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Executive summary 

Introduction and Context 

The purpose of this review is to provide ESCAP with information to help make strategic decisions 
regarding programme direction and possible future programming for SROs and subregional 
activities.  The evaluation covers the period (2016-2021). The evaluation was structured around 
progress in achieving targeted SRO objectives and focuses on learning from past experiences to 
provide forward-looking recommendations to strengthen SRO performance. The methodology 
included structured interviews and online surveys of key stakeholders from ESCAP, member 
governments, subregional institutions, UNCTs, and other development partners. ESCAP staff 
provided feedback on draft reports. 

There was enormous diversity in the feedback and suggestions received from stakeholders. This 
presented a challenge in terms of synthesising findings, assessments, and recommendations. 
One reason for this diversity was the very different political, economic, and social systems, 
resource endowments, and levels of development amongst Asia and the Pacific countries. Some 
SRO member countries are large, including four of the biggest donors to ESCAP (People’s 
Republic of China, Republic of Korea, Japan, and Russian Federation). Some are landlocked. 
Others are small island states. Major differences between subregions also exist in levels of 
subregional cooperation and the roles of subregional institutions. Such diversity within a large 
region provides a sound argument for having SROs to help better understand subregional issues, 
and to facilitate communications and collaboration between the diverse member countries and 
ESCAP.  

Findings 

Impacts. There was a broad consensus that the SROs had had a positive impact on building 
subregional networks, understanding subregional issues, transferring knowledge, and engaging 
subregional leaders (government, regional institutions, and civil society) via high-level forums, 
inter-governmental platforms, and other subregional dialogue. This was particularly pronounced 
for all SROs’ work on monitoring the implementation of Social Development Goals (SDGs), but 
also for some SROs on environmental and resource management, disability, and connectivity 
issues. Well-connected SRO staff have helped ESCAP to utilize its politically neutral position to 
forge dialogue between countries that would not otherwise meet. SRO staff with specialist 
subregional knowledge have advised ESCAP on subregional politics and cultural nuances that 
have helped in developing priorities, policy dialogue and with project design and 
implementation. SROs are also beginning to help raise ESCAP visibility in subregions. These 
positive impacts could be enhanced via more strategic planning and alignment of SRO work with 
substantive ESCAP divisions and UNCTs, capitalizing on expertise and connections of SRO staff 
and leadership, limiting the focus of interventions to areas where expertise exists, and/or by 
boosting capacity and improving the alignment of work and cooperation with other UN agencies.  

Relevance. Stakeholders highlighted a continuing regional demand for a broad range of 
subregional initiatives, suggesting continuing relevance. SROs address priority subregional issues 
(e.g., SDGs, finance, disability, trade, environment & climate change). Some governments 
interviewed found the work of SROs in providing secretariat support to inter-governmental 
platforms such as SPECA and NEASPEC particularly relevant in forging cooperation around 
common issues among countries that would not otherwise collaborate.  Physical proximity and 
cultural knowledge (including language) have proven to increase the relevance of ESCAP 
programming. Some donors (Republic of Korea, Kazakhstan, Russian Federation) financially 
support SROs because they view subregional approaches as particularly relevant to their needs. 
The Pacific SRO is also seen to be relevant because most Pacific nations lack representation in 
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Bangkok, while the Incheon SRO helped mobilize additional resources and build the foundations 
for subregional cooperation on shared concerns. Stakeholders argued that SROs’ work could be 
more relevant with clearer and more focused (and resourced) mandates, targeting the most 
relevant subregional priorities. Employing additional technical staff to engage substantively with 
member governments, donors, and networks could help increase the relevance of the SROs, as 
could improving the quality control of knowledge products produced by SROs and aligning data 
produced with that of substantive divisions. Relevance could also be strengthened through more 
targeted and substantive contributions to UN agencies’ strategic planning, including inputs into 
CCAs and UNSDCFs in ESCAP priority areas and SROs’ competencies.   

Effectiveness. SRO-led subregional approaches have been especially effective when supporting 
activities that benefit from cross-border coordination and/or harmonization of institutional 
arrangements. SRO support through subregional and inter-government platforms has proven 
effective in forging cooperation around shared interests. Using CCAs and UNSDCFs to streamline 
commitments and activities in ESCAP areas of expertise has also proven effective. The 
effectiveness of SROs could be enhanced with a more focused mandate, improved 
communications, collaboration, and clear division of labour between SROs and substantive 
divisions, and clear linkages between capacity-building support and SRO/ESCAP efforts towards 
subregional cooperation. There is also potential for more sustained and substantive follow-up 
on high level events. ESCAP/SROs should seek written agreements with UNCTs on targeted 
contributions to strategic planning and implementation of UNSDCFs.  More strategic human 
resource management to strengthen and better utilize expertise could also improve 
effectiveness. 

Efficiency. SROs contribute to ESCAP objectives with relatively tight allocations of human and 
financial resources. Efficiency improves when SRO work programmes are aligned with ESCAP 
substantive divisions, and the resources of ESCAP regional institutions are used to support 
capacity building and knowledge production. There were some positive examples of efficient 
cooperation with substantive divisions and with UNCTS, but evidence was also provided of 
inefficient tension and duplication of effort. Several SRO stakeholders noted that the mandate 
of the SROs and subregional programmes continued to expand with limited increases in human 
and financial resources. There was a related concern that, as the mandate expanded, no clear 
guidance was provided on how to prioritize amongst the competing demands for limited 
resources. SRO underspending of budgets undermined efficiency in several years. Efficiency is 
also undermined by the inability to include key core activities (e.g., representation, networking, 
and coordination) in programme planning and budget reporting as there is no provision in 
planning and M&E systems to reflect this expanding mandate. 
 
Gender mainstreaming. SROs use ESCAP gender tracking tools to support and report on the 
participation of women in their events and most SROs employ a staff member dedicated to 
gender mainstreaming. SROs engage with countries to include gender dimension in SRO-
supported studies and policy forums on SDG implementation. However, there was limited 
evidence of substantive mainstreaming of gender concerns in other thematic areas. Stakeholder 
surveys and interviews revealed limited awareness of progress in advancing equality and 
mainstreaming gender concerns in subregional programmes.  More training is needed to 
effectively mainstream (and report on) gender mainstreaming into substantive areas. 

 

Overall Conclusions. Most stakeholders were able to identify positive contributions made by 
SROs in supporting ESCAP’s subregional work. Many stakeholders also identified areas for 
improvement. Suggestions made for future SRO roles ranged from: (i) business as usual; (ii) 
closing SROs and moving their functions to Bangkok; (iii) consolidating SRO numbers; (iv) shifting 
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to a more narrowly focused representative role; and (v) upgrading the SRO role and capacity to 
provide direct technical support.  

There appears to be continuing value in retaining the SROs, but with a mandate more focused 
on representational, networking, coordination and strengthening collaboration with ESCAP 
substantive divisions, UN agencies, subregional institutions and platforms, and other 
development partners. Shifting to a more narrowly focused role while also building capacity in 
limited priority technical areas is the evaluation team’s preferred option. Substantive 
engagement in limited priority areas will help build credibility that will enhance the 
representational role of SROs.  

Regardless of their future role, the establishment of more clearly defined results targets and 
improved monitoring, evaluation and learning will be critical to justifying sustained investments 
in SROs. The proposed change in mandate will require SROs to have results targets that are more 
akin to that of the Executive Secretary Office, and less like the outputs expected under the 
current Subprogramme 8. It is critical that SRO performance monitoring mechanisms are aligned 
with the revised mandate.   

The technical capacity of SROs will also need continuous strengthening to facilitate substantive 
engagement with subregional partners on priority issues. There is also scope to (i) clarify the 
division of labour and cooperation with ESCAP substantive divisions by improved strategic 
planning, written Memorandum of Understanding (MOUs) between SROs and substantive 
divisions, and more systematic information exchange; and (ii) to engage more directly and 
substantively with UNCTs via limited and targeted inputs into CCAs and UNSDCF, and increased 
collaboration with UNRCs on SRO priority issues. 

Core Recommendations  

Recommendation 1. Sharpen focus of SROs’ mandate   

a. Clarify SROs’ core mandate to serve as ESCAP’s subregional representatives, including 
building relationships and subregional partnerships and networks to support ESCAP’s 
strategic activities, supporting dialogue and the convening of subregional meetings, and 
supporting initiatives and approaches that are of importance and relevance to 
subregional member countries. 

b. Adapt performance monitoring and reporting systems to cover all core SRO mandated 
areas (including representation, networking, collaboration, and outreach activities). This 
may require changes to the current programme planning process. 

c. Build staff capacity, expertise and systems needed to implement this mandate, including 
facilitating regular online and external training as appropriate, and ensure well-managed 
staff transitions. 

d. Encourage SROs to identify and support flagship projects aligned to subregional 
priorities, ideally in collaboration with divisions and/or in partnership with subregional 
institutions or platforms. Niche areas will need to be SRO specific to reflect the existing 
capacity and subregional priorities. Use linkages and other inputs from ESCAP 
substantive divisions and regional centres to supplement the capacity needed to 
implement flagship projects. 

e. Build strategic and substantive engagement with UNCTs as ESCAP representatives, 
including through substantive inputs in tools such as UNSDCF and MAFs in areas of ESCAP 
mandate and subregional activities.  

f. Continue efforts to build subregional platforms (including providing secretarial support), 
where appropriate, to create opportunities for cooperation among countries that would 
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otherwise be reluctant to cooperate (e.g., SPECA, NEASPEC, PIFS on Pacific SDGs, and 
networks in SSWA). 

Recommendation 2: Raise ESCAP/SRO visibility in subregions.  

a. Focus on niche areas of comparative advantage 

b. Develop and implement a professional communication and outreach strategy to 
demonstrate ESCAP’s contributions to subregional development. Sharpen SRO 
outcomes’ focus on liaison, collaboration, and outreach. 

c. Substantively engage in formulating a limited number of analytical reports in the highest 
priority areas where appropriate. 

d. Proactively brand ESCAP contributions to regional and subregional dialogue, and better 
document and promote what ESCAP can offer at different levels. 

Recommendation 3: Reinforce Results-Based Strategic Planning 

a. Develop a succinct subregional cooperation framework for each SRO in collaboration 
with other stakeholders, addressing core representational functions as well as “elective” 
activities addressing subregional priorities, and taking account of resources and capacity. 
These strategies need to clearly specify links to SDGs, ESCAP priorities, UN strategic 
Frameworks, subregional development strategies and member States’ priorities. 

b. Institutionalize improved and streamlined results-based strategic planning, reporting 
and accountability to improve relevance, impact, efficiency, and effectiveness of ESCAP 
investments in SROs in line with core elements of recent UN reforms (e.g., by 
streamlining planning and reporting measures to avoid duplication of efforts.)  

c. Specify the distinct roles and responsibilities of SROs and others in realizing intended 
outcomes specified in each SRO cooperation framework, including the SROs’ core and 
elective functions, and align work programs accordingly. Institutionalize systems for 
more systematic engagement on the cooperation framework. 

d. Coordinating more closely with ESCAP substantive divisions and regional institutions to 
rationalize ESCAP capacity-building projects in technical areas.   

e. Engage in strategic planning with UNCTs, through the UNRCs and using tools such as CCA 
and UNSDCF as entry points. Clearly document priorities and work plans for engagement 
with UNCTs. 

Recommendation 4: Rationalizing resources and budgeting  

a. In addition to host country financing, consider strengthening the funding of SRO core 
roles (representation, networking, collaboration, and outreach) from resources that 
better reflect the apparent core roles of SROs.   

b. Encourage SROs to seek additional financial and human resources for technical work 
from other sources, including other ESCAP subprogrammes, regional institutions, 
national governments, and other development partners.  

c. Encourage SROs to be innovative in seeking low-cost opportunities to engage 
subregional experts on secondment from governments or as interns. Reform human 
resource policies to encourage limited duration secondments of specialist experts to 
SROs to build subregional networks in priority areas. 

d. Undertake a review of current budgeting processes to improve efficiency and 
effectiveness by reducing the recurrent annual concerns of SRO underspending while 
budget resources are constrained.   
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Recommendation 5: Strengthen SRO capacity including in gender mainstreaming 

a. Organise regular capacity building and knowledge sharing for substantive areas between 
SROs and substantive division staff groups. 

b. Provide gender mainstreaming training to all SRO (and ESCAP) staff, including 
mainstreaming gender into all thematic and substantive areas.  

c. Assign at least one trained gender expert to lead support to each SRO. 

d. Ensure inclusion of gender mainstreaming indicators in strategic outcomes targets and 
performance monitoring and as performance indicator in personnel reviews. 

e. Collaborate with, and seek input from the UN and other agencies that have specialist 
gender mainstreaming skills and experience to help plan and implement strategies, 
projects, and events.
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1. Introduction  

Purpose and scope 

The purpose of this independent review of the ESCAP subprogramme on subregional activities 
for development is to provide ESCAP with information that will enable them to make strategic 
decisions regarding programme direction and possible future programming for SROs and 
subregional activities.   

The evaluation covers the work of SROs over the period (2016-2021).  The focus of the 
evaluation was on learning from past experiences to provide forward-looking 
recommendations to strengthen SRO performance in realizing ESCAP’s objectives. Specific 
evaluation objectives include: 

a. Identify key programmatic and organizational areas requiring changes in line with the 
UN development system and ESCAP's reform initiatives. 

b. Identify gaps between the mandates, resources, and the actual value proposition of 
the subregional offices. 

c. Assess the impact, relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and gender mainstreaming of 
the work of subregional offices. 

d. Propose measures to improve the results-orientation and performance of the SROs, 
including coherence of subprogramme, coordination between SROs and other parts 
of the organization, and other cross-cutting issues. 

e. Make recommendations on how the subprogramme can be further improved to 
support its member countries in the implementation of the 2030 Agenda for 
Sustainable Development. 

One aim of the ongoing UN Development System (UNDS) reform process is greater 
coordination and collaboration among UN entities, including ESCAP. Thus, this evaluation and 
its recommendations were informed by UNDS reform process. 

ESCAP management will be the primary users of the review findings and recommendations. 
ESCAP may share evaluation findings with other stakeholders.   

Background: ESCAP  

ESCAP was established in March 1947 as a regional subsidiary of the UN Economic and Social 
Council (ECOSOC) under Article 68 of the Charter of the United Nations (1945) to provide aid 
to states affected by war1. ESCAP serves 53 member states and 9 associate members covering 
over 60% of the world’s population2.  

ESCAP’s aims to facilitate concerted action among Asia and the Pacific counties for a balanced 
integration of the economic, social, and environmental dimensions of sustainable 
development in line with internationally agreed development goals, and especially the 2030 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).3  

ESCAP emphasizes strengthening institutional capacities to serve the rights of the people of 
the region, in cooperation with other UN entities and intergovernmental organizations. 

