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Executive summary

Introduction and background

The UNIDO Field Mobility Policy (FMP) was introduced in April 2006. It
established the direction and rules that UNIDO should follow in order “o
strengthen the Organization’s field network so as to bring its services closer to its
clients and strategic partners in developing countries and countries with
economies in transition” (UNIDO/DGB/(M).97, para. 1).

The independent evaluation of the Field Mobility Policy was mandated by the
UNIDO Executive Board. The main objective of the evaluation was to assess the
relevance, implementation and effectiveness of the FMP.

The evaluation covered:
e The actual implementation of the FMP.

e The experiences acquired and the results achieved since the introduction
of the FMP.

e The progress in terms of achieving the various objectives of the FMP.

The purpose was thus to assess past performance as well as to identify room for
improvement and make recommendations for future steps. The evaluation was
carried out between September and December 2009 by a team of internal and
external evaluators: Ms. Margareta de Goys, UNIDO Director of Evaluation, and
evaluation consultants Mr. Urs Zollinger and Ms. Sophie Zimm.

Relevance

The FMP was undoubtedly a necessary instrument and provided essential and
necessary guidance and incentives to strengthen UNIDO’s field presence. The
policy filled an existing gap at the time of its conception. It established the
principle of rotation, opened up career development prospects and gave due
weight to country experience in UNIDO.

The FMP was, furthermore, relevant to the One UN agenda and its focus on
country-based cooperation mechanisms. The relevance of the FMP was found to
have increased with the various country-level cooperation mechanisms initiated
by the United Nations in recent years.



Design

The FMP was designed based on a wide-reaching consultation process. The
result was a sound policy providing good guidance for implementation. However,
some aspects were not totally clear. First, the FMP was introduced “to balance
the requirement of maintaining a critical mass of staff at headquarters while
ensuring that the most competent staff take up field assignments”
(UNIDO/DGB/(M).97, para.5). These two institutional objectives are potentially
conflicting, especially in what turned out to be a zero growth environment. The
maximum duration of the field assignment is another key element which lacks
clarity. Moreover, the FMP provides insufficient guidance on staff returning to
Headquarters.

UNIDO chose a prudent approach to field mobility, avoiding overly-ambitious
targets and emphasizing incentives as opposed to mandatory mobility.
Nonetheless, for an international organization the absence of a general statement
on the principle of readiness to accept a field posting is noteworthy.

Implementation

The FMP has to a large extent been implemented as planned. Most of the
processes that were foreseen were put in place and in a timely manner. The
selection process was and continues to be professional. The Field Service
Selection Panel (FSSP), which makes recommendations to the Director-General
regarding the assignment of staff, has functioned well.

Two key elements of the FMP were found to provide strong incentives for field
mobility: the retention of acquired higher post levels upon return to headquarters
and the right to return to headquarters. The importance of the career
development perspective is underlined by the fact that none of the staff members
who went through the selection process applied for a lateral move.

While the field mobility policy got off to a good start with numerous staff members
applying for field posts and several taking up field assignments, after two years
the rotation process slowed down notably. In all, 26 staff members moved to field
offices between 2006 and 2009. Of these, 21 took on their assignment during the
first two years. An important institutional obstacle was the small human resource
(HR) base, which limits the room for manoeuvring both in terms of quantity and of
matching competencies with institutional needs.

Some elements of the FMP have not or only partially been adhered to. Of the 26
professionals who moved to field offices, 11 were assigned without going through
the selection process. Another issue has been the absence of overlap between
incoming and outgoing staff members.
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Effectiveness

The FMP has been a success in terms of increasing staff mobility, enhancing
career prospects and improving the image of field work. Other positive results are
the considerable increase of international staff in the field, from 24 in 2005 to 38
in November 2009, and the significantly diminished field vacancy ratio (from 48%
in 2005 to 7% in 2009).

There are also indications of a strengthened UNIDO field network and presence.
A number of field offices have been allotted additional staff and UNIDO’s visibility
and collaboration with other United Nations agencies has improved.

