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Regional cooperation is becoming ever more 
important as countries work together on chal-
lenges that cannot be addressed by each alone 
and on regional public goods, including security, 
trade, environment and development.  New 
forms of cooperation are taking place with the 
emergence of new regional and subregional 
groupings, some of which cut across traditional 
geographical and political categories. 

UNDP’s engagement with regional bodies and 
at the regional level has a long tradition dating 
almost from its establishment.  The organiza-
tion itself is structured along regional lines with 
five headquarters-based regional bureaux over-
seeing and supporting country offices in their 
geographical area and directly managing multi-
year regional programmes.  In the past decade 
UNDP has established a presence in all five 
regions through regional service centres that sup-
port country and regional programmes.  

The entirety of UNDP work at the regional 
level has not been evaluated.  At a time when 
countries are seeking quicker and more tangible 
results and exploring new modalities of develop-
ment cooperation, this significant investment 
needs to be both justified and tapped fully for 
development. Assessing the regional dimension 
of UNDP work and contribution is thus timely.  

This evaluation, conducted by the UNDP 
Evaluation Office, looks at the regional work 
of UNDP and assesses its contributions to the 
achievement of the objectives set out in the 
UNDP strategic plan (2008-2013). The scope 
of the evaluation includes UNDP regional 
programmes and the relevant institutional 
arrangements, especially the work of the regional 
service centres. The evaluation examines UNDP 
contribution to development efforts in two 
broad areas: interventions that facilitate and 
strengthen cross-border initiatives on a range of 

common issues such as natural resources man-
agement, climate change, trade and migration; 
and ‘multi-country’ interventions that provide 
direct and often simultaneous assistance, usually 
on common issues, to a number of programme 
countries within a region or subregion. The 
evaluation also examines UNDP contribution at 
the regional level to corporate results, specifically 
how UNDP used its regional programme and 
regional presence to strengthen its own capacity, 
particularly at the country level, to contribute to 
development results.

The evaluation concluded that UNDP regional 
programmes have made significant and long-
standing development contributions by 
promoting cooperation among countries in 
building regional and national institutions as 
well as addressing cross-border and common 
challenges. The regional service centres have, 
in particular, provided a useful space to anchor 
regional activities and provide technical support 
to country offices.

But it also concludes that in all regions, the 
contribution to results has been affected by frag-
mentation of regional programmes, insufficient 
linkages with national programmes, and time-
frames that have not taken into account the need 
for long-term capacity development. While con-
sultation on regional programming with partner 
countries and organizations does take place, the 
absence of a systematic framework for gauging 
demand and identifying opportunities constrains 
innovation and relevance. UNDP has not been 
able to adapt its own programming strategies to 
effectively enable countries to share development 
solutions across regions.   

Most importantly, UNDP has yet to develop 
an explicit, holistic and strategic business model 
that addresses critical capacity in country offices, 
the provision of supplementary technical support 

forEworD 
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to country offices, management of the regional 
programme, support to United Nations coordin-
ation at the regional level, and the grounding of 
corporate positioning in regional knowledge. As 
a result, the core recommendation of the evalua-
tion is that the organization should develop a 
strategic corporate business model that covers 
global, regional and country levels. 

The evaluation also recommends that UNDP 
should retain the system of regional service cen-
tres under the purview of the regional bureaux.  
Recommendations also cover the need to estab-
lish regionality criteria to help UNDP assess when 
a regional approach is appropriate; to strengthen 
consultation to ensure relevance to regional 
needs; to encourage cross-regional collaboration 
and use of regional knowledge corporately; and 

to maximize the use of regular resources allocated 
for regional programmes for interventions that 
contribute directly to development results rather 
than for internal corporate results. 

I hope that this evaluation will be useful for 
UNDP to strengthen its regional programming 
and institutional arrangements so as to contribute 
to both development and corporate results. I 
hope that it will help UNDP effectively support 
cooperation among countries in pursuit of their 
own human development goals.

Saraswathi Menon
Director, Evaluation Office 
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introDuCtion

The present evaluation of the work and  
contribution of the United Nations Development 
Programme at the regional level covers both 
UNDP regional programmes and the relevant 
UNDP institutional arrangements, especially the 
work of the regional service centres. The evalua-
tion was part of the 2009-2010 programme of 
work of the UNDP Evaluation Office approved 
by the UNDP Executive Board and was con-
ducted from February to October 2010. The 
report provides an historical context, with a focus 
on the period from 2000 to mid-2010. 

In an ever-more interconnected and interdependent 
world, countries face challenges and opportun-
ities many of which transcend national borders 
and are shared by others. New regional and sub-
regional groupings have emerged and devised 
collective solutions to challenges. In addition to 
covering areas such as climate change, economic 
development, and trade and investment, regional 
entities are also engaged in a wide range of com-
plex issues, such as peace, security and governance. 

Since its inception, UNDP has responded to this 
changing environment and provided technical 
cooperation at the regional level. It has engaged in 
a variety of ways, including establishing long-lasting 
partnerships with regional organizations. UNDP 
has made contributions ranging from support to the 
secretariat of the Association of Southeast Asian 
Nations (ASEAN) to initiating the path-breaking 
Arab Human Development Reports. 

UNDP is structured along regional lines with five 
regional bureaux managing multi-year regional 
programmes to contribute to development 
results. UNDP has also established a regional 
presence, most recently through regional service 
centres, to support corporate goals for pro-
viding technical advice to its 138 country offices,  

promoting knowledge management and facili-
tating coordination with other United Nations  
organizations at the regional level. 

Assessing the regional dimension of the UNDP 
work and contribution is thus timely. The present 
evaluation, conducted by the UNDP Evaluation 
Office, looks at UNDP regional work and assesses 
its contributions to development and corporate 
results. It provides findings, conclusions and 
recommendations for consideration by senior 
management and the Executive Board of UNDP. 

The objective of the evaluation is to assess the 
extent to which UNDP regional programming 
and presence contributed to the achievement 
of the UNDP strategic objectives set out in the 
strategic plan 2008-2013. The scope of the evalu-
ation includes UNDP regional programmes and 
the relevant institutional arrangements, especially 
the work of the regional service centres. More 
specifically, the evaluation covered UNDP efforts 
to directly contribute to both development and 
corporate results. 

With respect to development results, UNDP 
sought to directly support national and regional 
development efforts in two broad areas: first, 
interventions that facilitate and strengthen cross-
border initiatives on a range of issues relating, 
for instance, to natural resources management, 
climate change, trade or migration, interventions 
that often enable the development of regional 
initiatives or ‘regional public goods’ in a number 
of areas; secondly, interventions that provide 
direct and often simultaneous assistance, usually 
on common issues, to a number of programme 
countries within a region or subregion. These 
interventions, termed here as ‘multi-country’, 
contribute to national development results but 
are designed to be more effective than indi-
vidual country efforts by adding a networking  
component to the intervention. 

EXECutivE SuMMarY 
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With respect to corporate results, UNDP sought 
to strengthen its own capacity to support regional 
and national development partners through a 
stronger regional presence. This was intended to 
indirectly contribute to development results by 
providing technical support to country offices, 
promoting practice architecture and know-
ledge management, supporting United Nations 
coordination and partnerships, and strengthening 
corporate strategic positioning.

A major challenge in conducting the evaluation 
concerned tracing causalities and establishing 
plausible contributions of UNDP at the regional 
level to the achievement of development results 
since results frameworks were weak. The poor 
quality of data on regional programmes available 
within the UNDP corporate enterprise resource 
planning system (Atlas) hampered the work of the 
evaluation. Measuring the efficiency of UNDP 
regional efforts has also proved to be a challenge. 
The inputs associated with the set-up and oper-
ations of the regional service centres could not be 
comprehensively collated over time. This infor-
mation is not centrally available nor is it easily 
captured. Atlas was designed to track operational 
and financial activities at the country and global 
levels but not at the regional level. The informa-
tion on human resources is inaccurately reflected 
in UNDP reports. This is in part due to staff in 
regional service centres being funded from a var-
iety of sources such as the regional programme, 
global programme and other resources.

The evaluation methodology was designed to 
overcome the above challenges to the extent pos-
sible. The evaluation used both qualitative and 
quantitative data but given the above-mentioned 
limitations the nature of the evaluation is pre-
dominantly qualitative. Data was collected using 
a combination of methods and from a variety of 
sources, allowing triangulation and validation of 
the evidence. Methods included: (a) structured 
and semi-structured interviews, including over 
100 at headquarters; (b) structured survey, dis-
tributed to all country offices, with a response rate 
of 89 percent; (c) review of previous independent 
evaluations; and (d) document review.

The assessment of UNDP performance was 
made according to the following evaluation cri-
teria: (a) relevance, which concerns the extent to 
which UNDP programming is consistent with 
national and regional priorities and development 
needs, is aligned to the UNDP mandate, and 
addresses the corporate needs of country offices 
and headquarters; (b) effectiveness, which con-
cerns the extent to which UNDP contributes 
to development or corporate results; (c) sus-
tainability, which refers to the likelihood of the 
benefits of regional cooperation to be continued 
over time; and (d) efficiency, which examines 
how inputs are converted into results.

unitED nationS anD unDP rESPonSE 
to rEGional CooPEration

Successive resolutions of the General Assembly 
since 1946 reflect the recognition by Members 
of the United Nations of the importance of 
the regional dimension for economic and social 
development. The Economic and Social Council 
established the first two United Nations regional 
commissions as early as 1947. Over time, three 
additional regional commissions were established 
and as they evolved, their work expanded. 

UNDP was established by the General Assembly 
in 1965 with the consolidation of the Special 
Fund and the Expanded Programme of 
Technical Assistance and began operations on 
1 January 1966. The Consensus Resolution of 
1970 created regional bureaux at headquarters 
to manage regional programmes and projects. In 
1970 the UNDP Governing Council established 
the multi-year resource framework for UNDP 
programming with the use of indicative plan-
ning figures which were based on entitlement to 
a fixed allocation, explicitly providing for support 
to groups of countries on a subregional, regional, 
interregional and global basis in addition to indi-
vidual countries. In 1971 the Governing Council 
determined a ratio of approximately 5:1 between 
country and intercountry resource targets. 
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Many United Nations development agencies 
have a regional presence. Currently, some 30 
United Nations funds, programmes and special-
ized agencies work at the regional level. United 
Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) has seven 
subregional offices. United Nations Population 
Fund (UNFPA) expanded the functions of 
existing country technical services teams in 2007, 
in order to establish regional and subregional 
offices, and to strengthen existing area offices. In 
all agencies except UNDP, the regional director is 
located in the region. Although the 2005 General 
Assembly resolution on the triennial comprehen-
sive policy review requires United Nations funds, 
programmes and specialized agencies to align 
regional technical support structures and regional 
coverage, this has not been achieved. 

The Economic and Social Council in its  
resolution 1998/46 mandated the regional com-
missions to hold regular inter-agency meetings 
in order to improve coordination among United 
Nations organizations. Since 1999, regional com-
missions have convened meetings of the regional 
coordination mechanism to cover regional policy 
and programming issues. The regional direc-
tors teams, chaired by UNDP regional directors, 
were created in 2005 to support United Nations 
country teams through quality assurance of United 
Nations Development Assistance Frameworks 
(UNDAFs), performance assessment of resident 
coordinators, and dispute resolution.

rEGional ProGraMMinG

In line with the increasing focus placed by 
the United Nations on regional approaches to 
development, UNDP was implementing pro-
grammes to promote regional cooperation as 
early as the 1960s. The Consensus Resolution 
of 1970 underlined that subregional, regional, 
interregional and global projects would be initi-
ated at the request of at least two governments. 
These projects were identified through con-
sultative mechanisms ensuring alignment with 
national priorities and ownership of these 
regional interventions. 

The emphasis of the early UNDP regional  
programmes was regional integration. There 
were initiatives to promote the economic integra-
tion of the countries in Central America. Support 
was also provided to the ASEAN Secretariat 
since the early days of its existence and to the 
Secretariat of the Mekong River Commission. 
South-South cooperation has been a priority 
for UNDP since the early 1970s and has been  
pursued in all its programmes. 

UNDP has fostered regional dialogue and 
learning on governance in electoral reform, anti-
corruption, accountability and transparency, 
human rights for development and enhancing 
the role of the media. Examples include the 
PARAGON project in Asia and the Pacific, the 
Anti-Corruption and Integrity Network project 
in the Arab States and support to establishing 
the Regional Centre for Public Administration 
Reform in the Europe and the Commonwealth 
of Independent States region. 
 
Regional programmes have supported  
countries and regions to prevent and recover 
from armed conflicts and natural disasters. In the 
Pacific region, UNDP addressed security issues 
through capacity-building of law enforcement 
agencies. In Africa, the regional programme 
assisted the establishment of national commis-
sions and training of border security for enhanced 
border control in the countries of the Economic 
Community of West African States. 

UNDP regional programmes have targeted 
critical development challenges regarding the 
sustainable management of natural resources, 
with a special focus on water management. In 
the Arab States, the programme funded inter-
governmental dialogue and subsequent technical 
work that have led to drafting the Nile River 
Basin Cooperative Framework. The dialogue 
made future negotiations feasible and opened up 
opportunities for external funding of regional and 
subregional development projects in the Basin. 

An example of UNDP contributions to regional 
public goods is the production of regional Human 
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Development Reports since 1994. These reports 
measure human progress and trigger action for 
change, through region-specific human develop-
ment approaches to addressing deprivation and 
promoting well-being. To date, close to 40 regional 
human development reports have been issued. 

Most of the UNDP regional projects are in fact 
subregional in nature. In Latin America and the 
Caribbean, regional programme resources are allo-
cated to its subregions based on the Executive 
Board-approved percentage shares (approximately 
40 percent to the Caribbean and the remaining 
to the Latin America subregion). UNDP has a 
specific partnership model in the Caribbean, imple-
menting its core regional programme through two 
regional organizations, the Organization of Eastern 
Caribbean States and the Caribbean Community. 

The regional programmes of UNDP since 2000 
have been designed around UNDP focus areas 
of poverty reduction, democratic governance, 
environment and energy and crisis prevention 
and recovery. Recent evaluations conducted by 
the Evaluation Office of the regional programmes 
pointed out that the regional programmes were 
spread too thinly and should enhance their focus. 

Since their origin, the multi-year intercountry 
programmes for each region were approved by 
the Governing Council and managed by regional 
bureaux, originally four, currently five. In 1997 
UNDP replaced the intercountry programme 
with the regional cooperation framework (RCF), 
which in turn was replaced by the regional pro-
gramme that continues to be approved by the 
Executive Board. 

UNDP engagement at the regional level was 
managed until the 1990s by the headquarters’ 
regional bureaux and the resident representatives, 
who served as principal project resident repre-
sentatives, located in the region, to be responsible 
for project implementation, including coordina-
tion with other country offices and national and 
regional partners. 

In the mid-1990s the indicative planning figure 
system of resource allocation was replaced 

with a three-tier target for resource assignments 
from the core resources (TRAC 1, 2 and 3) 
for country programmes combining the previous 
entitlement approach with performance criteria. 
However, for the regional and global programmes 
the entitlement approach was maintained. Current 
programming arrangements of UNDP approved 
by the Executive Board allocate 9 percent of the 
total of regular resources for country, regional and 
global programmes to regional programmes. Of 
the 9 percent, 90 percent is distributed among the 
five regional bureaux in proportion to the TRAC 
1 allocation that the countries in a region receive. 
The remaining 10 percent is equally divided among 
the regional programmes of the Arab States, Latin 
America and the Caribbean and the Europe and 
Commonwealth of Independent States.  

Total regional programming resources do not  
represent a significant share of UNDP pro-
gramme expenditures globally, with regional 
programme expenditures accounting for 2.3 
percent and 2.2 percent of total UNDP pro-
gramming expenditures in 2008 and 2009, 
respectively. In terms of expenditure of regular 
resources, however, regional programme expendi-
tures accounted for 6.3 percent and 5.9 percent in 
2008 and 2009, respectively. Resource mobiliza-
tion in UNDP regional programmes has not kept 
pace with UNDP as a whole.  

The first and second multi-year funding frame-
work (2000-2003 and 2004-2007, respectively) 
and the strategic plan (2008-2013) have con-
tinued to emphasize the importance of regional 
programmes. However, the cycles of the five 
regional programmes were not harmonized with 
each other or the corporate planning cycle. The 
current regional programmes are being extended 
or adjusted to end with the current strategic plan.

rEGional PrESEnCE 

Two UNDP regional bureaux decided to  
decentralize substantive support and operational 
decision-making by establishing a regional pres-
ence. In Asia and the Pacific, sub-regional 
resource facilities (SURFs) were established first 
in Islamabad in 1996 and then in Bangkok and 
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were funded from the regional programme. Their 
purpose was to add value to the work of UNDP 
country offices by providing technical advice and 
by networking with experts in the region.  

In Europe and the CIS a centre was established 
in Bratislava in the mid-1990s to address issues 
related to the establishment of a new bureau 
and country offices. UNDP had expanded its  
programme to the transition countries in the 
region and the Bratislava centre managed the 
programme in countries that had no resident 
offices. In addition, the centre managed all 
regional programmes. 

By virtue of being located at the subregional 
level, the SURFs were expected to be in a better 
position to network with regional institutions 
and centres of excellence to identify and mobilize 
technical expertise with specific knowledge of 
the region. The structure was not meant to be 
another layer between the country office and 
UNDP headquarters. 

The SURF system was established from the 
UNDP core administrative budget, regional 
bureau resources and extra budgetary resources. 
Drawing from the initial experience of the 
Regional Bureau for Asia and the Pacific 
and the Regional Bureau for Europe and the 
Commonwealth of Independent States, cor-
porate encouragement was given to other bureaux 
to develop strategies to establish SURFs, and 
their approaches differed. 

In the initial phase, there was an intention to 
establish 17 SURFs to provide referrals and tech-
nical backstopping on a broad range of human 
development (multi-thematic) issues for sub-
regional clients. Not all of them were established 
or continued. By July 2000, when the independent 
evaluation of the SURF system was conducted, 
there were nine SURFs operating in Addis Ababa, 
Bangkok, Islamabad, Beijing, Suva, Beirut, 
Bratislava, Harare and Port of Spain. 

In the early 2000s, UNDP introduced practice 
architecture to strengthen knowledge-sharing 

to make UNDP a more effective development 
partner. The practice areas were to be coordinated 
and guided by central policy bureaux: the Bureau 
for Development Policy (BDP) for poverty, 
environment and energy, democratic govern-
ance, and HIV/AIDS; and the Bureau for Crisis 
Prevention and Recovery (BCPR) for crisis pre-
vention and recovery. These bureaux were also 
made responsible for corporate knowledge man-
agement. The SURFs were a critical part of the 
practice and knowledge architecture. From 2001, 
technical expertise in the SURFs was funded 
from the Global Cooperation Framework man-
aged by BDP and the SURFs no longer solely 
reported to the regional bureaux. BDP-funded 
policy specialists based in SURFs had dual 
reporting lines to the respective regional bureau 
and BDP. Tensions arose from mixed funding 
mechanisms and multiple lines of accountability.