 
1 UN, 1945, Ch. X; UN ECOSOC (ECOSOC/RES/37/1947), 1947, p. 13. https://documents-dds-
ny.un.org/doc/RESOLUTION/GEN/NR0/055/63/IMG/NR005563.pdf?OpenElement  
2 https://www.unescap.org/our-work  
3 Ibid. 

https://documents-dds-ny.un.org/doc/RESOLUTION/GEN/NR0/055/63/IMG/NR005563.pdf?OpenElement
https://documents-dds-ny.un.org/doc/RESOLUTION/GEN/NR0/055/63/IMG/NR005563.pdf?OpenElement
https://www.unescap.org/our-work
https://www.unescap.org/our-work
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ESCAP’s comparative advantages include “the adoption of multisectoral approaches with a 
strong focus on issues that are subregional in nature”4. It promotes regional cooperation and 
action for inclusive and sustainable economic and social development in Asia and the Pacific. 

a. Research and analysis. 

b. Intergovernmental consensus-building and norm-setting.  

c. Capacity building.  

d. Support is delivered through nine complementary subprogrammes; namely: (i) 
macroeconomic policy, poverty reduction and financing for development; (ii) trade, 
investment, and innovation; (iii) transport; (iv) environment and development; (v) ICT 
and disaster risk reduction and management; (vi) social development; (vii) statistics; 
(viii) subregional activities for development; and (ix) energy. 

ESCAP’s budget (including extrabudgetary resources) was about USD71.2 million in 2020, of 
which about 56% was allocated to the abovementioned subprogrammes (see Table 1). 
Remaining funds covered executive costs and programme management and support costs. 
Extrabudgetary resources account for more than half the total budget. About 8% of total 
resources were allocated to the SROs. 

 

Table 1: ESCAP: Actual Financial Resources for Subprogrammes (USD, by source) 

 

 

ESCAP also aims to support Member States to recover from the COVID-19 pandemic and 
“build back better” by strengthening regional cooperation and focusing on: “broadening social 
protection, investing in a sustained recovery, keeping goods and information flowing, and 
mending a broken relationship with nature”5. 

 
4 https://www.unescap.org/sites/default/d8files/event-documents/ESCAP_77_21_E_rev.pdf 
5 https://www.unescap.org/sites/default/d8files/2021-
04/EXECUTIVE%20SUMMARY_2021ThemeStudy_Beyond%20the%20pandemic.pdf, p.2.  

Table 1: ESCAP: Actual Financial Resources for Subprograms by Source  2020

Component/Subprogram (SP)
Regular Budget 

(USD)

Share of 

regular budget 

(%)

Extrabudget 

(USD)

Extrabudget 

(USD)

Total Budget 

(USD)

Total Budget 

(%)

A. Policy Making Organ                      219 0.40                          -   0.00 219                   0.31

B. Executuve Functions                  3,412 6.25                      101 0.60 3,514              4.92

C. Work Suprograms (SP)                27,851 50.99                12,508 74.22 40,359           56.47

  SP1 Macroeconomic                  3,954 7.24                     162 0.96 4,116              5.76

  SP2 Trade, invest and innovation                  3,209 5.88                  2,230 13.23 5,439              7.61

  SP3: Transport                  3,077 5.63                     463 2.75 3,539              4.95

  SP4: Environment and development                  3,052 5.59                  2,138 12.68 5,189              7.26

  SP5: ICT and disaster                  2,618 4.79                  2,226 13.21 4,844              6.78

  SP5: Social development                  3,523 6.45                     870 5.16 4,392              6.15

  SP7: Statistics                  2,909 5.33                  2,169 12.87 5,078              7.11

  SP8: Subregional                  3,841 7.03                  1,446 8.58 5,287              7.40

  SP8: Energy                  1,670 3.06                     805 4.78 2,475              3.46

D. Program Support                23,133 42.36                  4,243 25.18 27,376           38.31

-                    

TOTAL                54,616 100.00                16,852 100.00 71,467           100.00

Source: ESCAP. 2021 Proposed Program Plan for 2022. pp- 109-110

https://www.unescap.org/sites/default/d8files/event-documents/ESCAP_77_21_E_rev.pdf
https://www.unescap.org/sites/default/d8files/2021-04/EXECUTIVE%20SUMMARY_2021ThemeStudy_Beyond%20the%20pandemic.pdf
https://www.unescap.org/sites/default/d8files/2021-04/EXECUTIVE%20SUMMARY_2021ThemeStudy_Beyond%20the%20pandemic.pdf
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2. Object and Context of Evaluation  

ESCAP’s subprogramme on subregional activities6  for development is one of ESCAP’s nine 
subprogrammes. This subprogramme on subregional activities aims to: 

a. strengthen subregional cooperation and integration for sustainable development, in 
line with the priorities of each subregion; and  

b. enhance ESCAP’s presence and interventions at subregional and country levels to better 
target and deliver programmes to specific key priorities7.  

The most recent ESCAP planning document also emphasises that “Indeed, the objective of each 
component under subprogramme 8 is to strengthen regional cooperation, in particular on 
transboundary issues, in line with the subregional priorities. Sustainable connectivity and 
resilient and inclusive societies are priorities common to various ESCAP subregions”.8 

The subprogramme is supported by five subregional offices (SROs) which serve as the 
geographic centres of work for ESCAP: Pacific (based in Suva), East and North-East Asia (ENEA, 
Incheon), North and Central Asia (Almaty), South and South-West Asia (SSWA, New Delhi), and 
South-East Asia (Bangkok). SROs report directly to ESCAP’s Executive Secretary. ESCAP’s Pacific 
office was established in 1984, its South-East Asia office was established in 2019, and all other 
subregional offices were established from 2010-2011.  

Table 2a: ESCAP Actual Expenditure 2020 (USD, by source) 

 

Table 2b: ESCAP Actual Expenditure 2020 (%, by source) 

 

 
6 ESCAP is also committed to working with member States to advance regional economic cooperation and integration 
through four pillars: (a) moving towards the formation of an integrated market, (b) development of seamless 
connectivity in the region, (c) enhancing financial cooperation, and (d) increasing economic cooperation to address 
shared vulnerabilities and risks.  https://www.unescap.org/sites/default/files/Asia-Pacific%20RECI%20Report.pdf  
7 The mandate of the subprogramme, guided through General Assembly resolution 63/260 on Development-related 
activities and other resolutions, which provided the mandate for the establishment of these offices along with the 
required regular budget posts for their operation. 
8 https://www.unescap.org/sites/default/d8files/event-documents/ESCAP_77_21_E_rev.pdf (section 19.10) 

https://www.unescap.org/sites/default/files/Asia-Pacific%20RECI%20Report.pdf
https://www.unescap.org/sites/default/d8files/event-documents/ESCAP_77_21_E_rev.pdf
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3. Methodology 

Evaluation Team 

The Evaluation Team comprised a lead evaluator and a senior evaluator. Given COVID-19 travel 
restrictions, interviews were conducted online. The team was supported by ESCAP’s evaluation 
reference group (ERG)9 which:  

a. Provided guidance to the evaluation process. 

b. Reviewed and approved the inception report. 

c. Provided quality assurance support in preparing the evaluation report. 

d. Ensured adherence to ESCAP Monitoring and Evaluation Policy Guidelines. 

e. Supported the dissemination of the evaluation results and the formulation of the 
evaluation management response and follow-up action plan 

Why the evaluation now? 

This is the first evaluation of SROs since they were established. The context has changed in more 
than a decade since the SROs were established.  It is important to now assess their continuing 
relevance, effectiveness and efficiency and how they have adapted to the new context including 
ESCAP’s increasing focus on mainstreaming gender. 

The ongoing UN reforms have generated increased debate and discussion about the changing roles 
of the Regional Commissions, given that the other UN and other development agencies are also 
engaged in promoting regional and subregional development cooperation. With the establishment 
of UN development coordination offices, and the strengthening of UN Country Teams (UNCTs) in 
developing member countries, questions have been asked about the continuing need for SROs. 
More generally, there have been growing international pressures to hold development agencies 
more accountable for the delivery of results.  

The evaluation also looks at what the SROs have achieved and what good practices to follow and 
provides an assessment of the extent to which current SRO priorities align with emerging strategic 
priorities identified as part of the UNDS reform. The evaluation also reviews strategic planning and 
results monitoring and evaluation process and attempts to document the value added from SRO 
operations.   

Review Implementation Stages 

The evaluation was conducted over several stages.  

Inception. This included:  

a. A desk review of project related documentation, including ESCAP’s work programme, 
subregional strategy notes, relevant project documents and progress reports, and relevant 
ESCAP evaluation reports. 

b. Specification of the evaluation criteria and questions and specification of the indicators 
against which the programme performance is to be assessed. This was synthesized in an 
Evaluation Logical Framework. 

 
9 Comprising the (i) Executive Secretary of ESCAP (Chair), with support from the Chief of Staff; (ii) Representative of each 
SRO; (iii) Director, Strategy and Programme Management Division (SPMD); and (iv) Chief of Evaluation Unit, SPMD 
(secretariat).   
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c. Description of the process for data collection and analysis. 

d. Evaluation approach to gender and human rights mainstreaming. 

e. An analysis of the risks and limitations of the evaluation. 

Data collection and analysis. This included: 

a. Finalize and implement separate online questionnaire to obtain feedback from:  

• ESCAP member States and subregional level development partners. 

• ESCAP management and staff, including those from all the subregional offices, 
partners, and experts. 

• UNRCs and UNCTs in the subregion. 

b. Structured online interviews/consultations with  

• Representatives of selected member States from all subregions of ESCAP. 

• Key stakeholders, partners, and experts at the subregional level. 

• ESCAP senior management, including the Executive Secretary, Deputy Executive 
Secretaries, Directors of divisions/offices, and selected staff. 

c. Interview representatives from the priority sectors for each SRO. 

d. Data and Gender Analysis. Analysis of evidence-based data utilizing a transparent and 
participatory evaluation process in consultation with the evaluation reference group. The 
interviews and stakeholder analysis reflect the views of female and male stakeholders. A 
separate attachment presents the analysis of the survey data. 

e. Reporting and Validation. The team:  

• Discussed the Inception Report with ERG and adjust as appropriate. 

• Drafted online surveys and interview guides. 

• Synthesised and summarised results of consultations and surveys. 

• Prepared and shared a draft evaluation report with ESCAP for feedback. 

• Finalized the evaluation report taking account of ERG feedback. 

 

Table 3: Evaluation Timing 

Stage Start Finish Output 

Draft and present Inception Report 16/09/21 30/10/21 Report 

Consultations and data collection 11/21 25/1/22 Meeting notes 

Data and gender analysis. 11/21 25/1/22 Tables & visuals 
Draft and submit report to ESCAP 1/1/22 31/1/22 Draft report 

Feedback from ESCAP 31/1/22 24/3/22 Comments 
Finalize and submit report 28/3/22 4/4/22 Final report 
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Evaluation Scope and Criteria  

The evaluation covers SRO operations over the five years (2016-2021).  SRO work is evaluated in 
the context of related reform initiatives at ESCAP and development challenges, including the 
ongoing COVID-19 pandemic.  

The evaluation focused on learning from past experiences to provide forward looking 
recommendations to strengthen SRO performance. The evaluation was structured around 
progress in achieving targeted SRO objectives. The progress towards each objective was evaluated 
using the following criteria.  

Table 4: Evaluation criteria and key questions 

Evaluation 
criteria 

Core evaluation questions 

Impact 
 

• What have been the main recorded impacts of the work of the SROs at the 
subregional and national level? 

• How and why have the impacts come about? What causal factors have 
resulted in the observed impact? 

Relevance • To what extent have the objectives and interventions (activities) of the SROs 
met the specific needs and requirements of the member States, both in the 
context of national priorities and in support of their realization of the 2030 
Agenda for Sustainable Development? 

• To what extent did the objectives and interventions (activities) of the SROs 
contribute to the overall strategic niche of ESCAP? 

• Given the existing mandates and areas of work, which other areas/themes 
will make the work of the subregional offices more relevant to the needs of 
the subregions and member States? 

Effectiveness 
 

• How effective were the SROs in enhancing cooperation and integration and 
building capacities of member States in the subregion? 

• How could the SROs work more effectively, including in the context of UNDS 
reforms and closer working relationship and support to UNRCs and UNCTs?  

Efficiency 
 

• To what extent did the SROs coordinate and cooperate with ESCAP 
substantive divisions and other stakeholders in the design and delivery of its 
outputs? What was the nature of the collaboration between the SROs, the 
ESCAP substantive divisions, institutes, and other stakeholders? 

• How can the coordination and cooperation be further enhanced, including 
with UNRCs and UNCTs? 

Gender 
mainstreaming 

 

• To what extent have gender consideration been mainstreamed into the 
design and implementation of the work of the subprogramme?  

• What can be done to improve gender mainstreaming within the work 
programme of the SROs? 

 

Evaluating SRO Results 

There are no single, clearly defined results targets for the evaluation team to assess progress 
against the agreed evaluation criteria. During discussions on the Inception Report, it was agreed 
the that the core objectives can be summarized into the core results areas as listed below. This 
approach will help ensure a better focus on the core implied intended outcomes from establishing 
the SROs, as reflected in both written documents and interviews with ESCAP leadership. 

a. Facilitate implementation of ESCAP programmes in the subregions. 

b. Strengthening direct links between ESCAP and member countries, including:  
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i. Strengthening ESCAP visibility and engagement with SRO member states,  

ii. Building subregional networks to better understand priorities and facilitate 
dialogue, information sharing and use of knowledge products in priority areas; 
and 

iii. Providing substantive contributions to analysis of, and/or advice on, subregional 
issues, priorities, and perspectives, and to subregion-specific cross-border 
programmes/projects). 

c. Building collaboration with UNCTs and other development partners to help ensure ESCAP 
strategic priorities and subregional perspectives are better reflected in national country 
programmes (and to mobilize more resources). 

Limitations 

The evaluation team was not able to travel and meet stakeholders in person. This limited the 
opportunity to engage in the level of personal communication needed to get the most out of an 
evaluation of this type. 

The large numbers of stakeholders, the varied social, political, and economic systems, and the very 
different development challenges and opportunities faced by different subregions, and by 
countries within these subregions -- and even the extent of differences within very large member 
countries -- further compounded the difficulty of making generally applicable conclusions and 
findings. 

Timing was not ideal. Trying to arrange meetings over the Christmas/New Year period was 
challenging and time consuming. The Covid-19 pandemic presented additional challenges. 

