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Executive Summary

This report has been prepared within the framework of UNICEF MTR process. Among other issues, decentralization of field offices has been identified as one of the key areas for further review and readjustment of UNICEF work in Indonesia. 

Based on the overall trends of the government’s decentralization policy which was launched in the late 1990’s, Indonesia has gone through a thorough fiscal, administration and political decentralization. This has resulted in an increased responsibility (fiscal, administration and political) at the province and district level, mainly with regards to the areas of Health and Education.  As of today 60 – 70% of education budget are handled by district authorities. 

However, despite significant progress of national and aggregate indicators, there are significant gaps and disparities in access to basic social services, mainly in remote and isolated areas as well as marginalized urban population. 

In light of the above the UNICEF country office identified a need for review of country processes and functioning. This need lies also in the significant increase of UNICEF resources at sub-national level (e.g., staff increased from 7 to 20 in Papua office and funding changed in West Java office from US$ 318,200 in 2005 to 1,800,000 in 2007)

Following the field office review initiated in 2007 the office set up a taskforce to: i) define the key accountabilities and responsibilities to be delegated or decentralized to FOs; ii) identify the line of responsibilities between central and sub-national levels; iii) review capacities of the field offices vis a vis recommended responsibilities. In carrying out this task the team appointed a consultant who produced the current report.

This current report is a result of desk reviews of documents, interviews, field visits, focus group discussions, interactions with senior management, CFOs, section chiefs, etc. The report underscores that UNICEF mandate is much broader than locally implemented good projects and therefore should target work that can impact on national policy and plans. 
Main findings could be summarized as follows: 
· The choice of the province and location should take into account: i) geographic areas where relationships are well established, where progress is clearly being made, and where further work will maximize returns; ii) in province with substantial funding from the government, UNICEF could maintain its presence but focus its work on capacity building to enable government partners to address the issues using a good situation analysis (using a human rights based approach to programming); iii) in neglected areas/non UNICEF provinces/remote islands with neglected women and children, UNICEF role could be to provide a sound situation analysis and an advocacy package to assist the government to fulfill its responsibility for ensuring women and child rights

· Role of the National Office: strengthen knowledge, focus on policy issues, address country wide disparities and provide technical guidance to the sub-office.

· Role of Field Offices: i) there is a need to shift the role of the field office from detailed technical and administrative work to advocacy, leveraging resources and ability to guide knowledge management with regards to the situation of women and children; ii) continue use of existing resources for capacity building and targeting to most needed based on locally developed situation analysis; iii) continue good projects including an exit strategy. 

· Advocacy for fulfillment of women and child rights to be implemented both at national and local levels.

Based on the recommendations there is a clear need to define the profile of staff and competency of staff at national and sub national level. There is also a need to explore various modalities to provide the technical support (Capacity building, situation analysis and knowledge management) 

More detailed and specific accountabilities to be decentralized should be linked with the current CPAP revision, current programme readjustment and available resources. 
BACKGROUND
The Country Office decentralization is based on the need to further review readjustment of UNICEF work in Indonesia in relation with the government’s decentralization policy, the significant remaining gaps and disparities in access to basic social services which are still prevailing despite the major progress achieved in national aggregated indicators concerning child’s survival, development and protection.  The justification of this review is also supported by the significant increase of UNICEF resources at sub-national level.

During the recent years UNICEF has considerably expanded its operations in Indonesia and at present, it is one of the main international organizations working with the largest field presence in the Country. UNICEF is currently playing a key role in supporting the implementation of programmes designed to ensure the wellbeing of Indonesian children and women and the fulfillment of their rights as outlined in the Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) and Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW).
In 2006 the Country Office (CO) has initiated a new country programme. This includes 7 programmes and covers a five-year period (2006-2010) with results, strategies and activities developed through an approach that is adaptable to local conditions, different realities existing in the country, stability and the capacity of counterparts. The 7 programmes are supported at national and local level by the Country Office in Jakarta and the 12 Field Offices spread over 14 provinces. 

In line with the government political and fiscal decentralization and considering the expansion in scope and coverage of CP, from 2006 the CO has started gradually shifting some responsibilities from Jakarta to the FOs. Staff based in the FOs will be requested over the next few years to play an increased capacity development role for strengthening local capacity in delivering quality services and mainstreaming good practices on governance. In addition, considering the increase in financial and human resources handled by the FOs (for example, staff increased from 7 to 20 in Papua Sub-office and funduing changed in Bandung from US$ 318,200 in 2005  to 1,800,00 in 2007), the chief of the field offices positions will be more managerial than programmatic. 