The establishment of the SURFs coincided with 
the reduction of the capacity of country offices 
owing to budgetary constraints. In the early 2000s, 
all UNDP country offices faced a 15 percent cut 
in operational costs. As a result, requests to the 
SURFs ranged from policy advice at one end to 
support to country office operations at the other. 

From the mid-2000s, UNDP developed regional 
service centres in each region, which built on 
the experience of the SURFs while adding new 
functions and management arrangements. These 
service centres combined technical support to 
country offices and networking and knowledge 
management within the practice architecture 
with a role in the management of the regional 
programmes. This transformation has been a 
work in progress and played out differently in 
the five regions as a result of existing variations 
in the SURF structure and management and in  
regional programming. 

In Asia and the Pacific, the two well-established 
SURFs in Bangkok and Kathmandu (which had 
replaced the Islamabad office) were transformed 
to two regional service centres in Bangkok and 
Colombo. Their responsibilities were divided 
by practice and thematic areas, but this was 
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found to hamper cross-practice work and cross-
fertilization within the region and detracted from 
cost-effective delivery of services. The Colombo 
regional service centre was eventually closed in 
June 2010 and all its units relocated to Bangkok. 
There is also a dedicated subregional centre for 
the Pacific in Fiji. Currently, the regional ser-
vice centre in Asia is the only one that is located 
in the same city as the United Nations regional 
commission for the region (Economic and Social 
Commission for Asia and the Pacific). 

The evolution of the Bratislava regional centre was 
marked by the merger of the SURF with the man-
agement of the regional programme, both of which 
had been co-located in Bratislava. The regional 
programme is implemented directly from the centre 
except for a few subregional projects implemented 
from the regional bureau in headquarters. 

In Africa, building on the existing SURFs regional 
service centres in Johannesburg and Dakar were 
established in 2007. In Latin America, the 
Panama SURF was transformed to a regional 
service centre in Panama and a sub-centre in 
Port of Spain in 2008. Most United Nations 
agencies working in the region have an office in 
Panama although the Economic Commission 
for Latin America and the Caribbean is located 
in Santiago, Chile. In the Arab States, a regional 
service centre was set up in Cairo following the 
closure of the SURF in Beirut in 2008. Since the 
Cairo regional service centre is relatively new, its 
staffing is not complete. 

The regional service centres continued to work 
closely with headquarters-based policy and man-
agement bureaux. BDP supported the practice 
architecture in the regional service centres and 
Global Environment Facility (GEF) advisers 
were also integrated into regional service cen-
tres. BCPR has deployed crisis prevention and 
recovery teams of technical experts to the regional 
service centres. The Special Unit on South-South 
Cooperation has posted two advisers in Bangkok 
and Johannesburg.

The current strategic plan called for UNDP 
“to bring corporate and regional policy and 

advisory support closer to where they are needed 
on the ground, and to make those services more 
responsive to country programme needs” (see 
DP/2007/43Rev.1). In 2008, the Administrator 
sent an internal communication attaching a 
paper entitled ‘Functional Alignment of and 
Implementation Arrangements for Regional 
Service Centres’, which brought together existing 
experience and provided a framework for further 
reform. The document addressed the scope, stan-
dard functions, core structure, accountabilities and 
funding of regional service centres which were 
to support United Nations coordination results, 
development results, and management results. 

The Administrator underlined that UNDP 
would remain a two-tier organization. The paper 
on functional alignment placed the regional ser-
vice centre firmly within the regional bureau. 
The specific configuration of each centre would 
be determined by regional requirements and 
corporate agreements between the respective 
regional bureau and the relevant headquarters 
bureau. The application of the functional align-
ment document had different implications in 
different regions. The regional programmes of 
Asia and the Pacific and Europe and the CIS are 
solely managed by regional service centres. The 
regional programmes for Africa, the Arab States 
and Latin America and the Caribbean are partly 
managed from headquarters.

The position of the head of regional service  
centres was upgraded to deputy regional director 
in 2008, thereby creating an additional deputy 
director position in each bureau. The regional 
service centre staff members now in principle 
report to the head of the regional service centre. 
Practice leaders, however, still remain subject to 
matrix management with dual reporting to BDP 
and the head of the regional service centre. 

Staffing of regional service centres has grown 
considerably in the past three years. An analysis 
conducted in 2010 of regional service centre 
staffing between 2007 and 2009 states that there 
were 541 professional staff with fixed-term con-
tracts in regional service centres at the end of 
2009.  No standard service tracker has been 
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implemented for all regional service centres. 
Although some have developed their own service 
trackers, they differ in functionality and the type 
of data that is captured. 

The funding of the regional service centres 
has been tackled in different ways over this 
period. The funds for staffing have come from 
the UNDP administrative budget and global 
programme, regional programme and extra-
budgetary resources. Different regions have had 
different combinations of funding. Cost recovery 
was introduced for the delivery of advisory ser-
vices, including universal rates for mission costs. 
The functional alignment document called for 
a business model that recovered full cost for 
advisory services, but a market mechanism was 
not introduced.

finDinGS

Contribution to DEvEloPMEnt rESultS

UNDP has addressed critical cross-border  
concerns and issues that are common to several 
countries. UNDP has successfully advocated and 
supported regional or subregional solutions to 
common development challenges. Issues such as 
human trafficking and environmental challenges 
often span more than one country. In Central 
Asia, for instance, climate change has com-
pounded problems of environmental degradation 
and has led to serious deterioration of ecosystems. 
In response, UNDP has played a central role in 
supporting the implementation of a Regional 
Environmental Action Plan that sought to foster 
a regional policy dialogue on the environment-
poverty nexus and promote effective governance 
of transboundary natural resources. 

The UNDP regional approach has enabled 
countries to dialogue and cooperate in new 
areas. Recent evaluations demonstrate that 
UNDP has been proactive in raising, at the 
regional level, development issues, such as cor-
ruption, gender equality, HIV/AIDS and human 
rights, which would have been difficult, for a 
range of country-specific reasons, to address in 

the context of individual country programmes. 
A case in point is the HIV/AIDS Regional 
Programme for the Arab States (HARPAS), which 
raised awareness regarding the role of women in 
development and highlighted policies and strategies 
to prevent the spread of HIV/AIDS.

Through its long-term engagement at the 
country level, UNDP is able to contribute a 
unique perspective that makes it a desirable 
partner at the regional level. The strong UNDP 
country presence and close collaboration with 
governments is an important enabling factor 
for designing and implementing regional activ-
ities. UNDP has been present for decades and 
has established close working relationships with 
governments, civil society and development part-
ners.  UNDP has continued to play a pivotal role 
in coordinating the work of the United Nations 
system at the country level and has been in a key 
position to raise the wide range of development 
issues that are enshrined in the Charter of the 
United Nations. The role played by the Regional 
Human Development Reports in addressing 
regional development challenges from a people-
centred perspective was recognized and praised 
in most regions.

By focusing on subregions within regional  
programmes, UNDP has enhanced its  
relevance. One strategy to enhance the rel-
evance of regionally based approaches has been 
to focus on specific subregions with shared con-
cerns, e.g., the small island developing states of 
the Caribbean and the Pacific. In Europe and 
the CIS, smaller hubs are also emerging, such as 
the office established in Almaty with a focus on 
coordinating the water initiative in Central Asia. 
The existence of multi-country offices in the 
Caribbean and Pacific subregions—Barbados, 
Fiji and Samoa—with responsibilities for both 
country and regional programmes also added 
another approach. 

The UNDP current arrangements for regional 
programming are not conducive to responding 
to cross-regional cooperation. Regional pro-
grammes have not adequately engaged with 
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new groupings of countries dealing with global 
issues from innovative South-South perspec-
tives such as IBSA (India, Brazil, South Africa) 
or BRIC (Brazil, Russian Federation, India 
and China). South-South cooperation between 
different regions could potentially provide a 
useful transfer of lessons learned and increase 
effectiveness of support to the achievement of 
development results. While some initiatives 
supported the development of South-South 
knowledge exchanges, less attention was given 
to policy dialogue on, and follow-up to, major 
intergovernmental conferences with an emphasis 
on mainstreaming South-South cooperation. 

The relevance of UNDP regional programmes 
is constrained by inadequate consultation at 
the country level and ownership by country 
offices. Early regional programmes appear to 
have been the result of extensive consultations 
with countries within given regions but later 
the issue of national ownership was given less 
priority. Following recommendations of the 
evaluations of previous RCFs, consultation with 
regional programme countries has improved in the  
formulation of regional programmes. Relevance 
is hampered by limited coordination and syner-
gies between regional programmes and country 
programmes and a lack of understanding of  
both national governments and country offices of 
how to access or complement regional programmes.

Criteria for when to use regional programming 
as the appropriate modality to address 
development issues have not been developed 
corporately. While RBAP has introduced 
‘regionality criteria’, other bureaux do not use 
a consistent set of criteria to determine what 
constitutes a regional approach vis-à-vis a 
nationally based approach. Certain issues, such 
as human rights, have been treated mainly by 
country offices on a national level but could 
have benefited from a regional approach. 
Conversely, some issues treated by regional pro-
grammes did not necessarily require a regional 
solution or approach. Intended results at the 
regional and national levels are constantly  
mixed and intertwined. 

There are many instances where UNDP  
regional programmes and projects have made 
significant contributions to regional and sub-
regional cooperation on common issues. 
UNDP has advocated for and actively supported 
regional, subregional or intercountry cooper-
ation initiatives, many of which have yielded 
demonstrable results. UNDP has, for example, 
worked with the African Union in supporting 
the development of its strategic plan. An example 
of a UNDP contribution to the achievement of 
shared results includes the drafting of the Nile 
River Basin Cooperative Framework in the Arab 
Region, which was supported through the finan-
cing of technical studies and the facilitation of 
the subsequent intergovernmental dialogue. 

The Regional Human Development Reports 
have contributed to an increased awareness 
of development issues with a people-centred  
perspective in the different regions. For example, 
the evaluation of the Arab States RCF (2006-
2007) found that the Arab Human Development 
Report played an important advocacy and aware-
ness role in the region. Subregional HDRs also 
addressed two critical development challenges, 
namely, citizens’ security in Central America and 
youth and employment in Mercosur (Common 
Market of the South). There is still room 
for improvement in how UNDP utilizes the  
conceptual framework developed by regional 
HDRs to strengthen the contributions of the 
regional programmes. 

Although UNDP has effectively used a regional 
approach to address common issues that 
countries face, the comparative advantage of 
addressing national issues through regional 
initiatives is often not obvious. Many regional 
programmes and projects address issues that are 
of common concern to some or most programme 
countries within a given region. As a conse-
quence, many development results defined at the 
regional level are very similar to those defined at 
the national level. There are numerous examples 
of how regional programmes and the support of 
regionally based policy advisers have contributed 
to the achievement of development results at 
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the national level. In many cases, however, it is 
not clear whether such support through regional 
delivery modalities and funding has an advan-
tage compared with country-specific approaches,  
or is simply an additional mechanism through 
which support can be provided to the programme 
country.

National ownership is critical to the  
effectiveness and sustainability of multi-
country initiatives and has been weak in UNDP 
regional programmes. UNDP efforts to assuring 
government ownership of regional projects vary 
significantly. While in some instances a lot of 
time and energy is put into consultation pro-
cesses, in other cases the consultation is limited. 
For example, although natural disaster prepared-
ness has been identified as a key issue in Europe 
and the CIS, the regional project carried out in 
Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan failed to 
incorporate or to build upon existing disaster risk 
reduction efforts at the country level.

UNDP regional work and presence has had a 
limited impact on strengthening South-South 
cooperation. There are a few good examples 
of South-South cooperation within regional 
programmes. The regional programme on 
water governance in the Arab States contains 
a strong South-South cooperation element on 
transfer of expertise and capacity development. 
While there are initiatives with a proven track 
record of sustained support, contributions have 
mainly consisted in workshops, exchanges and  
networks created.

Contribution to CorPoratE rESultS 

In a situation where not all country offices can 
be strengthened, provision of technical sup-
port services from regional service centres has 
proved to be a relevant and appropriate option. 
The regional support arrangement has several 
obvious advantages including geographical prox-
imity to country offices, lower transport costs 
when compared to headquarters, same time 
zone and language. In the case of the longer-
established Bratislava and Bangkok regional 

service centres, the stream of benefits is significant. 
The regional advisers spend considerable time 
assisting country offices, either in quality assuring 
project documents, identifying regional experts, 
or supporting resource mobilization. The overall 
satisfaction of country offices with the technical 
support provided by the regional service cen-
tres is quite high. UNDP work was particularly 
recognized in the area of environment and sus-
tainable development, which may be attributed 
to the prevalence of GEF-funded expertise at the 
regional level.

While demand for services is increasing, there 
is limited capacity to respond to this need, 
even from regional service centres that are 
fully staffed. Structural weaknesses arise from 
staff doing what they are not suited for, uneven 
distribution of work between advisers, high 
staff turnover, and consequently uneven quality 
of support. As an alternative, regional service 
centres have established rosters of regional con-
sultants to respond to demands from countries, 
which have facilitated the exchange of technical 
expertise. In some cases the consultants have 
experience in working with UNDP and can bring 
the human development perspective, but that was 
more the exception than the rule. Good quality 
support services are in high demand, particularly 
from country offices with limited capacity. With 
an unmet demand and limited resources the situ-
ation is unsustainable. 

The establishment of regional service centres 
has contributed to an improvement in cross-
practice collaboration although there are 
institutional constraints that limit cooperation 
across practice areas.  UNDP evaluations, at 
the country, regional and global levels, have 
continually highlighted the challenges faced in 
overcoming sector-specific biases. In order to 
overcome a tendency to work in practice silos, 
the regional service centres put in place meas-
ures that included the co-location of practice 
or thematic units, the development of joint 
workplans, the establishment of shared know-
ledge management units and joint missions to 
country offices. However, in many cases, poor 
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cross-practice collaboration can be attributed to 
weak institutional arrangements and incentives, 
and implementation mechanisms that do not 
facilitate interaction and coordination.

Knowledge management has improved as a 
result of the regional work and presence of 
UNDP, but it does not take full advantage of 
interregional or corporate knowledge-sharing 
potential. Regional service centres have become 
more proactive in their approach to collecting, 
codifying and sharing knowledge by testing the 
‘market’ among various stakeholders. Despite 
efforts to generate, codify and disseminate 
knowledge, many country offices looked to the 
regional service centres to provide more informa-
tion about what comprised best practice in other 
country offices, other regions, and other United 
Nations organizations. Knowledge management 
has increased within the regions but not in all 
cases among regions and with headquarters. 

Collaboration among members of the United 
Nations system takes place mainly at the 
regional project level, but not sufficiently at the 
UNDAF level. A review of randomly selected 
UNDAFs across all five regions reveals that 
cross-border or multi-country issues are very 
rarely addressed. The UNDAF for Egypt, for 
example, addresses a cross-border issue only 
once, when relating to transboundary dialogue 
and regional cooperation on management of 
shared resources. Similarly, the UNDAF for 
the United Republic of Tanzania has only one 
citation of regional needs, with an objective 
to enhance national capacity to participate in 
regional trade negotiations. 

UNDP regional presence contributes to some 
extent to United Nations coordination at the 
level of the regional directors teams. One of 
the explicit functions of the regional service cen-
tres is to support the regional directors teams. 
Having a deputy regional director heading the 
regional service centre at the same grade level 
with regional directors of other United Nations 
agencies facilitates sustained dialogue. United 
Nations working groups have been put in place in 

the regions to address regional challenges such as 
social protection for the poor, disaster prepared-
ness, violence against women, nutrition and food 
security or poverty reduction and the achieve-
ment of the MDGs. The regional service centres 
provide support to the UNDAF process and the 
appraisal of resident coordinators. However, they 
have limited capacity to support the regional  
directors teams. 

Coordination is affected by the fact that the 
regional service centres are not always co-
located with other United Nations agencies’ 
regional service centres. UNDP has not put 
in place mechanisms to address this situation, 
which is often beyond its control. Regional dir-
ectors of other United Nations agencies were of 
the opinion that the presence of UNDP regional 
directors in New York limited the functioning of 
the regional directors teams which they chair. In 
the case of Asia and the Pacific this also contrib-
uted to the difficulties in resolving the overlaps 
and competition in the division of work between 
the regional directors teams and the regional 
coordination mechanism. In other regions 
coordination was reported to be more fluid and 
the support and collaboration received from 
UNDP deputy regional directors was recognized. 

UNDP has built partnerships in all regions. A 
key component of the ASEAN-UNDP partner-
ship has been assisting new member countries 
in their development and regional integration 
efforts with a goal of reducing the disparities 
between Cambodia, the Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic, Myanmar, Viet Nam and the other 
ASEAN member countries. The partnership with 
the African Union in addressing transboundary 
problems requiring joint action has yielded posi-
tive results, such as increased ratification of 
human rights instruments by African States, 
the establishment of an observatory for women’s 
rights and support to several governance pro-
grammes. The Regional Bureau for Arab States 
regional programme created partnerships with 
governments, non-governmental organizations, 
and academic and policy institutions. 
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The potential for mobilizing resources at the 
regional level has not been fully tapped in some 
regions. Overall, the ratio of UNDP regular to 
other resources is 1:6, whereas for the regional 
programmes in 2009 it ranged from 1:1 to 1:3. 
Resource mobilization has become even more 
imperative when regular resources are being used 
for staffing of regional service centres. There is 
significant scope for resource mobilization for 
regional cooperation. Funding of regional activ-
ities can be an interesting alternative for donors 
to stay engaged in a region. Despite the poten-
tial for a good match, such relationships have not 
systematically materialized in all regions. 

The UNDP growing regional presence and 
knowledge of development in the regions has 
not been leveraged to shape corporate pos-
itioning. The regional service centres do not 
consistently prioritize the codification of lessons 
learned and knowledge from the regions for cor-
porate policy use. In the absence of filtering the 
knowledge to headquarters, a need has risen for 
alternative arrangements for headquarters policy 
and strategy formulation. This limits the contri-
bution that the regional service centres can make 
to interregional knowledge management and to 
corporate positioning. 

EffiCiEnCY 

Effective management of the regional  
programmes is constrained by the lack of 
clarity over regional programming and inad-
equate information on resources and results. 
The programming guidelines of UNDP, while 
very detailed for country programmes, are quite 
general when it comes to regional programmes. 
The current guidelines highlight differences with 
country programming and do not address the 
specificity of regional programming, including 
the consultation process, regionality criteria, 
management arrangements and review process. 
Results-oriented annual reports were introduced 
for regional programmes only relatively recently 
and are also divided among the various imple-
menting units. Financial information concerning 
regional programmes is not easily obtainable 
from Atlas or other corporate sources.