The lack of clear, consistent and monitorable results targets for the subregional programmes and 
the SROs made it difficult to evaluate the programme against the specified criteria. Different 
stakeholders had quite differing perceptions about what priority results were being targeted. 

Response rates to online questionnaires were not high despite multiple reminders. This was not 
unexpected. Response rate from ESCAP stakeholders was particularly low. 

Outputs Delivered 

The following outputs were delivered to ESCAP. 

a. Inception report, including an evaluation work plan and framework detailing the 
methodology and approach for the evaluation. 

b. On-line survey tools. 

c. First draft of evaluation report. 

d. PowerPoint presentation on evaluation findings, conclusions, and recommendations. 

e. Final evaluation report 
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4. Findings  

General  

There was enormous diversity in the feedback, comments and suggestions received from 
stakeholders. Some were complimentary about the role and contributions of SROs, while others 
were quite critical. The reasons given for these assessments were also diverse. This diversity of 
views presented a challenge in terms of synthesising findings, assessments, and recommendations. 

Context: A Region of Diverse Stakeholders and Interest Groups 

Asia and the Pacific, its subregions, and member countries are heterogeneous in terms of their 
political, economic, and social systems, their resource endowments, and levels of development. 
Some SRO member countries are large players and include four of the biggest donors to ESCAP 
(People’s Republic of China, Republic of Korea, Japan, and Russian Federation). There are major 
differences in levels of subregional cooperation and the status of subregional institutions. ESCAP 
faces challenges in facilitating collaboration among such diverse countries. Needs vary greatly 
because of differences in: 

a. Political, economic, and social systems, and size of member countries. 

b. Levels of development and priority development issues. 

c. Core development constraints (e.g., land-locked, small island states, conflicts). 

d. Size of subregions. 

e. Lack of uniform subregional position on key political and economic issues. No single 
subregional body in most subregions. 

f. Differences in capacity to mobilize domestic and other resources. 

g. Differing levels of engagement with UN and other agencies. 

h. Approaches to strategic planning, reporting and accountability. 

Some fragile subregional economies face subregional specific issues (such as climate change and 
rising sea levels in the Pacific, and/or human and/or drug trafficking in other subregions) that 
threaten national stability. There is need for specially targeted support to build capacity in areas 
where capacity is weakest.  

The enormous diversity within such a large region provides a strong argument for having SROs as 
representative offices to help better understand and to facilitate communications and 
collaboration between the diverse member countries and ESCAP. Well-connected SRO staff can 
help utilize ESCAP’s politically neutral position to forge dialogue between countries that would 
otherwise be reluctant to cooperate.   

More broadly, SRO staff with specialist subregional knowledge can better understand and advise 
ESCAP on subregional politics and cultural issues that impact priorities, dialogue and project design 
and implementation. Some can operate in regional languages, understand subregional cultures, 
and are well placed to help resource people and experts, and to disseminate ESCAP research and 
policy products.  

External challenges are largely associated with the distinctive characters of the subregions (i.e., 
diversity in political systems, economic paths and development levels, natural resources 
endowments, languages, and weak subregional institutions). Some stakeholders interviewed 
believed that SROs had a unique opportunity to forge cooperation -- including among countries 
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that would otherwise not do so -- around common issues (like air pollution etc).  Others were less 
optimistic about the scope for SROs to impact on building a sense of subregional community. 

Internal institutional challenges impacting on SRO operations and cooperation 

Expanding demands with UN reforms, inadequate resources 
SROs mandates are specified in ESCAP Resolution 66 and annual plans. As representatives of ESCAP 
in subregions, SROs monitor, collect and analyse information to help ESCAP Headquarters better 
reflect subregional concerns in the ESCAP planning and policy dialogue. SROs also help implement 
projects in collaboration with substantive divisions and directly manage a limited number of 
subregional projects.  

SROs also respond to bottom-up ad hoc subregional and country requests for support. Country 
level engagement is labour intensive. Competing demands need to be prioritized taking account of 
mandates, strategic priorities, perceived needs, resources, and support from the substantive 
divisions.  

UNDS reforms, launched from 2019, target better collaboration between regional commissions 
and a delinking of the Resident Coordinator system from UNDP.  The UN’s Management 
Accountability Framework (MAF) requires SRO to engage with UNCTs on country level 
development planning and implementation. These changes have led to calls for better integration 
and more alignment of the work of the different ESCAP units, including the SROs.  

SRO representatives are looking for more guidance about results targets and how their 
performance is to be assessed. They felt that they were under increased pressure to deliver, but 
not always sure what they were expected to deliver. They also noted that there were no standard 
approaches to developing work programmes. This sometimes gives SROs a degree of flexibility to 
respond to specific subregional demands, but sometimes also contributes to weak linkages with 
the work of substantive divisions. 

Resource mobilization 
Some stakeholders argued for clearer mandates that allowed for more substantive engagement in 
providing support to facilitate and sustain resource mobilization. They argued that if SROs acted as 
purely liaison offices and the administrative arm of ESCAP HQ, they would be vulnerable to budget 
cuts. Increased capacity and support with oversight and performance monitoring and evaluation 
directly aligned to more substantive work programmes were seen as important to justify continued 
expenditures on SROs.   

Some stakeholders noted that the UN reform process was top down, and driven by political forces 
outside ESCAP, with insufficient attention to resourcing implications, and lacking an understanding 
of the practical realities of getting things done on the ground. SRO stakeholders noted that they 
had been pulled in multiple directions without additional resources or a clear direction about how 
to allocate their resources between competing demands.  

Resource mobilization is also fragmented: substantive divisions and SROs sometimes mobilize 
additional resources independent of each other. SROs may have access to potential subregional 
member country sources of funds but lack sector based professional networks and expertise 
available in the substantive divisions. ESCAP may be more effective in mobilizing resources if it 
identified priority areas for resource mobilization for each SRO and developed consolidated 
strategies to mobilize a larger pool of funding for strategic priorities. 

Where subregional institutions are weak, SROs are supporting subregional secretariats or 
platforms, such as NEASPEC, with the aim of building and eventually establishing sustainable 
institutional cooperation structures. SPECA countries are discussing the creation of a UN SPECA 
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fund which may help mobilize more resources, including more contributions from member 
countries in the subregion.  

Ambiguity about SRO mandate and priorities vis-à-vis substantive divisions 
Despite some calls for proposals specifying criteria for collaboration across divisions and SROs, and 
some impressive collaboration, concerns were raised about ambiguity about the division of 
responsibilities and coordination between SROs and some ESCAP substantive divisions, both in 
project implementation and the development of knowledge products. With limited staff resources 
(about 5 staff positions), it is important that SROs focus on the highest priority linked to ESCAP’s 
comparative strengths.    

Perceptions of SRO roles in supporting project implementation varied. Both SROs and substantive 
division shared concerns about ad hoc approaches to information sharing between the SROs and 
substantive divisions. SROs said that they were often only informed after projects had been 
negotiated. On the other hand, substantive divisions complained that SROs were independently 
formulating and implementing projects that required the specialist expertise of substantive 
divisions. Better alignment with the work of the technical/substantive divisions is needed.  

Discussants complained that project information is often only shared with SROs after a project is 
developed. This undermines opportunities to maximize project impacts. Substantive divisions and 
SROs sometimes compete for limited resources from a finite pot of project funding. 

As there are no formal mechanisms for systematic cooperation between SROs and regional 
institutions and substantive divisions, cooperation is often dependant on relations between 
colleagues. 

Staffing  
Discussants highlighted the importance of choosing the right SRO personnel for successful SRO 
operations. SRO heads with strong subregional expertise can help ESCAP to better understand 
subregional political, social, and economic systems. An SRO head with both good management and 
strong networking skills is better placed to facilitate communication and participation, to help gain 
the trust of government counterparts, and to identify priority needs and opportunities.  

Substantive personnel play a key role in enhancing SRO credibility. SROs have limited budget to 
increase the number of substantive posts and cannot provide substantive input into all substantive 
ESCAP areas. SROs rely on consultants, which is resource intensive and does not necessarily 
enhance SRO credibility. This limits SRO’s capacity to support implementation of all projects 
initiated by the substantive divisions, and their capacity to mobilize resources for such projects. It 
also limits the scope of their contributions to UNSDCFs and may hamper their ability to benefit 
from services offered by the ESCAP regional institutions. 

There was broad recognition that SROs could raise their relevance to, and credibility with, 
subregional member governments and development partners by playing more substantive roles. 
But there was also an awareness that SROs are likely to continue to have limited specialist capacity. 
Given SRO staff limitations and the level and nature of expertise needed to provide substantive 
inputs, SROs generally recognize that they need to link their efforts with others, including (i) ESCAP 
substantive divisions and regional institutions; (ii) subregional institutions and thinktanks; (ii) 
UNCTs, and (iv) other development agencies. 

The positive examples of staffing innovations adopted by some SROs should be studied for possible 
adoption elsewhere.  For example, the NCA SRO has used interns and Junior Programme Officers 
that are financed by their governments as well as local staff.  Strategies for mobilizing additional 
resources could include staff rotations and strengthening south-south cooperation to attract 
secondments from institutions and governments. 
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Knowledge products, Information Sharing and Communications 

Knowledge products or analytical work have been critical to building ESCAP and SRO credibility. 
Such products are sometimes produced under ESCAP headquarters leadership, sometimes by the 
SROs, and sometimes jointly by SROs and headquarters. Substantive divisions also have flagship 
publications which may include SROs subregional analysis input. In addition, SROs sometimes 
produce their own subregional knowledge products using multiple data sources, on subjects that 
do not fall within the mandates of substantive divisions. It was argued that some were produced 
by consultants, with the SROs lacking the necessary expertise to provide oversight to ensure the 
quality of the work. 

While such publications help SROs to engage in evidence-based policy dialogue, the challenge is to 
ensure continuing high quality of such products to sustain credibility. There is a perception 
amongst some of the substantive divisions that more needs to be done to reduce duplication and 
improve quality control over knowledge products, and to make better use of data that is already 
produced by ESCAP. There is also a perceived need to strengthen mechanisms to ensure more 
strategic and consistent approaches to disseminating information about knowledge products.  

Despite directives aimed at improving communications and information sharing, implementation 
remains weak, including weaknesses in communications from: 

a. SROs to ESCAP headquarters and vice versa. 

b. SROs to UNCTs and vice versa. 

c. Communicating with regional stakeholders. 

The modality for collaboration between SROs and ESCAP regional institutions (centres) is not 
always clear. Stakeholders reported little SRO demand for services from these centres (partly due 
to differences in programme areas). More familiarity and exchanges would allow the SROs and 
subregions to take better advantage of the resources and expertise of these centres. 

There is also a perceived need to better communicate what ESCAP and SROs have to offer in SROs 
areas of greatest comparative advantage, including the knowledge products and tools that ESCAP 
has to offer. 

Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) 

Monitoring, evaluation, and learning (MEL) can be especially important for regional cooperation 
because designing such support is partly a learning-by-doing process. Current plans tend to lack 
clearly monitorable subregional outcomes targets that are specific for each subregion.  

Respondents note that there is limited guidance on MEL. Where available, targeted results tend to 
be specified in quantitative terms, but many achievements are qualitative (e.g., networking, 
connections, gradual policy change etc.) that are time consuming but difficult to objectively verify, 
especially through quantitative indicators. 

Improved MEL tools might help management to better direct and oversee subregional 
programmes. Without such tools it may not be clear how the subregional programmes build-on 
and complement the broader ESCAP agenda for regional cooperation (or other UN country 
strategies that include a subregional focus). 

Some discussants noted the need to focus more on the end results of regional cooperation, 
including the differing impacts on key stakeholder groups.   
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COVID Impacts:  Challenges and opportunity 

A recent UN report concluded that “The COVID-19 pandemic has reinforced pre-existing structural 
inequalities, widened existing gaps, and accentuated systemic challenges and risks. It threatens to 
halt or obliterate progress made in realizing the 2030 Agenda and reversing hard-earned progress 
across the SDGs. For the first time in 30 years, global human development is projected to drop and 
the poverty gap between rich and poor countries is set to rise due to COVID-19.“10 

COVID has presented new challenges to the SROs:   

a. Previous planning, activities and implementation were severely disrupted. 

b. The priorities of subregions changed quickly. 

c. Innovation was needed to continue providing support with travel restrictions. 

d. Likely delay in achieving the SDGs. 

But COVID has also revealed new opportunities 

a. During COVID, fewer activities provided more time for SROs to reflect with subregional 
counterparts on how to better align, coordinate issues. 

b. Less contacts and travel mean that SRO-HQ engagement became more of a two-way 
process, led more by SROs than the divisions. 

c. Capacity building efforts were reoriented focusing more on development of online tools 
that can be applied across the region. 

d. Videoconferencing emerged as a viable option for building networks with reduced need 
for person-to-person meetings.  

e. ESCAP mobilized support for a well-received international forum on regional responses to 
COVID, providing an opportunity for SROs to facilitate exchanges between government 
experts, and showcase experiences to other subregions11.  

External Institutional Challenges 

Pivotal role of subregional institutions 
Working through subregional institutions represents an opportunity for ESCAP to answer the call 
of networked multilateralism embodied in the UN Secretary General’s  call on “Our Common 
Agenda”. This is an agenda for action, designed to strengthen and accelerate multilateral 
agreements – particularly the 2030 Agenda – to make a tangible difference in people's lives. 

Regional commissions have been asked to better coordinate working through multilateral 
platforms. In the areas covered by SROs, this include organizations like ASEAN, with which ESCAP 
has developed close ties, but also with other bodies like SAARC, PIDF, EEC, ECO, and SCO. The 
experiences of working on multilateralism with bodies such as NEASPEC, SPECA, and the Greater 
Tumen Initiative can be scaled up. 

The existence of subregional organizations with strong institutional structures, facilitates 
coordination of efforts and the identification and verification of subregional priorities. The ASEAN 
Secretariat for example is relatively strong, helping to guide cooperation between ASEAN states 
and ESCAP, facilitating more strategic support. MOUs have also been signed with Pacific 

 
10 https://www.undp.org/sites/g/files/zskgke326/files/Progress%20Update%20on%20Implementation%20of%20GA%2
0Resolution%20UNDS%20Repositioning-%20EB%20Annual%20session%202021.pdf  
11 ESCAP’s 2021 Economic and Social Survey of Asia and the Pacific: Towards Post-COVID-19 Resilient Economies 

https://www.undp.org/sites/g/files/zskgke326/files/Progress%20Update%20on%20Implementation%20of%20GA%20Resolution%20UNDS%20Repositioning-%20EB%20Annual%20session%202021.pdf
https://www.undp.org/sites/g/files/zskgke326/files/Progress%20Update%20on%20Implementation%20of%20GA%20Resolution%20UNDS%20Repositioning-%20EB%20Annual%20session%202021.pdf
https://www.unescap.org/sites/default/d8files/knowledge-products/Survey%202021%20Towards%20post-COVID-19%20resilient%20economies.pdf
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subregional institutions to help build a shared understanding of priorities and cooperation 
modalities.  