In 2007, the Country Office undertook a comprehensive Field Office Review
. The purpose of the review was to better define FO and roles and responsibilities in the line with the need to have greater focus on capacity building and taking into account the GoI decentarlization policy. 

As the country programme is embarking on its Mid-Tem Review (MTR) process, the CO scheduled a review of the existing accountabilities structure based on the new role the FOs are requested to play. 

OBJECTIVES
The main objectives of this review are to assist the Country Office Senior management to:

· Further define what are the key accountabilities and responsibilities (programme and management)  to be delegated or decentralized to FOs

· Further identify the line of responsibilities between central and sub national levels (JKT and FOs) 
· identify areas of strengths, areas for strengthening and strategies for strengthening

METHODOLOGY
In carrying out these tasks and based on the results of the Field Office Review carried out in 2007, the TF hired a consultant (from 15th April and 7th May 2008) who helped to prepare the current report. The methodology  used included desk reviews of documents, interviews and meetingt with counterpart at nationa and sub national levels, field visits, focus group discussions, interactions with senior management, CFOs, section chiefs. 
The key documents provided to the consultant for the desk review included the following:

· TORs of the Country Office Decentralization Task Force

· 2007 Field Office Review 

· Report CMT Team Building Workshop (Lombok, January 2008)

· Revised CP framework?

· An inquiry into UNICEF’s Sub-National Structures and functioning 
in the East Asia and Pacific Region, by Stephen J. Woodhouse (Consultant), 2006 

· Increasing sub-national government resource, by Bill Wallace, Wolfgang Fengler, and Bastian Zain
· Does Decentralization Improve Accountability?  Jose Edgardo Campos and Joel S. Hellman

Two field visits were organized in Papua and East Java, UNICEF Field Offices. These fields’ visits were organized to solicit information from the Chief of Field Office and their staff as well as counterpart at sub national level in order to gather their perspectives and analyze the existing capacities and strengths. 
Besides, at national level the consultant met with Bappenas and Bangada. Internally a series of meetings took place with the Representative, the Deputy Representative, the CMT, section chief or their OIC (in the case of health). A group discussion in a form of conference call was organized with the participation of all the CFOs.

Throughout all these interactions processes, discussions were structured around key questions and issues such as:

· How key accountabilities and responsibilities (programme and management) should be divided between Jakarta and FOs

· Whether the current role and structure of FOs is relevant to achieve key results targeted

· To which extent partnerships and strategic alliances have been established by the FO
· To what extent FOs have been effective in developing capacity among counterparts (government, communities and civil society)

· Whether the management of the FOs has enough capacity to achieve the best and most cost effective results 
· Whether the FOs management and staff feel well supported by the CO management 

· What are the further steps needed to improve working relations between Central Office in Jakarta and FOs?

· Whether the structure and the organization of the UNICEF Country Office (including UNICEF's presence at the national and province levels) best suit the identified priorities
KEY FINDINGS 
I.  
Key accountabilities and responsibilities (programme and management) to be delegated or decentralised to field offices

UNICEF currently works in Indonesia in two main ways.  At the national level it interacts with central government and other partners, principally on issues related to planning, advocacy, policy and monitoring.  At the provincial level, it works in selected areas with provincial government and all other levels up to the community.  There is also work related to emergencies, but this is obviously implemented on an ad-hoc basis.

The exact locations where UNICEF will work in the future, its ‘selected areas’ is yet to be determined and will be influenced by many factors.  However, some options as to how it should work have emerged.  These include:

· Continuation of the status-quo, possibly with modification, in provinces where relationships are already well established, where good progress is clearly being made on pilot projects and where further work would maximise the return on the substantial earlier investments.  

· In provinces that are receiving very substantial additional government funding.  UNICEF’s role would be to help build capacity within government to extract maximum benefit from that funding for children and women based on a comprehensive provincial situation analysis.

· In ‘neglected’ areas, such as remote islands, border areas where sovereignty (and therefore responsibility) is disputed or urban areas occupied by ‘illegal’ squatters, for example.  UNICEF’s role would be to ensure quality situation analysis to identify neglected areas and to raise awareness through example and advocacy on a clear human rights basis.

· In all other provinces, except those where UNICEF already has a presence, to provide a minimum advocacy package to the Provincial government on the rights of women and children.

All activities should be clearly linked to encouraging government to understand, accept and expand its responsibilities for children.  UNICEF should avoid getting involved in continuous routine support for small geographic areas without a defined objective and clear timeline for completion.