However, the capacities of field offices are still very limited and the
implementation of projects and programmes does not appear to have become
more efficient, effective or field-based. The expectations in these regards seem to
have been too high and there is a need for other supporting elements such as
clearer roles for field offices in project/programme implementation.

In some instances the transfer of technical expertise to field offices was not fully
compensated at headquarters and as a consequence capacities at HQ were
somewhat weakened. It was difficult to make any pronunciation as to whether or
not the critical mass at HQ was maintained, as “critical mass” has not been
defined.

Cost-effectiveness

The FMP bears financial implications for the Organization as staff costs at the
field level are on average 24% higher as compared to those for HQ staff.
Promotions, which often accompanied moves to the field, also added to the cost.
However, from a purely budgetary perspective, it can be argued that the
promotions did not have implications on the overall budget, as the promoted staff
mainly filled vacant field posts.

However, some international staff members at field offices have not always been
fully utilized and many have spent a substantial amount of their time on
administrative work.

Given a zero-growth regular budget, there is a trade-off between sending
relatively expensive international professional staff to field offices and
strengthening field offices with cheaper national professional staff. A sensible
way of increasing UNIDO’s field presence was the introduction of Heads of
UNIDO Operations (HUOs) and this has proved to be a cost-effective and
complementary modality.

There was also found to be a trade-off between having technical specialists at
field offices or at HQ. The findings indicate that, given the current project
implementation modalities, it can be more cost-effective to have a higher
presence of technical staff at HQ than in the field.
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Conclusions and recommendations

Balancing the gains of the FMP (increased staff mobility, enhanced career
development, improved image of field service and strengthened field offices,
including improved visibility and collaboration within the system) on the one hand
with the negative effects (a somewhat weakened headquarters and additional
cost) on the other, the conclusion is that overall the FMP was a positive and
necessary step for the Organization.

The evaluation identified some room for improvement both when it comes to
overall policies guiding UNIDQO's field presence and in relation to the policy itself.
The main recommendations of the evaluation are as follows:

1. Establish a more enabling environment before proceeding to a revision
of the FMP

In order for a FMP to be fully effective there is a need for an overall policy
on field presence.

UNIDO should define its project/programme implementation strategy and
the role and functions of UNIDO field offices.

The functions and roles of all staff in the field should be clearly defined
and the critical mass of regional offices established.

Administrative capacities at field offices should be strengthened.

The critical mass at headquarters should be defined.

2. Revise the FMP in order to gain in clarity and remove ambiguities

The objectives of the FMP should be specific, measurable and prioritized.

There should be clear guidance on re-integration and rotation and the
“right” to return should be clarified.

Job descriptions for field posts should be more specific and drafted in
close collaboration with the respective UNIDO Representative.

The expectation of all staff to move to the field should be more
pronounced;

3. The FMP should be put in a larger perspective of rotation and career
planning

Develop a rotation policy for UNIDO.
Work with a “compendium of posts”.
Establish an annual rotation date and match-making exercise.

A five-year master plan should be introduced.
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4. Additional recommendations
e The status of staff retiring in the field should be clarified.
e A second phase evaluation should be carried out.

e Assessment procedures in line with the RBM Work Plans for Field Offices
(FOs) and staff Compacts should be developed for field offices.






1.

Introduction

The issue of an optimal field presence has been on the UNIDO agenda for a long
time. A major step towards increased coverage was the Cooperation Agreement
with UNDP in 2004 which provided for UNIDO desks at UNDP Offices. Moreover,
the need for decentralization was emphasized by the Director-General in his
strategic long-term vision statement of May 2005 (IDB.30/23). Conformably, a
task force on field operations was established to analyze and assess UNIDO’s
field presence. The strengthening of UNIDO’s field offices was also given priority
in the medium-term programme framework (MTPF) 2006-2009. Furthermore,
Member States had, in various fora, requested a substantial empowerment of
field offices.

