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Subject Description

The purpose of the evaluation, which focuses on SDC's interaction with UNDP from 1999-
2003, is to provide an independent assessment of the relevance, effectiveness and efficiency
of SDC's activities.

Evaluation Methodology

The data was gathered through interviews and document analysis, supplemented by
structured cross-tables. It has been cross-checked among respondents and triangulated. The
instruments used to structure the analysis are i) a diagram characterizing the profile of SDC-
UNDP relations along four dimensions (interaction focused on substantive development
issues, on organizational and managerial issues, on technical cooperation at headquarters
level, and on multi-bi project cooperation at country level) and ii) an analysis of strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities and risks (SWOR-analysis).

Major Findings

SDC has done well in managing its interaction with UNDP as a shareholder. Its interaction
with UNDP's Executive Board has been constructive and well-informed and judged against
SDC's declared priorities, its interventions have been relevant. SDC has mainly pursued a
strategy with particular emphasis on organizational and managerial reforms with the aim to
facilitate the implementation of UNDP's agreed development policy agenda. Organizational
reform of UNDP has provided the basis for improvement of delivery capacity and as such
SDC interventions can be seen as effective.

With this indirect approach, SDC is perceived by UNDP and Like-Minded Countries to have a
relatively small impact on development policy. However, as indicated by its newly adopted
Institutional Strategy Paper (ISP) and as warranted by recent changes in UNDP (moving
from a project to a programme and policy approach, implementation of managerial reforms),
SDC has started to broaden its contacts and its agenda with UNDP and is including new
thematic topics in its dialogue (e.g., implementation of the MDGs, Global Public Goods, etc.).
There is also growing interest at both SDC and UNDP for closer thematic and issue-oriented
co-operation. These shifts are necessary to ensure the future relevance of SDC's activities.



A stakeholder perspective based on bilateral and country strategies drives SDC's interaction
with UNDP at the country level. SDC has no overview of its multi-bi cooperation with UNDP
and, therefore, these experiences cannot be used systematically to address country level
performance issues with UNDP. This tendency to understand multi-bi projects as isolated
actions and not in relation to a coherent strategy prevents SDC from discovering general
patterns that could turn multi-bi projects into a more effective instrument

Measured against the priorities SDC has pursued in its relations with UNDP, the interaction
has been efficient. However, feedback loops within SDC (between divisions at headquarters
and between country offices and headquarters), general in-house coordination as well as
interaction between UNDP and SDC thematic and geographic departments leave room for
improvement. The ongoing shift towards a broader thematic dialogue will require some
adaptations, particularly with regard to the involvement of other SDC departments.

Conclusions

The evaluation team recommends that SDC pursue a broadened and deepened interaction
scenario that would include, in addition to continued engagement in the Executive Board, the
establishment of annual consultations with UNDP, increased focus on UNDP country level
performance, more interaction with UNDP on substantive development issues and increased
collaboration with civil society and the private sector.

The comparative advantages of both organizations should be exploited to a greater degree
through the increased involvement of UNDP and SDC thematic departments and by im-
proving feedback loops. SDC should also elaborate an overview of its non-core funding of
UNDP to disclose general patterns in its cooperation with UNDP, enable SDC country offices
to identify windows of opportunity and facilitate SDC internal cooperation.

The experience of Like-Minded Countries points to the advantage of conducting annual
consultations with UNDP. Institutional strategy papers and partnership agreements are
useful instruments for clarifying priorities and increasing the value-added of cooperation. A
monitoring system with indicators should be put in place to ascertain whether both partners
are walking their talk.



Lessons Learnt
(expected to be useful for a broader audience dealing with multilateral development
issues)

Successfully communicating the complexity inherent in multilateral collaboration
to others (general public, Parliament, within SDC) is challenging. This is also true of
communicating the Swiss position to other bilateral donors and to UNDP. In addition to
convincing selling points and good public relations, bridge builders are needed to
convey the context to outsiders.

It is very important to highlight and make comprehensible the essence of the
multilateral approach (collective negotiation and agreement) to ensure that it is not
superseded by a multi-bi approach with undue exertion of bilateral influence.

There is a need to implicate others (within SDC) more extensively in multilateral
affairs in order to increase their comprehension and engagement in this domain.

There are clear limits to the utility of the shareholder-stakeholder distinction in
describing and defining multilateral activities. A better paradigm needs to be found.

UNDP-SDC collaboration on thematic issues must rest on a common interest if it is
to be successful.

Institutional Strategy Papers (ISPs) facilitate interaction and are the right way to go.

So called like-minded countries are not always so like-minded (e.g. supporters of
UNDP core funding).

The evaluation process helped to promote the multilateral agenda internally within
SDC through increased exchange and communication.






L Agreement at Completion Point: Stand of SDC Management
regarding the Main Recommendations

General comment on the evaluation report by SDC Management

While SDC recognizes that the evaluation report contains a number of pertinent findings and
suggestions, SDC has certain reservations regarding the analytical part of the report. In light
of the significance for SDC and UNDP of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), of
Switzerland's recent adherence to the United Nations and of UNDP's coordination role in the
UN System, these issues could have been addressed in more depth. In addition, the view is
not shared that SDC puts much more emphasis on administrative and organizational issues
than on substantive questions in the interaction with UNDP at the Executive Board level and
that the work and involvement of the Swiss delegation in the Executive Board has had only a
limited relevance and usefulness. SDC considers that it is quite active in helping UNDP to
design its Business Plan and that over the last three years it has concentrated its interaction
on the implementation of that Plan, in the sense of ensuring that the jointly agreed
development agenda of UNDP is actually implemented. SDC intends to become again active
on policy development and guidance at the Executive Board level when a new Business Plan
and Multi-Year Funding Framework will have to be formulated.

Recommendation 1:

SDC should pursue a "Broadened and Deepened Interaction Scenario”, emphasizing the
implementation of SDC's Institutional Strategy Paper (ISP) and focusing increasingly on
UNDP country performance.

Stand of SDC Management

SDC intends to pursue an approach that combines elements of all scenarios 1-3, with the
main focus on scenarios 1 and 2. That is (i) reinforcement of SDC's existing multilateral ap-
proach with emphasis on strengthening UNDP organizational aspects through the interven-
tions in the Executive Board and related channels (scenario 1); (ii) the implementation of the
ISP (scenario 2); (iii) greater focus on the country programme level in the context of the ISP
while taking into account UNDP dynamics (selected elements of scenario 3).

Recommendation 2:
Hold Annual Consultations between UNDP and SDC.

Stand of SDC Management

SDC agrees that annual consultations are an appropriate instrument in both the UNDP and
SDC context. Such consultations are already foreseen in the ISP and are planned to begin in
2004. There is a need to ensure a coherent Swiss approach through better coordination and
cooperation within SDC as well as by including — where appropriate — the Political Depart-
ment Il (PAIll) and the State Secretariat for Economic Affairs (seco) in the preparation
process and the meetings.



Recommendation 3:
Sign a comprehensive SDC - UNDP Partnership Agreement (PA) for 2004 — 2007 based on
the Multi-Year Funding Framework (MYFF) and SDC's Institutional Strategy Paper (ISP).

Stand of SDC Management

SDC does not agree with the recommendation to establish a Partnership Agreement at this
point in time. Experience should be gained with the ISP and the annual consultations before
adding additional instruments. The recommendation to strengthen implementation in the six
UNDP priority areas and at the multi-bi level can adequately be pursued within the
framework of the ISP. Care must be taken to neither exert undue bilateral pressure on UNDP
nor to downgrade the role of the Executive Board.

The proposed areas for co-operation will be defined in the ISP. SDC welcomes a
strengthened cooperation in the areas proposed by the evaluation team: (1) Conflict
Reduction and Recovery (already part of the draft ISP); (2) Methodological work on Good
Governance, (the example of the Human Development Report (HDR) has been initiated in
2002); (3) Country experiences from Good Governance; (4) Approaches to Results Based
Management and (5) global issues such as Global Public Goods and the global conventions.
All five areas require the commitment of various SDC divisions.

Recommendation 4:
Focus on UNDP performance at the country programme level;

(i) discuss selected country level performance at SDC UNDP annual consultations
(ii) work to bring country performance assessments before UNDP's Executive Board.
Stand of SDC Management

In principle, SDC agrees with the recommendation to give more attention to UNDP's
performance at the country level. However, care must be taken not to exert undue bilateral
influence.

