveloping countries;

(i) All aid processes are expected to be explicitly nemted to country based poverty
reduction programs prepared and owned by develomiagntry governments in
consultation with the private sector and the uaitiety;

(iii) All donors have committed themselves to enhancectioedination, harmonization and
alignment of their activities through country bagedcesses (Paris declaration);

(iv) The UN system is undergoing reform to achieve categ at country level.

5. The strategic debate that led to the FPPP is exgdaby two contrasting visions of the
organization. For some stakeholders, IFAD is aqmtojoriented, specialized global fund that is
relatively small (compared to the internationalafigial institutions) and must manage its scarce
financial and human resources with prudence anxibflay across countries as well as within
countries. For other stakeholders, IFAD should rhecome a nimble organization dedicated to the
pioneering of new approaches to agricultural an@lrdevelopment best nurtured ‘on the ground
since ‘up-scaling’ and mainstreaming of innovatiarem only be achieved through knowledge
management, policy dialogue, and partnershipsaitgaémbedded in country led processes.

6.  These different notions of what kind of organizatisould best serve the cause of rural poverty

reduction underlie the decision to launch the FBR& to commission an independent evaluation of
its workings. Thus, the evaluation was expectedl@étermine empirically the extent to which an
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enhanced field presence contributes to developeffattiveness through improved implementation
support, policy dialogue, partnership building &ndwledge management.

Tackling methodological challenges

7. Had the FPPP been properly designed and implemethtecvaluation would have been easy
to carry out. Unfortunately, the FPPP was not fgaeialuable’:

(1) The program did not try out all relevant field pase models and, in particular it
neglected to pilot the most promising option (thposting of country managers).

(i) It did not secure in a systematic fashion base fimanitoring or self-evaluation data.

(iii) It did not provide reliable estimates of budgetsayings and incremental costs.

(iv) It was not properly resourced and did not createaaning platform to help fine tune
implementation and disseminate lessons learnt.

8. These weaknesses implied tough methodological extgds for the evaluation. Initially, the
evaluation team attempted to relate the enhanettigresence to ‘results’ at project level as tas

a key objective of the FPPP. Considerable weigtg gisen to comparison of portfolio and other
indicators in countries with and without field peese. However, the results deserve qualification
since one of the key criteria adopted by the Bdardhe section of countries to include in the FPPP
“conducive environment at the level of government ather development partners” created a
selection bias in the sample of countries includetie FPPP.

9. Thus, it was determined that only a genuine tri¢atgpn of methods using a mix of qualitative
and quantitative observations would generate useaklults. Accordingly, the evaluation
complemented its appreciation of results in coestrith and withoutfield presence with data on
results achievedefore and afterthe establishment of field presence by securirgy Mlews of
informed stakeholders. It also secured systemaisk deview data and stakeholders’ feedback about
the benefits of actual or potential field presebogh within IFAD and at country level. Finally, it
carried out a comprehensiinchmarking studyo review the overall approaches to and lessons
learned of these organisations with regard to cgumiresence and overall organisational
decentralisation

10. While largely qualitative, the collection of evidenwas impressive in content, scope and
volume. The evaluation took full account of moningr, self evaluation and internal audit reports. It
went beyond the limited FPPP pilots to cover aetgrof proxy field presence arrangements and 2
outposted country manager models that pre-dated=BfeP and that have been hailed as highly
successful by prior independent evaluations. Cguwisits took place in 25 of the 35 countries
included in the evaluation sample, some with amerst without any form of field presence. Original
work on budget costs was carried out by the FPRRiatton. Building on the latter, the management
now needs to undertake a more comprehensive asalfshe full costs related to IFAD’s country
presence. All in all, the methodological challengéthis unusual evaluation assignment were tackled
with great care and suitable attention to nuancedatail.

Reaching evaluative judgments

11. Comprehensive and rigorous as they were, neitleewith/without analysis that suffers from
sample selection bias inherent to the FPPP designthe opinion surveys and before/after surveys
inevitably affected by the Hawthorne effect (i.betinfluence of observations on participants’
behaviour); nor the benchmarking surveys that dedt organizations endowed with different
structures and mandates could on their own have t@esidered definitive.

12. It is the remarkable convergence of results and aherwhelming endorsement of report
findings by stakeholders that justifies the impottaonclusion that the evaluation ultimately reache
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“IFAD’s effectiveness measured along the four dioess of implementation support, policy
dialogue, partnership development and knowledgeag@ament has been greater in countries with
field presence than in countries withaut

Conclusions

13. Allin all, we fully concur that the evaluation hasached sensible and useful judgments. Its
findings and recommendations are properly connetede evidence. Enough information has been
secured to forge a strategic consensus about #i@hase of the field presence initiative.

14. While many participants at the stakeholders’ wodgshrgued against further experimentation
and for endorsing a new policy well before 2010,coacur with the major conclusion reached by the
evaluation: it would not be prudent to mainstredm EPPP at this juncture. Nor would it be timely
for the executive directors to endorse a definifigll presence policy without additional field tieg
and policy work.

15. Specifically, we believe that:

® The judicious choice among country presence optiena case by case process that
requires full consultation with host member cowgdri

(i) The full benefits of enhanced field presence wilit oe tapped unless hosting
arrangements are combined with strategic alliafitgeugh UN pilots and IFIs’ lending
programs) that generate positive synergies through up-scalaigIFAD funded
innovations.