Some UNDP regional programmes have proved 
to be efficient conduits for delivering regional 
public goods and ensuring collaboration on 
cross-border and shared issues; however, lack 
of funding and coordination and poor imple-
mentation have lowered overall efficiency.  In 
a number of instances, the regional programme 
modality appears to have resulted in the effi-
cient delivery of activities, particularly where 
economies of scale could be achieved within a 
subregion. Initiatives in both the Pacific and 
Central Asian subregions were able to pro-
vide technical backstopping services to widely 
dispersed project sites more efficiently than a 
country-specific approach would have permitted. 
The efficiency of regional programmes is often 
hampered by long delays in releasing funds to 
beneficiaries, spreading the portfolio thinly, and 
monitoring poorly. 

The regional service centres are at different 
developmental stages, with varying capacities 
and levels of efficiency. There are challenges in 
measuring the cost-effectiveness of the regional 
service centres because there were no clear base-
lines or benchmarks established for regional 
level outputs. Operationally, shared services with 
regional service centres and UNDP country 
offices in several locations like Bangkok and 
Bratislava worked well and are now being tested 
in Dakar. The efficiency of the regional service 
centres is affected by combining the responsibil-
ities of project management and advisory support 
as the skills required differ. 

Cost recovery for advisory services has not 
been efficiently implemented. The functional 
alignment document states that a cost-recovery 
mechanism should be introduced for the services 
provided by the regional service centres but a 
market mechanism has not been uniformly intro-
duced. The Bratislava regional service centre has 
demonstrated leadership in cost-recovery strat-
egies. Even with proper tracking of demand, the 
allocation of the services may not be the most 
efficient and appropriate. A move towards cost 
recovery will need to establish a safety network 
for country offices with limited budgets. 
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UNDP has not streamlined organization-wide 
functions and resources to adjust to the cre-
ation of regional service centres. With some 
minor reallocations, UNDP has largely under-
taken the process of establishing regional service 
centres without dismantling or reducing existing 
structures at headquarters, even though staffing 
in some units may have decreased. Consequently, 
there is some duplication of functions between 
the headquarters, regional service centres, and 
country offices. Additionally, country offices 
simultaneously request and solicit support from 
several units at headquarters. There is evidence 
that the division of labour between the regional 
bureaux and the policy units at headquarters that 
provide support to country offices has not been 
streamlined to avoid redundancy. 

There have been gaps in corporate guidance, 
including the functional alignment document, 
resulting in an inability to establish a core 
common set of principles for regional presence 
and corporate tools while allowing for adapta-
tion to different regional contexts. There have 
been different approaches to implementing insti-
tutional arrangements in the regions and among 
corporate bureaux with some notable successes. 
The delineation of oversight and support func-
tions between the regional service centres and 
headquarters regional bureaux has not been the 
same in all regions. In the absence of clear guid-
ance and cooperation, regional service centres 
have invested, and there is a danger that they will 
continue to invest, in the development of tools, 
such as the service trackers used by three of the 
regional service centres.

ConCluSionS

Conclusion 1: Despite modest resources, 
UNDP regional programmes have made sig-
nificant and long-standing contributions to 
development results, promoting cooper-
ation among countries in building regional 
and national institutions as well as addressing 
cross-border and common challenges. 

Regional programmes provide support to 
development on a wide range of issues across 
entire regions with resources that represented 
less than 7 percent of total UNDP regular 
resources in 2008-2009. UNDP has developed 
long-standing relations with key regional institu-
tions, for example with ASEAN, the Caribbean 
Community, the League of Arab States and 
NEPAD. The provision of nearly 40 regional 
Human Development Reports is an area where 
they have significantly changed the development 
debate in key areas. Where countries have shared 
common problems, UNDP regional programmes 
have brought them together to learn from each 
other, often developing networks along the way. 
In such cases, the results from the regional 
approach are therefore greater than the sum of 
the results from separate national interventions.

Conclusion 2: In all regions, the contribution 
to results has been affected by fragmentation 
of regional programmes, insufficient linkages 
with national programmes and time-frames 
that have not taken into account the need for 
long-term capacity development.  

Although there are many cases of success,  
interventions within regional programmes are 
often thinly spread, poorly coordinated, and 
occasionally duplicative. Planning cycles for the 
regional programmes are inevitably different from 
many country programmes, often making inte-
gration difficult. There are cases where regional 
programmes finance single-country interven-
tions with no significance for other countries. 
Some multi-country projects have failed to pro-
vide adequate additionality to a group of national 
interventions in terms of networking and  
knowledge sharing. Results matrixes and mon-
itoring were generally weak, often reflecting a 
lack of focus.

Conclusion 3: While consultation on regional 
programming with partner countries and 
organizations does take place, the absence of 
a systematic framework for gauging demand  
and identifying opportunities constrains  
innovation and relevance. 
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The level of consultation has been ad hoc and 
has varied in intensity and scope over time and 
also between regions. Regional programming 
tends to be supply driven, not always adapting 
UNDP corporate priorities to specific regional 
realities and challenges. Moreover, while there 
are good examples of broad consultative pro-
cesses that include country offices, governments 
and intergovernmental organizations, consulta-
tion with civil society at the regional level has 
been more challenging. Poor consultation mech-
anisms reduce the relevance of what UNDP 
does and have led to missed opportunities for 
regional interventions, especially in innovative 
areas where only such broad consultation will 
reveal new needs and challenges.

Conclusion 4: UNDP has not been able to 
adapt its own programming and partnership 
strategies to further facilitate identification of 
development solutions across regions. 

Today, countries are coming together across 
regions, but UNDP has continued to focus 
on supporting cooperation among countries in 
the geographical framework of UNDP regions. 
Knowledge at the regional level does not have 
a sufficient impact at the global level nor does 
it adequately transfer between UNDP-defined 
regions. Beyond knowledge management, 
opportunities have been missed for interregional 
programmatic interventions, addressing both 
common challenges and cross-border issues 
between neighbouring countries that happen to 
fall within different UNDP regions. 

Conclusion 5: The regional service centres 
provide a useful space to anchor regional  
activities and provide technical support to 
country offices. 

The centres are appropriately located within 
the regional bureaux and have often played 
an important role in supporting UNDP prac-
tice architecture and facilitating more holistic 
cross-practice approaches. There are also many 
advantages in supplying technical support to 
country offices from regional service centres 

compared to headquarters, including proximity, 
language and time zone. Having the regional 
service centre led by a deputy regional director 
has increased the visibility of the organization, 
increased the potential for stronger relation-
ships with United Nations partners and regional 
institutions, and provided better opportunities 
for strengthening UNDP positioning within a 
region. However, the investment in the estab-
lishment of the regional service centres has been 
high and has not been accompanied by a signifi-
cant cost reduction at headquarters. UNDP has 
not streamlined organization-wide functions and 
resources to adjust to the creation of the regional 
service centres. At the same time, UNDP has 
been unable to draw sufficiently on regional 
knowledge and experiences for corporate pos-
itioning. There needs to be greater clarity and 
consistency with respect to management tools. 

Conclusion 6: UNDP has yet to develop an 
explicit, holistic and strategic business model 
that addresses critical capacity in country 
offices, the provision of supplementary 
technical support to country offices, manage-
ment of the regional programme, support to 
United Nations coordination at the regional 
level, and rooting corporate positioning in  
regional knowledge. 

The UNDP approach to contributing to  
development and corporate results at the regional 
level needs to be set within the broader context 
of an organization-wide business model. The 
multiple sources of funding, including the use 
of programme resources from the global and 
regional programmes for internal capacity, and 
the continued duplication of functions at dif-
ferent organizational levels (regional bureaux, 
regional service centres, BDP, BCPR) reveal the 
lack of a transparent and sustainable corporate 
business model. Only through re-examining 
the UNDP fundamental principles and overall 
strategy in a rapidly changing global environment 
can UNDP identify the most appropriate role of 
regional level actions.



x x i i e X e c U t I V e  s U m m A R Y

rECoMMEnDationS

Recommendation 1: UNDP should establish 
‘regionality’ criteria for regional programming 
in consultation with governments, building 
on existing good practice, to determine when a 
regional approach is appropriate. 

Regionality criteria would flow from an assessment 
of what works and what does not, when using 
a regional or subregional approach; the identi-
fication of when such an approach adds value;  
and an analysis of why and how countries 
cooperate. Discussion concerning the develop-
ment of these criteria should be broad and 
involve partner governments in programme and 
donor countries. A clear understanding of when 
the regional approach should or should not 
be used could be key to UNDP positioning in 
resource-constrained situations.

Recommendation 2: UNDP should establish a 
cost-effective framework for broader and deeper 
partnership that will facilitate systematic con-
sultation to ensure UNDP continued relevance 
at the regional and interregional levels. 

The broad partnerships to be covered by the 
framework would include relevant regional 
organizations, national governments, civil society 
and the United Nations system, especially the 
regional commissions. The framework and sub-
sequent consultations would ensure that UNDP 
is appropriately positioned in the regional space 
to add development value and able to identify 
opportunities for further regional and inter-
regional cooperation.

Recommendation 3: UNDP should foster a 
corporate culture that encourages interregional 
lesson learning and programmatic collabora-
tion and that ensures the use of regionally 
grounded knowledge across the organization. 
 
UNDP-defined regions should not become 
silos with regard to programmes and knowledge 
sharing. Countries sharing common prob-
lems and cross-border issues are not always 

in the same region and in such cases UNDP 
needs to facilitate interregional cooperation. 
Interregional knowledge sharing needs to be pro-
moted through the use of appropriate corporate 
incentives that would strengthen UNDP global 
knowledge management efforts. Incentives also 
need to be developed to promote the use of 
regional knowledge and experiences in UNDP 
corporate strategic planning, advocacy work and  
policy advice.  

Recommendation 4: To increase effectiveness 
and develop capacity, UNDP should base the 
management of regional programmes and pro-
jects in an appropriate location in the region or 
subregion. 

The five regional programmes should be managed 
by the regional service centre where they can 
benefit from regional dynamics and leverage 
regional capacity. Regional projects should be 
located close to the beneficiaries, where they will 
be able to better respond to changing contexts 
and better utilize regional capacities. Where pos-
sible, this should be with regional institutions 
with the host country resident representative 
serving as principal project representative. In 
cases where projects are located with the regional 
service centre, they should have dedicated project 
management capacity.  

Recommendation 5: UNDP should maximize 
the use of regular resources allocated for 
regional programmes for interventions 
that contribute directly to development 
results and minimize their use for internal  
corporate results. 

Regular resources should be used for adding 
direct development value by allocation to 
regional projects or to policy advice that makes a 
clear and demonstrable contribution to develop-
ment results. The use of regular resources to 
finance support to the project management func-
tion of country offices should be minimized. 
Technical support to country offices to carry out 
these day-to-day functions should be financed 
from the management budget, possibly through 
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further decentralization of support capacity from  
headquarters to regional service centres and, 
where appropriate, from regional service centres 
to country offices.

Recommendation 6: UNDP should retain the 
system of regional service centres under the 
purview of the regional bureaux. 

While the staffing composition and portfolio 
of activities and services may vary according 
to regional context and demands, efforts are 
required to standardize management tools and 
approaches, including those related to mon-
itoring the contribution, relevance and efficiency 
of the regional service centre arrangement. The 
centres need to strengthen their networking and 
ensure that they benefit from, and contribute to, 
global knowledge. The regional service centres 
should be headed by at least a deputy regional 
director. The residual practice of having dual 
reporting lines, including for practice leaders, 
in regional service centres should cease. All staff 
should have a single reporting line within the 
regional service centre, while at the same time 
be accountable for linking and contributing to 
global knowledge.

Recommendation 7: UNDP should develop 
a strategic corporate business model that 
covers global, regional and country levels; pro-
vides a sustainable and transparent allocation 

of funds and human resources; ensures that 
functions and services are not duplicated; and 
facilitates the location of capacity in the most  
appropriate place. 

UNDP should recognize that in order to 
strengthen the results from its regional work and 
presence, it cannot look only at regional pro-
gramming and institutional arrangements. The 
business model needs to be holistic, treating the 
programming and institutional structures within 
the organization as a whole, and at all levels. 
It should recognize the interlinkages between 
country, regional and global programming and 
results. It should prioritize establishing critical 
country office capacity which should be identi-
fied and put in place. In developing the model 
for supplementary technical support to country 
offices, UNDP can draw on approaches that have 
worked including that of GEF which finances 
dedicated technical expertise in the region that 
also contributes to corporate initiatives. The 
model should enhance cross-practice and cross-
regional approaches to human development and 
United Nations partnerships at the country and 
regional levels. The UNDP business model 
must also protect, and expand to the extent pos-
sible, the funding for regional programmes so 
that they can maintain and augment their con-
tribution to development results and step up to  
emerging challenges. 
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This is the report of an evaluation of the work and 
contribution at the regional level of the United 
Nations Development Programme (UNDP). It 
covers both UNDP regional programmes and 
the relevant UNDP institutional arrangements, 
especially the work of the regional service cen-
tres. The evaluation was part of the UNDP 
Evaluation Office’s 2009-2010 programme of 
work approved by the UNDP Executive Board 
and was conducted from February 2010 to 
October 2010. The report provides a histor-
ical context with a focus on the period 2000 to 
mid-2010. 

1.1 rationalE 

In an increasingly interconnected and  
interdependent world, more and more people 
are discovering common interests and shared 
aspirations for security and economic pros-
perity. Countries face varying challenges and 
opportunities, many of which transcend national 
borders and are shared by others. In the spirit of 
multilateralism, people and governments have 
come together to foster cooperation so that they 
can benefit from experiences and strengths in  
other countries. 

Regional cooperation has immense potential. It 
can link country and regional priorities; provide 
effective solutions for cross-border and common 
challenges; promote shared visions, converging 
interests and public goods; facilitate dialogue; 
and establish mutual assurance, norms and order 
for regional sustainability and prosperity. 

Notable progress has been made in regional  
cooperation: It has become more common and 
profound. New regional and subregional group-
ings have emerged and have devised regional 
solutions to challenges through collective means 

and actions. In addition to covering areas such 
as climate change, economic development, 
and trade and investment, regional entities are 
also engaged in a wide range of complex issues 
such as peace, security and governance. The 
leaders of the African Union have initiated the  
New Partnership for African Development 
(NEPAD) based on a common vision for African 
development. Its peer review and monitoring 
mechanism encourages African countries to address 
complex and often sensitive issues such as political, 
economic, and corporate governance and standards.

Since its inception, UNDP has responded to this 
changing environment and has provided tech-
nical cooperation at the regional level. It has 
engaged in a variety of ways including estab-
lishing long-lasting partnerships with regional 
organizations. UNDP has made contributions 
ranging from long-standing support to the 
Secretariat of the Association of Southeast Asian 
Nations (ASEAN) to initiating the ground-
breaking Arab human development reports. 

UNDP is structured along regional lines with five 
regional bureaux managing multi-year regional 
programmes to contribute to development 
results. UNDP has also established a regional 
presence—most recently through regional ser-
vice centres—to support corporate goals, provide 
technical advice to its 138 country offices, pro-
mote knowledge management, and facilitate 
coordination with other United Nations organ-
izations at the regional level. 

Assessing the regional dimension of UNDP 
work and contribution is thus timely and neces-
sary. This evaluation, conducted by the UNDP 
Evaluation Office, looks at the regional work 
of UNDP and assesses its contributions to 
development and corporate results. It provides 

CHAPTER 1

rationalE, SCoPE  
anD MEtHoDoloGY
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findings, conclusions and recommendations for 
consideration by senior management and the 
Executive Board of UNDP. 

1.2 objECtivES anD SCoPE

The objective of the evaluation is to assess the 
extent to which UNDP regional programming 
and presence contributed to the achievement of 
UNDP strategic objectives set out in the UNDP 
strategic plan (2008-2013). The scope of the 
evaluation includes UNDP regional programmes 
and the relevant institutional arrangements, espe-
cially the work of the regional service centres. 
More specifically, the evaluation covered UNDP 
efforts to directly contribute to both development 
and corporate results. 

With respect to development results, UNDP aimed 
to directly support national and regional develop-
ment efforts in two broad areas. First, interventions 
that facilitate and strengthen cross-border initia-
tives on a range of common issues such as natural 
resources management, climate change, trade and 
migration. These interventions often enable the 
development of regional initiatives or ‘regional 
public goods’ in a number of areas, ranging from 
environment, to trade, to human rights and gender. 
Second, interventions that provide direct and often 
simultaneous assistance, usually on common issues, 
to a number of programme countries within a region 
or subregion. These interventions, termed here as 
‘multi-country’, contribute to national development 
results but are designed to be more effective than 
individual country efforts through the addition of a 
networking and/or knowledge management com-
ponent to the intervention. 

With respect to corporate results, UNDP aimed 
to strengthen its own capacity to support regional 
and national development partners through a 
stronger regional presence. This was intended 
to indirectly contribute to development results 
through providing technical support to country 

offices, promoting practice architecture and 
knowledge management, supporting United 
Nations coordination and partnerships, and 
strengthening corporate strategic positioning.

The evaluation reviewed Governing Council/
Executive Board and UNDP internal policy and 
strategy documents, including the functional 
alignment document1, which set parameters for 
working at the regional level. The evaluation 
took note of these and they were subsumed 
within the scope outlined above. 

The period considered by the evaluation spans 
from 2000 to mid-2010. This time-frame corres-
ponds to the introduction of the first multi-year 
funding framework (MYFF) of UNDP (2000-
2003), the second MYFF (2004-2007), and the 
strategic plan (2008-2013). While reviewing the 
entire period between 2000 and 2010, the main 
thrust of the evaluation was on the current func-
tioning of UNDP regional work and presence.

1.3 Evaluation MEtHoDoloGY

The evaluation had to consider the fact that 
UNDP regional work and presence are linked 
with almost every aspect of the organization. 
They are also affected by different approaches 
adopted in each region and the complexity of 
institutional arrangements across UNDP.

A major challenge concerned tracing causalities 
and establishing plausible contributions of 
UNDP work and presence at the regional level 
to the achievement of development results, since 
these linkages were not spelled out and the 
results frameworks were weakly specified at 
various levels. Sometimes the monitoring sys-
tems were inadequate. It was difficult to make 
judgements for UNDP as a whole because much 
of the data on staffing, budgets, and use of staff 
time was not easily available from any central 
databases and had to be compiled in consultation 

1 UNDP, ‘Functional Alignment of and Implementation Arrangements for Regional Service Centres’, attachment to 
internal communication from UNDP Administrator, February 2008.
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with each regional bureau and, therefore, was not 
always comparable. The poor quality of data on 
regional programmes available within the UNDP 
corporate enterprise resource planning system 
(Atlas) also hampered the work of the evaluation.
 