SDC pursues a selective approach with a focus on SDC priority countries and areas of
concern. SDC continues to work through rapid assessment instruments which are coherent
with and avoid duplication of MOPAN (Multilateral Organization's Performance Assessment
Network). Each COOF will have to designate a focal point for multilateral affairs. The job
description of the heads of SDC's COOFs must clearly specify his/her responsibility to
adequately address multilateral affairs. The collaboration between the COOFs and UNDP
resident representatives should be deepened as well as the collaboration between the
COOFs and headquarters. The SDC UNDP desk officer should also interact more
extensively with the SDC geographical divisions and regularly visit UNDP programme
countries. The UNDP perspective should be addressed in SDC annual country programming.
SDC should also participate more frequently in UNDP evaluations and country reviews.

Including UNDP Resident Coordinators at SDC-UNDP annual consultations on a regular
basis goes too far. Country performance should first be discussed in country, and then
brought to the attention of UNDP management with follow-up at the Executive Board if
necessary.



Recommendation 5:
Establish a UNDP Swiss outreach office in Berne to outreach to Swiss parliamentarians,
business associations and civil society organizations.

Stand of SDC Management

SDC agrees that there is an outreach deficit which needs to be addressed (see draft ISP).
Limited resources at UNDP and SDC and a need to gain more experience are constraining
factors. Outreach should be strengthened through cost-effective initiatives rather than
through the creation of permanent overheads such as the establishment of an office. The
responsibility to ensure outreach lies with UNDP. SDC can act as a facilitator. A starting point
would be to systematically take advantage of already existing activities, e.g., extending
official UNDP visits to meetings with Parliamentarians, private sector representatives and the
academic community, and to ensure integration of UNDP aspects in SDC public relations
work (improving SDC's internal cooperation between the media division and the multilateral
department as foreseen in the ISP).

Additionally, SDC intends to regularly inform the Swiss development NGOs about important
UNDP issues and about its interaction with UNDP.

Recommendation 6:
Strengthen feedback loops within SDC and between SDC and UNDP:

(i) ensure informal cross-fertilization within SDC by having staff members split their time
between different divisions in the geographical, thematic and multilateral
departments;

(ii) Division of Multilateral Affairs (DMA) to better inform the geographical and thematic
divisions about UNDP affairs more proactively; ensure that geographical and thematic
divisions are on top of UNDP affairs;

(iii) set up a network of staff members from various departments having an interest in
UNDP work;

(iv) develop the existing Rapid Assessment Tool further to encourage SDC country
offices to communicate their positive experiences as well as concerns on multi-bi co-
operation to DMA and the Swiss UN Mission in New York;

(v) strengthen the feed back loops between SDC country offices, SDC HQ, Swiss UN
Mission and UNDP HQ.

Stand of SDC Management

SDC recognizes the need to improve feedback loops and agrees in principle with all five
proposals. The M-, E-, O-, F- and H- Departments should strive for better exchange of
information, based on the "push-pull principle" and better cooperation through more selective
and improved targeting, based on concrete issues and initiatives. DMA agrees to selectively
better inform the geographical and thematic divisions about UNDP affairs (i.e., highlight
trends) and conduct more proactive intraweb dissemination. Job splitting should be
perceived as enrichment for both involved departments. A network should only be activated
in the context of a concrete activity (e.g. the Ecosoc Network).



Recommendation 7:

Allocate more staff time to SDC — UNDP co-operation;

(i) add at least half a person-year to present staff resources in DMA.

(ii) negotiate agreements (Leistungsvereinbarungen/Accord de Prestation) with the
thematic divisions regarding the time they should set aside for UNDP interventions in
their annual work plans.

(iii) develop an action plan for SDC-UNDP interaction for 2004 and evaluate internally by
2005 whether the allocation of extra staff time proved to be relevant.

Stand of SDC Management

Steps are already being taken to allocate more staff-time to UNDP affairs; the team at the
Swiss Mission to the UN has been reinforced with one staff position, creating more capacity
to deal with UNDP. The post of UNDP desk officer at headquarters is being augmented from
70 to 100%. SDC views these increases as adequate. Partners in house (E-, F-, O-, H- staff)
need to invest sufficient time and effort on agreed priorities that are of mutual interest. The F-
Department is not in a position to increase its commitment beyond present levels. Annual
agreements (Leistungsvereinbarungen) are mostly already in place, but should be
supplemented by medium term agreements.

Recommendation 8:
Develop indicators for monitoring SDC - UNDP Interaction.

Stand of SDC Management

SDC recognizes the need to effectively monitor SDC-UNDP interaction. It agrees to develop
systematic monitoring and to elaborate an implementation plan (identification of indicators,
monitoring of both process and goal achievement) that will be annexed to the Annual
Program of the respective division (DMA).

Recommendation 9:
Elaborate an overview of SDC core and non-core funding.

Stand of SDC Management

SDC agrees that an overview of SDC core and non-core funding is indispensable. Every
SDC desk officer involved in a UNDP activity should be required to report his/her
engagement to DMA and feed his/her experience into the feedback loops of the multilateral
process. In the long-term, DMA will actively work towards SAP reform so that core and non-
core funding can be monitored through the SAP system.
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5.3 Recommendations

As appears from the above discussion, the focus of interaction differs between the
different scenarios outlined. In the first option, the focus is on the EB, i.e. the
international organisation. In the second, the focus is on the HQ of UNDP and SDC, as
well as relations between UNDP and the Swiss public at large. The focus in the third
option is on performance at programme country level.

All three levels are relevant and have to be taken into account when discussing SDC-
UNDP interaction. The issue at hand is therefore not to make a clear cut choice, which
will imply the elimination of some of the options, but rather to define where the SDC
emphasis should be during the period 2004 — 2007. On the other hand, it is necessary
for SDC to define a profile in its interaction with UNDP in order to ensure that the focus
for interaction is clear and that resources are used in an effective manner.

Taking all these factors into consideration, in order that SDC achieve its objectives for its
engagement with UNDP, the team recommends that SDC should work towards a
situation where a broader group of SDC staff members take part in the interaction with
UNDP concerning substantive development issues and where the concern for
improvement in UNDP performance at country level is the key factor in determining other
forms of interaction.

General Recommendation
Recommendation 1
SDC to focus on a "Broadened and Deepened Interaction Emphasis“

How such a "Broadened and Deepened Interaction Emphasis" can be phased in by SDC
is developed in more detail below in the form of a number of recommendations, which
constitute the building blocks for an implementation strategy. Following this, a number of
recommendations are made for the implementation of the strategy on feedback loops,
human resources and monitoring.

Building blocks of a SDC implementation strategy

Recommendation 2

To introduce Annual Consultations between UNDP and SDC

It is recommended that a system of annual consultations between SDC and UNDP is set
up in line with the existing practice of UNDP and a number of LMCs. Such consultations
are seen as most useful if they alternate between New York and Bern, thereby permitting
4-5 persons from the visiting organisation to have the possibility of visiting a broad group
of representatives from the host organisation. The agenda for such meetings may
include: (i) mutual update “what do you want to know about us?”(ii) developments with
regard to core functions of UNDP; (iii) developments regarding non-core functions; and
(iv) any other business of mutual interest.

It is recommended that such a meeting be organised on an informal basis in 2003/2004

and thereby test the usefulness of this approach in the SDC-UNDP interaction before a
system of annual consultations is formalised.
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Recommendation 3

SDC and UNDP Partnership Agreement (PA) for 2004 — 2007

The basis for the PA should be the UNDP MYFF - to be agreed upon in June or
September this year for the period 2004-07 - and the SDC ISP for UNDP. If this
recommendation is followed, the PA will focus on how to strengthen the implementation
of core areas within UNDP and thereby be different from both the Dutch PA, which is
basically a financing agreement for non-core funding, and the British PA, which is
basically delineating the British performance criteria for UNDP.

The Partnership Agreement should be comprehensive and include issues relating to a
SDC shareholder as well as a stakeholder point of view. The evaluation has noted that
mutual interest for co-operation has been expressed in the following areas, which could
well be included in a PA. However, SDC and UNDP in co-operation should investigate
broadly the areas where the PA could serve as an umbrella and could lead to more
substantive co-operation.

(1) Conflict Reduction and Recovery.