(iii) The expanded field presence will not be effectivtheut a comprehensive program of
administrative support that addresses inductiorginitig, relocation assistance,
information technology enhancements and contraetwahgements.

(iv) A budget efficient outcome will not be achieved asd the significant investment in
enhanced field presence likely to be required isnpensated by reductions in
administrative overheads at headquarters and rddtrewel costs through clear-cut
delegation of authority.

Dr Nafis Sadik Professor Robert Picciotto

(former Executive Director, UNFPA) (former DirectGeneral,
Independent Evaluation Group
The World Bank)

13 June 2007
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EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

Objectives/Assessment Key Activities Key Questions
Assess the performance 0] Desk review 1. What are the results achieved by the FPPP/prolgfieesence specifically in enhancing project
and impact of the FPPP in (i) Self evaluation by IFAD Management implementation/performance, policy dialogue, parthi building, knowledge management, innovations
enhancing IFAD’s country (iii) Interviews with IFAD staff and EBWG promotion, as well as building up local capacity?
programme objectives as members
captured in the COSOPs (iv) Country visits and structured discussions with
key government officials, field presence staff,
project staff, representatives from civil society,
research/academic institutions, and IFIs/United
Nations/International NGO (INGO)/bilateral
development organizations
Generate a series of ) Desk review 2. What are the key lessons and insights from theamphtation of the FPPP/proxy-field presence?
insights, lessons learned (vi) Country visits and structured discussions with 3. Do benefits from the FPPP/proxy-field presencefjutite costs? What are the trade-offs betweetscosd
and recommendations key government officials, field presence staff, benefits of field presence?
selected project staff, representatives from ciyil 4. What are the key features and experiences inoal&tifield presence of other UN/IFIs/INGOs/bilateaid
society and IFIs/lUN/INGO/bilateral organizations?
development organizations 5. Based on the above, what are the key recommenddtiothe future of IFAD’s field presence?
(vii) Preparation of Issues Paper & Final Report
including ACP
FPPP Design/ (viii) Review all documents considered by the 6. Was the FPPP designed appropriately to achieveltjeetives established? In particular, were theabjes
Framework Executive Board, Governing Council, and the realistic & the four inter-related dimensions defirthe most appropriate ones?
6" and 7" replenishment processes on issues| 7. Were the five FPPP country selection criteria dmedtotal number of countries (15) to be includethinFPPP
related to IFAD field presence appropriate?
(ix) Review evaluation indicators for the FPPP anld 8. Assess the eight criteria adopted for determintiegfield presence arrangements to be deployeccim @bt
each pilot initiatives country.
x) Review relevant OE and IEE evaluation reports 9.  What was the quality assurance mechanism duririgmesd approval process for the development of the
(xi) Interview IFAD staff and EBWG members on individual pilot initiatives?
field presence 10. Was the three year timeframe established and bsiddjetated for the pilot programme appropriate?
(xii) Country visit and structured discussion with 11. How well designed were the individual FPPP initiati and to what extent are they appropriate ineattg COSOP
various partners at the country level objectives?
12. Are the evaluation indicators of the FPPP and eéohinitiative appropriate, clear and measurable?
13. Were suitable monitoring, oversight and reportimgragements defined in the FPPP?
14. Did the overall FPPP framework and individual mitdke into account good practices and lessonsdddrom
other international organizations?
FPPP Implementation (xiii) Review FPPP annual progress reports to the| 15. Do all 15 pilot countries selected meet the fivardoy selection criteria?
Executive Board 16. Do the individual field presence arrangements rifezeight criteria adopted?
(xiv) Review annual division and country programine 17. Are all pilots in coherence with the overall FPR aelevant COSOP objectives?
portfolio reviews 18. How well were the FPPP and the individual initiagyput into practice?
(xv) Interview with relevant IFAD staff 19. What is the progress of the FPPP to date, in tefmerastructure, human resources deployed, pegjoer of annual
(xvi) Country visit and structured discussions with work plans and budgets, delegation of authoritgygpess reporting, monitoring and evaluation, amgoizational
FP staff and various partners at the country set-up?
level 20. How effective is the mechanism set up by IFAD faality assurance during implementation, includingnitoring,
(xvii) Review financial reports on FPPP reporting and exercising oversight of the pilotiatives’ functions and performance of its staff?
21. What are the real costs of the FPPP/proxy-fieldgmee so far, in comparison with the original buddjecated?
(relying on OA assessment)
22. What are the costs of the proxy-field presencengements? (relying on OA assessment)
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Objectives/Assessments

Key Activities

Key Questions

Results and Impact of the

FPPP/Proxy-field Presence

Review annual progress
reports on the FPPP to
the Executive Board
Review selected projec
documents, including
supervision reports, mid
term reviews, project
completion reports, as
well as relevant OE
evaluation reports
Review project status
reports, annual division
and country programme
portfolio reviews
Interview with CPMs
and other concerned
staff

Country visits and
structured discussions
with key government
officials, field presence
staff, selected project
staff, representatives
from civil society and
IFIs/UN/INGO/bilateral
development
organizations

Project implementation support

- What specific activities were undertaken and resesiwvere allocated for supporting project impleraton?