Measuring the efficiency of UNDP regional 
efforts has also proved to be a challenge. 
Accurate estimates of allocated resources (regular 
and other) and management arrangements for 
regional programmes were difficult to gauge. 
The inputs (funds, human resources, time, etc.) 
associated with the set-up and operations of the 
regional service centres could not be comprehen-
sively collated over time. Information on revenue 
expenditure and human resource management 
of the regional service centres and the regional 
and global programmes was scattered along dif-
ferent reporting lines. This information was not 
centrally available nor was it easily captured. The 
Atlas system was designed to track operational 
and financial activities at the country and global 
level but has not been fully configured to capture 
the complexity of initiatives undertaken at the 
regional level.

The information on human resources, currently 
the largest input to the regional service centre and 
regional programme, was inaccurately reflected 
in UNDP reports. This was in part due to staff in 
regional service centres being funded from a var-
iety of sources, such as the regional programme, 
global programme and other resources. An 
internal review conducted in 2010 faced similar 
difficulties.2 Rigorous monitoring and reporting 
mechanisms were lacking. Consequently, since 
the costs of regional programming and staffing 
were not properly disaggregated, it was not  
possible to present a review of the full picture. 

The evaluation conducted more than 100  
interviews with UNDP staff in headquarters, 
regional service centres, and country offices as 
well as representatives from government and 

other United Nations organizations. It proved 
more difficult to secure interviews with some 
regional organizations. UNDP senior manage-
ment and staff were very forthcoming with 
information and time in responding to interviews 
and surveys and in providing comments and fac-
tual corrections to previous draft versions of the 
evaluation report.

The evaluation methodology was designed to 
overcome the above challenges to the extent 
possible. The evaluation used both qualitative 
and quantitative data but given the above-men-
tioned limitations the nature of the evaluation is 
predominantly qualitative. The evaluation was 
quality assured by an external advisory panel. 

Data was collected from a variety of sources  
using a combination of methods, allowing  
triangulation and validation of the evidence. 
Methods included:
 

�� Structured and semi-structured interviews:  
The evaluation team interviewed staff at all 
levels of the organization. The evaluation 
was scoped based on interviews at head-
quarters and two regional service centres. 
Subsequently the team visited all regional 
service centres and conducted interviews 
with the regional service centre directors 
and staff covering all the main functions of 
each centre, including practice areas and 
management support. Interviews were also 
conducted with UNDP senior management 
and staff in headquarters and a sample of 
country offices as well as government rep-
resentatives, representatives of other United 
Nations organizations, staff from the regional  
commissions and representatives from 
regional institutions.

�� Survey: A structured survey was distributed 
to all country offices and the response rate 
was very high (89 percent, with 122 country 
offices responding to the survey).3 Country 

2 Analysis of regional service centre staffing 2007-2009, communication from Operations Support Group, October 2010.
3 Latin America and the Caribbean had 100 percent response rate, closely followed by Europe and the CIS with 

96 percent. Asia and the Pacific and Africa had similar response rates (88 percent and 87 percent respectively)  
and Arab States had the lowest response rate with 72 percent.
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office management was asked to discuss 
the questionnaire with programme managers 
who had collaborated with regional service 
centres and responses were mostly prepared 
collectively. The survey was very useful in tri-
angulating the findings from the interviews 
and document review. The survey provided 
valuable insights into country offices’ needs 
and views on the UNDP regional pro-
gramme and support from the regional service 
centres. The questions related to satisfaction 
with and past/future contributions of the 
regional service centres to country needs gen-
erated the highest number of comments and 
examples showing this to be a topic of high 
interest. 

�� Review of previous independent evaluations: 
A meta-analysis of earlier evaluations con-
ducted by the Evaluation Office of the 
regional and global cooperation frameworks/
programmes was carried out. Although some 
evaluations were conducted some years ago, 
information was collected on the follow up to 
those evaluations as well as the implementa-
tion of their management responses. 

�� Document review: Documents reviewed 
included a sample of evaluations of regional 
projects and project documents, results 
oriented annual reports for regional bureaux 
and regional service centres, regional service 
centre documents such as the service 
trackers, and documents from headquarters 
(including policies, guidelines, and program-
ming and operational reports, as well as facts  
concerning, staffing, budgets, etc.) 

The assessment of how UNDP performed was 
made according to the following evaluation criteria:

�� Relevance in this evaluation concerns the 
extent to which UNDP programming is  
consistent with national and regional pri-
orities and development needs; the extent 
to which the interventions were aligned 
to the UNDP mandate to foster human 
development; and the extent to which UNDP 

addresses the corporate needs of country 
offices and headquarters. 

�� Effectiveness in this evaluation concerns 
the extent to which UNDP contributes to 
its goals—be they development or corporate 
results—and the extent to which UNDP 
regional programmes and presence can be 
expected to contribute to the achievement of 
development results at national, regional and 
subregional levels. 

�� Sustainability refers to the likelihood of the 
benefits of regional cooperation continuing 
over time. 

�� Efficiency measures how resources or inputs 
are converted into results for the benefit of 
countries. This relates to a vast range of pro-
gramming and institutional arrangements 
put in place by UNDP at the corporate 
and regional level for the achievement of 
development results.

Factors that have influenced UNDP performance 
were identified. Following broad consultation 
during the preparatory phase for this evalua-
tion, a number of factors were proposed to be 
examined. Particular attention was paid to the  
UNDP institutional arrangements as a key factor 
contributing to the achievement of the above 
cited results.

The report is structured in five chapters. Following 
this chapter, chapter two describes the evolution 
of the United Nations and UNDP response to 
regional cooperation. Chapter three presents the 
main findings concerning the UNDP direct con-
tribution to development results, largely through 
its regional programmes but also through regional 
advisory services to programme country partners. 
Chapter four presents the main findings con-
cerning the contribution of regional presence and  
programmes to UNDP corporate results as well 
as an assessment of efficiency of the program-
ming and institutional arrangements for UNDP 
regional work. Finally, chapter five presents the 
conclusions and recommendations.
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This chapter describes the legislative mandates 
for United Nations and UNDP engagement at 
the regional level and the varieties of organiza-
tional arrangements that have been established 
by UNDP and other United Nations organiza-
tions. The chapter also describes the evolution of 
UNDP arrangements for managing the regional 
programme and establishing service centres in 
each geographical region. 

2.1 lEGiSlativE ManDatE 
anD orGanizational 
arranGEMEntS 

Successive resolutions of the General Assembly, 
the first of which dates back to 1946, reflect 
the early recognition by members of the United 
Nations of the importance of the regional dimen-
sion for economic and social development. The 
General Assembly resolution 44/211 in 1989 rec-
ognized the importance of regional, interregional 
and global cooperation for solving common prob-
lems.4 In 1995, the General Assembly resolution 
50/120 underlined the importance of promoting 
the national ownership of regional programmes.
 
The Economic and Social Council established 
the first two United Nations regional com-
missions as early as 1947. This was in order 
to “give effective aid to countries devastated 
by war.”5  Over time, three additional regional 

commissions were established. As they evolved, 
their work expanded and each commission made 
specific contributions to regional cooperation. 
The Economic Commission for Europe, founded 
in 1947, served as a bridge between Eastern and 
Western Europe providing a forum where an 
exchange of ideas could take place during the 
cold war. The Economic Commission for Asia 
and the Far East, established the same year, 
was a platform for sharing successful develop-
ment experience. The Economic Commission 
for Latin America, established in 1948, led the 
commissions in analytical work on develop-
ment strategies and models. The Economic 
Commission for Africa, established in 1958, 
was an advocate for regional and subregional 
cooperation to promote self-reliant development 
in Africa as was reflected in the Lagos Plan of 
Action. The Economic Commission for Western 
Asia was established in 1973, recognizing the 
importance of regional cooperation to address 
development challenges that the countries of the 
region faced.6  

The regional commissions7 share key objectives 
aimed at fostering economic cooperation at 
the subregional and regional levels, promoting 
regional implementation of internationally agreed 
development goals including the Millennium 
Development Goals (MDGs), and contributing 
to addressing economic, social and environmental 

CHAPTER 2

unitED nationS anD unDP rESPonSE 
to rEGional CooPEration

4 United Nations, ‘Resolution Adopted by the General Assembly: Comprehensive Triennial Policy Review of 
Operational Activities for Development of the United Nations System’, A/RES/44/211, New York, December 1989.

5 United Nations, ‘Resolution Adopted by the Economic and Social Council: Economic Commission for Europe’, 
36 (IV) document E/402, New York, March 1947; and ‘Resolution Adopted by the Economic and Social Council: 
Economic Commission for Asia and the Far East’, 37 (IV) document E/405, New York, March 1947.

6 Jolly, Richard, Emmerij, Louis, and Weiss, Thomas G., ‘The Power of United Nations Ideas: Lessons From the First 
60 Years’, United Nations Intellectual History Project, New York, May 2005.

7 The names of these commissions are now United Nations Economic Commission for Africa, Economic Commission 
for Europe,  Economic and Social Commission for Western Asia, Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the 
Pacific, and Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean.
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issues among their member countries. In the area 
of climate change, the Economic and Social 
Commission for Asia and the Pacific promoted 
the development of pro-poor sustainable agri-
cultural systems to respond to the challenges of 
food insecurity, and the Economic Commission 
for Latin America and the Caribbean supported 
national and regional capacity-building for the 
assessment of the impact of climate change with 
the involvement of several centres of excellence in 
the region. In the area of energy, the Economic 
and Social Commission for Western Asia pro-
moted the formulation of policies to improve 
sustainable use and to foster the role of a regional 
network with a focus on the electricity and gas 
network. The Economic Commission for Africa 
supported the use of geographic information 
systems in the fight against the HIV/AIDS pan-
demic through training, capacity-building and 
knowledge management activities.
 
UNDP was established by the General Assembly 
in 19658 with the consolidation of the Special 
Fund and the Expanded Programme of Technical 
Assistance and began operations on 1 January 
1966.  The UNDP Governing Council approved 
a consensus that was submitted to the United 
Nations Economic and Social Council and the 
General Assembly9 and adopted in 1970. This 
resolution created regional bureaux at head-
quarters to manage regional programmes and 
projects. The resolution stated: 

 “At the headquarters level, regional 
bureaux should be established to provide 
a direct link between the Administrator 

and the UNDP Resident Representative 
in all matters concerning field  
activities. In order to streamline channels 
of communication and expedite the deci-
sion-making process the heads of these 
bureaux should have direct access to the 
Administrator. To achieve the required 
degree of effectiveness of management 
of the bureaux, they should be headed 
by persons with the high qualifications  
and rank commensurate with their 
important responsibilities.”10  

In the same decision, the Governing Council 
established the multi-year resource framework 
for UNDP programming, explicitly providing 
support to groups of countries on a subregional, 
regional, interregional and global basis in addition 
to individual countries. This decision established 
the use of indicative planning figures, which 
were based on entitlement to a fixed allocation 
based on a multi-year programme framework. 
In 1971, the Governing Council determined a 
ratio of approximately 5:1 between country and 
intercountry resource targets within the technical 
assistance programme.11 
 
Since 197712, the General Assembly has given 
impetus to decentralization. This has meant 
decentralizing operational and programme activ-
ities to the regional commissions and giving 
them the means to exercise leadership within 
the system at the regional level.13 Some United 
Nations development organizations have a strong 
presence in the regions. Many United Nations 
specialized organizations have been decentralized 

8 United Nations, ‘Resolution Adopted by the General Assembly: Consolidation of the Special Fund and the Expanded 
Programme of Technical Assistance in a United Nations Development Programme’, A/RES/2029/XX, New York, 
November 1965.

9 Annex in the report of the 12th session of the UNDP Governing Council June 1970, and annexed to General 
Assembly Resolution A/RES/2688(XXV) on the Capacity of the United Nations Development System.

10 Ibid., para 57.
11 UNDP, ‘Resources and Programme Costs for 1971’, UNDP Governing Council 11th Session, Decision 71/9, 

New York, January 1971.
12 United Nations, ‘Resolution Adopted by the General Assembly: Restructuring of the Economic and Social Sectors of 

the United Nations System’, A/RES/32/197, New York, December 1977.
13 Ghazarbekian, Sahak, ‘Decentralization of Organizations Within the UN System’, Joint Inspection Unit, 

United Nations, JIU/REP/93/2, 1993.
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very early. The World Health Organization 
initiated decentralization in 1953.14  The World 
Health Organization regional directors are 
appointed by the Board in agreement with the 
regional committee comprised by the ministers 
of health in each region. Currently, approxi-
mately 30 United Nations funds, programmes and  
specialized agencies work at the regional level.

With regard to the funds and programmes, the 
United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) 
has seven regional offices covering the following 
subregions: the Americas and the Caribbean 
(Panama City), Central and Eastern Europe and 
the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) 
(Geneva), East Asia and the Pacific (Bangkok), 
Eastern and Southern Africa (Nairobi), Middle 
East and North Africa (Amman), South Asia 
(Kathmandu), and West and Central Africa 
(Dakar). From the outset, the regional offices 
have been expected to serve three core func-
tions: oversight and quality assurance of country 
programmes, including supervision of country 
representatives; technical and operations support 
to country offices as they design and implement 
programmes; and management of region-wide 
programmes that address cross-border and 
multi-country issues. In addition, they now sup-
port coordination and management of ongoing 
efforts around United Nations coherence at the 
regional level.

In the World Food Programme, decentralization 
was initiated in 1998 with two regional bureaux 
moved to Cairo and Managua as pilots. In 2001, 
four additional regional bureaux were moved 
to Bangkok, Dakar, Kampala and Yaoundé. 
Currently, the World Food Programme has six 
regional bureaux headed by regional directors in 
Johannesburg, Dakar, Cairo, Bangkok, Khartoum 

and Panama. The United Nations Population 
Fund expanded the functions of existing country 
technical services teams in 2007 in order to 
establish regional and subregional offices and to 
strengthen existing area offices. Currently, there 
are five regional offices for: Africa (Johannesburg), 
Arab States (Cairo), Asia and the Pacific 
(Bangkok), Latin America and the Caribbean 
(Panama City), and Eastern Europe and Central 
Asia (New York). In addition, there are six  
subregional offices.

2.2 CoorDination

In a 1989 resolution on the comprehensive  
triennial policy review of operational activities 
for development of the United Nations system15, 
the General Assembly stressed that coordination 
of development activities in the United Nations 
system should minimize the burden on recipient 
governments, maximize their complementar-
ities and avoid duplication in order to increase 
their positive contribution. In 1997, as part of 
his reform agenda, the Secretary-General estab-
lished the United Nations Development Group 
(UNDG), which gathers the United Nations 
organizations that play a role in development, in 
order to guide coordination, harmonization and 
alignment of United Nations development activ-
ities at the country level through the resident 
coordinator system. The UNDG is chaired by 
the administrator of UNDP. 

At the regional level, the United Nations 
Economic and Social Council mandated the 
United Nations regional commissions hold 
regular inter-agency meetings in order to improve 
coordination among United Nations organiza-
tions.16 Since 1999, regional commissions have 
convened meetings of the regional coordination 

14 “Decentralization is considered in WHO [World Health Organization] to be an integral part of the organization’s 
value system, a necessary condition for its world-wide effectiveness and a prized principle of public health administra-
tion. Decentralization enables WHO's Member States to identify themselves more closely with the organization, to 
adapt collectively-agreed policies and strategies to specific local conditions, and to feed back to WHO information  
from the ground that strengthens its constitutional functions.” Ibid., p. 3.

15 United Nations, ‘Resolution Adopted by the General Assembly’, Resolution A/RES/44/211, New York, 22 December 1989.
16 United Nations, ‘Resolutions and Decisions of the Economic and Social Council: Further Measures for the Restructuring 

and Revitalization of the United Nations in the Economic, Social and Related Fields’, E/1998/46, New York, July 1998.
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mechanism that cover regional policy and pro-
gramming issues.17 The experience and evolution 
of the regional coordination mechanisms varied 
among the regions. 

With regard to UNDG coordination mechanisms 
at the regional level, regional directors’ teams 
(RDTs)18 were created in 2005 to provide coherent 
technical support to resident coordinators and 
United Nations country teams by assuring 
the quality of United Nations Development 
Assistance Frameworks (UNDAFs), assessing 
the performance of resident coordinators, and 
providing advice and support on dispute resolu-
tion. Active RDT membership varies in different 
regions. The RDTs are chaired by UNDP 
regional directors who are based in New York. 
 
In 2005, the General Assembly resolution on the 
Triennial Comprehensive Policy Review required 
United Nations funds, programmes and special-
ized agencies to align regional technical support 
structures and regional coverage.19 However, this 
has not been achieved. At present, there are some 
countries that fall in between different regions as 
defined by United Nations organizations.20 The 
International Labour Organization covers most 
countries in Africa under one African region, 
while in UNDP the same countries are divided 
between the Regional Bureau for Africa (RBA) 
and the Regional Bureau for Arab States (RBAS). 
The UNDP Regional Bureau for Arab States 
covers 20 countries, while the Economic and 
Social Commission for Western Asia covers only 
13 of those countries and the rest fall within the 
Economic Commission for Africa. Arrangements 
were reached for the division of labour and com-
plementarities between the respective RDTs and 

regional coordination mechanisms. However, 
such variations continue to create challenges in 
ensuring harmonization and coherence among 
United Nations organizations. 

The 2005 General Assembly resolution on the 
Triennial Comprehensive Policy Review also 
called for the United Nations development system 
to give greater and more systematic considera-
tion to the regional dimensions of development 
cooperation and to promote measures for more 
intensive inter-agency collaboration at the 
regional level, facilitating intercountry exchanges 
of experience and promoting both intraregional 
and interregional cooperation. The General 
Assembly in the 2007 Triennial Comprehensive 
Policy Review more explicitly requested the 
United Nations development system strengthen 
collaboration with regional intergovernmental 
organizations and regional development banks. 
It requested the resident and non-resident organ-
izations of the United Nations development 
system and the regional commissions strengthen 
cooperation and coordination at the regional 
level and at headquarters. This was to be achieved 
through closer cooperation within the resident 
coordinator system and in close consultation with 
governments of the countries concerned.21

2.3 foCuS of unDP  
rEGional ProGraMMES

In line with the increasing focus placed by 
the United Nations on regional approaches to 
development, UNDP was implementing pro-
grammes to promote regional cooperation as 
early as the 1960s. The emphasis of the early 
UNDP regional programmes was regional 

17 United Nations Regional Commissions, ‘System-wide Coherence at the Regional Level’, New York, 1 April 2010; 
available online at <www.un.org/regionalcommissions/sysrcm.pdf>.