UNDP would welcome that UNDP and SDC work together to develop the best
approaches in this area, possibly undertaking joint field missions and joint seminars, and
that the SDC considers sending staff member(s) to New York on secondment.

SDC would like to develop more contact with the UNDP Crisis Prevention Centre in
Geneva and hopefully also develop methodological cooperation, including making use of
the Swiss FAST approach within UNDP.

As a first step, UNDP in New York would be interested in organising a meeting in
Geneva at its Conflict Reduction and Recovery division with participation from SDC in
Bern and from UNDP, New York.

(2) Methodological work on Good Governance, the example of the HDR

The HDR editor welcomed the Swiss interest in the HDR as an alternative to the
Washington Consensus and the support Switzerland had given to HDR in situations
where it was under strong criticism. Seen from the point of view of UNDP, co-operation
should be limited to seminars relating to discussions of the contents and methodology of
the report and possible non-core funding of the HDR. This type of seminar will represent
a new type of systematic interaction between SDC and UNDP in a more conceptual and
methodological exchange of experiences between staff at HQ-levels.

(3) Country experiences from Good Governance

UNDP RR interviewed stressed that SDC is very respected for its work on good
governance, decentralisation, and democratisation. UNDP would welcome if SDC could
organise, in Tanzania for example, a workshop where SDC's country experiences in this
area would be presented and discussed as a source of information and reflection for the
Tanzanian UNDP Governance Programme.

Similarly, in Bern, the Governance Division in the Thematic Department indicated an
interest in learning more from UNDP's conceptual work with regard to good governance,
including its work on indicators as they have been presented in the HDR.

(4) Approaches to Results Based Management

During discussions with the UNDP Evaluation Department it was stressed that UNDP
was interested in looking at the possibilities for working with SDC on further conceptual
development of results based management and for undertaking joint evaluations in this
area.
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Recommendation 4

To give more focus to UNDP performance at programme country level.

While there will be a number of ways to further this recommendation, two immediate
forms of interaction follow naturally from the discussion above. First, it is recommended
that discussions of selected country level performances be included at SDC-UNDP
annual consultations and that the relevant UNDP RR be invited to participate in such
meetings. This has proven useful for LMCs. Secondly, it is recommended that SDC
should attempt to influence the agenda of the UNDP EB meetings so that country
performance assessments are included specifically within the Board and not only as
broad summaries within ROAR.

Recommendation 5

Establish a UNDP Swiss outreach office in Bern

As concerns the need to strengthen the outreach to Swiss parliamentarians, business
associations and civil society organisations, the team recommends that the SDC urges
UNDP to establish a satellite office in Bern to be manned by a staff member from the
UNDP Geneva office.

Irrespective of all good intentions, the Geneva UNDP office does not fill its outreach role
sufficiently at present and efforts have a certain bias towards the French speaking part of
Switzerland. A future separation of the outreach function from the day-to-day work in the
Geneva office related to international organisations may represent the decisive
precondition in order to bring sufficient attention to this task and to give more balance
between outreach activities geared towards French, Italian and German speaking parts
of Switzerland.

In terms of the sequencing of the latter four recommendations, the team suggests that
Recommendation 2 be tried out first. In case annual consultations are considered useful
and worth the effort, the implementation of Recommendation 3 and part of 4 follow
naturally. As regards Recommendation 5, its realisation will depend upon the interest of
UNDRP in such an endeavour. An additional concern is the financing of such an office,
which could easily become a prohibiting factor if the office was considered as a stand-
alone activity. The team, therefore, recommends that SDC look for a Swiss NGO as a
volunteer to host such an office and which would have a suitable profile and reputation in
order to serve as host.

Feedback loops in SDC-UNDP interaction

Recommendation 6

To strengthen existing feedback loops within SDC and between SDC and UNDP
There is a need and a scope to strengthen the feedback loops within SDC relating to
SDC co-operation with  UNDP in a pragmatic and time-effective manner. It is
recommended to use simple instruments, such as: (i) where SDC continues with a policy
of having some full time staff members sharing their time between different divisions,
SDC should try to assure that informal cross-fertilisation is taking place by attempting to
locate such staff members in geographical, thematic and multilateral divisions
respectively; (ii) DMA should be more proactive in assuring that geographical and
thematic divisions are familiar with UNDP affairs; (iii) set up (on an experimental basis) a
network of staff members from various departments having an interest in UNDP work;
(iv) develop further the existing electronic survey 'Rapid Assessment of Co-operation
with UNDP', in order to ensure that SDC country offices can communicate their positive
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experiences as well as concerns on multi-bi co-operation to DMA at SDC HQ in Bern as
well as to the Swiss UN Mission in New York; (iv) learn from the experience of the first
Swiss demarche to UNDP about a country performance concern in order to strengthen
the feedback loop between SDC country offices, SDC HQ, Swiss Mission to the UN and
UNDP HQ.

Need for additional SDC human resources

Recommendation 7

On an experimental basis to allocate more staff time to SDC- UNDP co-operation

In as much as the team would have liked to suggest that a broadened and deepened
interaction with UNDP does not necessarily imply a need for extra human resources to
work with UNDP related concerns within SDC, the experience from LMCs suggests that
this is not the case. On the contrary, more interaction between SDC and UNDP along the
lines indicated above will require extra time for preparation, participation, and follow-up
within DMA as well as within the thematic and geographical divisions.

Thus, the team recommends that SDC management discuss with the thematic divisions
their areas of intervention with UNDP and negotiate the time they should set aside for
this in their annual work plans (i.e. Vereinbarung /Accord de Prestation). As regards
DMA, based on the experiences of LMCs, it is recommended that at least half a person-
year be added to the present staff resources available to work on UNDP matters.

Obviously, these recommendations lead to a concern regarding the cost-benefit of such
additional allocation of human resources. It is therefore recommended that an action
plan for SDC-UNDP interaction for 2004 be developed and to assess internally by early
2005 whether the allocation of extra staff time proved relevant.

Monitoring strengthened SDC-UNDP interaction

Recommendation 8

To develop indicators for monitoring SDC-UNDP Interaction

Based on the ISP and related Partnership Agreement, it is recommended that SDC
develop indicators to monitor “whether SDC did the things it said it would do” and
“‘whether the performance of UNDP matches the goals which UNDP and SDC set out
together”.

Recommendation 9

To elaborate an overview of SDC core and non-core funding

It is recommended that SDC on a yearly basis elaborate a fact sheet providing an
overview of all core and non-core funding to UNDP (including multi-bi projects). In this
way, SDC will be better able to disclose general patterns in its co-operation with UNDP
and to co-ordinate interventions in a coherent manner, rather than seeing the different
interventions as single actions. Such an overview is particularly warranted with regard to
multi-bi projects.

45



Evaluator's Final Report

46



Evaluator's Final Report

Annexe 1

Approach Paper
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Independent Evaluation
of SDC’s Interaction with UNDP

Approach Paper

January 16, 2003

1. Evaluation Background an Rational

a) The United Nations Development Program (UNDP)

The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) is the UN’s principal provider of
development advice, advocacy and grant support. With 132 country offices and activities in
166 countries, it forms an extensive global development network that enjoys the trust and
confidence of most governments and many NGOs.

UNDP has specialised expertise in the areas of democratic governance, poverty reduction,
energy and environment, crisis prevention and recovery, HIV/AIDS, and information and
communications technology. UNDP also engages in extensive advocacy on poverty issues
with - among other instruments - its widely-cited Human Development Reports.

UNDP plays a key role in the implementation of the UN reform process. The main objective
of the reform process is to improve the co-ordination of the operational activities of the UN
system, particularly at the country level. The Administrator of UNDP heads and co-ordinates
the work of the UN Development Group (UNDG).

UNDP is the largest agency among the UN funds and programmes. UNDP, as the UN
agency with the broadest General Assembly mandate, has over the years been entrusted
with numerous new tasks and activities. At the same time, the volume of general resources
declined significantly. These two factors resulted in a UNDP which saw its human and
financial resources spread too thinly over too many thematic areas and UNDP struggled to
remain relevant next to the World Bank which has approximately ten times more resources.
Through its Business Plan 2000-2003, UNDP’s present management has managed quite
successfully to reposition UNDP as a key multilateral development organization once again.