UNIDO’s Field Mobility Policy was introduced in April 2006 (Director-General’s
Bulletin UNIDO/DGB/(M).97). It established the direction and rules that UNIDO
should follow “to strengthen the Organization’s field network so as to bring its
services closer to its clients and strategic partners in developing countries and
countries with economies in transition”.

In short, the FMP aimed at:
o Developing a more integrated approach to UNIDO’s work;
¢ Increasing staff mobility;
o Promoting better knowledge of the field at HQ and of HQ in the field;

e Ensuring that the field is perceived as an attractive, rewarding and
professionally enriching career move;

o Establishing a clear career development path for staff assigned to the
field.

This independent evaluation of the FMP was mandated by the UNIDO Executive
Board and included in the OSL/EVA work programme for 2009. The main
objective was to assess the relevance, implementation and effectiveness of the
policy. As such, it covered both process and effectiveness aspects. Key issues
addressed were the relevance of the FMP, the processes put in place, the
effectiveness in terms of achieving the intended objectives, the efficiency of the
implementation as well as gender aspects.

More specifically the evaluation assessed:
e The actual implementation of the FMP;

e The experience acquired and the results achieved since the introduction
of the FMP;



e Progress in terms of strengthening UNIDO’s field presence and becoming
more responsive to the needs of partner Governments.

The purpose of the evaluation was to assess past performance and actual
implementation of the FMP, identify good practices and room for improvement
and make recommendations for future steps. The actual performance or
functions of various categories of field staff or field presence modalities was
outside the scope of the evaluation and thus not covered. The evaluation focused
on the period between 2006 (when the FMP was introduced) and 2009.

The evaluation was carried out from September to November 2009 in accordance
with the terms of reference (ToR) developed for the evaluation, attached as
Annex A. The team consisted of external and internal evaluators: Ms. Margareta
de Goys, Director of OSL/EVA, and external evaluation consultants Mr. Urs
Zollinger and Ms. Sophie Zimm. The members of the evaluation team had not
been involved in any aspect of the design or implementation of the FMP.

A presentation of preliminary findings took place on 19 November 2009. The draft
report was circulated for factual validation and comments and the final report
incorporates the feedback received. The evaluators would like to take this
opportunity to thank all those who provided valuable support to the evaluation
process.

1.1. Methodology

The evaluation of the FMP was conducted as an independent process evaluation
which attempted to determine as systematically as possible the relevance,
efficiency and effectiveness of the FMP and the process governing its
implementation. The evaluation also looked into design issues and at factors that
could have facilitated or impeded the achievement of intended objectives.

While maintaining independence, the evaluation was carried out based on a
participatory approach, which sought the views and assessments of various
parties. Based on the evaluation ToR, which were drafted in close consultation
with the Human Resources Management Branch, an evaluation plan was
designed in order to indicate how each evaluation question could be answered.
Additional lines of inquiry were established as required to be able to answer the
main evaluation questions. Subsequently, the means of verification and the data
collection instruments were defined. In order to validate findings, several means
of verification (triangulation) were used for all evaluation questions. In a nutshell,
the evaluation plan can be depicted in tabular format:



Table 1: Evaluation Plan (condensed) — Field Mobility Policy

Key Key means of verification

evaluation

questions
Analysis of | Analysis of Interviews Interviews Field staff Interviews
FMP and | human with staff with UNIDO | survey with other
other resources and | members at Represen- agencies
documents | financial data headquarters | tatives

Relevance o 4 4 4] |

Design “ %} %} | |

Implementation o 4 4 4 | ™

Effectiveness A %} 4 |

Cost- 4] ] |

effectiveness

Source: Evaluation team, based on comprehensive evaluation plan.

The evaluation analyzed a number of UNIDO internal documents, i.e. the Field
Mobility Policy, policy papers, bulletins and circulars. Annex C provides a list of
documents consulted.

A key source of information was the data provided by the financial and human
resources management branches and data available from AGRESSO".