- In which ways have field presence arrangementsiboiéd to improving project implementation perfeamse?

- Has field presence ensured a better follow-up pesusion recommendations and ongoing monitoringrofect activities? Has
field presence allowed better implementation supfmol-AD-funded projects and programmes?

- What are the main differences between the perfocmaliprojects benefiting and not benefiting fraetd presence?

- What authority is delegated to field presence s$tafke decisions on project implementation mager

Policy dialogue and partnership building

- What specific activities were undertaken and resesiwvere allocated for supporting policy dialogné partnership building?

- How effectively has field presence contributedR&D’s policy dialogue and partnership building witational governments and
other international donors at country level?

- To what extent IFAD-promoted policies and developtaoproaches discussed and adopted by key pargngrswithin the PRSP
and UNDAF processes? (We don't specifically menB&SP and UNDAF but leave it open to be mentiongte interview)

- Has IFAD’s participation in donor coordination amakmonization improved?

- Has field presence allowed strengthening existimdydeveloping new partnerships?

- Has cofinancing and domestic financing enhancedrasult of field presence?

- Has field presence contributed to greater involvenoé project beneficiaries and NGOs in IFAD opienas?

Knowledge management

- What specific activities were undertaken and resesiallocated for knowledge management?

- How have the field presence initiatives facilitatbd flow of knowledge/information captured fronetfield to headquarters and
vice versa?

- Have lessons/knowledge/information sharing amoegptiojects in the same country/subregional impr@ved

- Were specific efforts made to document innovatppraaches and to what extent has field presenceqiedl the introduction of
innovative approaches?

- Are there more replication and up-scaling of IFADIBovative approaches to rural poverty reduction?

- Has the dissemination of information improved IFAEsign and operations in FPPP countries and/athier #AD programmes o
among partners?

- Has the dissemination of information influencedwurk of partners at the country level?

- What are the mechanisms for sharing knowledge a&perinces across individual FPPP initiatives, tadth-AD level (CPMs) and
among FPPP staff/countries themselves?

- Have field presence staff made use of OE evalusfionlearning?

Local capacity building

- What specific activities were undertaken and resesiallocated for building up local capacity?

In which ways has IFAD’s local capacity been enteghloy the FPPP/proxy-field presence?

How is IFAD’s in-country capacity in relation to mparable international organizations?

- Is the capacity built sustainable?

What are the requirements for enhancing furtheBAn-country capacity to allow the Fund to purgawen better its country leve

h

objectives?




APPENDIX 3

Benchmarking Study

1. Objectives and Background.As mentioned previously, the FPPP evaluation inetlithe
undertaking of a benchmarking study with the maiective of understanding the approaches and
experiences in field presence of other organizati@ne of the main reasons for embarking on the
benchmarking study was the relative limited implataéon duration so far of the FPPP, which
would not facilitate an assessment of the resuliseaed by the pilot programme. Hence, in order to
limit the risks of only undertaking a results-basadluation of the FPPP, OE supplemented the
analysis with the conclusions and recommendationsained in the benchmarking study.

2.  The five organizations selected include Action AsDB, FAO, IFPRI and SDC. Their
selection was determined by a number of critenaluding: (i) the availability of evaluations or
reviews by the respective organization on theildfipresence arrangements; and (ii) a desire to
include one international financial organizatiomeonon-governmental organization, one UN
organization, one bi-lateral aid agency and onertirational research organization each in order to
gain an understanding of how different types ofaoigations have addressed field presence issues.
While closely reviewing the experiences of the fimganizations, the benchmarking study also
reviewed to a lesser extent key experiences of suher development organizations (such as DFID,
GTZ, UNESCO, UNDP, USAID, WFP and others) with diglresence.

3. Methodology and Deliverable.The study entailed three main steps: (i) a desleweof all
pertinent documents of the five organizations, eisflg evaluation reports on field presence-related
matters; (ii) interviews by phone with key officgafrom the five organizations to verify the initial
analysis undertaken during the desk review, ancergenerally, to exchange views with staff at their
Headquarters; and (iii) identification of gaps miormation and data, which was collected from the
field offices of the five organizations by the FP&Riluation team during their country visits. Itas

be noted that the FPPP evaluation team could net the field offices of all five organizations in
each country visited. This is because in varioustaimces some of the organizations were not
represented in the countries visited by the evalnal he AsDB, for example, with operations in only
the Asia and the Pacific region, does not have fiepresentations outside the said region.

4, More specifically, through the benchmarking stualy attempt has been made to identify across
the five organizations common elements and less@meed on the four key dimensions in the FPPP,
namely implementation support, policy dialogue, tpaership strengthening and knowledge
management. Information was also collected on #ekdround and current arrangements related to
the field presence of the five organizations coddng the study. Specific attention was also devoted
to assessing the relationship between Headquanterthe field.

5.  Organizations Covered. It is useful to note that each organization codehas either a
country, sub-regional and regional field preserfiees or a combination of these arrangements. This
is partly determined by the geographic coveragtheforganization and partly by the approach they
have taken to field presence.

