Designation process
Suggested changes and improvement

For project sponsors’ and process owners’ consideration

I. Clarification of who needs to be designated

1. Currently, there is a lack of clarity regarding the functions, posts and individuals requiring designation. The Project Team put significant effort in clarifying this. It is hoped that, once approved, this clarification will result in fewer unnecessary designation requests, fewer cases of missing designations (and therefore fewer problems with delegated authorities), more timely requests, and overall fewer designations required (due mostly to the deletion of the blanket requirement for Administrative Officers, Budget Officers and Finance Officers, as well as an extension of OIC arrangements not requiring designation).
Chiefs

2. It is suggested that designation shall be required for the following functions:

· Executive Officer (EO)

· Director of Administration (DOA)

· Director of Mission Support (DMS)

· Chief of Mission Support (CMS)

· Chief Administrative Officer (CAO)

· Chief Administrative Services (CAS)

· Chief Integrated Support Services (CISS)

· Chief Civilian Personnel Officer (CCPO)

· Chief Personnel / Chief Recruitment /Chief Human Resources and/or Personnel Administration

· Chief Procurement Officer (CPO)

· Chief Finance Officer (CFO)

· Chief Budget Officer (CBO)

· Chief Communication & Information Technology (CCITS)

· Chief General Services (CGS)

Functional-based designation

3. In addition, OPPBA, OCSS and OHRM request that designation be required for anyone performing the following functions and/or having the following delegated authorities:

· Staff members who:
a. Will be bank signatories;

b. Require certifying authority;

c. Require approving authority;
d. Will approve the recording of obligations related to contracts, agreements, purchase orders and other expenditures for the procurement of goods, services and facilities;

e. Will approve payments regardless of value; 

f. Will manage and provide safe keeping of cash advances, payments on the basis of support vouchers and/or other documents;
g. Will certify accounts pertaining to a section or sub-section of an approved budget;
h. Will manage the utilization of resources, including posts.

[Please note that there is some concern within the team that this will expand the pool of people requiring designation too much. This concern needs to be balanced with OPPBA’s concerns regarding quality control. OPPBA might wish to consider following OCSS’ example below.]
· Procurement Officers functioning under a CPO do not require designation
. However, all other staff members who require delegated procurement authorities, such as certain Administrative Officers, do.
· Staff members with functional delegated human resources authorities. 
[Note that OHRM is considering following OCSS’ example, see footnote 1, in order to limit the number of human resource officers requiring designation in the future.]
· All the above applies to Officer and Director-level positions (FS6 and above). However, recognizing the challenging operational requirements in certain duty stations, in exceptional circumstances it could be that no Officers are available to perform the above functions and these need to be entrusted to FS4-5 level staff. In such cases, designation will need to be requested. An outstanding issue in this regard is the reference checking, which is not usually done for GS-level staff.


Officers-in-Charge

4. It is suggested that staff members functioning as OIC for any of the above-mentioned functions, shall require designation in the following circumstances:

· For any cumulative OIC-period not to exceed one month, no designation is required;
· The requesting offices will not be required to submit a designation request for any OIC arrangement for a period of over a month but not exceeding 3 months (cumulatively), if the OIC has been designated for the level below. 

· Any OIC arrangement lasting over three months (consecutively or cumulatively) requires a new designation. 
5. In order to enforce self-discipline within DM, it is suggested that DM clears or denies designation requests for OICs within five working days of receipt of a complete P.313. Should this not be done, the requesting office may assume the request approved.

Rostered candidates
6. To the extent possible, it is suggested to request designation for each person requiring or likely to require designation who is being rostered after satisfactory review by the CR bodies, including the FCRB. This eliminates a last minute ‘scramble’ for designation of such individuals at the time of actual selection for a specific post. [It is noted that this pertains mostly to candidates rostered for the functions listed in paragraph 2 and will not capture all staff members performing the functions mentioned in paragraph 3 above].
7. Further to paragraph 3 above, it is suggested that DM offices – OHRM and OPPBA in particular – get involved to a greater extent than is currently the case in the selection process of staff members, in order to increase confidence in the quality of candidates and thereby limit the categories of staff members requiring designation.

II. Duration the validity of designation approvals and re-designation requirements
8. Currently, all staff members requiring designation must be re-designated periodically, particularly when changing position or duty station. It is suggested to discard the time limit on designation, in most cases. In addition, we suggest that staff members who have been previously designated do not, in all cases, need to go through the designation process again upon moving to a different function, level and/or duty station, but either do not need to be re-designated at all, or will have to go through a simpler revalidation process. Whether this is the case, depends on the situation, as below.
Validity
9. It is suggested that there be no time limitation on the validity of designations, as long as staff members remain at the same level, in the same function, in the same Office/Mission. The only exceptions to this suggested rule pertain to CPOs and staff members performing the certifying and approving functions mentioned above. When such staff member do not move in grade or to another Office/Mission, a revalidation of the designation is required every three years (see below).