In selecting HQ staff for interviews the evaluation team took into account their
involvement in the design or implementation of the FMP but also selected people
neutral to the process. In addition, staff members representing different divisions
were selected. A gender-balanced selection was given due consideration. Annex
B provides a full list of interviewees. The interviews were semi-structured and
followed interview guidelines developed for this evaluation.

In order to grasp the field perspective the evaluation had two means of
verification. First, five UNIDO Representatives from those offices that were
upgraded through the FMP (i.e. with more staff) were interviewed over the phone.
The interviews were semi-structured and followed separate interview guidelines.
Second, a field staff survey was conducted targeting all staff who had moved to
field offices since the introduction of the FMP. For the field staff survey, the
evaluation team designed an on-line questionnaire. Of 31 staff members invited
to participate in the survey, 26 responded. This is a high response rate of 80 per
cent. The five UNIDO Representatives mentioned above also participated in the
field staff survey. Annex D shows the survey results.

The evaluation, moreover, conducted interviews with representatives from other
agencies in order to compare different approaches and experiences in relation to
staff mobility policies. For comparison with other specialized agencies, FAO and
UNESCO were selected, and with United Nations funds and programmes with
quite different mobility cultures and field presence, UNDP and UNICEF were
selected. In order to also look outside the United Nations system, a

! AGRESSO is an enterprise resource planning software used by UNIDO as a central information
technology tool for process management.




representative from a bilateral aid agency, the Swiss Agency for Development
and Cooperation (SDC) was interviewed, as shown in Annex B. The interviews
took place either one-to-one (UNDP, UNICEF, UNESCO) or over the phone
(FAO, SDC). The interviews were semi-structured and followed separate
interview guidelines developed for the purpose.

Once the data collection was completed the data were aggregated and compared
(triangulation). The findings from the data analysis were validated with the
interview and survey results.

Limitations

This evaluation lacked the means to travel to field offices or partner countries.
Some findings are therefore based only on the self-assessments made by
UNIDO staff (e.g. increased visibility of UNIDO at the field level). For practical
reasons, the evaluation team also decided not to interview government
counterparts or other development partners. In addition, the subject of this
evaluation was seen primarily as a UNIDO internal affair (albeit with external
effects) and it was, in addition, not envisaged that consultations with partners
external to UNIDO would have generated any substantially different findings.

Moreover, to assess whether the implementation of projects had become more
efficient and effective since the introduction of the FMP, one could have looked at
the achievement of development results. However, this was beyond the scope
and means of this evaluation. Instead, the evaluation took into account, as proxy
indicators?, staff perceptions, delivery figures and the volume of PAD
management.

Also, the evaluation did not conduct a HQ staff survey. Therefore, the results of
the field staff survey may be biased in favour of field service. This is
counterbalanced to some extent by the fact that many more interviews were
conducted with HQ staff than with those in the field.

Another limitation on the scope of the evaluation was the relatively short time
period that had passed since the FMP was introduced, which meant that it was
not yet possible to assess processes in relation to rotation of staff deployed to the
field in 2006 and 2007.

Finally, it should be mentioned that the reference dates of the data provided
varies in some cases owing to different data sources and deadlines. If not stated
otherwise, HRM data, especially with regard to field mobility, was recorded as of
end of August. This could result in minor discrepancies, since the staff pool
slightly changed during the evaluation.

Reliability and validity of findings

The preliminary findings were presented to UNIDO headquarters staff and to a
meeting of UNIDO Representatives (URs). Comments received were taken into
account and subsequently a draft version was circulated to all stakeholders in
order to verify factual statements.

ZA proxy indicator is a variable used to stand in for one that is difficult to measure directly. See
Handbook on Monitoring and Evaluating for Results, UNDP, 2002.



The evaluation team is confident that the findings, conclusions and
recommendations presented in this report are based on a solid analysis of
relevant data available.



2.

Background

Field representation has been a long-standing issue in UNIDO. As early as 1989,
an internal management review team declared staff mobility and rotation as
important for UNIDO, enabling the Organization “to derive maximum benefit from
individual staff members”.