6.  Action Aid with its headquarters in South Africasha total of 42 field representations, with a
number of subregional and country offices. Onlyuab50 out of around 1 700 Action Aid staff are
located at headquarters. The size of field officas vary from 100 staff in larger cases, and Zff st
in smaller country offices.

7. The AsDB, with its headquarters in the Philippinkeas more than 20 country offices in the

Asia and the Pacific region, including two subregilooffices covering the Pacific islands. More than
300 out of the around 2000 AsDB staff are locatedesident missions. The number of outposted
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staff has been consistently increasing in the &8 years. The AsDB country director or
representative is normally an international staé.(not nationals of the country in which a resid
mission is located). Resident missions, especialliarger countries (e.g., China, India, Indonesia,
Pakistan, Vietnam), have numerous internation#l wi¢h expertise in various sectdrs

8. FAO, with headquarters in Rome, has 132 field effien all regions. The organization has
traditionally devoted much attention to decentgdlin and its structure includes FAO representative
in 78 countries, who in various cases cover neighhg countries as well (i.e., multiple
accreditation). As in the case of AsDB, all FAO regentatives are headed by international staff
members, that is, they are not nationals of thexzgwhere the representation is located. One reaso
for this is to promote greater independence ofrépeesentations of international organizationdat t
country level, which would not be equally possiblgh national staff as the head of the country
offices. National officers could be exposed to tohfof interest issues or more easily subject to
influence from a variety of sources. In any casatidthal Programme Officers are also hired by FAO
for supporting FAO representatives. FAO field adianay have a maximum of 22 and minimum of 5
staff. In addition to country representations, iastnregions, FAO has both subregional and regional
level offices. Between 1994 and 1997, there wasealy 81 per cent in the professional staff in FAO
field offices. Just over 50 per cent of total FAt@@fswork at headquarters.

9. IFPRI is one of 15 agricultural research centreamber of the CGIAR system. IFPRI
headquarters is located in Washington, D.C., witffiees in developing countries. IFPRI employs
more or less 200 staff, out of which 32 are culyenutposted to IFPRI field offices and other
organizations. IFPRI undertakes increasingly deeéméd collaborative research in some 50
developing countries. IFPRI is deeply committeduidher decentralization, given its main role as a
capacity-building and policy communications ingttuThese are activities that seem best undertaken
in close contact with local research communitiestrering institutions, and national governments.

10. SDC, with its headquarters in Bern, acceleratediétsentralization in the early 1990s, even
though it had coordination offices in many courstrieefore that date. In 2006, its total staff number
was around 1100 globally. Around 175 of the 54&nmationally recruited staff are located in SDC
country offices. The latter are normally locatedhe Swiss Embassies, although in some cases they
may be located in stand-alone premises. SDC has &eharp increase in the number of country
offices from 21 in 1991 to 52 as of today. Courgffyces include a significant number of local staff

In 2005 approx. 65 per cent or all SDC staff waslastaff, which is considered very important for
continuity purposes, especially as internatioredf sotate every 3-5 years.

! The Operations Evaluation Department of the AsbiB undertake another evaluation of the Bank’s
resident mission policy in 2007-8.
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FPPFP selection criteria

Criteria
High levels of poverty,

particularly in rural areas

Sufficiently conducive
environment

Idertified need to
strengthen policy &

institutional environmenit

Adequate prospedctive
IF&D partfolio sizes

Adequate regional
distribwtion

Appendix 4-Table 1. Compliance with FPPP SelectioGriteria

Compliance
indicators
Meassures

HD poverty ranking
incex

Rural poverty
headcourt: 3% of
rural populstion

MDAF
PRSP

IR

Partfolia walue milion
F (120086

Mumber of active
projects (12006)
Lending prospect
million § (2007 -09)

Murmber of FPPI
courtries per region
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Appendix 4-Table 2: Overview of FPPP

IFAD
= - s E
== = = = = = 0 = =
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_ - = e [ et mE S = o mis 8 o O
Region | Countries = 2o i o = o = =T BV L a— O
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= P = = = 2 o =1 = == oA = = =]
= = 2 &= = = = (= =N =] e = =
S 32 S5 |° = ST 22 o E
o c 5= p=) in o R b =
£8 4 & E |3 2 £
= — [ =
FA - iGambia S i3 no KMin Dec 03 icct 05 Z2ZIURDP Y M iProject director (32251 for Senegal plus Gambia
pe, Senegal F i3 nokmin Diec 02 i0Oct 05 22IUMDP ¥ iM PD §2251< for Senegal plus Gambia
Fa  iCongo DR F i3 no Kk Dec 03 ikNow 05 ZAUMDRP Y Mo iGow F225k for Congo DR and Congo
PA  Congo Brazzaville 5 i3 no KM Cec 03 iMooy 05 ZIIURDP Y IM iGow F225k for Congo DR and Congo
P2 Nigeria E 4 partnei Sep 04 (Dec 05 181 LUMDRP Y M fGow F240k
FF iEthiopia F a4 emphand Dec 04 {Sep 05 QILIMDP iy 5 iGoy F2500k
PF :Uganda F 4 mmore #Similar (Apr 04 iay 06 28ILMNDP ik Mofcons & bilat 5240 523
FPF iTanzania {initially with; F 4 more s Similar (Dec 03 iFebh 04 2IFAD N 7 IPhD Agri F2E9 599
Pl India F ia-with detSimilar :Dec 03 12001 [NH S S ? iProjectdirector  (5210.500
Pl iVietam F 2 noparti Sep 04 Apr0s 7 iPrivate i MNG0 E hilat F225k
Pl China (inttially with P.BE F 4 |less esSimilar iDec 032 (Feh 05 14 W FP Il BOOLIMOPS F2E2k for China and Mongolia
Pl Mongolia (s} S 4 less enSimilar iDec 032 (Febh 05 14 FP I MOIUMOPS F262k for China and Mongolia
FL (Bolvia F 2 nopolii Aproda oct04 GiGTE MW CGIFAD project staffi 3210k
FL iHaiti F 4:Similar iDec 04 idan 045 1 {Private i M iProject director 212k
PL iNicaragua {initially e F 2 focus oM Dec 03 iFeb 04 ZIUMDP iM (M iProject director %5231k
PrH IEgQupt F 4 Dec 04 idan 06 13 UMNDP Y MooiAgric. Economist: 5240k
PH iSudan F 4 focus G Dec 03 iOct0s 22IUMDP Y o PhD Agri F2E2k
Pr Yemen E i3 minor ik Cec 03 (June O A0 LUNMDP ik MoiAgric. Economist: 5240k