UNDP at a Glance

Service to developing countries: since 1965
Countries and territories served: 170

Country Offices: 132

Headquarters: New York

Permanent staff: 4‘600

International programme staff: 700

Total financial resources: US$ 2,5 billion (2001)
General resources: US$ 680 million (2001)
Multiple resources: US$ 1,820 million (2001)
Governing body: 36-member elected Executive Board
Administrator: Mark Malloch Brown (UK)
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b) The Collaboration of the Swiss Agency for Development Cooperation (SDC) with
UNDP

Switzerland became a full member of the Organization of the United Nations in 2002. This
will lead to greater Swiss political engagement in the UN System and will also open new
perspectives for SDC. SDC's future collaboration with UNDP will have to be situated within
this new context

UNDP has been a major partner of Swiss development co-operation for many years. SDC,
which is part of the Federal Department for Foreign Affairs, is the responsible office for
Swiss collaboration with UNDP. Within SDC, the Department for Policy and Multilateral
Cooperation (DPM) has the lead in close collaboration with the Swiss Mission to the UN and
in association also with the other operational and thematic departments of SDC. Within
DPM, the Division for Multilateral Affairs (DMA) is responsible for the UNDP portfolio.

Switzerland’s financial contribution to UNDP is significant. With almost US$ 30 million in
2001, Switzerland was the eighth largest contributor to the general resources of UNDP. On
a per capita basis, Switzerland was the fifth largest contributor behind Norway, Denmark,
Sweden and the Netherlands. Switzerland also contributes to various UNDP trust funds
(e.g. Afghanistan, small arms, etc.). Its contribution to such funds amounted to Sfr.1.32
million in 2001.

Switzerland is active in UNDP's Executive Board where it participated in the deliberations
which led to UNDP’s recent major transformation. At the country level, SDC’s country
divisions are engaged in a number of joint projects with UNDP (i.e., “multi-bi” projects). In
addition, DPM consults with UNDP staff bilaterally on various UNDP-related issues on an
on-going basis.

The rationale behind SDC’s engagement with UNDP derives from UNDP’s human

development approach and its role in the UN System:

- UNDP objectives as defined in its Business Plan 2000-2003 are broadly consistent
with the objectives of Swiss development co-operation. UNDP pursues a holistic
approach in its advocacy against poverty and for sustainable human development.

- UNDP works without conditionality and its ,door” is always open which is of particular
importance for isolated countries and for countries in crisis situations.

- UNDP’s almost universal field presence provides not only the infrastructure for UNDP
but also for the entire UN-System. UNDP plays a key role in improving the co-
ordination of the operational activities of the UN System, particularly at the country
level.

- Through its contribution to UNDP, Switzerland is able (1) to support a key player in
international development cooperation and (2) to extend its assistance also to
countries in which it does not have a bilateral development programme.

Six Swiss nationals presently work for UNDP. In addition, Switzerland annually finances two
to four Swiss Junior Professional Officers (JPOs), who work in UNDP country offices.
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¢) Why an evaluation and why now:

SDC’s engagement with UNDP, which is longstanding and significant, has not so far been
the subject of a major evaluation. SDC has been pursuing the same general policy
objectives vis-a-vis UNDP for many years. Over the past three years, during which UNDP
underwent a significant transformation process, SDC has taken part in the deliberations in
the Executive Board. SDC now wants to evaluate whether this engagement has been
effective and how it could improve its performance.

SDC's DPM is presently developing a new strategy for its activities which will also lead to
the formulation of Institutional Strategy Papers, including on UNDP. UNDP is preparing a
new Business Plan for 2004-2009. The evaluation is timed so that its findings will
constructively feed into both of these processes.
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2. Evaluation Objectives

The purpose of the evaluation is to provide an independent assessment of the relevance,
effectiveness and efficiency of SDC's interaction with UNDP in order to ensure
accountability and to learn from experience to improve performance.

The evaluation findings will allow SDC to
- Draw lessons from its experience with UNDP to date,
- Identify the opportunities and limits of its relationship with UNDP and

- Better define and achieve its objectives in its engagement with UNDP.

Scope of the Evaluation

The evaluation will focus mainly on the timeframe 1999 to 2003 (i.e., the UNDP Business
Plan Period 2000-2003 including the planning phase which began in 1999).

The shaded box in the diagram below illustrates the focus of the evaluation. UNDP will be
examined to the extent necessary for assessing the relevance and effectiveness of SDC's
interaction with UNDP. This is an evaluation of SDC’s engagement with UNDP and not of
UNDP itself.

SDC UNDP
< > Executive Board
M-Dep.
<> |Swiss Mission to| €
the UN in NY Management
E-Dep. / COOF NY + Geneva
O-Dep. / COOF < >
H-Dep. / COOF Regional Bureaux
Country Offices
F-Dep.

I:I = Scope of the

evaluation
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2.1 Key Questions

1. How well does SDC as a shareholder'® manage its interaction with UNDP?
- To what extent is SDC “on top of UNDP affairs”?

- Does SDC adequately monitor UNDP’s role and programmatic work in order to be
able to judge UNDP’s overall performance?

- What is SDC's contribution (through its interaction with UNDP) in shaping UNDP’s
strategic orientation and delivery capacity?

- Is there sufficient exchange of knowledge and experience between SDC and UNDP?
Is SDC learning from UNDP?

- How does SDC's engagement in UNDP compare with other donors?

2. How well does SDC as a stakeholder'” manage its interaction with UNDP?
- Is SDC's interaction with UNDP in line with the objectives of SDC's Strategy 20107

- What is the value-added for both partners of the existing multi-bi cooperation (at the
headquarters and at the country level)?

- Should SDC increase its multi-bi cooperation with UNDP? If yes, in which areas?

- Is SDC also looking after other national objectives and concerns in its interaction with
UNDRP (e.g., the presence of Swiss nationals in the staff of UNDP) ?

3. Does SDC's engagement create added value for UNDP beyond the financial
contribution?

- Does SDC have a comparative advantage in the UNDP context? If so, in what areas
and how could it better build on this advantage?

4. Are coordination and cooperation within SDC on UNDP matters adequate?

- Does SDC pursue a coherent policy in its dealings with UNDP, i.e., in its Executive
Board interventions, in the programmes/projects financed through non-core resources,
in the humanitarian field?

- Do the feedback loops (knowledge exchange, agenda setting, decision-making) within
the DPM (in particular between the Division for Multilateral Affairs and the Bretton
Woods Institutions Division) and between DPM and the other departments (bilateral,
humanitarian and thematic ) function adequately?

5. What are the strengths and weaknesses of the present collaboration and what are
the opportunities and risks for SDC's future collaboration with UNDP?

- What could SDC do to improve its effectiveness in the UNDP context?

' As a member country of UNDP and through its financial contribution, Switzerland is a sharcholder that contributes to
and shares responsibility with other member countries for UNDP as a whole. Under the shareholder perspective, the
organisation as a whole is in the foreground.

7 As a stakeholder, Switzerland has development and as well as other national objectives. Under the stakeholder
perspective, it is this Swiss agenda that is in the foreground
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2.2 Expected Results
(at OUTPUT level)

e A publicly available evaluation report containing findings, conclusions, lessons and
recommendations not exceeding 30 pages plus annexes and including a DAC summary

e An Agreement at Completion Point and management responses regarding key
conclusions and recommendations

e |dentification and formulation of lessons learned
e Dissemination of main lessons learned

(at OUTCOME level)

SDC draws lessons from its experience with UNDP. The SDC departments implicated in the
UNDP portfolio improve their performance with regard to interaction with UNDP.
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3 Partners

3.1 Core Learning Partnerships (CLP)
(= those who are directly concerned by evaluation’s recommendations and lessons and who
need to take action)

- Swiss Agency for Development and Co-operation
- Multilateral Department: Mr. Serge Chapatte;
- Division for Multilateral Affairs: Mr. Francois Rohner, Mr. Urs Zollinger
- Swiss UN Mission: Mr. Olivier Chave
- Thematic Division Staff: Mr. Jean-Frangois Cuenod, Ms. Brigit Hagmann, Mr. Marco
Rossi, Ms. Nadine Speich, Mr. Glinther Bachler
- Country Division Staff: Mr. Martin Fassler, Ms. Ursula Laubli, Mr. Felix Fellmann
- Humanitarian Division staff: Mr. Meinrad Studer

3.2 Board Learning Partnership (BLP)
(= others interested in the evaluation’s lessons, e.g., others with similar programmes or
objectives)

- Other SDC staff involved with multilateral organizations: M-Department and UN
Mission staff

- UNDP staff

- Other donors

3.3 Respective Roles

- SDC’s Evaluation Officer (Evaluation & Controlling Division) designs the evaluation
framework (“Approach Paper”) with input from the CLP, administers the contracts with
the consultants and keeps in touch with the core partners, organizes the overall process
with respect to i) discussions on recommendations, ii) comments on lessons learned,
and iii) decisions for dissemination.