Since field mobility is not an end in itself but a tool for more effective operations, it
is closely related to UNIDO’s history of field presence, with highlights presented
below:

¢ Initially, UNIDO was present in the field through its Senior Industrial
Development Field Advisor (SIDFA) programme, initiated in 1967° in
cooperation with UNDP. Although functionally the SIDFAs were UNIDO
officials, they were administratively UNDP staff.

e A 1986 review of the SIDFA programme noted that the nature of the role
of SIDFAs differed and depended to a large extent on the particular
country requirements. It also found that SIDFAs “do not always get the
benefit of their career” and that staff volunteering to take up a field
assignment should not suffer in their career prospects.

¢ In 1989 a new memorandum of understanding was concluded with UNDP.
SIDFAs were renamed UNIDO Country Directors (UCDs). The UNDP
Resident Representative remained the official UNIDO Representative and
the UCD was to be responsible for the industrial sector of the UNDP
country programme and act as a senior adviser on industrial matters to
the Government.

e A major restructuring in the system was initiated by United Nations
General Assembly resolution 44/211 (1989) (and later resolution 47/199 in
1992), which requested the agencies to “re-examine their organizational
structures and staff deployment in support of the requirements of
decentralization to the country offices”.

e In 1992, the introduction of national execution by UNDP marked a sudden
change for UNIDO, as UNDP drastically withdrew funding for projects
delivered by specialized agencies. This was the start of a new era for
UNIDO and encompassed a struggle to build and maintain an effective
field network with limited financial resources.

® Strengthening of the UNDP/UNIDO sectoral support in the industrial field (UNIDO/PC/R.14,
paragraph 4. 22 January 1986)
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Between 1993 and 1997 UNIDO faced its greatest crisis, as major donors
including the United States left the Organization. At that time only 2% of
UNIDO regular staff resources were allocated to the field.

In 1994, the Joint Inspection Unit (JIU) recommended to the specialized
agencies to “continue efforts to decentralize their technical services at the
country or subregional levels”.

An important aspect of UNIDO’s field presence was that the UCDs (and
before them SIDFAs) had been supported by a significant number of
Junior Professional Officers (JPOs) since 1972. In 1995, 44 JPOs were
assigned to the field and in some countries they were the only
international UNIDO staff present.

In 1997, the Business Plan on the Future Role and Functions of UNIDO
marked a turning point for the Organization. One of its key elements was
the quest for effective decentralization that should embody the move of
resources, key activities and authority to the field.

In 1998, after the General Conference of UNIDO endorsed a programme
and budget for field representation, decentralization of activities started.
Field offices were identified for 30 countries and the budget was
established for 35 professional field posts (1998-1999) and later even
73.5 (2000-2001). The UNIDO Representative (UR) position was
introduced.

In 2000, an internal report to the Director-General on decentralization
questioned the benefits of substantial decentralization for a resource-
stricken UNIDO. The report also highlighted that “the career path in
connection with field assignment is unclear” and that UNIDO lacked
consistent rotation planning.

At about the same time the need for maintaining a critical mass at HQ was
highlighted. A report of the Special Task Force on Decentralization to the
Field (2000) stated that headquarters had to maintain the capacity to
function as an intellectual and conceptual forum for industrial
development.

Member States had increasingly been pressing for decentralization and in
2001 adopted a resolution “... to optimize and strengthen, as appropriate,
the field presence to ensure that it is well targeted, efficient and effective,
and to promote regional integration through, inter alia, interaction and
coordination with all relevant actors and stakeholders involved”
(GC.9/INF.4/Res.3.D(b)). Consequently, UNIDO was requested to adopt a
more gradual approach within the available resources.

Outside of UNIDO, a 2003 JIU review of management and administration
of UNIDO advocated a transfer of a large majority of technical posts to the
field in order to facilitate the decentralization of operative functions.

In 2003, Member States further requested the D-G to make
recommendations on decentralization, including the possible introduction
of a rotation scheme of core professional staff, between HQ and the field
(GC.10/Res10).









































































































































































