Bold: FPPP coumtries

Itafic: proxy fligld presance coluntties
Marmal: comparatar group countries

Underline: Countries without field visit and therefore CDRMs will be the final products

5 = Sattelite cauntry

F = FFFF country

F = FProwy FFP country

P = P outposting country
* Assistants fulfill administrative roles and in saome cases also professional ones

Source: IFAD




Appendix 4-Table 3:

IFAD FPPP Analysis (part 1)
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PA | Benin C 3 33.1 19.2 2005 | 2005 0 12.3 na 2006
PA | Congo Brazzaville S 2 20.3 9.2 | 2001 na 0 14.2 na -
PA | Congo DR F 2 30.6 28.2 2003 na 0 12.8 na -
PA | Gambia S 2 13.6 9.4 . 2003 na 0 14.0 na 1 not effective/
2006
PA | Mauritania C 3 32.9 11.8 : 2000 na 0 10.5 na -
PA | Nigeria E 4 95.5 45 2001 na 1 na na -
PA | Senegal F 5 55 ¢ 18.8 | 2004 : 2003 2 11.6 na -
PF : Ethiopia F 3 729 ¢ 815 : 1999 na 0 10.2 na -
PF i Kenya C 5 725 255 i 2002 na 0 3.0 na -
PF : Madagascar P 3 40.6 32 2000 na 0 114 8.7 -
PF | Mozambique P 4 70.2 34.8 | 2004 na 0 12.1 | 204 1 not effective
PF | Tanzania F 5 98.3 48.8 2003 | 2003 0 10.2 24 i 2 ongoing 2015
PF : Uganda F 5 96.9 46 ¢ 2004 na 0 11.7 na 2006
PF | Zambia C 4 52.5 | 13.1 i 2004 na 0 11.0 na 2007
Pl | Bangladesh P 511019 | 51.1 @ 2006 i 2005 0 8.0 6 2004
Pl : China F 7 1855 : 97,5 2005 na 1 6.4 5 1 not signed
Pl India F 8 | 227.3 97.5 2005 na 2 10.9 13 2009/1 not
signed
Pl i Mongolia S 1 14.8 11.6 0 na na -
Pl i Pakistan P 8 i 152.6 : 49.3 | 2003 na 2 12.3 na -
Pl i Philippines C 3 52 : 40.4 | 2006* na 0 8.8 na -
Pl : SriLanka E 5 91.1 : 25,5 2003 : 2002 0 na na 1 not signed
Pl i Vietnam F 3 72 . 61.7 i 2003 : 2001 0 5.7 na -

Source: IFAD OE
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Appendix 4- Table 3 continued: IFAD FPPP Analysisiart 2)
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PL :Bolivia F 3 2748 191: 1993F 2005 1] 17 4 na -
PL Guatemala C 4 T 193 2003 na 1] 18,3 na -
PL :Haiti F 3 S0 95: 1999 na 2 95 na -
PL iMexico Z 3 65 41§ 1999: 2006 1] 15,0 na -
PL :Hicaragua F 2 28,2 155 2005 na 1 17,3 na -
PL :Panama CRIE 2 arz2 4.8 2000 na 1 123 na -
PL iPem LRI 2 348: 235: 2002 na 1] 1584 na 2007
PM GEgypt F 3 S896: 301 2006: 2005 1] 140 na 1 not signed
P dordan C 1 11,8 708 2000 na u] 8.5 na -
PM iSudan F 5001037 255 2002 na 1] 102 na: 1 not signeds
2008
PR Sywig P 2 377 203 20008 200 1] 78 11,1 -
P i Tunisia Z 3 s02: 127: 19953F 2003 1] 8,3 na -
PM iYemen F 4 S0: 13,51 2000 na 2 14,0 na -

Bold: FPPP countries
Halic: proxy feld presence colntries
Marmal: comparatar group countries