18 Now called ‘regional UNDG teams’.
19 United Nations, ‘Resolution Adopted by the General Assembly: The Triennial Comprehensive Policy Review’, 

A/RES/59/250, p. 7, para 36, New York, 2005.
20 For example, Somalia is covered by the Regional Bureau for Arab States, while it falls under the Eastern and 

Southern Africa region for UNICEF.
21 United Nations, ‘Resolution Adopted by the General Assembly: The Triennial Comprehensive Policy Review’, 

A/RES/62/208, New York, 2008.
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integration. For example, there were initiatives 
to promote the economic integration of the 
countries in Central America. Support was also 
provided to the ASEAN Secretariat since the 
early days of its existence and to the Secretariat 
of the Mekong River Commission. South-South 
cooperation has been a priority for UNDP since 
the early 1970s and has been pursued in all its 
programmes, including regional programmes. 

UNDP regional programmes are aimed 
at addressing critical regional issues through 
cross-border initiatives and activities aimed at 
addressing common problems among a number 
of countries. Poverty and growing inequalities 
have been identified as the paramount develop-
ment challenges in most regional programmes. 
These challenges were addressed through 
upstream policy work including development 
of policy positions linked to human develop-
ment, MDG advocacy, macroeconomic policies 
and trade policies. The Asia Pacific Regional 
Initiative on Trade, Economic Governance and 
Human Development and Asia-Pacific Trade 
and Investment Initiative strengthened national 
capacities to mainstream and analyse trade policy 
in national strategies for trade competitiveness 
and to encourage the incorporation of human 
development concerns in trade agreements in 
poor countries. In Cambodia, the trade issue 
has generated great interest because the topic 
is relevant to the country needs and the timing 
has been right. In Mongolia, the project has 
developed understanding of trade issues and led 
to the establishment of a trade negotiating unit 
in the country.22

In addressing poverty, there have also been some 
downstream activities working directly with 
communities, such as the provision of income-
generating activities and microcredit schemes. 
As demonstrated in the Pacific Sustainable 
Livelihoods Programme, the regional programme 

provided institutional capacity development to 
microfinance institutions and to key regional 
and national civil society organizations. It has 
developed pro-poor public-private partnerships 
and piloted the rural banking initiative, Banking 
the Unbanked, where social equity was pro-
vided by UNDP through its Financial Literacy 
Education Training intervention and capital by 
ANZ Bank. This successful innovative pilot pro-
ject was replicated in other countries, including 
Solomon Islands and Tonga. 

UNDP has fostered regional dialogue and 
learning on governance in electoral reform, anti-
corruption, accountability and transparency, 
human rights for development, and enhan-
cing the role of the media. Examples include 
the Regional Governance Programme for Asia 
and the Pacific, the Arab Anti-Corruption and 
Integrity Network project in the Arab States, 
and support to establishing the Regional Centre 
for Public Administration Reform in Europe  
and the CIS.23   

Regional programmes have supported a wide 
range of issues to help countries and regions 
prevent and recover from armed conflicts and 
natural disasters. In the Pacific, the UNDP 
regional programme responded to the need 
to address ‘traditional’ security issues, such as 
money laundering, through building capacity of 
police, customs, immigration, and border agen-
cies to tackle organized crime and terrorism. 
In Africa, through the ‘Declaration on the 
Moratorium of Import, Export, and Manufacture 
of Light Weapons’ the regional programme 
helped establish national commissions and train 
border security for enhanced border control in 
the countries of the Economic Community of 
West African States. In Asia and the Pacific, 
UNDP coordinated the Mekong Ministerial 
Initiative against trafficking in the Greater 
Mekong subregion24, based on a memorandum 

22 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of UNDP’s Regional Cooperation Framework for Asia and the Pacific 2002-2006’, 
p. 13, New York, 2007.

23 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of the Regional Programme for Europe and the CIS 2006-2010’, New York, 2010.
24 Referred to as COMMIT—Coordinated Mekong Ministerial Initiative against Trafficking in the Greater Mekong Subregion.
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of understanding signed by the governments 
of China, Viet Nam, Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic (PDR), Cambodia, Thailand and 
Myanmar, catalyzing anti-trafficking poli-
cies and activities both at subregional and  
national levels. 

UNDP regional programmes have targeted 
critical development challenges regarding the 
sustainable management of natural resources, 
with a special focus on water management. In 
the Arab States, the programme funded inter-
governmental dialogue and subsequent technical 
work that have led to drafting the Nile River 
Basin Cooperative Framework. The dialogue 
made future negotiations feasible and opened 
up opportunities for external funding of regional 
and subregional development projects in the 
Basin. In North-East Asia, the Atmospheric 
Pollution Reduction project achieved consensus 
on transboundary pollution controls adminis-
tered by a joint monitoring centre in China. The 
Environmental Toxicology project established an 
information network that monitors and shares 
regional practices in toxic-waste management 
across Mekong River Basin countries. 

An example of UNDP contribution to regional 
public goods is the production of regional human 
development reports since 1994. The first one 
was issued for the Pacific region with the aim 
to encourage the debate over human develop-
ment issues. The regional human development 
reports feed into and draw upon the data and 
analysis of the global human development report. 
As instruments for measuring human progress 
and triggering action for change, regional reports 
seek to promote regional partnerships for change 
and promote region-specific human development 
approaches to addressing issues such as human 
rights, poverty, education, economic reform, 
HIV/AIDS, deprivation and the impact of global-
ization, and to promoting wellbeing. Almost 
40 regional human development reports have been 
issued. UNDP regional programmes continue to 
finance the production of these reports. 

25 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of UNDP’s Second Regional Cooperation Framework for Latin America and 
the Caribbean 2002-2006’, New York, 2007.

In the Arab States and Europe and the CIS, 
UNDP focused on a multi-country approach to 
address common issues in e-governance. The 
project Regional Cooperation for e-Leadership 
Capacities in the Western Balkans to Strengthen 
Good Governance and European Integration tar-
geted awareness raising and capacity-building 
among national policy makers and e-governance 
practitioners about e-transparency, e-account-
ability, e-participation, and e-inclusion instruments 
to promote democratic governance practices.

Most of the UNDP regional projects are in 
fact subregional in nature. In Latin America 
and the Caribbean region, regional programme 
resources are allocated to its subregions based on 
the Executive Board approved percentage shares 
(approximately 40 percent to the Caribbean sub-
region and the remaining to the Latin America 
subregion). UNDP has a specific partnership 
model in the Caribbean, implementing its 
core regional programme through two regional 
organizations—the Organization of Eastern 
Caribbean States and the Caribbean Community 
(CARICOM)—and their respective agencies. 
The earlier evaluation of the programme found 
that this model “provides a logical partner for a 
regional programme and supports initiatives that 
are identified as critical to subregional develop-
ment but are outside of the scope of country 
programmes. In addition, this model was recog-
nized as a cost-effective way of providing highly 
effective upstream support to a large number of 
members, including those affected by regional 
policies but not eligible for country funding.”25 

The regional programmes of UNDP since 2000 
have been designed around the UNDP corporate 
thematic areas of poverty reduction, democratic 
governance, environment and energy, and crisis 
prevention and recovery. However, the cycles of 
the regional programmes were not harmonized 
with each other or the corporate planning cycle 
(the first MYFF 2000-2003, the second MYFF 
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2004-2007 and the strategic plan). The current 
regional programmes are being extended or 
adjusted to end with the current strategic plan.

In order to promote United Nations values, 
most regional programmes had identified gender 
equality, HIV/AIDS, and information and com-
munication technology as important cross-cutting 
issues.  While the contribution to poverty reduc-
tion has been an overarching goal of regional 
programmes, there were variations in their pro-
gramme focus in order to respond to regional 
contexts and priorities. Most recent independent 
evaluations conducted by the Evaluation Office 
of the regional programmes pointed out that the 
regional programmes were spread too thinly and 
should enhance their focus. 

The Regional Cooperation Framework II (RCF 
II) (2006-2009) for the Arab States deepened 
the focus of the previous programme on equality, 
social inclusion and knowledge sharing with par-
ticular attention to gender equality and women’s 
empowerment, HIV/AIDS and water resources 
management. Youth continues to be a key cross-
cutting theme. A new regional programme that 
responds to the recommendations of the evalua-
tion was approved by the Executive Board in 
September 2009 for the period 2010-2013 and 
seeks to align more closely to the strategic plan. 
The RCF II for Asia and the Pacific (2002-2007) 
was originally designed around three themes: 
democratic governance for human development, 
sustainable development, and globalization and 
economic governance. While the main thrust of 
the programme remained, new programmatic 
activities related to HIV/AIDS and responses 
to the Indian Ocean tsunami in December 2005 
were added to the programme. Following the 
independent evaluation26, the current programme 
(2008-2013) concentrates on fewer areas based on 
the regionality criteria developed by the regional 
bureau.  It aims to place a greater emphasis on 
closer collaboration with the Economic and 
Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific, 

other United Nations organizations and regional 
partners, and to work with the South Asian 
Association for Regional Cooperation, ASEAN 
and the Pacific Island Forum on regional inte-
gration and collaboration.

The RCF II for Latin America and the 
Caribbean (2002-2007) focused on three the-
matic areas: poverty, inequality reduction, and 
achievement of MDGs with particular emphasis 
on strengthening statistical systems; the creation 
and consolidation of knowledge networks; and 
technical advisory services for the inclusion of 
international commitments into development 
plans and strategies. The programme also had 
a focus on energy and climate change through 
programmes in energy provision for the poor, 
climate change, biodiversity, and water and sani-
tation. Human development at the local level 
was identified as one of the key cross-cutting 
themes. Following the evaluation of the RCF II, 
the current programme (2008-2013) for Latin 
America and the Caribbean shifted its focus to 
fewer areas of intervention—concentrating on 
progress towards achieving the MDGs. Attention 
was paid to fostering inclusive participation, 
youth leadership, and enhancing conflict and  
disaster-risk reduction capabilities with particular 
attention to small islands.

The regional programme for Europe and the 
CIS (2006-2010) continued to focus on some of 
the areas developed under the RCF II, including 
poverty reduction and economic development 
through private-sector development and support 
for micro, small and medium-sized enterprises; 
pro-poor macroeconomic policies and structural 
reforms; democratic governance, particularly 
local governance and decentralization; justice 
and human rights; public administration reform 
and anti-corruption initiatives; and sustainable 
energy and environmental practices. A bridging 
programme has been approved for Europe and 
the CIS by the Executive Board for the period 
2011-2013.

26 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of UNDP’s Regional Cooperation Framework for Asia and the Pacific 
2002-2006’, New York, 2007.
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In line with lessons learned from past  
programming and the evaluation, the current 
regional programme in Africa (2008-2013) lim-
ited its focus to four clearly defined programme 
areas to respond to Africa’s development chal-
lenges from a regional perspective. These areas 
include: poverty reduction and the achievement 
of the MDGs; consolidating democratic and par-
ticipatory governance; conflict prevention, peace 
building and recovery; and energy, environment 
and sustainable development.

2.4 ManaGEMEnt of unDP 
rEGional ProGraMMES

The consensus resolution of 197027 underlined 
that subregional, regional, interregional and 
global projects would be initiated at the request 
of at least two governments. UNDP regional 
projects were identified through consultative 
mechanisms ensuring alignment with national 
priorities and ownership of these regional inter-
ventions. In Asia, a mechanism called Meetings 
of Aid Coordinators was established to ensure 
systematic consultation on regional programme 
matters among government representatives of all 
countries in the region. A resident representative 
was assigned as a principal project resident repre-
sentative, located in the region, to be responsible 
for project implementation, including coordina-
tion with other country offices and national and 
regional partners.

The multi-year intercountry programmes for each 
region were approved by the Governing Council 
and managed by the respective regional bureau. 
By the early 1990s, interregional and regional 
projects were implemented through the regional 
bureaux and specialized or thematic units of 
UNDP. Interregional programmes were applied 

to a grouping of countries from two or more 
regions and channelled advisory and other ser-
vices to developing countries in key sectors in all 
regions. The main focus of regional programmes 
was to strengthen the capacity of national institu-
tions. In 1997, UNDP replaced the intercountry 
programme with the RCF, which in turn was 
replaced by the regional programme that con-
tinues to be approved by the UNDP Executive 
Board.28 Around the same time the allocation 
of resources that was based on indicative plan-
ning figures was replaced with a three-tier target 
for resource assignments from the core (TRAC) 
scheme for country programmes combining the 
previous entitlement approach with perform-
ance criteria. However, for the regional and 
global programme the entitlement approach was 
maintained and a fixed allocation of 9 percent  
was retained.29  

The first MYFF30 (2000-2003)  stated that a 
regional perspective was important for UNDP 
and the approach would be channelled through 
knowledge networking and regional cooperation. 
The second MYFF (2004-2008) continued 
to emphasize the importance of regional pro-
grammes. The strategic plan (2008-2013) 
reaffirmed the regional dimension by system-
atically addressing it across all practice areas. 
The aims of regional programming are: to 
serve as a bridge between country and global 
initiatives; and to facilitate cooperation among 
countries sharing similar geographic, social and  
economic conditions.

Current programming arrangements of UNDP 
approved by the Executive Board highlight 
the continued importance of regional program-
ming and allocate 9 percent of regular resources 
for country, regional and global programmes 
to regional programmes.31 Of this 9 percent, 

27 Annex in the report of the 12th session of the UNDP Governing Council June 1970, and annexed to General 
Assembly Resolution A/RES/2688(XXV) on the Capacity of the United Nations Development System.

28 The UNDP Governing Board was renamed as the Executive Board in 1994.
29 UNDP Executive Board, Decision 95/23, New York, 1995.
30 The MYFF was the corporate strategic planning document at that time.
31 UNDP, ‘Mid-term Review of the Programming Arrangements 2008-2011’, DP/2010/5. 
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90 percent is distributed among the five regional 
bureaux in proportion to the TRAC I alloca-
tion that the countries in the region receive. The 
remaining 10 percent is divided equally among the 
Arab States, Latin America and the Caribbean, 
and the Europe and CIS regional programmes.32 

2.5 EStabliSHMEnt of unDP 
rEGional CEntrES 

2.5.1 Sub-rEGional  
rESourCE faCilitiES 

UNDP engagement at the regional level was 
managed until the 1990s by the headquarters’ 
regional bureaux and the resident representatives 
who served as principal project resident repre-
sentatives. Initiatives by two different regional 
bureaux marked a shift in this approach.

In Asia and the Pacific, sub-regional resource 
facilities (SURFs) were established in 1996, 
first in Islamabad and then Bangkok. They 
were funded from the regional programme and 
managed by the respective UNDP resident rep-
resentative in the SURF locations with a SURF 
management board consisting of other resident 
representatives from the region. The purpose 
of these SURFs was exclusively to add value 
to the work of UNDP country offices by pro-
viding them with technical advice and by serving 
as nodes for networking with experts in the 
region.  The Islamabad SURF focused on gov-
ernance issues and the Bangkok SURF focused 
on poverty. At the same time the UNDP regional 
advisory team on environment was located in 
Kuala Lumpur and funded primarily from Global 
Environment Facility (GEF) resources.

In Europe and the CIS, a regional support 
centre was established in Bratislava in 1997 to 
address issues related to the establishment of a 
new bureau and country offices as a response to 

transition in the region. UNDP had expanded 
its programme to the transition countries in the 
region and the regional support centre managed 
the programme in countries that had no resi-
dent offices. In addition the centre managed all 
regional programmes. 

Building on these experiences, in 1997 the 
UNDP senior management group (the Executive 
Committee) decided: “Since UNDP headquarters 
cannot provide effective technical backstopping 
or routine operations support to 132 country 
offices, UNDP should decentralize substantive 
support and operational decision making to 
clusters at the regional or subregional level in 
order to reap efficiency gains and attune its 
services to local conditions.”33 The purposes 
identified for the SURFs were expert referral for 
country offices, identification of best practices  
across regions and globally, technical backstop-
ping for the country offices, and networking 
between UNDP staff and with UNDP  
development partners.34   

Previously, the Bureau for Development Policy 
was the provider of technical backstopping. The 
Executive Committee agreed: “UNDP’s Policy 
Bureau should relinquish its obligation to pro-
vide technical backstopping to all country offices. 
Instead [it] should concentrate on providing 
policy leadership and guidance on core substan-
tive issues and overall development policy.”35 By 
virtue of being located at the subregional level, 
the SURFs were expected to be in a better pos-
ition to network with regional institutions and 
centres of excellence to identify and mobilize 
technical expertise with specific knowledge of 
the region. This linkage with regional networks 
and institutions and the support to country 
level operations was the main objective of the 
SURFs. The SURF structure was not meant to 
be another layer between the country office and 
UNDP headquarters.

32 Communication from BOM, October 2010.
33 UNDP Executive Committee Decision of 27 February 1997.
34 Ibid.
35 Ibid.
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The SURF system was established from UNDP 
core administrative budget, regional bureau 
resources and extra budgetary resources. Drawing 
from the initial experience of the Regional 
Bureau for Asia and the Pacific (RBAP) and 
the Regional Bureau for Europe and the CIS 
(RBEC), corporate encouragement was given 
to other bureaux to develop strategies and oper-
ational modalities to establish and manage 
SURFs. Their approaches differed to account for 
the variations in the institutional, technological 
and logistical infrastructures in their regions. 
Because of the substantial resources needed to 
establish SURFs, some regional bureaux adopted 
a phased approach.36  

In the initial phase, there was an intention to 
establish 17 SURFs to provide referrals and 
technical backstopping on a broad range of 
human development (multi-thematic) issues for 
subregional clients. Not all of them were estab-
lished or continued. By July 2000, when the 
independent evaluation of the SURF system was 
conducted37, there were nine SURFs operating 
in Addis Ababa, Bangkok, Islamabad, Beijing, 
Suva, Beirut, Bratislava, Harare and Port of 
Spain. The evolution of SURFs in each region is 
described below. The SURF system also included 
a global hub in BDP in New York, which 
provided coordination, networking and other 
support services to the SURF system. 

In Europe and the CIS, a new SURF was 
attached to the regional support centre in 
Bratislava in 1999 to provide technical support 
to country offices, based on corporate experi-
ence, and underwent a period of rapid growth. 
In Asia and the Pacific, in addition to Islamabad 
and Bangkok, the North and Eastern Asia SURF 
began its operation in 1999 in Beijing to cover 
four countries—China, the Democratic People’s 
Republic of Korea, Mongolia and the Republic of 
Korea—but did not continue. The Pacific SURF 

was also established in 1999 in Suva and served 
three UNDP multi-country offices in the Pacific 
and by extension 15 programme countries.