- The Core Learning Partnership (CLP) ensures that the consultants have access to all
necessary information (documents, interviews). It comments on the evaluation design
and the draft evaluation report (feedback to consultants about whether additional
research needs to be done). During the Completion Point Workshop, it discusses the
evaluation findings, conclusions and recommendations and negotiates and approves the
Agreement at Completion Point and the Lessons Learned. It decides who should be
targeted for dissemination.

- The Broad Learning Partnership may be interested in the evaluation results and will be
targeted for dissemination.

- Consultants contracted by SDC’s E&C Division elaborate an evaluation work plan, carry
out the evaluation, submit the draft report to the CLP, take on board comments as
appropriate and finalize their evaluation report.

- At SDC, department-level management and the General Director comment in COSTRA
on the Agreement at Completion Point and approve it.
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4 Process

An evaluation, which will answer the aforementioned key questions, is conducted by the
consultants contracted by SDC.

The evaluators will submit a draft report to the CLP, note the CLP’s comments and follow-up
as appropriate. The Final Evaluation Report will consist of a DAC summary, the Agreement
at Completion Point and Lessons Learned drawn up by the CLP and the Evaluators’ Report
consisting of findings, conclusions, suggested lessons and recommendations, and annexes.

4.1 Methodology

- Review of relevant documents

- Semi-structured interviews with relevant SDC staff at headquarters complimented with
electronic surveys or telephone interviews with SDC staff abroad as necessary.

- Interviews with UNDP staff in New York and Geneva, complimented with electronic
surveys or telephone interviews with UNDP staff in other countries as necessary

- Interviews and electronic surveys with like-minded donors (e.g., Denmark, Netherlands,
Sweden, Canada) and representatives of programme countries.

- SWOT analysis (strengths/weaknesses/opportunities/threats or risks)

- Articulation of findings, conclusions, suggested lessons and recommendations

The consultants will elaborate a work plan and may revise the above proposal in
consultation with SDC’s evaluation officer based on their analysis of the situation. The work
plan will include a timetable, allocation of responsibilities, justification of the evaluation
methodology (including an indication of how the evaluators will proceed to answer the key
questions).

4.2 Main Steps — Work Schedule

ACTIVITIES

Deadline

Approach Paper draft available

End of August 02

Terms of Reference ; Consultant selection ;

End of September 02

Contracts signed

Mid-January 03

CLP Meeting to finalize Approach Paper

December 10, 02

Approach Paper posted on Intraweb

January 03

Evaluation implementation

January-February 03

Draft Evaluator’s Report issued by consultants

February 27, 03

CLP Meeting to discuss Draft Evaluators’ Report March 10, 03
Evaluation Report finalized by consultants March 18, 03
Completion Point Workshop: CLP negotiates and approves 8. April 03
Agreement at Completion Point and Lessons Learned,

determines follow-up.

Final Evaluation Report ready for publication (DAC Summary, End April 03
Agreement at Completion Point and Lessons Learned,

Evaluators’ Report with findings, conclusions, lessons,

recommendations, annexes,)

Dissemination completed, posted on Internet End June 03
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4.3 Consultant Selection and Time-Effort

CONSULTANTS

Profile: sound command of Name : (international) Jens Erik Torp as
evaluation methodology; experience | Team Leader

in the evaluation of institutions and
institutional partnerships, sound
knowledge of multilateral institutions
and of development cooperation,
excellent English skills

Profile : sound command of Name : (Swiss) Fritz Sager
evaluation methodology; experience
in the evaluation of institutions and
institutional partnerships, excellent
English skills

RESOURCE PERSON

Profile: sound command of Name: Arild Hauge
evaluation methodology, sound
knowledge of UNDP and of
development cooperation

TIME EFFORT

Two evaluators: 70 person days (total)
Resource person: 8 days

Anne Bichsel
Evaluation Officer, SDC Evaluation & Controlling Division
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Annexe 2

List of Persons Met
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List of Persons Met

SDC Bern

Remo Gautschy
Frangois Rohner
Régis Avanthay
Serge Chappatte
Urs Zollinger
Gunther Bachler
Felix Fellmann
Brigitte Hagmann
Dino Beti

Jean-Francois Cuénod
Marco Rossi

Martin Fassler

Anne Bichsel
Véronique Hulmann
Markus Eggenberger
Nadine Speich

Chrystel Ferret
Barbara Affolter

SDC New York
Olivier Chave
Ariane Waldvogel
Others, Bern
Erwin H. Hofer

Rita Adam

Lisa Isler
Dino Beti

UNDP, New York
Hafiz A. Pasha
Bruce Jenks
Mourad Wahba

Rekha Thapa

Nicola Harrington

Deputy Director, SDC

Head, Multilateral Unit

Deputy Head, Multilateral Unit

Head, Multilateral Division

Officer-in-charge of UNDP

Head of Unit, Conflict Prevention + Management
Programme Officer, CIS

Head of Unit, Employment + Income

Consultant, Formerly working with SDC in Bern and
NY

Head of Unit, Good Governance

Head of Unit, Social Development

Programme Officer, East Africa/ Multilateral Affairs
Evaluation and Controlling Division

Programme Officer, Unit Asia |, Desk Bangladesh
Programme Officer, Co-operation with Eastern
Europe

Programme Officer, Natural Resources and
Environment

Programme Officer, Governance Division - Gender
Media and Communication

Counsellor, Economic and Development Affairs
Second Secretary

Federal Department of Foreign Affairs, Ambassador,
Head of Political Division Ill, International
Organisations, Disarmament

Federal Department of Foreign Affairs, Political
Division lll

Cinfo

Consultant

UN Assistant Secretary general, UNDP Assistant
Administrator and Regional Director of the Regional
Bureau for Asia and the Pacific

Director, Bureau for Resources and Strategic
Partnerships

Director, Division for United Nations Affairs, Bureau
for Resources and Strategic Partnerships

Director, Executive Board Secretariat, Bureau for
Resources and Strategic Partnerships

Director, Division for Resources Mobilization, Bureau
for Resources and Strategic Partnerships
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Arvid Tuerkner

Jan Mattson
Debbie Landey

Soheyla Chahkar-Farhang
Sakiko Fukuda-Parr
Ameerah Haq

Shigeki Komatsubara
Mary Symmonds
Kari Blindheim
Hiroko Takagi

Nurul Alam

Jesus O. Reyes

John Hendra
Jaceline Bazile-Finley
Jordan Ryan

Abu Selim

Omar Bakhet

UNDP Geneva

Odile Sorgho-Moulinier
Bertrand Coppens

Luc Franzoni

Georg Charpentier

Others
Kwabena Osei-Danquah

Mehdi Mirafzal
Poul Grosen

Like-minded Countries
Sandra Luiszoon

Mihir Joshi

Sheila Round

Bjern Andersson

Christina Bage
Elisabeth Levin
Steinar Lindberg
Bo Jensen

Donor Relations Analyst, Division for Resources
Mobilization, Bureau for Resources and Strategic
Partnerships

Assistant Administrator and Director, Bureau of
Management

Deputy Assistant Secretary General BOM and
Director OHR

Special Adviser, Office of the Administrator

Director, Human development Report Office

Deputy Assistant Administrator and Deputy Director,
Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery
Programme Adviser, West Africa Cluster, Regional
Bureau for Africa

Country Programme Adviser, SADC and Indian
Ocean Cluster, Regional Bureau for Africa
Programme Specialist, North East Asia and Mekong
Division, Regional Bureau for Asia and the Pacific
Programme Analyst, ESAP/SEAM, Regional Bureau
for Asia and the Pacific

Deputy Director, Evaluation Office

Meeting Planner Consultant

UNDP Country Office, Tanzania (tel. conference)
UNDP Country Office, Mali (tel conference)

UNDP Country Office, Vietham (tel. conference)
UNDP Country Office, North Korea (tel. int.)
Director, UN Liaison (tel. int.)