As has been shown through the earlier work by the decentralisation task force (April 1st report), justification can be made to work almost anywhere.  Provided that we genuinely use selected areas to experiment with new initiatives keeping in clear focus the objective of applying them wherever appropriate on a national scale, the choice of location does not have to be too precise.  (Obviously, we will need to choose areas that are expected to be able to demonstrate the effect we are seeking from a given intervention - this can’t be a random exercise)

While the government process of decentralisation is still seeking a functional balance between central and district power (this search for balance is perhaps most notably documented in the health sector), there is every reason to believe that decentralisation remains a firm policy and is here to stay.  Through the process, central government has lost much of its power to advocate, manage and monitor activities in the provinces.  UNICEF is in the process of better aligning itself with this reality and recognizes that more accountability and responsibility must be delegated or decentralised to its own field offices from the country office if it is to continue to exert effective advocacy for children at the provincial level and maintain a finger on the pulse of issues affecting women and children in Indonesia.  

To begin to analyse the issue of what should be delegated or decentralised to the field offices, we will have to first define what we, UNICEF in Indonesia, are trying to do and what we plan to do in the future. There is general agreement that while the work we are now doing in the selected provinces and their selected Kabupatens and Kecamatans is much appreciated and in many cases effective locally, it can never impact on a scale that is going to affect national indicators in a country of this size.  UNICEF is able to plan and support the implementation of some good pilot initiatives but we have not put enough emphasis on ensuring that those pilots are marketed to and adopted by Government.  And the government is the only partner with the potential resources to replicate pilots on a provincial and ultimately, national scale. In other words, we now invest substantial resources for a good local but nationally insignificant result.

UNICEF’s mandate and objectives are however, much broader than locally excellent projects and a larger proportion of our resources must therefore be directed at a level that can impact nationally if we are to positively influence the allocation and use of government resources for the benefit of children and avoid being labelled as another NGO.

In the past, UNICEF’s persuasion at national level had relatively easy potential impact at the province and district levels through the “Kantor Wilayah’ of the various government sectors.  Following the rapid government decentralisation, that avenue has been narrowed if not closed.  Hence, UNICEF now needs to apply more of its political and technical advocacy and persuasion at the province and district level if it is to impact on a tangible scale.

In addition, UNICEF also needs to help identify and highlight those children and women who are being by-passed by mainstream development.  This might be because of their location or because of their social exclusion based on factors such as prejudice and stigma linked to race, religion, lack of documentation or other factors.  Our principal role would be to bring the evidence of exclusion (using situation analysis) to the attention of those who hold the responsibility for overcoming it, usually the local government and if necessary, developing their capacity to address the issues.  Only as a last resort should direct intervention from UNICEF be considered.

The UNICEF planning, management and monitoring process needs careful examination and consistent application if we are to exploit UNICEF’s comparative advantages and strengths to best effect. As noted, pilot projects which were initiated to explore approaches that were intended to be applied nationally often seem to have become examples of excellence with a local rather than national government audience.  The job descriptions, workplans and PERs of the field office staff are virtually the same, irrespective of the office size or province of responsibility.  These should be made consistent with the UNICEF role in each province and while this sounds obvious it is not the case at the moment.  At the same time, we need to ensure that the respective provincial plans and the defined activities are really designed to and can realistically contribute to and achieve the objectives defined in our country programme action plan.  This is also currently not the case.  

One reason for this, a consistent view from both within UNICEF and from government counterparts, is that technical staff who should be intensively supporting and advising government have been increasingly drawn into internal UNICEF business and administrative functions that take precedence over the application of their technical expertise for programme management and development.  

Programme goals thereby become unattainable, interaction with counterparts on substantive issues is insufficient, avenues to expand efficiency remain largely unexplored (eg helping government provincial sectoral staff to better define their roles post-decentralisation in support of programmes)

UNICEF planning and implementation will also need to be better aligned with and in phase with government plans and planning processes to reduce demands on government time to comply with UNICEF’s procedures.  This should be facilitated with the introduction of a rolling planning process within UNICEF itself.  We can expect that ultimately we should be doing this together with other UN agencies and even other donors as a requirement through UN reform and the OECD-DAC donor harmonization processes.  

As part of a redesigned approach to better achieve our objectives, UNICEF will need to engage at a different level with different partners in many cases.  However, staff are already very busy.  We have to make room for more creative and participatory work with counterparts, both traditional and innovative (especially the private sector).  Real progress will need to be made to simplify work plans and work processes, ensuring minimum organizational standards and controls are applied but re-emphasising and reinforcing at all opportunities that programme implementation to benefit Indonesia’s women and children is UNICEF’s primary objective. 