The first SURFs in Africa were established in 
Addis Ababa and Harare in 1998. As the seat of 
the African Union, as well as the regional com-
mission (the Economic Commission for Africa), 
Addis Ababa was a strategic location for the first 
SURF. In 2002, the Southern Africa SURF in 
Pretoria was developed out of initiatives of the 
eight UNDP country offices in the subregion 
to facilitate networking and knowledge sharing 
among these countries. The Southern Africa 
SURF placed considerable emphasis on working 
closely with Southern Africa Development 
Community programmes and supporting UNDP-
funded regional projects. In 2004, the SURF 
in Johannesburg was formed through the amal-
gamation of the SURFs in Harare and Pretoria. 
Around the same time, the SURF in Dakar was 
established to cover West and Central Africa, fol-
lowing the closing of the SURF in Addis Ababa.

A Caribbean SURF was established in March 
1999 in Port of Spain, originally serving four 
country offices covering 19 countries and terri-
tories in the Anglophone and Dutch-speaking 
Caribbean. Oversight functions were provided by 
the Regional Bureau for Latin America and the 
Caribbean's (RBLAC) Caribbean Oversight and 
Support Centre. The location of the SURF was 
determined by factors related to logistical and 
communication access to the programme coun-
tries. However, an early client survey found that 
the Port of Spain SURF was not covering all of the 
countries in the Latin America region due mainly 
to differences in language usage and geographical 
dispersion of programme countries. Therefore, an 
additional SURF was needed to cater to the rest 
of the region. In 2002, the Panama SURF was  
established to cover the Latin America subregion.

36 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Review of the SURF System: Way Forward for Knowledge Management in UNDP’, 
New York, 2000.

37 Ibid.
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In the Arab States, the SURF was established 
in 1998 in Beirut to serve the entire region of 
19 UNDP country offices. Initially, the SURF 
developed specialized expertise in governance, 
human development and programme manage-
ment. The SURF was strategically located as it 
was co-located with the Economic and Social 
Commission for Western Asia. However, the 
Beirut SURF experienced a number of challenges 
that limited its potential, specifically volatile 
security situations and vacancies.

In the early 2000s, UNDP introduced practice 
architecture as an essential element of a larger 
reform effort to strengthen its internal culture of 
systematic knowledge sharing on a global basis 
and to make UNDP a more effective development 
partner. This was intended to support a reorienta-
tion towards policy advisory services and capacity 
development and to address the organization’s past 
ineffectiveness at synthesizing its knowledge and 
experience and applying it to support developing 
countries.  At the headquarters level, the prac-
tice areas were to be coordinated and guided by 
central policy bureaux: BDP for poverty, environ-
ment and energy, democratic governance, and 
HIV/AIDS; and Bureau for Crisis Prevention 
and Recovery (BCPR) for crisis prevention and 
recovery. These bureaux were also made respon-
sible for corporate knowledge management. 
Communities of practice were established within 
each practice area. BDP, in particular, was to facili-
tate vertical policy alignment, with the second and 
third Global Cooperation Framework expected to 
“leverage the practice architecture at all levels of  
programming (global, regional and country) to 
strengthen UNDP support to countries in these 
practice areas.”38 
 
The SURFs were a critical part of the practice 
and knowledge architecture. With the approval 
of the second Global Cooperation Framework 
(2001-2003, extended to 2004), technical  
expertise in the SURFs would be funded from 
the Global Cooperation Frameworks.

By 2001, the SURFs no longer solely reported 
to the regional bureaux. BDP signed separate 
and different agreements with each regional 
bureau detailing the nature of the technical 
expertise that they provided and the manage-
ment arrangements for the staff and SURF as 
a whole. The decision-making SURF boards 
included some or all resident representatives 
in the region as well as representatives of the 
respective regional bureau and BDP. BDP-
funded policy specialists based in SURFs had 
dual reporting lines to the respective regional 
bureau and BDP. Tensions arose from mixed 
funding mechanisms and multiple lines  
of accountability.39 

The establishment of the SURFs coincided with 
the reduction of the capacity of country offices 
due to budgetary constraints. In the early 2000s, 
all UNDP country offices faced a 15 percent 
cut in operational costs. This had important 
repercussions on the capacity of country offices, 
and as a result, the nature of demand from the 
SURFs varied from support to country office 
operations to policy advice that was on program-
matic issues within the practice areas. In a survey 
undertaken in 2000, country offices highlighted 
the need for expert referral and expressed a 
wish for greater expertise in the SURFs in pro-
gramme and project formulation, monitoring 
and evaluation, and subject matter specialization 
in thematic areas of UNDP.

2.5.2 rEGional SErviCE CEntrES

From the mid-2000s, UNDP developed regional 
service centres in each region that built on the 
experience of the SURFs while adding new 
functions and management arrangements. These 
service centres combined technical support to 
country offices and networking and knowledge 
management within the practice architecture 
with a role in the management of the regional 
programmes. This transformation has been a 
work in progress and played out differently in 

38 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of the Third Global Cooperation Framework of UNDP’, p. 72, New York, 2008. 
39 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of the Second Global Cooperation Framework of UNDP’, New York, 2004.
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the five regions as a result of existing variations 
in the SURF structure and management and in  
regional programming. 

In Asia and the Pacific, the two well-established 
SURFs in Bangkok and Kathmandu (which 
replaced the earlier Islamabad office) were trans-
formed to two regional service centres in Bangkok 
and Colombo. Their responsibilities were div-
ided by practice and thematic areas. Bangkok 
was responsible for governance, environment 
and energy, crisis prevention and recovery, and 
management. Colombo was responsible for pov-
erty and MDGs (including trade), HIV/AIDS, 
gender and knowledge services. The regional 
human development report unit was also based 
in Colombo. However, splitting along practice 
and thematic areas across two locations within 
Asia hampered cross-practice work and cross-
fertilization within the broader Asia-based team 
and detracted from cost-effective delivery of ser-
vices.40 There was a dedicated subregional centre 
for the Pacific in Fiji where three units were 
located: MDG and poverty, democratic govern-
ance, and crisis prevention and recovery. The 
Pacific countries also had full access to the ser-
vices and resources of the Bangkok and Colombo 
regional service centres. 

In 2009, the Regional Bureau for Asia and the 
Pacific commissioned an external review of the 
functioning of the regional service centres, which 
made recommendations on consolidation of prac-
tice areas and the efficiency of having two service 
centres.41 As a result, a process of reversing the 
division of practice areas between Bangkok and 
Colombo started and all units, except for the 
Regional Human Development Unit (to remain 
in Colombo in association with the Sri Lanka 
country office), were co-located to Bangkok. The 
Colombo regional service centre was eventually 
closed in June 2010 and all its units relocated to 
Bangkok. Currently, the regional service centre 

in Asia is the only one that is located in the 
same city as the United Nations regional com-
mission for the region (the Economic and Social 
Commission for Asia and the Pacific).

The evolution of the Bratislava regional centre 
was marked by the merger of the SURF with the 
management of the regional programme, both 
of which had been co-located in Bratislava. This 
merger resulted in the establishment of a single 
Advisory Board that includes the Director of the 
Regional Bureau for Europe and the CIS; rep-
resentatives of BDP, Bureau of Management 
(BOM) and BCPR; and four resident repre-
sentatives. Most of the Bratislava regional centre 
units are funded from non-core resources. The 
regional programme is implemented directly 
from the regional service centre except for a 
few subregional projects implemented from the 
regional bureau in headquarters. 

In Africa, building on the existing SURFs, 
regional service centres in Johannesburg and 
Dakar were established in 2007. Both regional 
service centres cover all practice areas. Initially, 
the regional programme was centrally managed 
by the regional bureau in headquarters with the 
exception of selected projects that were managed 
by country office or the regional service centres. 

In Latin America, the Panama SURF was trans-
formed to a regional service centre in Panama 
and a sub-centre in Port of Spain in 2008. The 
2007 strategy for regionalization for the region 
recommended the Caribbean SURF be main-
tained and its autonomy preserved, but it should 
work in close coordination with the regional 
service centre in Panama. Most United Nations 
organizations have an office in Panama, although 
the Economic Commission for Latin America 
and the Caribbean is located in Santiago, Chile.
While the oversight function remains with the 
regional bureau in New York, the day-to-day 

40 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of the Third Global Cooperation Framework of UNDP’, New York, 2008.
41 Hope, Nicholas, ‘A Review of UNDP’s Regional Centres in Asia and the Pacific: A Report Prepared for the UNDP 

Regional Bureau for Asia and the Pacific’, New York, 2009.
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implementation of the regional programme for 
Latin America and the Caribbean has been dele-
gated to the regional service centre. The regional 
service centre executes most of the regional 
projects, except for some that are executed by 
an associated implementing partner, such as 
CARICOM, the Central America Integration 
System, or by specific country offices, such as 
the regional project on political prospective 
scenarios executed by the UNDP country office 
in Bolivia. 

In the Arab States, a regional service centre was 
set up in Cairo following the closure of the SURF 
in Beirut in 2008. Since the Cairo regional service 
centre is relatively new, its staffing is not com-
plete. The regional service centre in Cairo hosts 
one staff from BCPR and the GEF adviser for 
the region operates from the Bratislava regional 
service centre. 

The regional service centres continued to work 
closely with headquarters-based policy and 
management bureaux. BDP supported the prac-
tice architecture in the regional service centres. 
The GEF advisers were also integrated into 
regional service centres. BCPR has deployed 
certain headquarters (New York and Geneva42) 
capacities to the regions. In regional service cen-
tres, BCPR has crisis prevention and recovery 
teams comprised of technical experts. There are 
regional disaster reduction experts located in 
Bangkok, Cairo, Delhi, Johannesburg, Nairobi 
and Panama. Since there is no regional service 
centre in Delhi, BCPR staff are located in the 
UNDP country office and cover the South Asia 
subregion. The region-based staff coordinate 

regional level activities with BCPR headquarters 
and provide technical support to the country 
offices. While a small number of BCPR staff 
became closer to the countries by being in the 
regions, a large part of BCPR technical support 
continues to come from New York or Geneva. 
 
To improve collaboration with other UNDP units, 
the Special Unit for South-South Cooperation 
has posted two advisers in the UNDP regional 
centres in Bangkok and Johannesburg to identify 
appropriate partners for regional initiatives.

2.5.3 funCtional  
aliGnMEnt DoCuMEnt 

The strategic plan (2008-2013) called for 
UNDP “to bring corporate and regional policy 
and advisory support closer to where they are 
needed on the ground, and to make those ser-
vices more responsive to country programme 
needs.”43  In 2008, the Administrator sent an 
internal communication attaching a paper on 
functional alignment of and implementation 
arrangements for regional service centres, which 
brought together existing experience and pro-
vided a framework for further reform of the  
institutional arrangements.44 

In efforts to clarify the concept of the regional 
service centres and a number of implementa-
tion arrangements, the functional alignment 
document addressed the scope of regional  
service centre operations; the standard func-
tions of regional service centres; the core 
structure, accountabilities and funding; and the  
reporting (Box 1). 

42 BCPR is currently undergoing a review of its institutional arrangements.
43 UNDP, ‘Accelerating Global Progress on Human Development’, UNDP Strategic Plan (2008-2011, extended to 2013),  

DP/2007/43.
44 UNDP, ‘Functional Alignment of and Implementation Arrangements for Regional Service Centres’, attachment to 

internal communication from UNDP Administrator, February 2008.
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The Administrator emphasized that UNDP 
would remain a two-tier organization. The func-
tional alignment document placed the regional 
service centre firmly within the regional bureau. 
The specific configuration of each centre would 
be determined by regional requirements and 
corporate agreements between the respective 

regional bureau and relevant headquarters’ 
bureau. The application of the functional  
alignment document had different implications 
in different regions. 

The functional alignment document stated that 
while management of support services could be 
delegated to the regional service centres, respon-
sibility for the regional bureaux oversight and 
quality control functions would remain with the 
regional directors and their teams in headquar-
ters. The position of the head of regional service 
centres was upgraded to deputy regional director 
in 2008, thereby creating an additional deputy 
director position in each bureau. The regional 
service centre staff members now report to the 
head of the regional service centre, in principle. 
Practice leaders, however, still remain subject to 
matrix management with dual reporting to BDP 
and the head of the regional service centre.
 
The regional service centre was intended to 
support United Nations coordination results, 
development results, and management results 
(see Box 1). Support to coordination was to be 
provided through support to the RDT. But the 
bulk of work of the regional service centre was to 
be in the area of development results through the 
provision of advisory services and management of 
the regional programme.

In principle, the functional alignment docu-
ment promotes the flexible approach of UNDP 
with regard to the implementation and func-
tional development of regional programmes. 
It states: “with respect to regional programme 
implementation, the functions of the regional 
service centres would be determined by the needs 
of each region.”45 The regional programmes of 
Asia and the Pacific and Europe and the CIS 
are solely managed by regional service centres. 
The regional programmes for Africa, Arab States 
and Latin America and the Caribbean are partly 
managed from headquarters.

45 Ibid.

box 1.  Standard functions of 
regional Service Centres

Source:  UNDP, ‘Functional Alignment of and Implementation 
Arrangements for Regional Service Centres’, attachment to 
internal communication from UNDP Administrator,  
February 2008.

The following standard framework and functions 
are recommended for all regional service centres, 
in line with corporate priorities as expressed in 
the UNDP strategic plan 2008-2011:

1. The country office is defined as the primary 
client of the services provided. The functions 
and services of the regional service centres 
should not be organized around the roles 
and responsibilities of specific units (i.e., 
BDP, BCPR, BOM, Bureau for Resources and 
Strategic Partnership, etc.) but rather on:

 � The corporate requirements related to  
the strategic plan and UNDP mandate

 � Country and regional level priorities  
and demand 

2. Within this framework, regional service centres 
will perform three main functions:

 � In order to strengthen coordination results, 
the regional service centres will provide  
support to the RDTs

 � In order to strengthen development results, 
the regional service centres will provide and 
support the provision of  advisory services  
and any delegated regional programme 
implementation function 

 � In order to strengthen management results, 
the regional service centres will provide 
and support the provision of management 
services to country offices
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2.6 rESourCES for rEGional 
ProGraMMES anD rEGional 
SErviCE CEntrES

2.6.1 rEGional ProGraMMES 

Total regional programming resources do not  
represent a significant share of UNDP programme 
expenditures globally, with regional programme 
expenditures accounting for 2.3 percent and 

2.2 percent of total UNDP programming  
expenditures in 2008 and 2009 respectively. In 
terms of expenditure of regular resources, how-
ever, regional programme expenditures accounted 
for 6.3 percent and 5.9 percent in 2008 and 2009 
respectively (Table 1). Resource mobilization in 
UNDP regional programmes has not kept pace 
with UNDP as a whole.  

table 1.  regional Programme Expenditure by regular and other resources, 2005-200946

rEGion 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Expendi-
ture (uS$, 

thousands)

% Expendi-
ture (uS$, 

thousands)

% Expendi-
ture (uS$, 

thousands)

% Expendi-
ture (uS$, 

thousands)

% Expendi-
ture (uS$, 

thousands)

%

regional bureau africa

Regular 

Resources
14,669 64.16 13,387 55.56 18,762 56.31 11,371 49.61 10,288 56.09

Other 

Resources
8,193 35.84 10,707 44.44 14,559 43.69 11,551 50.39 8,054 43.91

total 22,862 100.00 24,094 100.00 33,321 100.00 22,922 100.00 18,342 100.00

regional bureau asia and the Pacific

Regular 

Resources
20,906 92.82 14,288 61.66 14,510 64.91 13,481 60.26 12,496 58.52

Other 

Resources
1,618 7.18 8,883 38.34 7,844 35.09 8,889 39.74 8,857 41.48

total 22,524 100.00 23,171 100.00 22,354 100.00 22,370 100.00 21,353 100.00

regional bureau arab States

Regular 

Resources
7,590 65.01 3,541 40.59 2,981 28.93 4,655 33.83 3,955 40.46

Other 

Resources
4,086 34.99 5,182 59.41 7,322 71.07 9,105 66.17 5,819 59.54

total 11,676 100.00 8,723 100.00 10,303 100.00 13,760 100.00 9,774 100.00

regional bureau for Europe and the CiS

Regular 

Resources
6,868 42.91 4,335 22.47 6,158 30.77 5,757 40.29 4,538 32.84

Other 

Resources
9,137 57.09 14,955 77.53 13,856 69.23 9,638 59.71 9,602 67.16

total 16,005 100.00 19,290 100.00 20,014 100.00 15,395 100.00 14,140 100.00

46 Communication from BOM, October 2010.

(cont’d) h
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rEGion 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Expendi-
ture (uS$, 

thousands)

% Expendi-
ture (uS$, 

thousands)

% Expendi-
ture (uS$, 

thousands)

% Expendi-
ture (uS$, 

thousands)

% Expendi-
ture (uS$, 

thousands)

%

regional bureau for latin america and the Caribbean 

Regular 

Resources
2,785 32.88 2,773 27.82 2,868 24.25 3,646 26.80 6,525 46.15

Other 

Resources
5,684 67.12 7,194 72.18 8,960 75.75 15,522 73.20 18,447 53.85

total 8,469 100.00 9,967 100.00 11,828 100.00 19,168 100.00 24,972 100.00

total rEGional ProGraMMES

Regular 

Resources
52,818 64.78 38,324 44.96 45,279 46.29 38,910 41.56 37,802 42.68

Other 

Resources
28,718 35.22 46,921 55.04 52,541 53.71 54,705 58.44 50,779 57.32

total 81,536 100.00 85,245 100.00 97,820 100.00 93,615 100.00 88,581 100.00

total unDP

Regular 

Resources
518,300 14.20 552,900 13.18 560,400 15.32 617,400 14.91 635,400 15.47

Other 
Resources

3,125,000 85.80 3,638,000 86.82 3,093,000 84.68 3,522,938 85.09 3,472,428 84.53

total 3,643,300 100.00 4,190,900 100.00 3,653,400 100.00 4,107,828 100.00 4,140,338 100.00

all rEGional ProGraMME EXPEnDiturE aS PErCEntaGE of total unDP EXPEnDiturES 

Regular 
Resources

10.2% 6.9% 8.1% 6.3% 5.9%

Other 
Resources

0.9% 1.3% 1.7% 1.6% 1.5%

total 2.2% 2.0% 2.7% 2.3% 2.2%

The variety of regional approaches to  
management of the regional programmes can 
be illustrated through examination of the rela-
tive expenditure through headquarters, regional 
centres and country offices. Figure 1 shows 
the trends in management responsibility,  

clearly indicating a move towards more regional 
centre management of the programmes, although 
in the case of the Regional Bureau for Europe 
and the CIS programmes this has been the  
situation from the start.

u (cont’d) 
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figure 1.  relative regional Programme Expenditure in Each regional bureau by Headquarters, 
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47 Data from the UNDP enterprise resource management system (Atlas), October 2010.
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2.6.2 rEGional SErviCE CEntrES

The funding of SURFs and later the regional 
service centres has been tackled in different 
ways. The funds for staffing have come from the 
UNDP administrative budget and global pro-
gramme, regional programme and extra budgetary 
resources. Different regions have had different 
combinations of funding, for instance Bratislava 
has been able to draw on extra budgetary 
resources. Cost recovery was introduced for the 
delivery of advisory services including universal 
rates for mission costs. The functional align-
ment document called for a business model that 
recovered full cost for advisory services from 
the client. However despite attempts, a market 
mechanism was never fully introduced.