Director

Deputy Director
Deputy Director
Deputy Director

Senior External Relations Officer; Information,
Executive Board and Resource Mobilization Division,
UNFPA

First Counsellor, Permanent Mission of the Islamic
Republic of Iran to the UN

Director, UNDP Nordic Office

UNDP Coordinator, MFA, the Netherlands

DFID, UK

DFID, UK (telephone interview)

Deputy Director, Dept. for Global Development, MFA,
Sweden

UNDP Coordinator, SIDA, Sweden

Director, Multilateral Coordination, SIDA Sweden
UNDP Coordinator, MFA, Norway

Head of Section, UN-programmes, Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, Denmark
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Annexe 3

Itinerary
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Itinerary

Date
10.12.02

15-17.1.03

24-30.1.03
4-12.2.03

5-17.2.03
12.2.03
24.2.03

26.2.03
27.2.03
10.3.03
31.3.03
08.4.03
05.5.03
19.5.03

Event and Place
Start-off meeting, Bern

Interviews, SDC Bern
Interviews UNDP/SDC, New York

Interviews, Like minded countries
- The Netherlands, 4.2.03
- The UK, 5.2.03
- Sweden, 6.2.03
- Norway, 12.2.03
2" round of interviews SDC, Bern
Interviews, UNDP, Geneva
Interviews with Danish MFA and UNDP Nordic
Office

Meeting with Frangois Rohner, SDC
Submission of Draft Report

CLP meeting

Submission of Final Draft Report
CLP meeting

Submission of Final Report
Completion Point Workshop

JET: Jens Erik Torp
FS: Fritz Sager
AH:  Arild Hauge
LMJ: Lise M. Jensen
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Annexe 4

Methodology Applied by the Evaluation Team
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Methodology Applied by the Evaluation Team

Steps of the Evaluation

The following steps have been applied in answering the key questions of the
Approach Paper and thus responding to the objectives of the evaluation:

Step 1: SDC objectives and policies with regard to UNDP

To be able to assess SDC’s interrelations with UNDP, as a first step, it was
necessary to provide an understanding and overview of objectives, policies and
strategies of SDC in general and in relation to UNDP. Providing such an overview
serves the assessment of actual relations and the assessment of whether interaction
is in line with objectives. It also serves the assessment of the coherence, co-
ordination and co-operation within SDC on UNDP matters.

Step 2: Assessment of SDC interactions with UNDP

The assessment of interactions includes the role as shareholder and as stakeholder,
as the two roles are interrelated and should be coherent in dealings with UNDP. This
includes an assessment of the role and interactions at various levels, including
UNDP Executive Board, UNDP Geneva, thematic co-operation and country level co-
operation.

Step 3: Assessment of Co-ordination and Co-operation within SDC

The co-operation and co-ordination within SDC on UNDP matters is assessed, i.e. it
is assessed whether adequate feedback loops exist in SDC on experiences with
UNDP, follow up with UNDP and exchange of ideas and whether the policy pursued
is coherent.

Step 4: Assessment of Added Value

The analysis builds on the findings and analysis from the steps above in assessing to
which extent interaction with SDC indicates added value to UNDP. The analysis also
looks at the potential for added value, which might not be prevalent in current
relations.

The question of added value to UNDP is meaningfully supplemented by the question
of added value to the SDC. Part of this is asked in key questions 1 and 2 of the
Approach Paper through the sub-questions ‘Is there sufficient exchange of
knowledge and experience between SDC and UNDP? Is SDC learning from UNDP?’
and ‘What is the value-added for both partners of the multi-bi co-operation between
SDC and UNDP?'. However, to emphasise these further (as they provide valuable
input for the SWOR, conclusions and recommendations) the overall question of
What is the value-added for SDC of interaction with UNDP?’ is assessed in step 4 as
well.

Step 5: Assessment of Strengths and Weaknesses, Opportunities and Risks (SWOR)
This SWOR-analysis (Risks replace Threats from the traditional SWOT-analysis)
provides a synthesis of the above steps in a final assessment of the co-operation
between SDC and UNDP. This serves to identify overall conclusions on relevance,
effectiveness and efficiency of interaction as well as recommendations for the future.
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Step 6: Conclusions and recommendations

The conclusions summarise the main findings (answering the five key questions) and
assesses the relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of interactions. On this basis
options and recommendations for future SDC interactions with UNDP are articulated.

Methodology Applied
The following methodology has been used for data collection:

Review of relevant documents.

The documents reviewed include documents on objectives, policies and strategies of
SDC and UNDP, SDC meeting reports from UNDP board meetings, earlier
evaluations and material from the SDC Report on the Rapid Assessment of UNDP. In
addition, documentation on selected multi-bi projects is reviewed.

Particularly, a systematic qualitative document analysis is conducted on Swiss
interventions and initiatives in the UNDP Executive Board over the period 1999-2002.
This analysis indicates the Swiss priorities as well as the changes over time and the
perceived success of Swiss interventions. In addition to providing valuable
information on its own, this document analysis provides a basis for further exploring
the priorities and how they have been handled through interviews. A systematic
review of SDC's line of argument for budget allocation to UNDP has also been
conducted for the period 1999-2002. Finally, SDC country reports have been
systematically analysed regarding UNDP interaction. For these systematic document
analyses, structured cross-tables have been used, in which cumulated information
can be summarised and presented in a focused manner. These tables as well as the
list of documents consulted can be found in the Annexes.

Interviews with relevant SDC staff, UNDP staff, Like-minded Countries and other key
informants.

Core SDC and UNDP headquarters’ staff have been consulted and interviewed in
order to get a thorough understanding of the type of interaction between SDC and
UNDP headquarters, SDC's perceived impact on UNDP-activities and value-added.

The interviews have been qualitative in nature and information has been cross-
checked among respondents. In planning and conducting rounds of interviews, it has
been ensured that new interviews always built on information already obtained.

In addition to these interviews, a round of interviews has been conducted with
selected Like-minded Countries (Sweden, Denmark, Norway, UK and the
Netherlands) to contrast and compare the experiences of SDC and to provide
inspiration for future SDC-UNDP co-operation. The interviews were semi-structured
based on interview forms in order to obtain similar information from all the countries.
Representatives of UNDP programme countries have also been interviewed to
provide their perspectives on UNDP.

Interviews have been used for all steps of the approach outlined above. Please refer
to Annex Il for the list of persons met.

Discussion with stakeholders of findings, conclusions and recommendations

The target group of such a forward-looking evaluation is primarily SDC and UNDP.
Therefore emphasis in the methodology is placed on involving these target groups in
the evaluation and particularly in the discussion of findings, conclusions and possible
strategies for the future.
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Particularly SDC staff, who are the main target group, is involved through the
formation of a Core Learning Partnership (CLP), which have discussed the
evaluation in several meetings: a start-up meeting, a meeting to discuss the draft
report and a completion point workshop. Further, the consultants strive to receive
comments on findings and preliminary conclusions and recommendations from key
SDC staff along the way in order to use their input and feedback. This serves to give
realistic recommendations for the future.

No electronic survey of experiences of SDC staff abroad.

An electronic survey originally had been planned, but finally has not been conducted
as the rather extensive 'Rapid Assessment of UNDP and UNICEF' at country level
had been conducted in 2002. In an e-mail, SDC's evaluation officer declared that the
evaluators would first assess the findings of the Rapid Assessment and would only
contact the co-ordination offices when more in-depth or other information would be
needed. It was decided to work through headquarters to make sure that the co-
ordination offices would not be asked for information already available in Bern.

Field Studies have not been conducted

It should be noted that in accordance with the Approach Paper, the evaluation does
not include field studies to assess the relations between UNDP and SDC at
regional/country level. However, the evaluation makes use of indirect sources
(Report on the Rapid Assessment of UNDP; interviews at headquarters) to identify
issues at this level. Furthermore, existing evaluations have been taken into account,
telephone interviews with UNDP representatives at country level have been
conducted, and selected multi-bi projects have been analysed.

In this respect, it is worth mentioning that SDC's evaluation officers have undertaken
two attempts to provide the evaluators with an overall list of multi-bi projects. First,
the controlling unit was contacted where no multi-bi-category figured. The unit
produced a list of payments to creditors including the criteria "UNDP" or "PNUD" for
2002. This list did not seem to include all multi-bi projects. A second attempt
consisted in an e-mail to all bilateral units to send their overviews over multi-bi
projects. This attempt resulted in a collection of hardly comparable lists and files,
which did not allow for overall analysis, either. However, cases from this second
collection have been selected to take a closer look at the functioning of multi-bi
projects and collaboration at country level.