The current overwhelming emphasis on risk-averse accounting rewards or sanctions UNICEF (and indeed government) staff for adherence to complex accounting standards at the expense of programme progress. Because to this, UNICEF is often seen largely as a donor by its counterparts.  As expanding Indonesian government budgets increasingly dwarf UNICEF’s contributions, it will be important to change this image of being a donor to better reflect UNICEF’s unique strengths.  Particularly given the onerous accounting demands we place on counterparts (implying a lack of trust – contrary to what we need to develop for close programme cooperation), using money as our main link to programmes for children could soon consign UNICEF to irrelevance.  This point is important not because UNICEF has to survive in Indonesia for its own sake but because it should and can remain a positive force for the improved welfare of children - its global mandate and responsibility.

In fact UNICEF is still widely valued by government for things other than its money, such as creating bridges to other partners (eg. pesantrens, the private sector), providing the flexibility to experiment and trial approaches, being the ‘moral authority’ on child rights, having the stature and mandate to help coordinate and represent NGOs because of access to government at high levels, having the networks and mechanisms to engage high quality technical support, using its media links and skills to effectively promote programme issues. However, these strengths are not always in evidence in our current programmes.

To summarise, it is not easy to define exact responsibilities and accountabilities between the country and the field offices if what we are trying to do is not yet clearly described and consistent (and understood) throughout the planning, management and monitoring processes.  Improving the situation of women and children should be the over-riding priority for UNICEF and work plans, monitoring and the reward/sanction processes of management should support this.  This issue is a missing element in the conclusions of the task force’s paper “A review of the sub-national presence of UNICEF in Indonesia” which usefully concentrates on what the field offices do in generic terms but does not go into what the offices are actually doing or how that relates to their formal targets.  In fact, however good UNICEFs’ work at the province level, there can be no measurable impact against MDGs as the scale of UNICEF’s interventions, even if all are really effective, is tiny at the level of a kabupaten let alone a province.

II.
Lines of responsibility between central and sub-national levels (Jakarta and field offices)
This is a serious and fundamental issue.  To function effectively, field offices need clear direction, close and accessible peer support and respect (along with accountability) for their own authority and responsibility.  There are gaps, no doubt accumulated over years, between what field offices do, what they are expected to do, and probably most importantly, what they are encouraged to do or sanctioned not to do.  We should be working toward a common understanding among field offices, management, heads of section and administration of the priorities of the field offices.  Unless this is in place, expectations of the field office role among the various players remain different and disappointment becomes inevitable.  A common understanding of the respective roles at FO and CO is important not only for internal efficiency but also for programme effectiveness, the best incentive to generate government, donor and public support.  To constantly reinforce the role of UNICEF, we need to bring children back into our language and programmes into the fore of our thinking, discussions, planning and monitoring.  This cannot happen if managers’ main pre-occupation in meetings, correspondence and debate is the details of financial accounting. 

The field offices will be the principal mechanism for UNICEF’s programme interactions in the future.  As noted earlier, government at national level (our main counterpart traditionally) no longer has the mandate to fund, direct and oversee work at the provincial level in all sectors.  (although there is variation in central government influence over time both between and within sectors as the decentralisation/recentralisation pressures are played out).  Because of this, the role of the sectoral units in UNICEF Jakarta will need equally careful review together with the role of the field offices.  There is a real demand and need for good technical support although the provision of this is constrained by administrative demands on technical staff which take precedence within UNICEF. 

Supervision of the head of field offices is a structural issue that needs attention.  The suggestion is that the SPC for PME be given this responsibility.  Reasons include:

The Deputy Representative (the other obvious potential supervisor) already has a large number of supervisees and is effectively the ‘office manager’.  In other words, too much to do already.

Monitoring of programme impact is weak and must be improved if we are to demonstrate results to our partners.  Having the CFOs reporting directly to the SPC for PME should make it easier to strengthen and better coordinate results from the field.  This also links PME to operational work and avoids PME being seen as a disinterested critic of programme.  For technical issues, the SPC can link Jakarta technical staff to the FO technical staff but for managerial issues, the SPC should in principle be the focal point and main communication channel for the CFOs.

III.
Capacities of the Field offices vis-a-vis recommended responsibilities and identification of  major strengths, areas for strengthening and strategies for strengthening.

This issue also closely involves the role of UNICEF Jakarta relative to the field offices.

Major strengths of the field offices:

Good relationships with government counterparts at the province and kabupaten levels.  Skills to operationalise projects at the local level through counterparts. Good experience and knowledge in respective localities.  Good knowledge of and adherence to UNICEF Indonesia financial regulations.  Well positioned near the main levels of government authority and responsibility.