Some SROs (like ENEA and NCA) have helped build subregional mechanisms and platforms which 
would not otherwise exist. SROs have also played secretariat roles (e.g., in supporting SPECA, and 
NEASPEC) that may be resource intensive but provide opportunities for countries to cooperate 
around common areas on a regular basis.  In the above cases, governments have taken the 
initiative to fund these subregional platforms12. Support for subregional institutions have served 
as flagship initiatives for SROs in some subregions13. 

In other cases, the SROs cooperate closely with related institutional structures (e.g., the Greater 
Tumen initiative)14, and in developing a partnership with the Trilateral Cooperation Secretariat 
(TCS) that aims to promote cooperation among the People’s Republic of China, Japan, and the 
Republic of Korea15. Given the limitation of subregional institutions in SSWA, the SRO in Delhi has 
focused on building networks amongst policy makers and thinktanks. 

While not all priorities set by subregional institutions will align with ESCAP priorities, and it’s not 
within ESCAP’s mandate to determine subregional priorities, sustained SRO engagement in 
providing secretariat support can encourage increased and more effective subregional 
cooperation16.  

ESCAP support in the formulation and dissemination of evidence from studies which can help 
subregional institutions in their efforts to establish priorities. ESCAP can then select a subset of 
subregional priorities that align with ESCAP’s mandate and priorities. 

Cooperation with UN agencies and other development partners. 
Cooperation with UNCTs and other parts of the UN system cooperation has tended to be ad hoc, 
resulting in missed opportunities, and some duplication of efforts with resulting inefficiencies.  Not 
all UN RCs understood the mandate of ESCAP and SROs and the added values they can bring at the 
national level.  UN RCs interviewed noted the need for more coordination with SROs, and more 
information on areas where SROs can provide tangible support.  

The new frameworks for strategic planning (e.g., the UN Sustainable Development Cooperation 
Frameworks (UNSDCF) and the Management Accountability Framework (MAF)) are beginning to 
provide more structure for SRO cooperation with UNCTs. The UNRC now has a clear mandate to 
cooperate with all UN agencies, including in preparing UNSDCFs. SROs have provided some inputs 
into Common Country Assessments (CCA) and UNSDCFs in areas such as transborder and 
subregional activities linked to ESCAP’s mandate. SROs recognize that, while increased 
engagement with UNCTs may mean more work for them, the MAF and the UNSDCF provide greater 
clarity of SRO roles and responsibilities for inter-UN coordination and accountability.  

While coordination with UNRCs is necessary, providing substantive input to UNSDCFs will be labour 
intensive especially if SROs engage in the full cycle of country planning, meetings, and monitoring 
processes. SROs lack the resources to be involved in all UNSDCF coordination and monitoring 

 
12 SPECA is soon expected to have its own secretariat and NEASPEC is being supported by other donors. 
13 The work of SRO ENEA, as secretariat of NEASPEC, was praised by several government interlocutors interviewed for 
this evaluation. With ESCAP support, NEASPEC was seen to have strengthened science-based, policy-oriented 
cooperation on air pollution and nature conservation, and formalized arrangements for multilateral actions including the 
launch of the North-East Asia Clean Air Partnership (NEACAP), North-East Asia Marine Protected Areas Network 
(NEAMPAN) and North-East Asia Low Carbon City Platform (NEA-LCCP). The role of the SRO NCA together with UNECE in 
supporting SPECA as a cross-sectoral platform was also seen as a success story. 
14 http://www.tumenprogramme.org/?list-1524.html  
15 https://tcs-asia.org/en/about/overview.php  
16 E.g., SOENEA is the only organization covering subregional countries to facilitate intergovernmental cooperation on 
subregional issues such as environment, energy, trade, and transport. 

http://www.tumenprogramme.org/?list-1524.html
https://tcs-asia.org/en/about/overview.php
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processes, without detracting from other subregional responsibilities. Their inputs need to be 
clearly agreed in writing with the UNRCs.  

SRO stakeholders argued that insufficient recognition is given in performance reviews to the time 
spent by SRO on outside workplan activities, including for networking, responding to informal 
requests and the increasing coordination with UN. High level events require time consuming inputs 
to mobilize high level representation. As this sort of work becomes increasingly important, SRO 
staff need to be able to report and get recognition for this work as part of performance monitoring.    

 

There is a need for: 

a. Clearer understanding of division of labour between ESCAP substantive divisions and SROs 
communicated clearly to UNRCs. 

b. Clearer Rules of engagement of who can do what with UNRCs and UNCTs. 

c. Systematic and comprehensive planning through the CCA and CF, where ESCAP/SROs 
commit to subregional projects. 

Gender mainstreaming 

While most discussants noted improvements in awareness of gender issues, there was ambiguity 
about the extent to which gender was being mainstreamed in subregional programmes and the 
valued added played by SROs in gender mainstreaming. Many ESCAP respondents tended to view 
gender mainstreaming as primarily ensuring gender equity in representation and presentations at 
events and activities.  

Progress was reported in building awareness of the importance of gender mainstreaming. 
Indicators of progress include: 

• Each division/SRO/RIs have assigned a gender focal point. Not all are gender specialists, 
but they can access the gender groups established in all ESCAP substantive divisions. 

• Targets have been established for gender balance for project participation, speakers, 
panellists, and project beneficiaries. Guidance documents are provided to activity and 
event managers. 

• Some interesting projects target women in development (e.g., in ENEA, one project aims 
to build a civil society network for women. South Asia has projects supporting women’s 
economic empowerment via e-commerce.  

The level of acceptance of gender mainstreaming varies between SROs and individual countries. 
While most respondents noted a willingness to consider gender mainstreaming, they recognized 
that it was difficult to identify the best way to do this in a practical manner that will generate 
results. Other observations included: 

• SROs lack gender mainstreaming experts. Much gender discussion tends to focus on 
gender equity in participation in events. Gender marker methodology exists but is not 
always used. Staff generally know how to apply gender targets, but often struggle to 
effectively analyse gender impacts. There is a tendency to see most projects as ‘gender 
neutral”. 

• Some SROs stakeholders argued that the core responsibility for mainstreaming gender lies 
with UNESCAP gender specialists, rather than SROs. There was little evidence of 
substantive SRO interaction on gender mainstreaming with the gender experts in the Social 
Development Division. 
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• Communicating evidence and awareness of the socio-economic implications of reducing 
gender and other disparities may help raise awareness of the importance of reducing 
gender and other gaps and in securing support for gender mainstreaming.  

 

Performance Assessment 

This section assesses performance using the five ESCAP specified evaluation criteria for three main 
results area (see methodology section). This assessment represents a consolidation of the 
overview findings from the previous section. 

Impact  

There was broad consensus that the SROs have had a positive impact in building networks, 
understanding subregional issues, providing inputs, and transferring knowledge products, and 
engaging subregional leaders (government, regional institutions, and civil society) via high level 
forums and other subregional impact. Some felt that impacts could be enhanced via more 
sustained follow-up on high level events. The evidence on impacts on facilitating project 
implementation was less clear.  

Facilitating ESCAP project implementation.  
Most stakeholders indicated that the establishment of SROs had the potential to facilitate 
improved project implementation. However, there were differing perspectives on the extent to 
which the SROs realized this potential. At a minimum, there was broad agreement that the SROs 
had helped to identify and address some implementation issues. Their closer proximity meant that 
they were better able to follow-up on implementation and that they were more accessible to 
project stakeholders, especially those stakeholders not dealing directly with ESCAP substantive 
divisions. 

Several stakeholders noted that inputs from relevant substantive/technical ESCAP divisions were 
still needed to resolve most issues, because SROs usually lacked the expertise to resolve technical 
project implementation problems. And improved communications technology meant that it was 
increasingly more feasible for problems to be solved remotely by those most familiar with the 
issues.  

ESCAP staff noted a need for more clarity on how to develop SRO work programmes in alignment 
with that of the substantive divisions to ensure better alignment and complementarity with 
divisional support. It is important that ESCAP leadership provide clear direction to the SROs and 
divisions on these issues.   

Bridging ESCAP and member countries  
Many stakeholders assessed that SROs helped build networks that facilitated more substantive 
interactions with stakeholders at all levels. Frequently cited examples were the high-level SDG 
policy forums. The SROs helped ensure that the most appropriate subregional experts were 
engaged in preparing subregional reports on progress in implementing SDGs and later that the 
most appropriate high level decision makers were engaged in the policy forum. These factors 
generated highly visible events that influence subregional and national level thinking about the 
policy reform agenda and actions needed to achieve SDGs.  

SROs contributed to building networks and deepening understanding of selected subregional 
issues (e.g., disability, debt, environmental and digital economy issues within specific subregions). 
This had positive impacts in strengthening the quality and relevance of analytical work and helped 
in transferring knowledge products, and engaging subregional leaders (government, regional 
institutions, and civil society) via high level forums.  
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Many felt that impacts could have been further enhanced via more sustained and broader follow-
up to engage on issues related to high level events (e.g., via newsletters, blogs, and on-line forums). 
The follow-up work of disability in the Pacific was noted as a positive example of what could be 
achieved with substantive follow-up. 

Pacific countries saw the SROs as playing an especially critical role as a bridge between ESCAP and 
its member countries because most Pacific countries have no diplomatic representation in Bangkok 
to represent their interests at ESCAP. 

Collaboration with UN and other development partners. 
Feedback suggests that this is still work in progress with relatively ad hoc approaches to 
collaboration. Most (especially external) stakeholders stressed further improvements were 
needed to generate greater impact. Smaller counties (e.g., in the Pacific) particularly valued – and 
were keen to seek greater collaborative -- support for strategic subregional priorities working with 
formal subregional institutions (where they exist) or subregional networks to reduce the burdens 
on government in working with numerous disparate development partners. Working through the 
UNSDCFs is seen as a new opportunity for more effective and efficient collaboration to generate 
greater impacts.   

Relevance 

Overview 
Regional stakeholders highlighted a continuing regional demand for subregional initiatives, 
suggesting continuing relevance. Examples of continuing demand included requests for support to: 

a. Learn from subregional, regional, and international comparative experiences. 

b. Understand the socio-economic, policy and institutional implications of regional 
cooperation opportunities, challenges, and agreements. 

c. Engage with stakeholders to identify the binding constraints to subregional cooperation 
and options to address these constraints. 

d. Negotiate and implement subregional cooperation agreements, including facilitating 
dialogue and capacity building and training.   

e. Integrate agreed subregional initiatives into national development strategies.  

Most, but not all, ESCAP staff saw SROs as relevant to achieving ESCAP strategic objectives. SRO 
stakeholders noted that they could be more relevant (and more effective) if they were given a 
clearer and more focused (and resourced) mandates so that they were not being pulled in multiple 
directions by different stakeholders. 

SROs were seen as playing an especially relevant role in Suva and Almaty where physical distances 
and connections to Bangkok from these subregions were more challenging, and many Pacific 
member countries lacked diplomatic representation in Bangkok. The Almaty SRO was seen as 
especially relevant because of the widespread use of Russian language in the subregion. The 
Incheon SRO was particularly relevant in helping to mobilize additional resources and building the 
foundations for subregional cooperation on specific priority concerns. 

The increased use and acceptance of videoconferencing -- as an alternative to face-to-face 
meetings -- is making it easier for headquarters staff to resolve bottlenecks from afar. More 
generally, improvements in telecommunications and information technology are helping to reduce 
the constraints previously resulting from physical distance. Thus, the relevance of SROs in 
troubleshooting for headquarters staff has probably declined over time and may continue to 
decline. 
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Facilitating ESCAP project implementation 
ESCAP’s large geographic area and distance between ESCAP headquarters (HQ) in Bangkok have 
presented problems in effectively managing programme implementation. Physical distances 
limited opportunities for site visits and engagement with stakeholders. This constrained ESCAP in 
responding to changing circumstance in a timely and efficient manner. The establishment of SROs 
was relevant in addressing these issues, as well as constraints in understanding of political, cultural, 
economic, and linguistic nuances in the subregions. 

The continuing demand for SRO support by subregional governments and institutions, and by some 
ESCAP staff, suggests that SROs continue to be relevant. Stakeholders suggested that the 
opportunity provided by the SROs for more regular and frequent contact made the SROs 
particularly relevant in resolving implementation problems and delays. This assessment was 
supported by survey data indicating that stakeholders had more frequent contact with SRO staff 
than with HQ staff. Most recently, SRO contacts played a key role in helping ESCAP to understand 
how to respond to the differing impacts of COVID on subregions. 

More frequent SRO contact with subnational stakeholders can also help ensure that ESCAP 
programme support is more relevant to a broader range of subregional needs and help ensure 
more timely adjustment to changing needs. 

Bridging ESCAP and member countries (raising visibility and building networks) 
Physical distance has been an important barrier to raising ESCAP’s visibility and building networks 
between ESCAP staff and subregional stakeholders. SRO support in addressing this barrier has been 
relevant to ESCAP and priorities and subregional needs 

The SROs played a key role in mobilizing the most appropriate subregional policy makers and 
expertise to participate in subregional studies and dialogue. This played a key role in ensuring that 
subregional studies and dialogue were relevant to both subregional and ESCAP priorities. SRO have 
helped bring subregional members together and make ESCAP more relevant to the countries.   

Collaboration with UN and other development partners. 
The relevance of SROs in outreach and coordination with subregional governments, UNCTs, and 
other development partners has increased with UN reforms and increasing interest in subregional 
cooperation as an important element of national development strategies. 

While demand for SRO support was broad based, discussants also noted increasing numbers of 
international, regional, and bilateral agencies engaging in regional and subregional initiatives. 
Thus, it is increasingly important to focus SRO support to avoid overlaps and duplication with other 
initiatives.  

Effectiveness  

Overview 
SRO-led subregional approaches are especially effective when supported activities benefit from 
cross-border actions and/or harmonization of institutional arrangements (e.g., cross-border 
regulations to promote e-Commerce and paperless trade). Most stakeholders agreed that SROs 
were most effective when they had clear and focused mandates, and where the was strong 
communications and collaboration between SROs and substantive divisions (e.g., as with the 
support for monitoring implementation of SDGs). 

There is room to improve effectiveness by greater linkages between capacity building support and 
SRO/ESCAP efforts to reduce institutional bottlenecks to subregional economic cooperation. For 
example, the e-commerce project for women identified national level bottlenecks (such as cross-
border payment regulations) that also needed to be addressed at subregional level to maximize 
returns on investments in e-commerce capacity building. As with the discussion on impact, 
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improved follow-up on high level events to get broader engagement with mid-level policy makers 
and the broader public could help improve effectiveness. 