The decision not to include field studies to some extent affects the use of conclusions
and recommendations, as these might not be transferred directly to the
country/regional level. An assessment by country offices in selected countries (Rapid
Assessment of the UNDP and UNICEF, 2002) indicates that there might still be a gap
in the knowledge of UNDP at this level among SDC country co-ordinators and that
the multi-bi co-operation could be further strengthened. Thus, in the future, additional
assessment of country level relations might be needed to supplement the present
identification of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and risks.
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Annexe 5

Documents Consulted
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Documents Consulted

Beti, Dino (Nov. 2002),
Taking Stock of the Role and Functioning of Multilateral Development Institutions.

Beti, Dino (2002),
Reports on MOPAN meetings, October and November 2002.

Bohret, J., Werner J, and A. Kronenwett (1988),
Innenpolitik und politishe Theorie. Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag.

DFID (March 1999),
Working in Partnership with the United Nations.

DFID (Nov. 2000),
Working in Partnership with the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, The Netherlands (2000),
Working together, getting results: Towards an international development architecture.

OECD/DAC (2002),
Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management. Paris: OECD
Publications.

SDC (various years),
Allgemeiner Beitrag der Schweiz an das Entwicklungsprogramm der Vereinten
Nationen (UNDP) 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002.

SDC (various years),
Meeting reports on UNDP Executive Board Meetings.

SDC,
various meeting notes.

SDC (undated),
Allgemeiner Beitrag der Schweiz an das Entwicklungsprogramm der Vereinten
Nationen (UNDP) fiir 2001.

SDC (undated),
SDC Jahresprogramm 2002. Sektion Multilaterale Angelengenheiten.

SDC (undated),
The Swiss Regional Mid-Term Programme Central Asia 2002-2006.

SDC (Nov. 2002),
Institutional Strategy for the UNDP 2003-07, 4™ draft.

SDC (Nov. 2002),
Annual Programme 2003. Mozambique. Dratft.

SDC (2002),
Die Multilaterale Strategie der DEZA.
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SDC (2002),
Ein Jahrzehnt cinfo 1990-200. Ergebnisse und Perspektiven. Evaluation 2002/1.

SDC (Dec. 2001),
Co-operation Mozambique-Switzerland. Country programme 2002-2006.

SDC (June 2000),
External Evaluation.

SDC (2000),
Strategy 2010.

SDC (1999),
Guiding Principles.

SDC (1994),
Guidelines North — South. Report by the Federal Council on Switzerland’s North-
South Relations in the 1990s.

Sida/Regeringskansliet (2002),
WORKING IN partnership with UNDP, UNFPA and UNICEF. A Swedish Strategy
Framework for 2002-2005.

UNDP (2003),
Annual Work Plan of the Executive Board of UNDP and UNFPA First Regular
Session 2003.

UNDP (2002),
Human Development Report 2002. Deepening Democracy in a Fragmented World.

UNDP (2002),
2002 Annual Report.

UNDP (2002),
Annual Report of the Administrator on Evaluation 2001 (DP/2002/27).

UNDP (2002),
Executive Board of the UNDP and UNPFA: Report on the Second Regular Session
(23 to 27 September 2002, New York)

UNDP (June 2002),
UNDP MRF — Balanced Scorecard Report.

UNDP (2001),
SFR/ROAR for Vietnam, Mozambique and North Korea.

UNDP (2001),

Update on the Multi-Year Funding Framework and Revised Integrated Resources
Framework (DP/2001/25).

UNDP (2001),

Evaluation of Non-Core Resources. Evaluation Office.

UNDP (Nov. 2001),
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Development Effectiveness. Review of Evaluative Evidence.

UNDP (Oct. 2001),
UNDP Management Results Framework (MRF) Main Features.

UNDP (2000),
The Way Forward: The Administrator’s Business Plans, 2000-2003. First Regular
Session 2000 (DP/2000/8).

UNDP (2000),
Results-Oriented Annual Report 1999.

UNDP (1999),
Financial, Budgetary and Administrative Matters. Multi-Year Funding Framework,
200-2003. Strategic Results Framework (DP/1999/CPR.12).

UNDP (1999),
Financial, Budgetary and Administrative Matters. Multi-Year Funding Framework,
200-2003. Report of the Administrator (DP/1999/30).

UNDP (Dec. 1999),
Business Plans 2000-03. Comprehensive Assessment of the UNDP 2001 Change
Process.

UNDRP,
Various information material on crisis prevention and recovery
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Annexe 6

Analysis of SDC's Country and Regional Reports
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Analysis of SDC's Country and Regional Reports

SDC Report

UNDP mentioned
as partner

UNDP mentioned
as potential
partner or
complementary
agency

Common projects
(multi-bi projects)
mentioned

Nepal 1998-2004

Bhutan 1998-2002

X

Mekong Region 2002-
2006

Pakistan 1999-2005

India 1996-2003

Bangladesh 1995-2002

Regional Programme
Central America 1999-
2005

XIX|[ X X[

Peru 2002-2007

Ecuador 1998-2002

Bolivia 1998-2003

Middle East and North
Africa 2002-2006

Burkina Faso 2001-
2006

Rural Development
Programme
Madagascar 2000

Tanzania 1999-2003

Mozambique 2002-
2006

X

Rwanda 2002-2004

Note: No country reports on Eastern Europe have been analysed.
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Annexe 7

Swiss Interventions and Initiatives in UNDP Board 1999-2002
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Swiss Interventions and Initiatives in UNDP Board 1999-2002

Swiss interventions and initiatives on both policy and polity level and their success 1999-2002
(as they show in SDC's meeting reports)

Interventions and
initiatives

25-29 jan
1999

12-16 apr
1999

14-23 jun
1999

24-28 jan
2000

3-7 apr
2000

19-23 jun
2000

25-29
sept 2000

26jan-6
feb 2001

11-22 jun
2001

10-15
sept 2001

21jan-6
feb 2002

17 -28
jun 2002

23-27
sept 2002

X: issue has been taken up as a claim by Swiss delegation in the respective meeting; ++: full success, i.e. Board fully complies with the Swiss claim;
+: partial success, i.e. Board complies with parts of the Swiss claim; - no success, i.e. Board does not comply with the Swiss claim

a) Polity level: Institutional and organisational dimension of political action

Core funding instead of
non-core funding

X

X

X

X

Result oriented annual
report: measurable
objectives and better
indicators

X

Earlier announcement of
donor's contribution (jan
instead of jun)

Strengthening of and
concentrating on UNDP's
coordinating role in UN-
system

New repartition of core
funds in favour of resident
coordinators

Executive board is too
large to allow in depth
discussions

Formal board discussion of
evaluation of UNDP-
UNOPS-relation

New evaluation of UNOPS

Importance of human
resource management in
New Business Plan

Finding a solution for
UNDP-UNOPS-conflict

++
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Interventions and
initiatives

12-16 apr
1999

25-29 jan

1999 1999

14-23 jun

3-7 apr
2000

24-28 jan
2000

25-29
sept 2000

19-23 jun
2000

26 jan-6
feb 2001

11-22 jun
2001

10-15
sept 2001

21jan-6

17 -28
jun 2002

23-27
sept 2002

X: issue has been taken up as a claim by Swiss delegation in th
complies with parts of the Swiss claim; - no su

+: partial success, i.e. Board

e respective meeting; ++: full success, i.e. Boa
ccess, i.e. Board does not comply with the Swiss claim

rd fully complies with the Swiss clai

feb 2002
m;

Cooperation UNDP-
International Financial
Institutions

X

X

Harmonization of country
programmes of different
UN-organizations

Initiative to discuss UNDP-
funding in international
institutions (OECD, DAC)

Funding: problem of
'grantisation’ (grants
instead of loans)

Swiss initiative: non-core
funds should also
contribute to general
administrative costs

b) Policy level: Contents d

imension of political action

Additional commentaries
on ECOSOC-report

++

Promoting Information and
Communication
Technologies

++

Suspending non priority
activities / focussing on
core thematic areas

UNDP in crisis- and post-
crisis-situations

Evaluation office should do
more strategic evaluations
of general interest

Note: There are no votes in the Board, it only unanimously complies with propositions.
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Annexe 8

Like-minded Countries' Interaction with UNDP

87



Evaluator's Final Report

88



Evaluator's Final Report

Like-minded Countries' Interaction with UNDP'®

Bilateral consultations with UNDP

In addition to UNDP Executive Board meetings, UNDP finds that it needs a
supplementary way of exchanging views and building confidence with donors, as
discussions in and around Board meetings are not very conducive for a direct
interaction between UNDP and a donor. UNDP therefore welcomes Annual
Consultations with those of its donors, which are instrumental in core funding.