Areas for strengthening:
Image of UNICEF as an international organization, working on a national basis with a mandate to support all children……….

Need to ‘repackage’ UNICEF (election of Governors and Bupatis will be a good opportunity to start) as an international organization with a mandate for children and women.  We must avoid being labelled as a modest national NGO with a fixed budget for a few activities in a few kecamatans without a clear link to overall provincial and national government objectives. 

Emphasis on management: 
Given the size of provincial level staffing and the potential that is will probably expand, the CFO will need to concentrate on management, emphasising advocacy, programme management and monitoring irrespective of their own professions and skills.  Financial management and monitoring is important but has to be seen as a support element of the programme thrust.

Distillation of experience and analysis from the ongoing pilot work:

 Every pilot should have an exit plan built in, including a clear timeline and the ‘client’ (almost always government at one or more levels) should be monitoring the pilot against its overall objectives on a regular basis and preparing to use it, or part of it or deciding it is not useful or not going to be useful.  It should be made clear to all concerned, all along, that UNICEF is not intending to expand the pilot province-wide because it will not have the resources.  {If in fact, UNICEF does feel it can usefully expand the pilot then a fundraising strategy should be part of the pilot plan.}  Co-funding of pilots should be explored before they start.  Ownership from the planning stages should also be clear (The origin of pilots is not at all clear….is the government really the ‘client’ or is it UNICEF?)

Lines of communication:
The Chief of Field Office has to be respected as the person with the authority and the concomitant responsibility to carry out UNICEF’s programme of cooperation at the provincial level.  However, this cannot be ‘partial’ it has to be complete.  Responsibility (accountability) and authority have to be equal and inseparable.  If the AWP is minutely organized at central level, if printing and travel authorisation is centralised, if budget monitoring is centralised, responsibility is largely centralised and accountability can no longer be demanded at the field level.  There is then little incentive to manage or to excel.

Where sectoral sections in Jakarta also use field offices as their outreach mechanism and have some management link to the sectoral staff in field offices, there is potential for dilution of authority of the CFO.  It would be reasonable that agreement be reached that staff working in the same sector should be in close contact on technical and strategic issues related to their work particularly when contact is initiated from the field office.  However, where there are issues that can influence the time use or work planning of the field office staff, the CFO should be consulted first.  

Country office Role: 
Closely linked to the above, the role of sections in Jakarta also needs to be more clearly defined.  Is centralised technical expertise within UNICEF appropriate given the decentralisation process underway in the government and the availability of highly skilled technocrats within government at national level?  If it is, how can it be used most effectively?  How does it mobilise appropriate support (internal and external) for the field offices (eg. political, technical, financial, human resources), what is its role with government in understanding the situation, planning, implementation, monitoring and programme development?

Staff profile:
Given the clear intention to devolve more responsibility and accountability to the Field Offices we can expect that more (or at least different) staff will be required in the field office.  It will not be easy to really change the way that UNICEF works with the same staff in the same positions.  Capable, international leadership particularly where large staff complements may exist should be seriously considered.  To balance this,  we could envisage technical sections in Jakarta with not more than perhaps 3-4 staff handling the future role for UNICEF at the national level.  
Roles of UNICEF Jakarta would include:

· National representation and coordination

· Implement any centrally-based or non-F0 based elements of the CPAP

· Fundraising

· Human resources management

· Technical/strategic advocacy with sectoral ministries notably for the adoption of successful provincial initiatives.

· National level planning and consolidation of provincial plans

· Monitoring of overall programme performance against CPAP 

· Emergency response?

· Supply

· Financial consolidation and oversight

· Technical back-up to FO staff.

The roles of the Field offices include:

· Implement UNICEF’s CPAP in the respective provinces including the management and accountability for all budgets used locally.

· Maintain and update provincial situation analysis and develop strategies for an appropriate response through advocacy and programme support through the country programme.  

· Align UNICEF’s planning process with that of local government to gain maximum synergy from combined resources.

· Manage and motivate FO staff to achieve results

· Identify potential supporters of children’s issues and engage and mobilise them through advocacy and partnership

· Closely monitor progress toward province-related CPAP objectives.

· Manage and monitor the use of UNICEF’s financial resources at the province level.  Ideally, this should be providing the flexibility and authority to plan and adapt locally while minimising the administrative burden.  (There is a real risk at the moment that field offices can become even more burdened with financial management and reporting requirements to the exclusion of programme management and monitoring.)

� Comprehensive Field Office review conducted through 2007 and 2008 included – desk review of key documentation, FO review survey, field visits to selected offices, Focus group discussion, draft report discussion, dissemination and report finalization