Revalidation form

10. It is suggested to institute a revalidation form (under development by the team) by means of which staff members in certain positions go through a simplified re-designation process. The purpose of this form is to satisfy DM offices’ need for periodical quality control checks of staff members performing functions which require designation, without clogging the process with elaborate re-designation requirements. There remains an outstanding issue regarding the requirement of an e-Pas in relation to this form.
Movement of previously designated staff members

11. With some exceptions (see next paragraph), it is suggested that no formal designation request is required in respect of a staff member who is reassigned to or selected for a new position below the Chief level in the same or another mission/office and was designated for similar functions, at the same level or one level below, less than three years prior to the move to the new position. The only requirement in that case is for the parent office to notify the appropriate DM office of the reassignment, attaching a copy of the latest clearance.
12. It is suggested that no formal designation request is required in respect of a staff member who is reassigned to or selected for a new position at or above the Chief level in the same or another mission/office and was designated for similar functions, at the same level, less than three years prior to the move to the new position. The only requirement in that case is for the parent office to notify the appropriate DM office of the reassignment, attaching a copy of the latest clearance.
13. OCSS and OPPBA suggest that the exception to the above two paragraphs pertains to:

a. CPOs

b. Staff members with delegated procurement authority (other than Procurement Officers functioning under a CPO)

c. Staff members performing any of the functions under 3a-h.

In such instances, revalidation (not re-designation) is suggested to be required.

[Please note that there is some concern in the team that this is too close to the status quo and does not take the opportunity of this project to limit the instances in which designation is required.]

14. It is further suggested that a revalidation of the designation is required of a staff member who is reassigned to or selected for a new position in the same or another mission/office and was designated for similar functions, at the same level, more than three years prior to the move to the new position. 
III. Process improvements
15. Over the course of the project, several process steps have proven to add significant amounts of time (and therefore delay) to the process. These are, predominantly, the correct and complete submission of the P.313 designation request form, and the several layers of signatures currently required in both the requesting offices and the approving DM offices. The team would therefore like to suggest the following improvements:
P.313 
· Update the P.313 form to clarify and ‘fool proof’ the fields and attachments. This is currently under development by the team and ICTD and can go life within a week. A draft is attached.

· Automate the designation approval process along the lines of the e-Pass system, i.e. a fully automated form which is send to the correct inboxes for action. Not only does this enable an almost paper-less process, it greatly assists records keeping, eliminates lost cases, allows for a standardized process and disallows faulty submissions (e.g. no more missing attachments) to enter the process. ICTD will assist in the development of such a system, which will take approximately 6-8 weeks.

· As a temporary measure, until improvements from the reference checking project are taking effect, it is suggested that the P.313 be allowed to be submitted without proof of reference checks. Reference checks, instead of happening prior to submission of the P.313 (which causes significant delays), shall in these cases occur concurrently with DM’s review of the designation request. Designation request shall not, however, be approved until a proof of reference check has been received. While this will require a little more coordination on the DM side, it is expected that this will cut approx. three weeks of delay.

· Currently, staff members are required to submit a signed self-certification form upon receipt of the designation request by OHRM. OHRM has accepted the team’s suggestion to up-front this requirement by adding the self-certification form to the required attachments of the P.313. This will cut an average of one week off of OHRM’s processing time.
Signatures

· It is suggested that sign-off of the designation request form/package in the requesting offices be delegated as far down as possible. For FPD specifically, it has tentatively been agreed that this would be done by the desk officer for all cases up to and including the P-5 level, and at the Section Chief level for Director-level cases. This cuts 2-3 levels of signatures and approx. 6 days of delay.

· Within DM, it is suggested that the authority to (conditionally) approve/deny designation requests be delegated to level(s) below the ASG. Internal discussions are ongoing in OPPBA, OCSS and OHRM to establish relevant internal procedures in order to decrease the number of process steps required are ongoing.
Mission focal points

· It is suggested that each duty station appoints a dedicated focal point for designations, who would act pro-actively to ensure the timely submission of designation requests and follow-up on pending requests. 

Criteria for review

· It is suggested that each DM approving office establishes and communicates criteria based on which it (conditionally) approves or denies designation requests. This will enable requesting offices to better tailor their submission to DM (e.g. PHPs updated targeted to the specific post).

IV. Guidelines and ST/SGB
16. Upon approval of the suggested changes and improvements above, the team will revise the guidelines, devise related training materials and widely disseminate these. 

17. It is further suggested that ST/SGB/2005/7 be revised to reflect the agreed changes.
Designation Project Team
28 October 2009

� This is due to OCSS’ involvement in the technical clearance of such staff members.
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