SROs should also have written, and annually updated, agreements with UNCTs on SRO contribution 
to strategic planning and monitoring of implementation of UNSDCFs. SRO human resource 
contributions to this work needs to be budgeted and recognized in performance reviews. 

Facilitating ESCAP project implementation 
Substantive division views on the effectiveness of SRO contributions to implementing projects 
were mixed. While some argued that SROs made substantive contributions to project 
implementation, others argued that SROs had no, or a mostly administrative, role in implementing 
substantive division projects. One respondent even argued that, at times, SROs impeded their work 
by supporting competing initiatives. 

Questions were raised about the continuing role of SROs in facilitating project implementation 
given marked improvements in communications infrastructure and quality. Most discussants felt 
that the need for, and effectiveness of, SRO support in project implementation is likely to diminish 
with the advent of improved communications systems, including videoconferencing. 

Bridging ESCAP and member countries 
There was broad acceptance that the SROs had helped bridge ESCAP and member countries. Key 
SRO personnel developed a strong understanding of political and social norms and were able to 
use this knowledge to positively influence ESCAP strategic planning and dialogue with member 
states. Many also had relevant language skills. 

This has helped increase the visibility, prestige, and influence of ESCAP within the subregions. 
There was a perception that the physical location of SROs was a critical factor in strengthening the 
bridging role, especially in the Pacific. Frequent personal contact is critical in building relationships. 
Videoconferencing can complement but not replace the importance of personal contact in building 
the level of trust needed for ESCAP to be most effective in addressing and impacting on subregional 
development issues.  

Collaboration with UN and other development partners. 
As noted above, collaboration with UN and other development partners is still work in progress 
with mixed messages from stakeholders. Some noted examples of effective collaboration (e.g., in 
developing country strategies) while cited missed opportunities to collaborate (e.g., on gender 
mainstreaming). Nevertheless, most discussants recognized that ESCAP and regional institutions 
were now mandated to work more closely and collaboratively. The relative proximity of SROs to 
UNCTs should help ensure more effective collaboration with UN and other development partners 
as collaborative efforts deepen. 

Efficiency  

Overview of resource allocation  
SROs contribute to ESCAP objectives with relatively tight allocations of human and financial 
resources. A frequent complaint from SRO stakeholders was that the mandate of the SROs and 
subregional programmes continued to expand with limited increases in human and financial 
resources. There was a related concern that, as the mandate expanded, no clear guidance was 
provided on how to prioritize amongst the competing demands for limited resources. There were 
some positive examples of efficient cooperation with substantive divisions and with UNCTS, but 
there were also examples of inefficient tension and duplication of effort. Again, the collaboration 
on monitoring of SDG implementation were highlighted as an effective example of cooperation. 
SRO underspending of budgets undermined efficiency in several years. 
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Resourcing. The total spending of ESCAP (regular and extrabudgetary budgets) increased from 
USD64.4 million to USD75 million from 2016 to 2020. The share of total resources allocated to the 
SROs dropped from 10.0% to 7.8% over this period, while the range of SRO responsibilities have 
broadened. EPO suffered the largest relative loss from 3.4% to 1.9% of the total budget. ENEA 
received the highest share of SROs (3.2% in 2020), while the SEA received 0.3% of the total budget. 
ENEA’s relatively high share of the resources reflects considerable host government funding. It is 
difficult to link the changes in allocations to stated changes in policy priorities. 

Table 3: Trends in SRO Spending 2016-2020 (USDs, and % of total budget expenditure) 

 

Details of financial and staff resources for 2021 are provided in Table 4. The SROs accounted for 
6.6% of staff resources and 8.6 % of the total financial budget in 2021. There are marked 
differences between subprogrammes in terms of the additional extrabudgetary financial and staff 
resources mobilized. The environment, ICT, and disaster management, and, to a lesser extent, 
statistics divisions have been able to mobilize additional extrabudgetary financial resources. The 
energy subprogramme mobilized nearly two-thirds of its staff resources form extra-budgetary 
sources.  The SROs are a little below average in terms of extrabudgetary resource mobilization 
(both in terms of financial and staff resource mobilization).  

There is political pressure in some countries to reduce funding to international organizations, 
including pressure to reduce funding of the Regional Commissions. SROs are potentially vulnerable 
to any reductions in provisions of resources to Regional Commissions. The SROs need to be able to 
clearly demonstrate niche areas where they add value to the current development system.   

While some saw financial resources as a constraint, human resources were frequently cited as the 
binding constraint to maximizing the impact of SROs in the region. Budget officials noted that 
efficiency was undermined because SROs frequently underspent annual budgets partly because of 
staff limitations. Most respondents saw a need for more human resources, with a particular need 
for more experts with technical skills and reputations to engage substantively on the most 
important issues facing each subregion.  

Table 4: Budgeted financial and Staff Resources 2021 

Table: Trends in Actual Expenditure 2016-2020 (USD and % of total budget))

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

ESCAP Total 64,427,100                71,993,036                70,254,215                76,433,954                74,992,171               

ESCAP (exc SROs) 57,937,508                65,249,557                64,027,119                69,734,410                69,131,250               

EPO 2,192,346                   1,892,441                   1,830,339                   1,517,460                   1,450,157                  

ENEA 2,399,382                   2,840,811                   2,091,700                   2,724,756                   2,392,561                  

NCA 843,547                       807,212                       804,947                       713,407                       642,715                       

SSWA 1,050,029                   1,201,623                   1,295,064                   1,266,996                   1,146,382                  

SEA 4,288                             1,391                             205,047                       476,926                       229,106                       

(% of total budget)

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

ESCAP Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100

ESCAP (exc SROs) 89.9 90.6 88.9 91.2 92.2

EPO 3.4 2.6 2.5 2.0 1.9

ENEA 3.7 3.9 2.9 3.6 3.2

NCA 1.3 1.1 1.1 0.9 0.9

SSWA 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.5

SEA 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.6 0.3

Source: Email from ESCAP (yichuan.wu@un.org), 19 October 2021.

Section 19 (Regular Budget for ESCAP), Section 23 (Regular Programme of Technical Cooperation, of which ESCAP is an implementing entity), Section 35 

(Development Account, of which ESCAP is an implementing entity), and Extrabudgetary Funds (BKT – Technical Cooperation, BTF – General Trust Funds).
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Attracting the best technical staff to SROs will require that seconded staff from substantive 
divisions be given clear lines of accountability and be guaranteed a return to their substantive 
division with no loss of seniority. 

Facilitating ESCAP project implementation 
The SROs probably contributed to increasing the efficiency of implementation of some subregional 
and regional projects, but the potential SRO role in facilitating implementation has diminished with 
improvements in telecommunications and videoconferencing. Most bottlenecks to 
implementation can now be addressed more efficiently directly by the substantive divisions and 
project implementers. 

Some substantive divisions argued that there was some duplication of effort when SROs took the 
lead in developing their own technical assistance projects.  Others saw collaborative approaches 
as helping ameliorate potential bottlenecks. Overall, the SRO are making less important 
contributions to the efficiency of ESCAP project implementation. 

Bridging ESCAP and member countries  
With limited resources, most stakeholders recognized the contribution of the SROs in building 
networks and helping mobilize appropriate levels of participation at high level events. Mobilizing 
the right people help raise the quality and profile of these high-level events at minimal costs. This 
has helped increase the policy impact of these events. The SROs have been efficient in achieving 
this objective. 

Collaboration with UN and other development partners. 
As noted above, discussants recognized that the ESCAP and regional institutions were now 
mandated to work more closely and collaboratively to ensure greater effectiveness and efficiency. 
If well implemented, these measures should help improve efficiency. 

Gender mainstreaming 

Overview 
Stakeholder surveys and interviews revealed limited awareness of progress in gender 
mainstreaming in the subregional programme. Many survey respondents (including ESCAP 
personnel) were uncertain about what SROs were doing in terms of gender mainstreaming. Some 
survey respondents and discussants appeared to be unclear about what gender mainstreaming 
means, referring mostly to awareness and gender equity in ESCAP supported events, and/or 
recruitment rather than mainstreaming. 

Bugeted financial and staff  resources for 2021  

Subprogram (SP)

Regular 

Budget 2021 

(USD million

Extra  

Budget 2021 

(USD million

Total Budget 

2021 (USD 

million

Per cent 

of total 

budget

Number of 

posts (regular 

budget)

Number of 

posts (extra 

budget)

Total 

number of 

posts

% of total 

posts

A. Policy Making Organ 0.46     

B. Executuve Functions 4.14 0.19 4.33 5.1          24 1 25 4.7         

C. Work Suprograms (SP)

  SP1 Macroeconomic 3.19 0.52 3.71 4.3          23 2 25 4.7         

  SP2 Trade, invest and innovation 3.46 2.98 6.44 7.5          25 9 34 6.4         

  SP3: Transport 3.54 0.45 3.99 4.7          25 2 27 5.1         

  SP4: Environment and development 3.10 5.43 8.54 10.0       22 11 33 6.2         

  SP5: ICT and disaster 2.96 4.05 7.01 8.2          21 0 21 4.0         

  SP5: Social development 4.20 1.37 5.57 6.5          30 18 48 9.1         

  SP7: Statistics 3.22 2.97 6.20 7.3          24 3 27 5.1         

  SP8: Subregional 4.53 2.79 7.32 8.6          25 10 35 6.6         

  SP8: Energy 1.90 0.51 2.41 2.8          12 21 33 6.2         

D. Program Support 24.37 5.09 29.46 34.5       187 34 221 41.8      

-          -         

TOTAL (subprograms) 59.07 26.36 85.43 100.0    418 111 529 100.0   

Source: ESCAP. 2021 Proposed Program Plan for 2022. pp- 109-111. https://www.unescap.org/sites/default/d8files/event-

documents/ESCAP_77_21_E_rev.pdf 
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Nevertheless, SROs were able to engage with countries on gender mainstreaming issues as part of 
the studies and policy forums on SDG implementation which they facilitated. 

Facilitating ESCAP project implementation 
There was limited evidence provided of an SRO role in gender mainstreaming in the 
implementation of ESCAP projects. Most substantive divisions had a gender specialist acting to 
support gender mainstreaming, but there was limited evidence of gender mainstreaming 
happening in most projects.  

SROs stakeholders noted that they either had limited specialist expertise in gender mainstreaming 
or were unable to have much influence on projects developed and implemented by the substantive 
division. SRO involvement in such projects was limited to increasing awareness of ESCAP gender 
requirements relating to provision of gender disaggregated data and gender equitable 
participation in project events. 

The SSWA SRO did play a key role in implementing a timely and reportedly (at least initially) 
successful e-commerce project for women entrepreneurs. Several government and civil society 
stakeholders highlighted this as a practical and useful project for promoting women 
entrepreneurship. Some of the bottlenecks identified during implementation (such as the need for 
reform of payments regulations in some countries) could be mainstreamed into SROs’ subregional 
dialogue with potential benefits both to women and broader society. But there was no evidence 
that this was happening. 

Bridging ESCAP and member countries (raising visibility and building networks) 
The SROs helped promote greater gender equity in participation in ESCAP supported events by 
raising awareness of guidelines and monitoring and enforcing their implementation. The emphasis 
given to gender equity in the SDGs provided an opportunity for the SROs to raise awareness of the 
need for gender mainstreaming at high level forums. Otherwise, there was little evidence of SROs 
promoting gender mainstreaming in subregional initiatives, or of SRO supported subregional 
gender mainstreaming studies. Several discussants noted the potential opportunity for analysis of 
the gendered impacts of key subregional issues such as connectivity, economic cooperation, and 
movement of people. 

Collaboration with other UN agencies and development partners 
 The emphasis given to gender equity in the SDGs provided an opportunity for the SROs to engage 
with other UN agencies and development partners on gender mainstreaming. Outside the support 
to the SDGs, no substantive examples were provided of collaboration with other UN and other 
development partners on mainstreaming gender. 
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5. Conclusions 

Key Conclusions 

Stakeholders were generally able to identify positive contributions made by SROs in supporting 
ESCAP’s subregional cooperation work, but most also identified areas for improvement as 
summarized below. 

Suggestions made for future SRO roles ranged from: (i) business as usual; (ii) closing SROs and 
moving their functions to Bangkok; (iii) consolidating SRO numbers; (iv) shifting to a more narrowly 
focused representative role; and (v) upgrading the SRO role and capacity to provide direct technical 
support.  

The evaluation concludes that there is a continuing value in retaining the SROs, but with a more 
focused mandate that concentrates on representational, networking, coordination and 
strengthening collaboration with UN agencies, subregional institutions, and other development 
partners. Neither “business as usual”, nor substantial strengthening of the role of SROs, were seen 
as preferred options. 

Regardless of their future role, the establishment of more clearly defined results targets and 
improved monitoring and evaluation will be critical to justifying sustained investments in SROs. 
The technical capacity of SROs will also need continuous strengthening to facilitate substantive 
engagement with subregional partners on priority subregional issues. This will require: 

a. Allocation of sufficient resources (including expertise). 

b. Better division of labour and cooperation with ESCAP substantive divisions by aligning 
strategic planning, written MOUs, and systematic information exchanges. 

c. More substantive engagement and alignment with UNCTs through inputs into CCAs and 
UNSDCF, and collaboration/coordination with UNRCs. 

d. More clearly defined results targets and improved monitoring and evaluation.  

e. Continuous strengthening of SROs’ technical capacity to facilitate substantive engagement 
with subregional partners on priority issues. 

 

Table 5:  Summary Conclusions by Evaluation Criteria 

Evaluation criteria Summary conclusions to core evaluation questions 

Impact 

Limited impact on 
project 
implementation.  

Impacts on building 
networks and 
subregional studies 
and dialogue were 
in line with 
expectations. 
 

• Key impacts have been in raising the visibility of ESCPAP products in policy 
debates on high priority issues, most notably on the implementation of SDGs,  

• The SROs have generated impacts via:  

o Closer and more substantive networks between SRO staff that have 
spanned subregional governments, UN agencies and other development 
partners and civil society that have facilitated shared learning to 
implement the SDGs.  

o SRO networks have also helped headquarters staff to strengthen 
subregional networks to generate impacts from other subprogrammes. 

o A stronger understanding of subregional social, political, and economic 
environments helped ESCAP to direct limited resources to highest priority 
concerns using approaches that generated efficient and effective results 
(e.g., support for women entrepreneurs in South Asia).  
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Evaluation criteria Summary conclusions to core evaluation questions 

• In some cases, (e.g., ENEA) SRO have played a key role in mobilizing additional 
resources for UNESCAP and subregional initiatives 

• But impacts would probably have been greater if:  

o SROs were given a clearer and more focused mandate, and  

o More effort had been given to developing results-based monitoring, 
evaluation and learning systems. 