Underline: Countries without field vizit and therefore CORMs will be the final products

Source: IFAD OE
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S = Sattelite country

F = FPPP courtry

P = Proxy FP country
CPM = CPM outposting country

* = draft
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Division

PA

PF

Pl

PL

PN

TOTAL

Country

Congo/
DR Congo

Senegal
Nigeria
TOTAL

Ethiopia
Tanzania
Uganda
TOTAL

China/
Mongolia

India
Vietnam
TOTAL

Bolivia
Haiti
Honduras/
Nicaragua

TOTAL

Egypt
Sudan
Yemen
TOTAL

(Note 3)

Year 1
$'000
75

75
7
227

110

88
85.4
283.4

94

70.2
78
242.2

70
72
78.5

220.5

106.3
84

78.6
268.9

1,242.0

Appendix 4- Table 4: Original FPPP Budget

Budget Communicated to EB Memorandum of Understanding

(As per relevant EB document) (Note 1)
Year 2 Year 3 Total Partner Date of Operational Amount Advance
$'000 $'000 $'000 Institute Signature Date $'000 $'000
75 75 225 UNDP 01/07/2005 Jan-06 240 p.t. 120
75 75 225 UNDP 01/07/200% Oct-05 240 pt 120
80 83 240 UNDP 05/07/2005 Dec-05 240 p.t 72
230 233 690
70 70 250 UNDP 12/04/2005 Sep-05 260 p 75
90 91.9 269.9 FAO No MoU Feb-04 80 p.a. N/a
76.5 78.7 240.6 UNDP 01/07/200%5 Apr-06 240 p.t. 72
236.5 240.6 760.5
84 84 262 WFP 16/03/2006 Dec-05 103 p.a. 75.8
70.2 70.2 210.6 WFP 01/06/2004 Jun-04 p.a0 N/a
73.5 73.5 225 UNDP N/a Apr-05 (Note 2) /aN
227.7 227.7 697.6
70 70 210 No MoU's. Al Oct-04 N/a N/a
0 MoU’s. All arrangements are
70 70 212 based on direct consultancy Jan-05 N/a N/a
76.5 76.5 2315 relationships Feb-04 N/a N/a
216.5 216.5 653.5
65.8 65.8 237.9 UNDP 11/11/200% Dec-05 2399 pt. 72
83.9 84.1 252 UNDP 19/12/2005% Dec-05 2519 75.6
79.5 81.9 240 UNDP 17/02/2007 Jun-06 pla8 0
229.2 231.8 729.9
1,139.9 1,149.6 3,631.5
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Source: Office of Internal Audit

Key:

p.a. = MoU has been drafted on an annual cost.basis

p.t. = MoU has been drafted so that monetary lisnitot to be exceeded (i.e. normally US$240k). Hexeif limit is exceeded in less than 3 yearsdbetract does not specify what will occur. As thisreo evidence
that IFAD are controlling how UNDP are spendingdanlFAD is not aware of what the actual cost inediby UNDP are per annum. In addition, as no SGB&& been received from UNDP, there is no accurate
data within IFAD on costs incurred in relation telll Presence locations partnered with UNDP.

Note 1: Congo, Senegal, China and Sudan havetaieehMoU’s that are above annual amounts apprbydeB. In addition, all UNDP arrangements extend fmeriod after 2007 (i.e. after pilot has ceased).
Note 2: Although Vietnam appears to have an arnaege with UNDP, the primary field presence is @&dirarrangement with two consultants.

Note 3: It is unclear as to why sum of detaileddeid approved by EB is US$3.5m when high leveltlshlUS$3m was approved for FPPP. Total advancesgmaount to US$682 400
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PA

PF

PI

PL

PN

EC

TOTAL

Congo
Senegal
Nigeria
Other
TOTAL

Ethiopia
Tanzania
Uganda
TOTAL

China
India
Vietnam
Other
TOTAL

Bolivia
Haiti
Honduras/
Nicaragua
Other
TOTAL

Egypt
Sudan
Yemen
Other
TOTAL

Expenses & Encumbrances per PS (USD)

2004

2005

12,650
27,38C
13,584

53,61«

39,976

107,48C

72,000
219,45¢

17,314
140,000
51,836

209,15(

72,855
56,835
97,356

227,04¢

85,996

12,246

5,958
5,016
109,21t

119,380

937,862

Appendix 4- Table 5:

2006

89,600
94,583
88,257

272,44:

61,83¢

18,281

(5,348)
74,77(

111,959
39,301
75,6986

10,099

237,05

71,482

59,608
58,342

189,43:
2,733
75,600
38,062
116,39

66,855

956,951

Total

102,250
121,965
101,841

326,05t

101,814
125,760
66,652
294,22¢

129,273
179,301
127,534
10,099
446,20

144,337
116,443
155,698

416,47¢

88,729
87,846
44,023
5,016

225,61

186,235

1,894,813

FPPP Expenses and Encumbrances

Costs as per General Ledger (USD)

2004

1,000
1,00¢

70,000

70,00(

25,424

88,679

536
114,63¢

185,639

2005

12,650
26,380
20,550

59,58(

47,904

107,480

72,000
227,38

41,473
142,417
49,271

233,16:

72,835
56,835
96,310

226,00(

81,666
8,898
5,953

5,016
101,53t

103,989

951,652

2003

89,600
95,585
85,603

271,08t

53,907
18,280
(5,348)
66,83¢

67,636
36,30
89,520
29,727
221,88(

78,93
59,487
54,050

187,47:

2,733
75,600
30,398

108,73:

12,618

888,6

Notes on G/L codj
Totel

B02,2 Expense in G/L reflects advance paid.
, 9631 | Expense in G/L reflects advances paid
AT Over accrual in 2005
1,000 Mis-classification of costs as “Regional”
331,66¢

1,an
125,760 Over accrual in 2005
6%b, Over accrual in 2005

294,22:

1180,
247,417
, 88
29,727
525,04«

Over accrual in 2005, c/f to 2006

60% of all costs coded as “Regional” in Pl

172,216
128,3
239,03

536 Mis-classification of costs as “Regional”
528,11«

84,399 ver@ccrual in 2005
84,498xpense in G/L reflects advance paid.
36,356 ostdheing charged outside of MoU
5,016 Mis-classification of costs as “Regional”
210,26¢

116,30 EC not formally applied budget

2,005,924
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Source: Internal Audit Office

Note: The above analysis indicates significant @aaruals in 2005 accounts in relation to Tanzadimnda, China, India and Egypt, which were adilifte during 4' quarter 2006.
No SOE'’s have been provided for Field Presencetivies relating to Sudan and Senegal. In additiomjnitiative relating to the Yemen has no SOH &sonly in the commencement phase.



Appendix 4- Table 6: Proxy and Outposted CPM Costidentified

Number of Proxy Field Presence Costs Identified
Division Country Years (in General Ledger)
Operational
2004 2005 2006
PF Mozambique 25 49,800 57,240 18,486
Madagascar 3 35,000 19,116 14,875
PI Pakistan 1.8 - 103,154 44,100
Bangladesh 2.3 3,446 33,995 27,192
PL Panama See Note 3 83,669 83,669 88,344
Peru See Note 3 163,899 163,899 163,800
PN Egypt/Syria 0.8 - 20,637 13,376
TOTAL 2.3 335,814 481,710 370,173

Source: Internal Audit Office

1.

Mozambique — Most recent annual budget indicatetsauf US$ 57k per year. Costs for 2005 and 2086ended out of IFA06
while 2004 costs were funded by supplementary fiatiisough PO set up in 2006 to reflect as commitmes never
encumbered. FAO do not believe a liability exisiwever, so it is unlikely that amount will be disbed in the short to medium
term).

Pakistan — The most recent contract in existeneeifsgally related to field presence is for US$ 4dkseven months (i.e. US$
75.5k per annum). It is not possible to identify additional administration costs that might exiger and above amount paid to
consultant. Amounts reflected above relate to feégiments made to consultant in Pakistan during 206@ 2006. Due to the
way amounts are described in PeopleSoft it is amdfehey all relate to Proxy Field Presence dr Al amounts funded out of
IFAO5 and IFAQ6.

Panama and Peru — Only payroll data for 2005 afé 20the outposted CPMs was available (both ot#plosrior to 2004).

The 2004 amount has been included based on thep2806ll data.

Egypt/Syria — Amounts included above relate to am®paid to N. Mahaini (consultant) who is beingdito ensure a proxy
field presence in Syria and may also be providimgpsrt to Egypt. It is unclear how the formal FRRIEgypt and this proxy
field presence operate together.

Madagascar and Bangladesh were added to the refiema request from OE.
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Appendix 5- Table 1:Estimate Annual Costs of HQ-based and Field-based CPMs

HQ-based staff Field-based staff**
P4 Level P5 Level P4, step 1 P4, step 5 P5, step 1 P5, step 5 P5, step 10
Most Most Most Most Most
Cheapest expensive Cheapest expensive Cheapest expensive Cheapest expensive Cheapest expensive
duty duty duty duty duty duty duty duty duty duty
# Items Step 1 Step 5 Step 1 Step 5 Step 10 station® station” station® station” station® station” station® station” station® station”

Standard costs for all professional staff*
Net base salary 64 691 70 320 77577 83412 90 704 64 691 64 691 70 320 70 320 77577 77577 83412 83412 90 704 90 704
Post adjustment 39 896 43 367 47 843 51441 55938 12 492 44 539 13579 48 415 14 980 53411 16 107 57 429 17 515 62 449
Other standard benefits 54 321 56 913 60 225 62 916 66 279 54 321 54 321 56 913 56 913 60 225 60 225 62 916 62 916 66 279 66 279
Additional field-based costs***
Hardship allowance 6 480 19 440 6 480 19 440 6 480 19 440 6 480 19 440 6 480 19 440
Mobility allowance 7620 7 620 7620 7620 7 620 7620 7 620 7 620 7 620 7 620
Non-removal allowance 2500 2500 2500 2500 2500 2500 2500 2500 2500 2500
TOTAL 158 908 170 601 185 645 197 769 212 922 148 104 193111 157 413 205 209 169 383 220 774 179 035 233 317 191 099 248 993
Difference between
HQ and field (10 804) 34 204 (13 188) 34 608 (16 262) 35 129 (18 734) 35 547 (21 823) 36 071

Note: All the costs are subjected to periodic revisions by UN. Cost of living index (multiplier) in Rome = 61, as of May 2007

1. Base salary remains the same wherever staff is located.

2. Post adjustment is designed to ensure that no matter where UN staff work, their net remuneration has the same purchasing power as at the UNHQ in New York.