In line with the corporate practice architecture, 
the practice management structure at the regional 
service centre level is composed of a dedi-
cated practice leader for each practice/thematic 
area (funded through the global programme), 

a knowledge management team leader (funded 
through the global programme), and a number of 
technical policy and programme advisers and spe-
cialists (funded through the regional programme 
and other sources). The practice leader coordin-
ates the regional and community of practice with 
the global practice, regardless of funding source, 
to promote consistency and coherence within 
the practice. To address inefficiencies in the pre-
vious matrix management and reporting system, 
with the exception of the practice leaders who 
continue to report to the regional bureau as well 
as BDP (as the manager of global programme 
resources), all staff located in the regional service 
centres now report to the regional bureau.

Staffing of regional service centres has grown 
considerably in the past three years. An analysis 
conducted in 201048 of regional service centre 
staffing between 2007 and 2009 states that there 
were 541 professionals with fixed-term contracts 
in regional service centres at the end of 2009 
(Table 2). 

table 2.  unDP regional Service Centre Staffing, 2007-2009

rEGional SErviCE CEntrE Staff* 2007 2008 2009

bangkok RSC staff functions 87 89 96

Co-located functions** 9 11 16

total 96 100 112

Colombo RSC staff functions 29 30 16

Co-located functions 2 1 0

total 31 31 16

Pacific RSC staff functions 18 22 18

Co-located functions 2 2 2

total 20 24 20

bratislava RSC staff functions 92 100 107

Co-located functions 12 16 16

total 104 116 123

Cairo RSC staff functions 5 16 26

Co-located functions 0 0 3

total 5 16 29

48 Analysis of regional service centre staffing 2007-2009, communication from Operations Support Group, October 2010.

(cont'd) hRSC indicates regional service centre.



2 3c H A P t e R  2 .  U n I t e d  n A t I o n s  A n d  U n d P  R e s P o n s e  t o  R e g I o n A l  c o o P e R A t I o n  

rEGional SErviCE CEntrE Staff* 2007 2008 2009

Panama RSC staff functions 0 56 63

Co-located functions 0 4 9

total 0 60 72

Dakar RSC staff functions 22 25 75

Co-located functions 0 6 12

total 22 31 87

johannesburg
 

RSC staff functions 40 40 73

Co-located functions 5 6 9

total 45 46 82

total 323 424 541

* Only fixed-term staff 

** Includes staff of the United Nations Capital Development Fund, United Nations Office for Project Services contract holders,  
UNDP audit, Department of Safety and Security, etc. 

Source: Analysis of regional service centre staffing 2007-2009, communication from Operations Support Group, October 2010. 

It was difficult to establish exactly how many 
staff members provide advisory services to 
country offices and how many are responsible 
for the implementation of regional programmes. 
In many cases, they work in teams that are 
responsible for both. The analysis of regional 
service centre staffing indicates that less than one 
third of the staff in the regional service centre 
in Bratislava identified implementation of the 
regional programme as their primary function. 
Interviews conducted in Bangkok and Panama 
identified that 80 percent of staff member time 
was spent on technical support to country offices. 
The comprehensive inclusion of service contract 
holders and United Nations volunteers would 
increase the number even further. Since parts 
of the advisory services provided by the regional 
service centres are funded through the regional 
programmes, distinguishing between the contri-
bution made by the regional programmes and the 
regional service centres is only partially possible. 

Although much progress has been made to 
improve the system of tracking staff time allo-
cation, no standard service tracker has been 
implemented for all regional service centres, 
resulting in duplication of efforts and difficul-
ties in measuring both the performance and 
the usage of existing staff. The Bratislava and 
Bangkok regional service centres have led the 
effort. So far both have independently developed 
their own elaborate web-based service trackers, 

while other service locations have different sys-
tems ranging from a manual Excel tool to a 
web-based tracking tool. For example, since 
2009, the regional service centre in the Latin 
America and Caribbean region has been working 
with web-based Service Request Tracker. Not 
only do these tools differ in functionality, they 
also differ in the type of data that is captured 
from centre to centre. 

According to the information recorded in the 
Asia Pacific regional centre service tracker 
between 2007 and August 2010, out of 4,444 
activities provided by its staff, 1,016 activities 
(approximately 23 percent of the total) were in 
the area of policy advice, while 1,194 activities 
were dedicated to programming and technical 
backstopping. Other activity types included 
advocacy, analysis, expert referrals, facilitation 
and knowledge management. In Bratislava, out 
of 4,072 activities captured between 2007 and 
August 2010, approximately 9 percent of the 
total activities were in the area of policy advice.  

At the time of this evaluation, UNDP was 
moving towards a common approach to tracking 
services. The new service provision manage-
ment system is intended to develop a single 
system, which will provide enhanced reporting 
capability on advisory service provision and col-
lection of consistent data across the different  
service providers.

u (cont'd) 
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The relevance and effectiveness of UNDP support 
to development results, as well as the sustain-
ability of those results, are at the core of the 
evaluation. This section makes an assessment of 
UNDP regional programming according to these 
three criteria. 

UNDP has addressed critical cross-border  
concerns and issues that are common to several 
countries. Many critical development issues are 
shared by neighbouring countries and can be best 
addressed through collaborative efforts. Based on 
its presence across regions, UNDP has successfully 
advocated and supported regional or subregional 
solutions to common development challenges. 

A case in point is the issue of human trafficking 
involving the illegal trade of human beings, pri-
marily women and children, for the purposes of 
commercial sexual exploitation or forced labour 
between countries and across regions. In the 
Greater Mekong subregion, UNDP has been 
a key player in a United Nations Inter-Agency 
Project on Human Trafficking, involving China, 
Viet Nam, Lao PDR, Cambodia, Thailand and 
Myanmar, which contributed to the development 
of anti-trafficking policies and activities both at 
subregional and national levels.49 

Similarly, environmental challenges often span 
more than one country and can relate to shared 
water or other natural resources, or issues of 
pollution or desertification. In Central Asia, 
for instance, climate change has compounded 
problems of environmental degradation and 
has led to serious deterioration of ecosystems, 
adding another dimension to the persistence 
of poverty. In response, UNDP has played a 

central role in supporting the implementation 
of a Regional Environmental Action Plan that 
aimed to foster a regional policy dialogue on 
the environment-poverty nexus and promote 
effective governance of transboundary nat-
ural resources. In North-East Asia, the UNDP 
Tumen River Area Development Programme, 
involving China, Democratic People’s Republic 
of Korea, Mongolia, the Republic of Korea 
and the Russian Federation, has supported the 
development of a multilateral forum to identify 
and implement regional initiatives that encourage 
economic growth and address transboundary 
issues in the areas of environment, transport, 
tourism and investment. 

There are also numerous examples of successful 
UNDP involvement in subregional initiatives 
relating to the management of common water 
resources, including the Danube River, Black 
Sea, the Senegal River Basin, the Lake Chad 
Basin, the Niger River Basin and the Gulf of 
Guinea Ecosystems. These initiatives, which 
are relevant to the sectoral strategies of the 
participating countries, were successful in pro-
moting regional cooperation, the harmonization 
of existing legal frameworks and the adoption 
of new common frameworks to address trans-
boundary issues. However in many cases, the 
capacity of regional institutions to carry out the 
agreements has remained weak. 

UNDP’s regional approach has enabled  
countries to dialogue and cooperate in new 
areas. Recent evaluations demonstrate that 
UNDP has been proactive at the regional level 
in raising development issues such as corruption, 
gender equality, HIV/AIDS and human rights, 

CHAPTER 3

finDinGS on Contribution  
to DEvEloPMEnt rESultS

49 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of the Second Regional Cooperation Framework for Asia and the 
Pacific (2002-2006)’, p. 27, New York, 2007.
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which would have been difficult, for a range of 
country-specific reasons, to address in the con-
text of individual country programmes.50 A case 
in point is the HIV/AIDS Regional Programme 
for the Arab States initiative in the Arab region51, 
which aimed to raise awareness regarding the 
role of women in development; advocate their 
political, economic and social empowerment; 
and highlight policies and strategies to prevent 
the spread of HIV/AIDS that included cam-
paigning against harmful sex practices and unsafe 
traditional practices. The Pacific Plan supported 
by UNDP explores the development of regional 
mechanisms to strengthen national anti-corruption 
bodies. Activities such as the Pacific Regional 
Audit Initiative have been critical in examining 
options for supporting national auditors through 
regional technical assistance mechanisms.52

Through its long-term engagement at the 
country level, UNDP is able to contribute 
a unique perspective that makes it a desir-
able partner at the regional level. The strong 
country presence of UNDP and its close col-
laboration with governments is an important 
enabling factor for designing and implementing 
regional activities. In most programme countries, 
UNDP has been present for decades and has 
established close working relationships with gov-
ernments, civil society and development partners. 
Moreover, UNDP has continued to play a pivotal 
role in coordinating the work of the United 
Nations system at the country level and, as such, 
has been in a key position to raise the wide range 
of development issues that are enshrined in the 
United Nations Charter. In many cases, UNDP 
has placed the principles of human development 
at the centre of its dialogue with governments 
and other counterparts, and has been appreci-
ated for its inclusive partnership style. UNDP’s 

long-established strengths in advocacy, awareness 
raising, knowledge sharing and technical cooper-
ation are also advantageous when it comes to 
tackling regional and subregional challenges. 
The role played by the regional human develop-
ment reports in addressing regional development 
challenges from a people-centred perspective 
was recognized and praised in most regions. The 
reports on citizens’ security in Central America, 
and the series of Arab human development reports 
on security, knowledge society, governance and 
the empowerment of women, were particu-
larly notable in advocating human development 
concerns. A strong country presence is seen by 
UNDP staff members and representatives of 
other organizations operating in the regions to be 
a comparative advantage in addressing regional 
or subregional issues compared to other develop-
ment actors.  Both the United Nations Economic 
Commission for Europe and the United Nations 
Environment Programme emphasized the 
advantages of the UNDP country presence for 
joint collaboration on regional issues. Country 
offices on the ground facilitate relationships with 
governments and can provide a good under-
standing of the local context, including advice 
on which approaches would be most relevant 
under local conditions. This allows UNDP to 
play a role in facilitating cross-border collabora-
tion between governments, key stakeholders, and 
other relevant actors in developing societies. An 
example is a new UNDP/GEF project in the 
South Caucasus to reduce the transboundary 
degradation in the Kura-Aras Basin. The close 
collaboration between the UNDP country offices 
and the governments in Armenia, Azerbaijan 
and Georgia was a key element for the success of  
the project.

50 UNDP, Evaluation Office ‘Evaluation of the Third Regional Cooperation Framework for the Arab States (2006-2009)’, 
New York, 2009; and UNDP, Evaluation Office ‘Evaluation of the Second Regional Cooperation Framework for Asia 
and the Pacific (2002-2006)’,  New York, 2007.

51 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of UNDP’s Regional Cooperation Framework for the Arab States (2002-2005)’, 
New York, 2005; and UNDP Evaluation Office ‘Evaluation of the Third Regional Cooperation Framework for Arab 
States (2006- 2009)’, pp. 18-29, New York, 2009. 

52 UNDP, ‘Pacific Centre Annual Report 2008’, Regional Bureau for Asia and the Pacific, p. 15, Suva, Fiji, 2008.
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By focusing on subregions within regional  
programmes, UNDP has enhanced its relevance. 
Most  UNDP regions are large and extremely 
diverse from a geographical, historical, political, 
cultural and ethnic point of view.  One of the 
intrinsic challenges of UNDP initiatives based on 
any given regional footprint has been to identify 
commonalities between diverse countries. One 
strategy to enhance the relevance of regionally-
based approaches has been to focus on specific 
subregions with shared concerns, for example the 
small island developing states of the Caribbean 
and the Pacific. Given the fact that these countries 
already cooperate through existing organizations, 
such as CARICOM and the Pacific Forum, and 
that UNDP regular resource allocation (TRAC) 
to these countries is very small, the contribution 
of the regional programme is critical and relevant, 
as in the case of support for the establishment 
of the Caribbean Court of Justice53 and the 
Pacific Sustainable Livelihoods Programme that 
successfully developed pro-poor public-private 
partnerships and piloted a rural banking initia-
tive on a subregional basis.54 Similarly, UNDP 
has also supported other subregional cooperation 
initiatives, such as ASEAN and the South Asian 
Association for Regional Cooperation. 

A number of subregional initiatives have sought 
to bring neighbouring countries together to 
address shared development challenges related to 
human trafficking, the environment, governance 
and trade. UNDP efforts in programme design 
and implementation reflect a growing awareness 
of the importance of the subregional dimension. 
The Africa Regional Programme Document 
(2008-2011) states that the programme will 
be guided by the maximization of the benefits 
through regional and subregional interventions. 
The regional programme document for Europe 
and the CIS (2006-2010) emphasizes a sub-
regional approach, focusing on development 
challenges and opportunities specific to a smaller  

grouping of countries. It highlights the diversity 
of the region as an impetus for developing 
projects with emphasis on targeting varying 
subregional-level needs from the Balkans, to the 
Caucasus, to European Union (EU) countries 
with recent accession. A subregional focus led 
to adequately tailored solutions for addressing 
similar development challenges and concerns, 
more discernable mutual gains and spill-over 
effects, a greater sense of ownership, and easier  
coordination between a smaller number of actors.

Smaller hubs are also emerging, such as the 
office established in Almaty with a focus on 
coordinating the water initiative in Central Asia. 
The multidisciplinary approach, which is very 
valued in UNDP, however, might be weakened 
by focus on a single issue. The subregional cen-
tres in Trinidad and Tobago in the Caribbean 
and Suva in the Pacific Islands presented chal-
lenges to coordination with thematic clusters 
located in the regional service centres in Panama 
and Bangkok. The existence of multi-country 
offices in these subregions, Barbados, Fiji and 
Samoa, with responsibilities for both country 
and regional programmes also added to the  
complexity of arrangements.
 
The current arrangements of UNDP for 
regional programming are not conducive to 
responding to cross-regional cooperation. 
Regional programmes have not adequately 
engaged with new blocks of countries dealing 
with global issues from innovative South-South 
perspectives, such as India, Brazil and South 
Africa or Brazil, Russia, India and China. South-
South cooperation between different regions 
could potentially provide a useful transfer of les-
sons learned and increase effectiveness of support 
for development results. Individual efforts from 
regional service centres, regional programmes 
and individual countries appear to drive the 
agenda on South-South cooperation and, in the 

53 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of UNDP’s Second Regional Cooperation Framework for Latin America and 
the Caribbean (2002-2006)’, New York, 2007.

54 UNDP, Evaluation Office ‘Evaluation of UNDP’s Regional Cooperation Framework for Asia and the Pacific 
(2002-2006)’, New York, 2007. 
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absence of an explicit corporate strategy, these 
appear to respond to specific contextual circum-
stances. There appears to be a lack of a common 
understanding of the concept of South-South 
learning and cooperation. While some initia-
tives supported the development of South-South 
knowledge exchanges, less attention was given 
to policy dialogue on, and follow up to, major 
intergovernmental conferences with an emphasis 
on mainstreaming South-South cooperation or 
fostering public-private partnerships. 

The relevance of UNDP regional programmes 
is constrained by inadequate consultation at 
the country level and ownership by country 
offices. Early regional programmes appear to 
have been the result of extensive consultations 
with countries within given regions and reflected 
clearly articulated common concerns. Later, the 
issue of national ownership was given less pri-
ority in the formulation of regional cooperation 
frameworks, raising questions as to the rel-
evance of specified initiatives or approaches to 
participating countries. UNDP country offices 
suggested that, while recognizing the relevance 
of the issues addressed, the consultation pro-
cess was often, by default, reduced to meeting 
the formal requirement of securing at least 
three signatory countries for a regional pro-
ject. Moreover, the initiatives were sometimes 
designed without proper consultation with the 
countries benefiting from the regional projects. 
Following recommendations of the evaluations 
of previous RCFs, consultation with regional 
programme countries has improved in the for-
mulation of regional programmes, strengthening 
country-level ownership. Nevertheless the role 
UNDP regional activities play is below poten-
tial because of inadequate coordination between 
the regional and national levels, uneven coverage 
and targeting of regional programmes, lack of 

ownership from country offices, and inability 
to create partnerships with emerging regional 
powers and institutions. Several factors under-
mine UNDP capability to be a stronger and more 
relevant partner at the regional level. Country 
offices often do not participate actively in the 
formulation of regional programmes. Relevance 
is hampered by limited coordination and syner-
gies between regional programmes and country 
programmes, with UNDP efforts to assure gov-
ernment ownership for regional projects varying 
significantly, and a lack of understanding of both 
national governments and country offices of how 
to access or complement regional programmes.55

  
Criteria for when to use regional  
programming as the appropriate modality to 
address development issues have not been 
developed corporately. UNDP has not optimized 
its approach to designing regional programming 
for maximum relevance. There is lack of clarity in 
deciding when a programme should be regional, 
multi-country, or country level. While some 
regional bureaux, such as the Regional Bureau for 
Asia and the Pacific, have introduced ‘regionality 
criteria’, other bureaux do not use a consistent 
set of criteria to determine what constitutes a 
regional approach vis-à-vis a nationally based 
approach. This lack of a common understanding 
of what is meant by ‘regional’ is reflected in the 
attempts of the recent evaluations of RCFs to 
capture the basis on which different regional 
approaches have been justified.  The evaluation 
of the Asia and Pacific RCF (2002-2006) looks 
at the regionality criteria of projects, but more 
in terms of activity than in terms of results. The  
evaluation of the Arab States RCF (2002-2005) 
only explicitly refers to results at the regional 
level once.56

55 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of UNDP’s Second Regional Cooperation Framework for Latin America and 
the Caribbean (2002-2006)’, New York, 2007; UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Third Regional Cooperation Framework 
for the Arab States (2006-2009)’, New York, 2009; and UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of UNDP’s Second 
Regional Cooperation Framework for Africa (2002-2006)’, New York, 2007.