These meetings typically last 1 - 1.5 days and can either take place in New York or
alternate between New York and the capital in question. UNDP has various
assumptions surroundings such meetings: That the donor contributes substantially to
core-funding (= the entry ticket), and that it is an informal consultation facilitating an
exchange of information between the two organisations and clarification of concerns
etc. Such annual consultations exist with the UK, Norway, Denmark and the
Netherlands, whilst Sweden has had consultations on a more ad hoc basis (but from
2003 these are changed into annual consultations).

The agenda of bilateral consultations naturally focus on the unique priorities that the
donor has and is often centred on trust fund plans and activities, one exception being
Denmark. It is emphasised by LMCs that through the annual consultations it is better
assured that national view-points are taken into account in UNDP reflections, e.g.
before issues are put before the Board. Thus, much value is attributed to the
consultations.

In addition to annual consultations, the LMCs also emphasise the value of more
informal and ad hoc meetings with UNDP senior management (Minister-level
meetings with MMB, annual visits to capital of BRSP and DGO Directors). None of
the countries maintain any formal contacts with nationals who work for UNDP, but all
still emphasise their importance as sources of information about what is going on in
the organisation.

Institutional strategies and partnership agreements

For the LMCs there appear to be various levels and ways of formalising relations with
UNDP through either co-signed partnership agreements or Institutional Strategy
Papers (ISPs). In some cases, ISPs outlining the broad strategies are supplemented
by more specific action plans and indicators of performance. In most cases, the ISP’s
appear largely as an instrument that guides trust fund/non-core operations. However,
this does not seem to be the only option, as Denmark who mainly contributes to core-
funding also finds it valuable to have an ISP to guide focus of Danish priorities and
future monitoring of UNDP and Danish performance. Norway is the only LMC with no
public strategy or umbrella agreement, although the MFA maintains an internal brief
that outlines current bilateral priorities.

A Partnership Agreement is seen by UNDP as a working document, which relates to
the Annual Consultations, and should permit the partnership to be flexible. The
Partnership Agreement should therefore in the view of UNDP not be seen as a rigid
document having the aim of making UNDP accountable, but rather be seen as way of
encouraging further co-operation.

The DFID ISP from 2000 was conceived within a larger strategy framework for
“Working in Partnership with the UN”. Accompanying the strategy is an Action Plan,
which gives more specific directions for implementation of the ISP and a

'8 Also refer to Table 5: Summary facts about Like-minded Countries' interaction with UNDP in the main report.
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Memorandum of Understanding (MoU), which covers the administrative
arrangements. The UK strategy, which is up for renewal in 2004, also comes with a
3-4 year formal commitment of core resources.

As the only country, the Netherlands has a partnership agreement, which is co-
signed by UNDP, running from 2001 to 2003 (although DFID has a MoU). The
agreement focuses only on non-core activities to be supported by the Dutch and
constitutes a financial agreement on these. It does not spell out broader Dutch
objectives or strategies for UNDP. The partnership agreement did not reflect any
reduction in core funding, but has been accompanied by smaller volumes of multi-bi
assistance.

In Denmark it has been perceived that there is no need for such a specific
partnership agreement at this stage, as the main contribution is core-funding.
However, the Danish ISP is at present being updated, with weight being placed on
defining more specific objectives and results to be obtained. This is done through a
'logical framework'-analysis indicating objectives, expected results and indicators.
Indicators are elaborated both for UNDP performance and for Danish performance in
priority areas.

All strategies have been developed in consultation with UNDP, among others through
the bilateral consultations. Further, in some cases a larger group of stakeholders has
been consulted, as in the case of DFID who conducted meetings with UK civil society
organisations and with the Utstein group of fellow donors.

Core vs. non-core funding

All LMCs express a clear understanding that UNDP prefers support as core funding.
However, non-core funding is highly appreciated when incremental. Non-core funding
can comprise two fairly different kinds of assistance. On the one hand there are
thematic, HQ-level trust funds — which are intended to influence particular aspects of
UNDP policy and organisational capacity. Such trust funds thus come with a
considerable degree of substantive ‘direction’ — i.e. the desire to make some
permanent change within the organisation itself. On the other hand, there is multi-bi
assistance — which is aimed at increasing the resource allocation to particular
countries or regions — i.e. without necessary entailing any expectation of
organisation-wide reforms.

Several LMCs have different organisational units that are responsible for core and
non-core support, respectively. In Holland, UNDP co-ordinating desk has
responsibility for core funding, whereas individual technical departments have
responsibility for different aspects of non-core and trust fund activities. In Sweden, it
is the MFA that maintains responsibility for core funding, whereas responsibility for
multi-bi assistance is split between SIDA HQ and SIDA country offices. In Denmark,
responsibility for multi-bi assistance is delegated to the embassies, whereas core
funding and trust funds are the responsibility of the MFA.

It appears that due to these split responsibilities, in most countries there is not an
overall grasp of all UNDP-contacts and involvements, particularly multi-bi assistance
at the country level. Often the multi-bi assistance is not tied in to the overall priorities
in working with UNDP at headquarters level, but tied to bilateral country strategies.
However, in some cases there appears to be opportunities for country-level concerns
to be brought up in LMC-UNDP headquarter discussions, through e.g. the annual
consultations. DFID appears to be the only LMC to have a full grasp of their UNDP-
involvement, which seems to be due to their internal organisation and to having
relatively more human resources allocated to UNDP-matters.
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Country Performance Monitoring and Studies
As UNDP is moving towards results-based management, the MYFF and ROAR
constitute elements that are used for monitoring of UNDP performance by the LMCs.

It appears that after major reforms having been implemented at UNDP headquarters
level, the next challenge is for the reforms to be transformed into improved
performance at country level. As such, UNDP country level performance is acquiring
increasing importance in LMC monitoring and consultations with UNDP. Such
country level assessment takes various forms.

All countries indicate that UNDP country programmes are sent, before eventual
approval at EB, to their respective MFA country desks or embassies for review.
Attention to review of individual UNDP country programmes is commensurate with
relative importance of bilateral assistance (or political interest with regard to
conflict/crisis countries). Some countries also have a routine practice of asking their
country offices to report on UNDP prior to the annual bilateral consultations or in
relation to other meetings.

Further, Denmark monitors UNDP performance at the country level by conducting
own field trips annually as preparation for the annual consultation with UNDP (2-4
trips annually). Also, both Sweden and the UK have conducted their own field trips to
verify how Executive Board agreements and pronounced UNDP policy statements
translate into change on the ground. These field trips are separate and in addition to
those coordinated by the Executive Board.

Additionally, the Multilateral Organisation Performance Assessment Network
(MOPAN) has recently been established with participation from LMCs. This
constitutes a forum in which UNDP-performance on selected issues will be assessed
in the future. MOPAN monitoring is to include analysis at the country level.

Also at a general level, analyses conducted by LMCs on UNDP issues can be used
for strengthening certain points/issues in their interactions with UNDP. For instance,
the Nordic countries conducted an analysis of UNDAF/CCA, which has been used for
their discussions at annual consultations and interventions in the Executive Board. It
is perceived by the Danish MFA that the main conclusions of this report had an
impact on UNDP actions.

Human Resource Allocation to UNDP liaison

The British and Danish are clearly the donors that generally spends most human
resources for staying on 'top of UNDP affairs', but interestingly within different
contexts, as the UK has quite a large non-core contribution and interaction on
substantive areas, whereas Denmark focuses on core-contribution and perceive itself
as being influential mostly on organisational issues such as managerial reforms
(although Denmark also has established a dialogue on substantive issues and has
pushed for e.g. UNDP focusing on a few core themes).

Since becoming a Vice-President and member of the Executive Board Bureau from
2003, Norway has temporarily increased the volume of human resources for UNDP.
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