3. Other standard benefits applied to both all professional staff wherever they work, including educational grant, pension contribution, insurance, dependence allowances, rental subsidy, home leave...
4. Hardship allowance aims to compensate staff for the difficult living conditions at duty stations.

5. Mobility allowance is an incentive to encourage movement from one duty station to another.

6. Non-removal allowance aims to compensate for the non-removal of household goods.

a) Based on the lowest UN cost of living index (multiplier) = 19.1, as of May 2007

b) Based on the highest UN cost of living index (multiplier) = 68.1, as of May 2007

*) All costs are based on UN standard costs as of March 2007. Except post adjustment, all other costs are estimated based on IFAD methodology to calculate staff costs for budgeting purpose.

**) Applied only to professional staff on an assignment of one year or more at the duty station. This excludes hazard allowance applied in extremely difficult countries such as Afghanistan, Haiti and Coéte d'lvoire.

***) Some one-time costs may apply to a certain difficult duty locations and are not included in the calculation since they are unquantifiable, such as accelerated home leave travel, additional education grant, additional reimbursement of

boarding costs and family visit travel...

Source: The mobility and hardship scheme - An information booklet, UN (January 2007); The Post adjustment system, UN (April 2003); UN website on Salaries, allowances and benefits (www.un.org/Depts/OHRM/); Consolidated Post Adjustment

Circular, ICSC (March 2007); IFAD 2007 Standard cost for professional and general services staff for budget purposes (IFAD intranet); FS staff cost tables
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Appendix 5- Table 2: Estimate One-time Staff Costto Outpost a CPM (P5/5)

from Rome to the Field

Most
expensive
Cheapest duty duty
# | ltems station® station”

1 | Extra post-adjustment at Rome rate for the first 6 months* 35,334 0
2 | Travel expenses 12,000 20,000
Staff 3,000 5,000
Family members (3 persons) 9,000 15,000
3 | Assignment grant 17,212 25,584
Staff 3,600 9,360
Family members (3 persons) 5,400 4,680
Lump sum (1 month) 8,212 11,544
4 | Removal & shipment costs (lump sum) 6,157 8,716
Staff 2,774 3,476
Family members (3 persons) 3,383 5,240
TOTAL 70,703 54,300

Notes:

1) This applies only to duty stations where the cost of living index is lower than Rome

2) Estimated cost of travel related expenses to send staff to Bolivia and Congo, applying IFAD travel rules (including air ticket,

terminal cost, visa...)

3) Assignment grant is paid when the organization transfer staff to a duty station of at least one year. It comprises a DSA and a

lump-sum portion.

4) Removal & shipment costs are based on IFAD lump sum costs for outbound shipment of personal effects (FH website)

Source:
ICSC, UN common system of salaries, allowances & benefits.

UN website on salaries, allowances and benefits (www.un.org/Depts/OHRM/salaries_allowances)
IFAD Human resources procedures manual and websites on salaries, allowances & benefits
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Appendix 5 - Table 3. Estimate Annual Costs of HQ-&ised and Field-based CPMs, Based on
Different Ranges of Living Costs

HQ-based Field-based*
P5, step 1 P5, step 1
Low range Medium High
(living cost range(living | range(living
Living cost index = costindex = | costindex =
# Items index = 61 28,9) 41) 57,6)
Standard costs for all professional staff
1) | Net base salary 77,577 77,577 77,577 77,577
2) | Post adjustment 47,843 22,666 32,157 45,176
3) | Other standard benefits 60,225 60,225 60,225 60,225
Additional field-based costs*
4) | Hardship allowance 6,480 11,880 19,440
5) | Mobility allowance 7,620 7,620 7,620
6) | Non-removal allowance 2,500 2,500 2,500
TOTAL 185,645 177,069 191,959 212,539
Difference between HQ and field (8,576) 6,314 26,893

Note: All the costs are subjected to periodic revisibpdJN. Cost of living indexes (multiplier) are ashday 2007

*) The living cost indexes are mean of the indexeall IFAD active borrowers, divided into 3 diffamt groups: low range
where the cost of living index is lower than 35ttwaround 40 countries; medium range lower tharwB around 40
countries; and high range above 50 with aroundalbies.

Source: The mobility and hardship scheme - An informatimoklet, UN (January 2007); The Post adjustmerntesysUN

(April 2003); UN website on Salaries, allowanced aenefits (www.un.org/Depts/OHRMY/); Consolidated tRadjustment
Circular, ICSC (March 2007); IFAD 2007 Standard cast grofessional and general services staff for btigmirposes
(IFAD intranet); FS staff cost tables

73



lwl IFAD Via del Serafico 107 - 00142 Rome, Italy

INTERNATIONAL Tel: +39 06 54592048 - Fax: +39 06 54593048

FUND FOR : .
AGRICULTURAL E-mail: evaluation@ifad.org
DEVELOPMENT Web: www.ifad.org/evaluation