Relevance 

Alignment with the 
2030 Agenda 
ensure that SRO 
support is generally 
aligned with ESCAP, 
subregional and 
national priorities.  

Developing a more 
focused SRO 
mandate should 
help ensure greater 
relevance in the 
future. 

• The increasing demand for SRO support is an indicator of the relevance of 
SROs to the needs of member States, although this increasing demand is also 
linked to Headquarters supported flagship products.  

• By better understanding national concerns SROs are helping ESCAP HQ to 
enhance the relevance of their flagship products in directly addressing 
subregional needs and issues.  

• The heterogeneity within the region makes it impossible to be always relevant 
to all countries. 

• The degree of relevance varies between countries within subregions. Some 
countries face very different issues and needs than other countries in the 
subregion (e.g., support of relevance to most of South Asia may have more 
limited relevance to the Maldives, Bhutan and/or Afghanistan). 

• The SROs contributed to ESCAPs strategic niche as a catalyst for subregional 
cooperation by helping to ensure appropriate participation in all events and 
by ensuring that subregional developments were reflected in ESCAP flagship 
products.  

• Constrained resources have limited the scope for ESCAP to respond to 
important relevant requests from the subregion. 

• The key to increasing the relevance of SRO work to subregional needs will be 
to work substantively with a limited number of subregional institutions on a 
limited number of high priority issues for sustained periods. 

Effectiveness 

Partially effective, 
but lack of follow-
up and short-term 
planning horizons 
undermined 
efficiency.  

Assessing 
effectiveness is 
difficult because of 
the broad and 
changing mandate 
and stated SROs 
objectives. 
 

• SRO-led subregional approaches can be especially effective when supported 
activities benefit from cross-border actions and/or harmonization of 
institutional arrangements (e.g., cross-border regulations to promote e-
Commerce and paperless trade). 

• Room to improve effectiveness by greater linkages between capacity building 
support and SRO/ESCAP efforts to reduce institutional bottlenecks to 
subregional economic cooperation. For example, the e-commerce project for 
women identified national level bottlenecks (such as cross-border payment 
regulations) that also needed to be addressed at subregional level to maximize 
returns on investments in e-commerce capacity building. 

• Follow-up on high level events to get broader engagement with mid-level 
policy makers and the broader public could help improve effectiveness. 

• SROs should have written, and annually updated, agreements with UNCTs on 
SRO contribution to strategic planning and monitoring of implementation of 
UNSDCFs.  

• SRO human resource contributions to representation and collaborative work 
need to be budgeted and recognized in performance reviews. 

Efficiency 

Mixed results. 
There were some 
very positive 
examples of 
cooperation 

• SROs have contributed to overall ESCAP efficiency via the networks they have 
built and their capacity to organize and mobilize appropriate resource persons 
and participants to high level ESCAP events. Relatively modest investments 
have helped strengthen the outreach of ESCAP analytical products and the 
impacts of research on member country and subregional development 
strategies. 
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Evaluation criteria Summary conclusions to core evaluation questions 

internally and with 
UNCTS, but there 
were also examples 
of tension and 
duplication of 
effort. 

Underspending of 
SRO budgets is also 
an indicator of 
inefficiency. 
 

• The extent of SRO cooperation with ESCAP substantive divisions, and with 
subregional institutions, varied greatly between divisions and SROs. In some 
cases, there was substantive collaboration drawing on the comparative 
advantages of staff. In other cases, the substantive divisions saw the SROs as, 
at best, playing only an administrative role. At times efficiency was 
undermined by duplication of SRO and substantive division efforts. 

• Substantive SRO collaboration with subregional institutions is seen as critical 
in building the subregional credibility of SROs. In some cases, SROs have formal 
MOUs governing cooperation (e.g., in SEA and the Pacific). SROs have also 
played a secretariat role in helping build subregional institutions (NNEA) and 
have helped build networks of subregional think tanks (SSWA). 

• Subregional approach can boost the efficiency of capacity building projects 
where standardized training resources can be developed for a greater 
audience, especially when delivering courses online.  

• The recently approved UN Management Accountability Framework (MAF) 
provides a framework for increased SRO coordination and cooperation with 
UNCTs. SRO engagement with UNCTs should be clearly specified as key 
outcomes targets and reflected in performance indicators. 

Gender 
mainstreaming 

Increased gender 
awareness but little 
progress towards 
gender 
mainstreaming 

 

• Stakeholder surveys and interviews indicated that there was little awareness 
of progress in gender mainstreaming in the subregional programme. Many 
survey respondents (including ESCAP personnel) were uncertain about the 
extent to which gender was mainstreamed in subregional programmes and 
the value added played by SROs in gender mainstreaming. 

• Many ESCAP respondents tended to view gender mainstreaming as primarily 
ensuring gender equity in representation and presentations at events and 
activities.  

• Gender mainstreaming could be improved by including gender 
mainstreaming in SROs’ strategic outcomes targets and performance 
monitoring; having at least one trained gender expert working for substantive 
periods in all SROs; providing gender mainstreaming training to all SRO staff; 
including gender mainstreaming as a staff performance indicator; and seeking 
input from specialist UN agencies (such as UN Women, UNICEF, and UNFPA) 
as appropriate in planning and implementation of strategies, projects, and 
events. 

 

Lessons learnt 

In a heterogeneous region as vast as Asia, it is important to build the specialist expertise and 
capacity needed to understand the varied cultures, societies, and development needs of the 
different subregions and countries within this broad region. The establishment of core groups of 
people focused on the major subregions is one approach to building core groups.  

SROs can struggle to satisfy the diverse needs within each subregion17. SROs need to remain open 
to drawing on and transferring experiences beyond their subregion to meet the specific needs of 
member countries. 

Building and sustaining engagement with formal and informal subregional institutions is critical to 
ensure ongoing relevance and impact of SRO work. Strategies for such engagement will be 
different in each subregion as the extent and substance of formal subregional institutional 

 
17 E.g., Bhutan and the Maldives highlighted how different their development constraints and opportunities were to 
other countries in the SSWA subregion. 
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cooperation varies greatly. SROs’ technical capacity to engage substantively with subregional 
institutions is critical to ensuring SRO credibility and effectiveness. 

In some subregions, the priority is to support efforts to establish institutional mechanisms for 
subregional cooperation. This may require that the SROs provide initial secretariat support, with 
the eventual aim of subregional members taking full responsibility for institutions facilitating 
subregional cooperation18.   

The production and dissemination of quality knowledge products and events contributing are 
critical to increasing the level of ESCAP engagement with subregional institutions. Examples include 
the “Complementarities Initiatives” linking ASEAN and UN agencies19  and SRO engagement in 
developing the “2050 Strategy for the Blue Pacific Continent and the Pacific Roadmap for 
Sustainable Development”. 

Clearly defined and monitorable results targets are an essential element of managing development 
support. Results targets provide:  

• Clear direction to those responsible for implementing development programme about 
how to allocate resources and efforts. 

• A basis for demonstrating the value of investing in development. 

• A basis of holding development agencies accountable for results. 

It is important to provide clear direction with clear lines of authority for SRO staff. Asking limited 
personnel to undertake wide ranging mandates to support different divisions makes it difficult to 
focus on results and undermines efficiency. On the other hand, it is also important to provide SROs 
with sufficient flexibility to respond opportunistically to emerging needs and opportunities to 
provide support. 

A lack of clarity about the division of labour between different ESCAP units (SROs, substantive 
divisions, and regional institutes) can contribute to a duplication of effort, the inefficient use of 
resources and expertise, and internal conflict, thus undermining ESCAP’s potential impact on 
subregional development. 

SROs implementation of a limited number of flagship projects related to priority subregional issues 
and ESCAP comparative strengths can help in raising the credibility and visibility of SROs and ESCAP 
in the subregions. 

 

 

 

 

 
18 E.g., SPECA is planning to establish its own secretariat after SRO supported it for almost 20 years. 
19 https://www.unescap.org/sites/default/d8files/knowledge-
products/UN%20ASEAN%20Complementarities%20Report_Final_PRINT.pdf 

https://www.unescap.org/sites/default/d8files/knowledge-products/UN%20ASEAN%20Complementarities%20Report_Final_PRINT.pdf
https://www.unescap.org/sites/default/d8files/knowledge-products/UN%20ASEAN%20Complementarities%20Report_Final_PRINT.pdf
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6. Recommendations 

Key Recommendation 1:  Sharpen focus of SROs’ mandate   

Currently, the SROs are funded under Subprogramme 8 of ESCAP’s work programme. The SROs were 
established as a “mini-ESCAP” working at the subregional level to support implementation of the 
other work programmes in addition to their representation role. This has contributed to SRO staff 
being pulled in many directions, and blurring lines of accountability for results. 

As argued earlier, the representational role is where the SROs are most relevant and have the most 
impact. This has included building relationships and subregional partnerships and networks to 
support ESCAP’s strategic activities, including dialogue and the convening of subregional meetings, 
and supporting “initiatives that are of importance and relevance to the countries of the subregion”. 
The new MAF will also require increased SRO representational and substantive inputs as part of 
ESCAP’s increased engagement with UNCTs. This representational role should be formally established 
as the core role of SROs and might be more appropriately funded under ESCAP’s administrative 
budget rather than being included as SP8. 

As the SROs representational role is enhanced, it will be important for SROs to continue implementing 
a limited number of flagship projects, ideally working with subregional institutions or platforms on a 
substantive area most relevant to the subregion and ESCAP’s comparative strengths. Build capacity 
for each accordingly with the help of the ESCAP substantive divisions and regional centres. 

The consolidation of country programming under UNCTs should provide a clearer view of the 
diversity of UN agencies providing related support. The UNCT approach provides an opportunity to 
reduce duplication and to develop more coordinated and collaborative approaches to key 
development issues. It also increases the pressure on the SROs to increase country level collaboration 
with the UNCTs and individual UN agencies working in related areas. 

Recognize that the new UNSDCF and MAFs require increased SRO representational and substantive 
inputs as part of ESCAPs increased engagement with UNCTs. Increase strategic and substantive 
engagement with UNCTs as ESCAP representatives. 

Continue supporting existing subregional platforms for which SROs provide secretarial support, 
where appropriate.  

Consider dividing the functions of SROs into core and optional (or “elective”) functions. The core 
representational role would be similar for all SROs.  In addition, SROs could be given the flexibility to 
elect to engage in limited flagship initiatives for their subregions, including by raising additional 
resources to fund these initiatives. M&E system will need to be designed to capture the outcomes 
and efforts of both core and elective functions. 

Key Recommendation 2: Raise ESCAP/SRO visibility in subregions   

Increased SRO visibility is seen as important in demonstrating their contributions to subregional 
development and for justifying continued investments in SROs. Some recommendations to help raise 
visibility include: 

a. Focus limited resources more on niche areas of comparative advantage, where 
ESCAP/SROs are viewed as lead development agencies. 

b. Develop and implement a professional communication and outreach strategy 
including:  
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i. Better communications and use of social media, online discussion forums and 
other information technology.  

ii. Aim for more user-friendly language in documentation. 

iii. Focused efforts to sell what ESCAP has to offer (including road shows linked to 
annual work planning).  

c. More direct and substantive engagement in the formulation of UN analytical country 
reports directly linked to SRO priorities. 

d. Increase branding of ESCAP contributions to regional and subregional dialogue, and 
especially to ongoing dialogue that goes beyond ESCAP led events.  

e. Better document and disseminate what ESCAP can offer at different levels.  

More substantive engagement with broader range of stakeholders (in cooperation with substantive 
divisions) is needed to build ownership and raise ESCAP’s profile and greater regional awareness of 
what ESCAP has to offer. Building trust and networks is essential for effective subregional 
cooperation. Maintain core groups or networks of subregional experts working together so that they 
understand the specific development context, needs and issues of these regions. These groups 
should include people with expertise and responsibility for coordinating support related to ESCAP’s 
high priority cross-cutting issues. It is important to recognize that: 

• Building subregional links/networks takes time, trust, and confidence.   

• Important to build core groups of subregional experts with personal links to 
subregional expert networks 

• Joint substantive engagement on shared concerns can help in building networks.  

• Direct personal relationships are key to building networks. Direct meetings are 
important, but regular virtual meetings can help sustain networks. 

• Dialogue, workshops and/or training sessions can help lay the foundations for 
building networks. 

More generally, there is need to sharpen the SRO focus on engagement, collaboration, and outreach 
to better guide SRO staff and their partners. Possible focus areas could include: 

• Build and maintain strong regional networks across a mix of government, subregional 
institutions, think tanks, civil society, UN agencies and other subregional 
development partners.  

• Subregional dialogue on progress and bottlenecks to implementation of subregional 
SDGs. 

• Subregional outreach: Facilitate substantive discussion between governments and 
other stakeholders on shared subregional and ESCAP concerns at high level 
subregional forums with SRO follow-up to facilitate actions to address the findings of 
these high-level forums.  

• Strong partnerships with UN country teams on aspects of national development that 
have subregional or regional dimensions. Tools such as CCAs, UNSDCF and MAFs can 
be used as entry points more strategically as inputs for ESCAP engagement.   

• Limited, but substantive, analytical inputs to the development of UNDAFs for 
developing member countries within each subregion. 
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Key Recommendation 3: Reinforce Results Based Strategic Planning 

Focused results-based strategic planning is needed to improve relevance, impact, efficiency, and 
effectiveness of ESCAP investments in SROs. In addition, improved and consistent results-based 
planning and reporting is also an essential element of recent UN reforms20. Strengthened planning 
could also help with gender mainstreaming by making clearer its intended end outcomes. 

Develop for each subregion, a succinct subregional cooperation framework (with clear and limited 
results targets) in collaboration with ESCAP substantive divisions, UNCTs, and other subregional 
stakeholders. This document should guide implementation of a multi-year engagement that reflects 
the subregional context and priorities and supports the achievement of subregional SDG 
achievement. The cooperation framework should specify both the core and elective SRO functions 
and take account of SRO resources and capacities. 

Specify the distinct roles and responsibilities of the SROs and substantive divisions in realizing 
intended outcomes of this cooperation framework, including through better aligning of the work 
programmes of divisions and SROs.   

Ensure that the strategy clearly specifies links to SDGs, ESCAP priorities, UN strategic Frameworks, 
and any high-level SRO member state led subregional development strategies as appropriate.  

Implement medium-term results planning frameworks for each subregion with simple, verifiable, and 
reliable indicators of success. Flexibility should be retained to adjust these as needs and priorities 
change, but the aim should be for targets that are expected to be applicable over the medium term. 
Any changes to targets should be documented with justification. Any changes to targets should be 
documented with justification for changes. The aim should be to build broad based ownership of 
these frameworks. Strategies to help build ownership include: 

• Strengthen the engagement of subregional and national engagement in strategy 
development and priority setting.  

• Utilise strategies and plans developed by subregional institutions to guide priority 
setting and results targets.  

• Cooperate with subregional institutions in the formulation and monitoring of 
subregional strategies. 

• Build and utilize subregional networks to help substantive divisions strengthen their 
subregional networks. 

The SROs could provide their own self-assessments of their performance relative to agreed results 
targets as part of annual working planning processes. The links between results targets and annual 
work plans should be clearly stated. 

Ensure systematic evidence-based reporting on progress towards achieving results targets. Utilize 
this reporting as an integral part of performance reviews and accountability mechanisms. 

 
20   The UN (October 2021) “takes note of progress made in providing annual UNCT reports to programme countries on the 
implementation of the UNSDCF or equivalent planning framework, urges the entities of the United Nations development 
system, as appropriate, to invest in and fully utilize the common UN INFO reporting platform to support analysis of system-
wide results, [and] requests the Secretary-General, in line with the provisions of resolutions 72/279 and 75/233, to ensure 
all Resident Coordinators and UN country teams present the results reports annually to their respective programme 
countries in a consistent and timely manner to ensure accountability and to make these reports publicly available, with the 
consent of the respective Governments. https://unsdg.un.org/sites/default/files/2021-12/UNCT-Results-Report-
Guidelines-15122021.pdf   

https://unsdg.un.org/sites/default/files/2021-12/UNCT-Results-Report-Guidelines-15122021.pdf
https://unsdg.un.org/sites/default/files/2021-12/UNCT-Results-Report-Guidelines-15122021.pdf
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Key Recommendation 4: Rationalizing resources and budgets 

In addition to host country financing, consider funding SRO core roles (representation, coordination, 
and collaboration) through the administrative budget to better reflect the core role of SROs.   

Encourage SROs to seek additional resources, for high priority flagship projects linked to 
representational work, from other sources, including the other ESCAP subprogrammes, regional 
institutions, national governments, and UN and other development partners.  

SROs should be innovative in seeking low-cost opportunities to engage subregional experts on 
secondment from governments and seek to engage interns or Junior Programme Officers (JPOs), 
learning lessons from SROs already innovating in attracting additional human resources. 

Undertake a review of current budgeting processes to improve efficiency and effectiveness by 
reducing the recurrent annual concerns of SRO underspending while overall budget resources are 
constrained.   

Key Recommendation 5: Strengthen SRO capacity including in gender 
mainstreaming 

Sustained efforts will be needed to build SRO human resources to better meet the evolving mandate. 
There is need for an ongoing programme of capacity building and knowledge sharing on substantive 
areas between SROs and substantive divisions. And as noted in the resourcing recommendation, 
innovation may be needed to mobilize additional specialist human resources to better meet 
subregional demands 

More systematic information sharing and engagement between SROs and substantive divisions could 
help to better develop a shared understanding of capacity building needs, as well as helping to build 
capacity and understanding at both levels. It is important to develop and enforce simple and clear 
procedures for communications between SROs and headquarters on all planning, implementation, 
and network activities. Processes to help make this happened could include: 

a. More structured and substantive regular meetings between SROs and substantive divisions, 
and among the SROs themselves. 

b. More structured templates for periodic results-based reporting from SROs to HQs, and from 
the substantive divisions back to SROs on subregional activities and issues. 

c. Staff rotations and/or temporary secondment of staff members from divisions to SROs and 
vice versa could facilitate communications by helping build awareness of differing 
perspectives. 

It is essential that greater efforts are made to build understanding of what gender mainstreaming 
entails at a practical level, including in different thematic areas. Suggested actions include: 

• Provide gender mainstreaming training to all SRO staff, including mainstreaming 
gender into all thematic and substantive areas.  

• Ensure that gender mainstreaming indicators are included in SROs strategic 
outcomes targets and performance monitoring. Strengthen implementation of 
ESCAP directives on gender tracking. 

• Ensure that there is at least one trained gender expert working or seconded for 
periods in each SRO.  



  

 

 

30 

• Include gender mainstreaming efforts as a performance indicator in personnel 
reviews; and  

• Seek input from specialist UN agencies (such as UN Women21, UNICEF, and UNFPA) 
as appropriate in planning and implementation of strategies, projects, and events, 
and to brainstorm on potential gender impacts of all SRO priority sectors. 

• Substantive ESCAP divisions should provide supporting gender analysis and impact 
analysis when planning joint substantive activities with SROs. 

 
21 E.g., An ASEAN Gender Outlook was launched by ASEAN and UN Women for monitoring progress towards SDGs in the 
Complementarities Roadmap. There is also a ASEAN-UN Women Joint programme. 
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Annex 1: Evaluation Terms of Reference 
1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background of the evaluation  
Evaluation at ESCAP is an important function that seeks to determine as systematically and objectively 
as possible the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability of its subprogrammes, projects 
or initiatives. Recognizing the value of an independent evaluation in guiding efforts to improve 
ESCAP’s overall performance and effectiveness, the Commission requested the secretariat to ensure 
that its programmatic work, including the work of divisions, subregional offices and regional 
institutions, is evaluated periodically22.  

In line with the above resolution, ESCAP has strengthened its evaluation function to promote 
accountability and foster institutional learning for improving the quality of ESCAP’s work. As part of 
its evaluation function, the secretariat plans its evaluations by identifying the most useful and timely 
topics of evaluation so that they can inform decision-making with relevant and timely information. For 
the period from 2020, ESCAP management identified subprogramme 8 on subregional activities for 
development as a priority topic for strategic evaluation. There has been no systematic evaluation 
focusing on the entire work of the subprogramme conducted previously. The subprogramme will 
benefit from an evaluation by providing information on its key achievements and challenges and on 
how it can be further improved to support its member countries in the implementation of the 2030 
Agenda for Sustainable Development. 

The subprogramme on subregional activities for development aims to strengthen subregional 
cooperation and integration for sustainable development, in line with the priorities of each subregion.  
It also aims to enhance ESCAP’s presence and interventions at the subregional and country levels to 
better target and deliver programmes that address specific key priorities primarily in cooperation with 
substantive divisions. The subprogramme is constituted of five components, each supported by a 
subregional office (SRO): Pacific (based in Suva), East and North-East Asia (based in Incheon), North 
and Central Asia (based in Almaty), South and South-West Asia (based in New Delhi), and South-East 
Asia (based in Bangkok). The mandate of the subprogramme, guided through General Assembly 
resolution 63/260 on Development-related activities and other resolutions, highlights development 
priorities of the various subregions. Substantive responsibility of the subprogramme lies with the 
subregional offices (SROs) 

The SROs serve as the geographic centres of work for ESCAP. Their work comprises subsets of the 
substantive programmes of ESCAP at the subregional level. As part of ESCAP’s internal reforms starting 
with the performance cycle 2020-2021, the subregional offices report directly to the Executive 
Secretary and are responsible, inter alia, for the following functions: 1) Promote and support the 
implementation of the ESCAP programme of work at the subregional level; 2) Support substantive 
divisions and regional institutions in the implementation of their programmes in the respective 
subregions; 3) Facilitate the development of strategic relationships with governments at the 
subregional and national levels, promote high level representation of member States at ESCAP 
intergovernmental meetings; 4) Promote relationships and cooperation in areas of shared priority 
with subregional intergovernmental bodies and organizations; 5) Build partnerships with key 
stakeholders, including civil society, think-tanks, the private sector, UN subregional and country 
counterparts and the donor community; 6) Provide subregional perspectives and analysis in line with 
the ESCAP programme of work; and 7) Convene subregional meetings in alignment with ESCAP’s 
programme of work priorities; 8) Undertake initiatives that are of importance and relevance to the 
countries of the . 

 
22 Resolution 66/15 on “Strengthening of the evaluation function of the secretariat of the Commission” 
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Apart from the ESCAP Subregional Office for the Pacific (EPO) and the South-East Asia, all subregional 
offices were established during the period 2010-2011 pursuant to General Assembly resolution 
63/260 which provided the mandate for the establishment of these offices along with the required 
regular budget posts for their operation.  EPO has a much longer history being established in 1984 in 
Port Villa and then later relocated to Suva in 2005 to enable more effective collaboration with 
subregional partners. The SRO for South-East Asia was established in 2019 to support the South-East 
Asian nations in their efforts to achieve inclusive and sustainable development. 

The evaluation takes place at a moment when the United Nations Development System (UNDS) is 
going through a reform process. An important aspect of the reform process is the requirement for 
greater coordination and collaboration among UN entities, including ESCAP, at the regional level and 
greater presence at multi-country and national levels including through the United Nations Resident 
Coordinators and the United Nations Country Teams, including through the multi-country offices.  The 
UNDS reform is part of the context and guidance for the present evaluation. 

1.2 Purpose and objectives  
The purpose of this evaluation is to provide the secretariat with forward-looking actionable 
information to improve their performance. The evaluation will be formative in nature, i.e. supporting 
organizational learning and decision-making, and informing formulation of future programme of work 
and delivery modalities, particularly in the context of UNDS reforms. The evaluation will also provide 
valuable inputs to the ESCAP member States for taking any decision on the most relevant 
programmatic priorities of each subregional office. 

The evaluation objectives include: 

(i) To identify key programmatic and organizational areas requiring change in line with 
UN development system and ESCAP’s reform initiatives. 

(ii) To identify gaps between the mandates, resources and the actual value proposition 
of the subregional offices. 

(iii) To assess the impact23, relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and gender mainstreaming 
of the work of subregional offices. 

(iv) To propose/recommend measures/actions for improving the results-orientation and 
performance of the subregional offices, including coherence of subprogramme 8, 
coordination between SROs and other parts of the organization, and other cross 
cutting issues. 

 

1.3 Scope 
The evaluation will cover the work of subregional offices over the past five years (2016-2020).  The 
following tentative questions to be answered by the evaluation under each evaluation criteria are 
proposed. Further refinement of the questions will be made during an inception phase of the 
evaluation. The work of the subregional offices will be evaluated in the context of any related reform 
initiatives at ESCAP as well as development challenges, including the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic. 

 

 
23 In accordance with the ESCAP Monitoring and Evaluation Policy Guidelines, this evaluation will assess the impact of the 
subregional offices in terms of their contribution to the achievement of objectives as stated in the ESCAP programme of 
work. Objectives of the subprogramme generally relate to the strengthening of regional cooperation and integration for 
sustainable development as well as to the formulation and implementation of economic, social and environmental policies 
and programmes by member States in the medium term.  
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Evaluation 
criteria 

Tentative evaluation questions 

Impact 
 

• What have been the main recorded impacts of the work of the 
subregional offices at the subregional and national levels? 

• How and why have the impacts come about? What causal 
factors have resulted in the observed impact? 

Relevance • To what extent were the objectives and interventions 
(activities) of the subregional offices responded to the specific 
needs and requirements of the member States? 

• Given the existing mandates and areas of work, which other 
areas/themes will make the work of the subregional offices 
more relevant to the needs of the subregions and member 
States? 

Effectiveness 
 

• How effective were the subregional offices in enhancing 
cooperation and integration and building capacities of member 
States in the ? 

• How could the subregional offices make its work more effective, 
including in the context of UNDS reforms and closer working 
relationship and support to UNRCs and UNCTs?  

Efficiency 
 

• To what extent did the subregional offices coordinate and 
cooperate with ESCAP substantive divisions and other 
stakeholders in the design and delivery of its outputs?   

• How can the coordination and cooperation be further 
enhanced, including with UNRCs and UNCTs? 

Gender 
mainstreaming 

 

• To what extent have gender consideration been mainstreamed 
into the design and implementation of the work of the 
subprogramme?  

• What can be done to improve gender mainstreaming within the 
work programme of the subregional offices? 

 

2.  METHODOLOGY 

An evaluation team comprising a lead evaluator and a research associate will be recruited to 
undertake a rigorous evaluation. The team is expected to produce evidence-based data and utilize 
appropriate and best-practice data collection methods and analysis.  The team will undertake a 
transparent and participatory evaluation process in consultation with the evaluation reference group, 
involving staff and, where possible, partners at all stages of the evaluation. The evaluation will be 
conducted in line with the ESCAP Monitoring and Evaluation Policy and Guidelines. 

The evaluation methodology will cover but not be limited to the following actions: 

1. Desk review of relevant documents, including the ESCAP’s programme of work, subregional 
strategy notes, relevant project documents and progress reports, relevant ESCAP evaluation 
reports. 

2. Online questionnaire to obtain feedback from member States of ESCAP as well as from 
development partners at the subregional level. 
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3. Online interviews/consultations with representatives of selected member States from all 
subregions of ESCAP, as well as with a variety of key stakeholders, partners and experts at the 
subregional level. 

4. Online interviews/consultations with ESCAP senior management, including the Executive 
Secretary, Deputy Executive Secretaries, Directors of divisions/offices, and selected staff. 

5. Online questionnaire to obtain feedback from ESCAP management and staff, including those 
from all the subregional offices. 

6. Online questionnaire to obtain feedback from UNRCs and UNCTs in the subregion. 

Data will be disaggregated by sex and other relevant demographic characteristics if it is available. The 
interviews and stakeholder analysis will involve and reflect the views of both male and female 
stakeholders as appropriate including: the reference group, development partners and target 
beneficiaries in all key evaluation tasks. In analyzing the data, the evaluation will use and triangulate 
qualitative and quantitative approaches, provide charts and direct quotations and highlight good 
practices examples.  

The following outputs will be delivered to ESCAP’s management and the evaluation reference group 
through the Strategy and Programme Management Division: 

1. Inception report, including an evaluation work plan and framework detailing the methodology 
and approach for the evaluation 

2. On-line surveys 

3. First draft and final evaluation reports 

4. Presentation (ppt) on the findings, conclusions and recommendations 

The draft evaluation report, including preliminary findings and recommendations, will be shared with 
key stakeholders prior to finalization for their review and suggestions. The final report, which will 
include a management response from the Executive Secretary of ESCAP, will be shared with the 
member States, circulated within the ESCAP secretariat, and posted on the ESCAP’s public and internal 
websites. 

 
3.  ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES  

3.1 Reference group 
ESCAP uses an evaluation reference group to enhance stakeholder participation and provide oversight 
and substantive support to the evaluation.  The evaluation will be managed by an evaluation reference 
group comprising: 

1. Executive Secretary of ESCAP (Chair), with support from the Chief of Staff 

2. Representative of each subregional office (expectedly the Head of Office) 

3. Director, Strategy and Programme Management Division (SPMD) 

4. Chief of Evaluation Unit, SPMD (secretariat).   

The reference group provides technical and methodological guidance to the evaluation process; 
reviews and agrees on the evaluation terms of reference and inception report; reviews and agrees on 
a short-list of qualified evaluation consultants for selection and approval by the ES; provides quality 
assurance support to the preparation of the evaluation report and validation of recommendations; 
ensures adherence to ESCAP Monitoring and Evaluation Policy and Guidelines; and support the 
dissemination of the evaluation results and the formulation of the evaluation management response 
and follow-up action plan. 
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3.2 The lead evaluator  
The lead evaluator will assume overall responsibility for carrying out the evaluation in an objective 
and independent manner. This includes, among other activities, managing the work, ensuring the 
quality of interviews and data collection, preparing the draft report, presenting the draft report and 
producing the final report after comments have been received in line with standard templates 
provided by ESCAP. The evaluator must have: 

• Knowledge of the United Nations System; principles, values, goals and approaches, including 
human rights, gender equality, organizational cultural, the Sustainable Development Goals 
and familiarity with the operations of United Nations Country Teams. 

• At least 15 years of demonstrated experiences in conducting or managing evaluations of 
complex programmes, projects, themes or institutions/organizations, involving a wide range 
of stakeholders. Excellent analytical, strategic planning and problem-solving skills 

• Good technical knowledge and experience on socio-economic and environmental 
development issues in Asia and the Pacific including at the subregional level. 

ESCAP adheres to the UNEG Ethical Guidelines and Code of Conduct in evaluation and all staff and 
consultants engaged in evaluation are required to uphold these standards. To this end, ESCAP has 
developed a Consultants Agreement form that evaluators are required to abide as part of the 
contracting process. 

The associate evaluation will take the following tasks: 

• Participate in the inception meeting with the evaluation reference group and take part in the 
initial interviews 

• Provide inputs to the draft inception report and draft questionnaires to be prepared by the 
lead evaluator 

• Take the lead in the data collection for two subregions, East and North-East Asia (ENEA) and 
North Central Asia (NCA) 

• Provide evaluative data to the lead consultant for the two subregions 
• Provide inputs to the preparation of a preliminary findings and recommendations to be 

prepared by the lead consultant 
• Provide inputs to the draft evaluation report and PPT presentation to be prepared by the lead 

evaluator 
• Participate in the presentation of findings to the reference group. 
• Support the lead evaluator in revising the evaluation report based on comments/suggestions 

  

http://www.uneval.org/document/detail/102
http://uneval.org/document/detail/100
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Annex 2: List of Persons Consulted 
 

Name Positions Agency Location Date 
interviewed 

Gender 

ESCAP HQ, Bangkok, Thailand 
 

 

Ms. Armida 
Salsiah 
Alisjahbana,  

Executive Secretary ESCAP Bangkok, 
Thailand 

7 October 
2021 

F 

Mr. Hirohito 
Toda, 

Principal Officer, Strategic 
planning and budget, 
resource mobilization. 

ESCA Bangkok, 
Thailand 

6 January 
2022 

M 

Mr. Srinivas Tata  
 

Director, Social 
Development Division 
(SDD) 

ESCAP Bangkok, 
Thailand 

11 January 
2022 

M 

Mr. Syed Rizwan 
Raza Rizvi 

Budget Officer, Strategy 
and Programme 
Management Division 

ESCAP Bangkok, 
Thailand 

12 January 
2022 

M 

Mr. Tiziana 
Bonapace  

Director, Information and 
Communication 
Technology and Disaster 
Risk Reduction Division 
(IDD), Space application 
information and data 

ESCAP Bangkok, 
Thailand 

12 January 
2022 

M 

Ms. Azhar 
Jaimurzina 

Section Chief, Transport 
Connectivity and Logistics 
Section, Transport Division 
(TD) 

ESCAP Bangkok, 
Thailand 

13 January 
2022 

F 

Ms. Katinka 
Weinberger 

Section Chief, Environment 
and Development Division 
(EDD) 

ESCAP Bangkok, 
Thailand 

13 January 
2022 

F 

Mr. Kaveh 
Zahedi 

Deputy Executive 
Secretary,  

ESCAP Bangkok, 
Thailand 

13 January 
2022 

M 

Mr. Sanjay 
Srivastava  
 

Chief, Disaster Risk 
Reduction Section, (IDD) 

ESCAP Bangkok, 
Thailand 

13 January 
2022 

M 

Mr. Adnan Aliani Director, Strategy and 
Programme Management 
Division, and OiC, SRO-
SSWA 

ESCAP Bangkok, 
Thailand 

14 January 
2022 

7 October 
2021 

M 

Mr. Kiyoung Ko Director, UN Asia and the 
Pacific Training Centre for 
ICT for development (UN 
APCICT) 

ESCAP (UN 
APCICT) 

Incheon, 
Republic of 

Korea 

14 January 
2022 

M 

Ms. Li Yutong  Director, Centre for 
Sustainable Agricultural 
Mechanization (CSAM)  

ESCAP (CSAM) Beijing, 
China 

 

16 January 
2022 

 

F 

Mr. Alberto 
Isgut, 

Macroeconomic Policy and 
Financing for Development 
Division (MPFD), Regional 
institutions 
 

ESCAP Bangkok, 
Thailand 

18 January 
2022 

M 

Mr. Yann Duval, Section Chief, Trade and 
Investment Division (TIID) 

ESCAP Bangkok, 
Thailand 

18 January 
2022 

M 

mailto:zahedi@un.org
mailto:zahedi@un.org
mailto:zahedi@un.org
mailto:zahedi@un.org
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Ms. Zeynep 
Orhun Girard 

Chief, Capacity 
Development, Partnership 
Resource Mobilization 
Section, Strategy and 
Programme Management 
Division 
 

ESCAP Bangkok, 
Thailand 

20 January 
2022 

F 

SRO Pacific (SRO-EPO) 
 

 

Mr. Iosefa 
Maiava, 

Director, SRO-EPO ESCAP SRO-EPO Suva, 
Fiji 

25 January 
2022 

8 October 
2021 

M 

Mr. Sudip Ranjan 
Basu 
 

Senior Officer, Subregional 
Office for the Pacific 

ESCAP SRO-EPO Suva,  
Fiji 

14 October 
2021 

M 

Mr. Filimon 
Manoni   

 Executive Director   Pacific Islands 
Forum 

Secretariat (PIFS) 

Suva,  
Fiji 

6 January 
2022 

 

Ms. Natasha 
Verma 

First Secretary Australian High 
Commission 

Suva,  
Fiji 

Emailed: 
Jan 2022 no 

contact 
with SRO 

F 

Mr. Setareki 
Macanawai 

Executive Director  
  
  

Pacific Disability 
Forum 

Suva,  
Fiji 

5 January 
2022 

M 

Mr. Peter 
Vincent  

High Commissioner - KL 
(ESCAP PR) 

PNG PR to ESCAP Kuala 
Lumpur, 
Malaysia 

 

11 January 
2022 

M 

SRO South and South West Asia (SRO-SSWA) 
 

 

Mr. Rajan Ratna Acting Head, SRO-SSWA ESCAP SR0-SSWA Delhi,  
India 

11 January 
2022 

14 October 
2021 

M 

Mr. Selim Raihan
  

Executive Director South Asian 
Network on 
Economic 
Modelling 

Dhaka, 
Bangladesh 

January 
2022 

M 

Mr. Veerasakdi 
Prem-Aree
  

Director, Connectivity. 
BIMSTEC Secretariat  

BIMSTEC Dhaka, 
Bangladesh 

Via 
WhatsApp 

January 
2022 

M 

Ms. Deepali 
Gotadke  

Founder and Business 
Owner 

WebDreams 
India and 

ClickHubli.com 

Delhi,  
India 

31 
December 

2021 

F 

Ms. Pramila 
Acharya Rijal 

President South Asian 
Women 

Development 
Forum 

Kathmandu, 
Nepal 

5 January 
2022 

F 

Ms. Aishath 
Saadh 
 

Deputy Director General, 
National Planning and 
SDGs Coordination Division 

Government of 
Maldives 

Male, 
Maldives 

8 January 
2022 

F 
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Mr. Soumya 
Guha 

SDG Officer, NITI Aayog  
  

Government of 
India 

Delhi,  
India 

15 January 
2022 

M 

Ms. Chamindry 
Saparamadu 

Director-General, 
Sustainable Development 
Council  

Government of 
Sri Lanka 

Colombo,  
Sri Lanka 

5 January 
2022 

F 

Ms. Pratiksha 
Ghimire 

Section Officer, Ministry of 
Industry, Commerce and 
Supplies   

Government of 
Nepal 

Kathmandu, 
Nepal 

27 
December 

2021 

F 

Mr. Phurba Senior Planning Officer, 
Perspective Planning 
Division, Gross National 
Happiness Commission  
  

Government of 
Bhutan 

Thimphu, 
Bhutan 

27 
December 

2021 

M 

SRO North and Central Asia (NCA/SONCA) 
 

 

Mr. Nikolay 
Pomoshchnikov 

Head ESCAP SRO, NCA Almaty, 
Kazakhstan 

11 October 
2021  

10 January 
2022 

M 

Ms. Michiko 
Enomoto 

Subregional Office for 
North and Central Asia 

ESCAP SRO, NCS Almaty, 
Kazakhstan 

14 October 
2021 

F 

Ozonnia Ojielo  
 

UN Resident Coordinator 
 

UNRC in Kyrgyz 
Republic 

Bishkek,  
Kyrgyz 

Republic 

11 January 
2022 

 

 

Manuchehr 
Rahmonov 
  

Partnerships and 
Development Finance 
Analyst   

UNRC Office in 
Tajikistan 

Dushanbe, 
Tajikistan 

30 
December 

2021 

 

Mario Apostolov Regional Adviser, 
Economic Cooperation and 
Trade Division 

UN Economic 
Commission for 

Europe 

Geneva, 
Switzerland 

 

11 January 
2022 

 

Krista Pikkat 
 

Director, UNESCO Almaty 
Cluster Office for 
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, 
Tajikistan and Uzbekistan 

UNESCO Almaty, 
Kazakhstan 

 

by Email 18 
January 

2022 

 

Elena Danilova-
Cross  

Programme Specialist 
(Poverty and Inequality) 
 

UNDP Regional 
Hub for Europe 
and Central Asia  

Istanbul, 
Turkey 

 

14 January 
2022 

 

Roman 
Mogilevskii 

Associate Director, 
Institute of Public Policy 
and Administration 

University of 
Central Asia 

Bishkek, 
Kyrgyz 

Republic 

 4 January 
2022 

 

Naoyuki Yoshino 
 

Dean, Asian Development 
Bank Institute (ADBI),                                                
Professor Emeritus  

Keio University Tokyo,  
Japan 

 

29 
December 

2021   

 

Mr. Hans 
Holzhacker  
 

Chief Economist  CAREC Institute Urumqi, 
China  

28 
December 

2021   

M 

Asel 
Kubanychbekova 

Founder   Women's 
Entrepreneurship 

Development 
Fund 

Bishkek, 
Kyrgyz 

Republic 

5 January 
2022 

 

Delovarova Leyla 
Fedorovna 

Director of Marketing and 
Monitoring, Director of 
Marketing and Monitoring  

Al Farabi 
National 

University, 
KazNU 

 

Almaty, 
Kazakhstan 

 

30 
December 

2020 

 

      

mailto:roman.mogilevskii@ucentralasia.org
mailto:ase.kubanychbekova@gmail.com
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SRO East and North East Asia (ENEA) 
 

 

Mr. Ganbold 
Baasanjav 

Head SRO ENEA Incheon,  
Republic of 

Korea 

7 October 
2021 and 

24 January 
2022 

M 

Taras Pronin  Chief, ECOSOC Section, 
Department of 
International Organizations 

Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, 

Russian 
Federation 

Moscow, 
Russian 

Federation 

11 January 
2022 

 

Intaek Choi  
 

Director Latin American 
and Caribbean 
Cooperation Division 

Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs,  

Seoul, 
Republic of 

Korea 

21 January 
20222 

 

Yu Yue Deputy Director, Division 
of Bilateral Cooperation, 
Department of 
International Cooperation 

National Forestry 
and Grassland 

Administration, 
China 

Beijing, 
China 

 

11 January 
2022 

 

Toru Terai  
 

First Secretary and 
Alternate Permanent 
Representative to ESCAP 

Embassy of 
Japan, Ministry 

of Foreign Affairs 

Bangkok, 
Thailand 

10 January 
2022  

 

 

Frode Mauring 
 

UN Resident Coordinator UNRC DPRK Pyongyang, 
DPRK 

10 January 
2022 

 

Tapan Mishra 
 

UN Resident Coordinator UN RC in 
Mongolia 

Ulaanbaatar, 
Mongolia 

26 January 
2022 

 

Andrey 
Smorodin 
 

Director Greater Tumen 
Initiative 

Secretariat 

Beijing, 
China 

 

Email: 29 
December 

2001 

 

Yury Darman 
 

Advisor WWF Russia, 
Amur Branch 

Vladivostok, 
Russian 

Federation 

6 January 
2022 

 

SRO South East Asia (SEA) 
 

 

Mr. Ruhimat 
Soerakoesoemah 

Head, SRO-SEA SRO-SEA Bangkok, 
Thailand 

10 January 
2022 

6 October 
2021 

M 

Ms. Chatvadee 
Chindawongse 

Director, Thai Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs 

Government of 
Thailand 

Bangkok, 
Thailand 

10 January 
2021 

F 

Ms. Nguyễn 
Thùy Anh 

Official, Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

Government of 
Viet Nam 

Hanoi,  
Viet Nam 

13 January 
2022 

F 

Ms. Diandra 
Pratami 

Development Coordination 
Officer, UN Office of the 
Resident Coordinator 

UNRC Jakarta, 
Indonesia 

30 
December 

2021 

F 

Ms. Marisa 
Panyachiva 

UN Office of the Resident 
Coordinator, Partnership 
and Development Finance 
Officer 

UNRC Bangkok, 
Thailand 

11 January 
2022 

F 

Ms. Ryce 
Chanchai 

ASEAN WPS Lead   
 

UN Women Jakarta, 
Indonesia 

11 January 
2022 

F 

Mr. Simone 
Galimberti 

Co-Founder, Inclusive 
Change Through 
Volunteering      
 

Engage Kathmandu, 
Nepal 

 

Email 2 
January 

2022 

M 

Mr. Suriyan 
Vichitekarn 

Executive Director Mekong Institute Khon Kaen, 
Thailand 

 

6 January 
2022 

M 

mailto:ganbold.baasanjav@un.org
mailto:andrey.smorodin@undp.org
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