56 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of UNDP’s Regional Cooperation Framework for the Arab States (2002-2005)’, 
p. 4, New York, 2005.
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There are certain issues such as human rights that 
have been treated mainly by country offices on a 
national level but that could have benefited from 
a regional approach. Conversely, some issues 
treated by regional programmes and projects 
did not necessarily require a regional solution or 
approach. For example, the evaluation of the Asia 
and Pacific RCF (2002-2006) concluded that, 
“although the [South Asia Poverty Alleviation 
Programme] had succeeded in promoting a 
common vision and strategy in the region, it could 
be questioned whether the programme fully met 
the regionality criteria set up for regional pro-
grammes or whether the project could have been 
implemented through the country programmes 
with policy advice from UNDP.”57 It might have 
been more relevant to address such challenges at 
a national level. Moreover, the results framework 
for the regional programmes and RCFs do not 
systematically distinguish between results achieved 
at the regional level (in the sense of shared results 
and public goods) and results achieved at the 
national level. The concept of regional or sub-
regional public goods is rarely mentioned as a 
conceptual framework to assess the achievement 
of development results. Intended results at the 
regional and national level are constantly mixed 
and intertwined. 

There are many instances where UNDP 
regional programmes and projects have made 
significant contributions to regional or sub-
regional cooperation on common issues.  In all 
regions, UNDP has advocated for and actively 
supported regional, subregional or intercountry 
cooperation initiatives, many of which have 
yielded demonstrable results. For example, 
UNDP has worked with the African Union, 
one of its largest regional partners, in supporting 
the development of the African Union strategic 
plan (2004-2007) and successfully advocating 

for the ratification of human rights instruments 
by African  states. UNDP support to NEPAD 
contributed to the advancement of the African 
Peer Review Mechanism process by, inter alia, 
facilitating the establishment of a computerized 
database of African expertise with approximately 
4,000 names.58

 
UNDP regional programmes and projects have 
consistently supported programme countries in 
addressing common environmental issues. An 
example of UNDP contribution to the achieve-
ment of shared results includes the drafting of the 
Nile River Basin cooperative framework in the 
Arab region, which was supported through the 
financing of technical studies and the facilitation 
of the subsequent intergovernmental dialogue. 
Another example is the operationalization of an 
information network that monitors and shares 
regional practices in toxic waste management in 
the Mekong River Basin countries, which was 
developed with UNDP support.  

Other examples of the achievement of inter-
country or subregional results through UNDP 
regional programmes and projects include the 
conflict and peace-building work of the regional 
service centre on Small Arms Control of the 
Economic Community of West African States.59 
Also, regional cooperation activities of the regional 
service centre for Public Administration Reform 
in the Europe and CIS region can be attributed 
to support provided by the regional programme.60 
Moreover, the establishment and activities of the 
Arab Anti-Corruption and Integrity Network 
aimed at mobilizing and crystallizing political 
will and commitment to implement the United 
Nations Convention Against Corruption have, 
in part, resulted from activities of the UNDP 
Programme on Governance in the Arab Region.61 

57 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of UNDP’s Regional Cooperation Framework for Asia and the Pacific 
(2002-2006)’, p. 12, New York, 2007.

58 De Silva, Leelananda, and Harris, Mou Charles, ‘Report on the Evaluation of UNDP Support to the 
NEPAD Secretariat’, RAF/02/022, UNDP Regional Bureau for Africa, 20 June 2005, p. 29.

59 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of UNDP’s Regional Cooperation Framework for Africa (2002-2006)’, 
New York, 2007.

60 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of the Regional Programme for Europe and CIS (2006-2010)’, New York, 2009.
61 Available online at: <www.undp-pogar.org/about/success.aspx>.
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The regional human development reports 
have contributed to an increased awareness 
on development issues with a people centred  
perspective in the different regions. For 
example, the evaluation of the Arab States 
RCF (2006-2007) found that the Arab human 
development reports played an important advo-
cacy and awareness role in the region. The 
evaluation of the RCF for Latin America and 
the Caribbean (2002-2006) found with regard 
to the human development reports that the 
RCF contributed to a better understanding of 
the changing needs of the region in a demo-
cratic context. More recently, the regional 
human development reports for Latin America 
addressed the causes for persistent intergenera-
tional transmission of inequalities.62 Subregional 
human development reports also addressed two 
critical development challenges, namely, cit-
izens’ security in Central America and youth 
and employment in Mercosur.  Both involved 
broad consultative processes between and within 
countries. In Asia and the Pacific, the human 
development report on corruption did provide a 
conceptual framework for concerted collabora-
tion that reinforced the agreements around the 
United Nations Convention Against Corruption 
signed by 19 Asia-Pacific countries, 10 of which 
have ratified or acceded to it.

Translating the findings and policy recom-
mendations from human development reports 
into action remains a challenge as identified 
by the evaluation of national human develop-
ment reports.63 The situation is no different 
at the regional level. There is still room for 
improvement in how UNDP utilizes the con-
ceptual framework developed by regional human 
development reports to convert critical develop-
ment challenges into substantive contributions of 
the regional programmes. 

Although UNDP has effectively used a regional 
approach to address common issues that 
countries face, the comparative advantage of 
addressing national issues through regional 
initiatives is often not obvious. Many regional 
programmes and projects address issues that are 
of common concern to some or most programme 
countries within a given region. These issues 
often do not relate to subregional or intercountry 
challenges, but constitute similar issues faced 
by different countries, such as income genera-
tion, local elections, public services delivery and 
irrigation systems management. As a conse-
quence, many development results defined at the 
regional level are very similar to those defined 
at the national level. The following example 
illustrates contributions to development results 
at the country level: In the Latin America and 
Caribbean region, the support of household  
surveys through the RCF was effective. 

There are numerous examples of how regional 
programmes and projects, as well as the sup-
port of regionally based policy advisers (funded 
through the regional programmes or global pro-
gramme), have contributed to the achievement 
of development results at the national level. 
However in many cases, it is not clear whether 
such support through regional delivery modal-
ities and funding has a comparative advantage 
vis-à-vis country-specific approaches, or if it is 
simply an additional mechanism through which 
support can be provided to the programme 
country. There is little evidence that the chosen 
regional modality to deliver country-level support 
is more effective than support that is delivered 
directly through the country office. Moreover, 
questions must be raised about the extent to 
which some nationally oriented activities deliv-
ered through regional initiatives, including in 
particular the services of regional policy advisers, 
support the thrust of country programmes and 

62 ‘Informe Regional de Desarrollo Humano para América Latina 2010: Actuar Sobre el Futuro, Romper la Transmisión 
Intergeneracional de la Desigualdad’, Informe de Desarrollo Humano para el Mercosur 2009. Innovar para construir, 
jóvenes y desarrollo humano.

63 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of National Human Development Report System’, New York, 2006.



3 1c H A P t e R  3 .  F I n d I n g s  o n  c o n t R I B U t I o n  t o  d e V e l o P m e n t  R e s U l t s

contribute to sustainable capacity development, 
rather than constitute ad hoc, and at times even 
opportunistic, inputs.  This question becomes all 
the more pertinent when lessons learned through 
country-level implementation of regional initia-
tives are not analysed or aggregated at a ‘higher’ 
subregional or regional level, let alone effectively 
disseminated regionally and globally—in other 
words, when opportunities for regional value 
added are not fully exploited.

National ownership is critical to the effect-
iveness and sustainability of multi-country 
initiatives and has been weak in UNDP 
regional programmes. UNDP efforts to assure 
government ownership of regional projects vary 
significantly. While in some instances a lot of 
time and energy is put into consultation pro-
cesses (e.g., on HIV/AIDS in Asia), in other 
cases the consultation is limited. The evalua-
tion of the second RCF for Africa found that 
the RCF was seen as a product emanating from 
UNDP headquarters and neither the national 
governments, nor the country offices, understood 
how to access regional programmes or resources 
in order to participate or conduct complementary 
activities.64 Attempts were made in the formu-
lation of the third RCF for Africa to consult 
regional institutions, in particular the African 
Union and the regional commission.  

Coordination with UNDP work at the country 
level appears key for ensuring sustainability of 
regional programme and project results. The 
sustainability of regional programme and pro-
ject results appear dependent on their relevance 
to, and coordination with, UNDP work at the 
country level. This requires close communication 
between the regional programmes and projects 

and the country offices.65 It has been repeatedly 
argued that, for regional programme sustain-
ability, regional initiatives need to be followed 
up at the country level.66 The survey found that 
UNDP country offices do not believe that the 
regional programmes address specific country 
needs. Some upstream projects at the regional 
level are stand-alone activities that are not con-
verted into downstream initiatives at the country 
level. This can be attributed to limited govern-
ment and country office ownership of regional 
initiatives and poor communication. There is 
potential for country offices to take advantage 
of the advocacy gains created at the regional 
level and translate them into local gains by 
ensuring continuance via national projects. It 
was found that this link is not always easily made 
since country office staff has limited knowledge 
of regional programmes while others lack the 
resources to initiate follow-up of regional pro-
grammes relevant to their needs.

There is evidence that in some cases regional 
programmes have run in parallel with national-
level supported initiatives. For example, although 
natural disaster preparedness has been identified 
as a key issue in the Europe and CIS region, 
the regional project carried out in Kyrgyzstan, 
Tajikistan and Uzbekistan failed to incorporate 
or build upon existing disaster risk reduction 
efforts at the country level. Based on the desk 
review conducted by the team, the reasons for 
this were poor coordination, planning, and lack 
of communication between the regional pro-
grammes and the country offices. 

The review of the RCFs in Asia Pacific, Arab 
States and Africa find that the lack of owner-
ship by country offices and national governments 

64 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of UNDP’s Second Regional Cooperation Framework for Africa (2002-2006)’, 
New York, 2007.

65 UNDP, ‘Mid-term Evaluation of the Second RCF for Europe and CIS 2002-2005 and the Development of the 
Support Function of the Bratislava Regional Centre’, Regional Bureau for Europe and the CIS, p. 17, Bratislava, 
Slovak Republic, 2004.

66 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of UNDP’s Second Regional Cooperation Framework for Africa (2002-2006)’, 
p. 17, New York, 2007; UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of the Third Regional Cooperation Framework for Arab 
States (2006-2009)’, p. IX, New York, 2009; and UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of UNDP’s Second Regional 
Cooperation Framework for Latin America and the Caribbean (2002-2006)’, p. 35, New York, 2007.
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limit the sustainability of the advocacy and 
policy advice generated within the regional pro-
jects. It weakens the impact of programming 
resources and is a missed opportunity to further 
national policy decisions and initiatives built on  
regional gains.

UNDP regional work and presence has had 
limited impact on strengthening South-South 
cooperation. There are a few good examples 
of South-South cooperation within regional 
programmes. The Support to Asia Pacific 
Programme on Reinventing Government proved 
successful in identifying potential areas of South-
South and North-South cooperation and actions 
at the local, national and international levels.67  
The regional programme on water governance in 
the Arab States contains a strong South-South 
cooperation element on transfer of expertise and 
capacity development.68

While there are initiatives with a proven track 
record of sustained support, contributions have 
mainly consisted of workshops, exchanges and 

networks created. Country to country exchanges 
have at times been brokered by the regional ser-
vice centres, but the survey showed that there is 
still room for improvement. The bulk of respon-
sibility still lies with country offices taking the 
initiative to link their country programmes and 
partners. Moreover most of the time, cooper-
ation has taken place within the regions, such 
as the East-East cooperation in the Europe 
and CIS region, and not between different 
regions. In 2009, a strategic partnership with 
China was agreed for trilateral cooperation to 
support developing countries, particularly in 
Africa. Another partnership was forged with the 
Republic of Korea for establishing the UNDP 
Seoul Policy Centre for Global Development 
Partnerships. The centre intends to undertake 
policy analysis and research on global part-
nerships in international development. These 
initiatives, although promising, are too recent 
to show results.

67 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of UNDP’s Regional Cooperation Framework for Asia and the Pacific 
(2002-2006)’, p. 21, New York, 2007.

68 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of the Third Regional Cooperation Framework for Arab States (2006-2009)’, 
p. 47, New York, 2009.
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4.1 CorPoratE rESultS 

This section examines the four areas where 
UNDP contributes to corporate results through 
its regional presence and programming: technical 
support to country offices, practice architecture 
and knowledge management, support to United 
Nations coordination and partnerships, and 
strengthening corporate strategic positioning. 
In each area, UNDP performance is assessed 
according to the evaluation criteria of relevance, 
effectiveness and sustainability, and the factors 
affecting that performance are identified.
 
In a situation where all country offices cannot 
be strengthened, provision of technical  
support services from regional service centres 
has been a relevant and appropriate option. 
The main benefits for the country offices of a 
regional service centre are the availability of good 
quality policy advice and technical support that 
costs less than market prices and is available on 
short notice.69 There is capacity in the regional 
service centres for programme formulation and 
quality assurance, based on both familiarity with 
UNDP and detailed knowledge of thematic 
areas. There are opportunities for promotion of 
common approaches to address shared problems.

The regional support arrangement has several 
obvious advantages including geographical prox-
imity to country offices, lower transport costs 
when compared to headquarters, same time-zone 
operational hours, and language familiarity—
all factors that allow for a more rapid response 
and a quicker dissemination of solutions to 
country offices. The expanded capacity and the 

more comprehensive range of services offered by 
the regional service centres are appreciated by 
country offices. 

Results from the country office survey showed 
perceived improvement in services provided by 
regional service centres when compared with 
SURFs, both in timeliness and quality, in Africa, 
Asia and the Pacific, and Europe and the CIS. In 
Latin America and the Caribbean the improvement 
was observed only in quality of service, not timeli-
ness. The Arab States was the only region where 
country offices reported a deterioration of services 
both in timeliness and quality. This can likely be 
explained by the lag in the establishment of the 
regional service centre in Cairo. In the case of the 
longer established Bratislava and Bangkok regional 
service centres, the stream of benefits has reached 
significant levels and is growing at reasonable rates. 

Data from the service trackers of the regional  
service centres revealed the regional advisers spent 
considerable time assisting country offices, either 
in quality assuring project documents, identifying 
regional experts, or supporting resource mobiliz-
ation. However due to lack of harmonized service 
trackers across the regions and lack of disaggre-
gation, it was difficult to determine the precise 
allocation of staff time to the different functions 
of the regional service centre.

The overall satisfaction of country offices with 
the technical support provided by the regional 
service centres was quite high. More than 90 
percent of responding country offices reported 
that the regional service centres had contrib-
uted to the achievement of development results. 
Their work was particularly recognized in the 

CHAPTER 4

finDinGS on Contribution to 
CorPoratE rESultS anD on EffiCiEnCY 

69 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of the Regional Programme for Europe and the Commonwealth of 
Independent States, 2006-2010’, New York, 2009. 
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area of environment and sustainable development.70

This may be attributed to the prevalence of 
GEF-funded expertise at the regional level. 
In the democratic governance area, 78 percent 
reported regional service centre contribution 
while 75 percent indicated regional service centre 
contribution to poverty reduction and MDGs. 
In regards to management and administrative 
support from the regional service centres71, the 
country office survey indicated procurement was 
the most valued service, while less than 25 per-
cent reported benefiting from human resources, 
legal and financial support. 

Almost two thirds of country office survey 
respondents agreed that the quality of the ser-
vices provided by the regional service centres has 
improved compared to the services previously 
provided by the SURFs. Only 9 percent thought 
the quality of the service had deteriorated. More 
than half of the respondents in the country 
office survey stated that the quality of the ser-
vices provided by the regional service centres had 
improved compared to the services previously 
provided by headquarters. There was regional 
variation in the survey results.

There are important differences between regions 
in the perception of the support provided by 
regional service centres to country offices and 
their relationship with regional programmes. 
This reflects the distinctive approach adopted by 
each regional bureau. The results of the country 
office survey disaggregated by region are pre-
sented in Annex 4.

While demand for services is increasing, there 
is limited capacity to respond to this need, 
even from regional service centres that are fully 
staffed. Regional service centres are hampered 
by limited time and resources, and staff are split 

between programming and advisory services. 
Field-level interviews found that regional ser-
vice centres are often overwhelmed by demands 
from country offices requesting technical support 
and backstopping for the country programme. 
Demands related to the latter appear to take an 
increasing proportion of the time of the regional 
service centre staff, who are often overwhelmed 
by administrative procedures. Staff often take 
on work they are not suited for, and there is an 
uneven distribution of work between advisers and 
high staff turnover. Consequently, the quality of 
the support delivered is uneven. As an alterna-
tive, regional service centres have established 
rosters of regional consultants to respond to 
demands from countries that have facilitated the 
exchange of technical expertise. In some cases, 
the consultants have experience working with 
UNDP and can bring the human development 
perspective, but that was more the exception than 
the rule. 

Good quality support services are in high 
demand, particularly from country offices with 
limited capacity. With an unmet demand and 
limited resources, the situation is unsustainable. 
Regional service centres have tried to prioritize 
offices to support. Such efforts have been diffi-
cult as the centres were designed and are assessed 
on the basis of responsiveness to demand. In the 
long run, direct strengthening of country office 
capacity in critical areas is unavoidable. A step 
in this direction is the deployment of economists 
to country offices in the African region as part of 
the regional programme. 

The establishment of regional service cen-
tres has contributed to an improvement in 
cross-practice collaboration, although there are 
institutional constraints that limit cooperation 
across practice areas. During the past decade, 

70 Through the country office survey, country offices reported that they received support from the regional service centres 
in the following areas: environment and sustainable development (92.3 percent), democratic governance (78 percent), 
poverty reduction and MDGs (75 percent), crisis prevention and recovery (72.8 percent), capacity development  
(71.1 percent), gender (67.9 percent), HIV/AIDS (63.8 percent) and knowledge management (55.6 percent). 

71 UNDP, ‘Functional Alignment of and Implementation Arrangements for Regional Service Centres’, attachment to 
internal communication from UNDP Administrator, February 2008.
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UNDP has placed considerable emphasis on 
the adoption of more holistic and integrated 
approaches in support of human development. 
UNDP evaluations at the country, regional and 
global levels have regularly highlighted the chal-
lenges faced in overcoming sector-specific biases. 
In order to overcome a tendency to work in 
practice silos corresponding to UNDP practice 
areas, the regional service centres put in place 
arrangements that fostered cross-practice col-
laboration.  This was done in coordination with 
BCPR and BDP, which provided resources to 
the regional service centres in support of the 
practice architecture and corporate knowledge 
management. Measures included the co-location 
in the regional service centres of practice or the-
matic units, the development of joint work plans, 
the establishment of shared knowledge manage-
ment units, and an increasing number of jointly 
conducted missions in response to the growing 
demand from country offices for a more inte-
grated approach. 

The global programme contributed to the 
improvement of the cross-practice collaboration 
through the relocation of practice leaders from 
headquarters to each regional service centre. A 
group of seven practice leaders was redeployed 
to each centre in four UNDP practice areas—
poverty reduction and the achievement of the 
MDGs, democratic governance, environment 
and sustainable development, and HIV/AIDS—
and the three cross-cutting themes of gender 
equality, capacity development and knowledge 
management. This technical capacity was critical 
to provide technical support to country offices in 
each region.

All regional service centres can point to examples 
of initiatives that are based on principles of cross-
practice collaboration. For example, in Latin 
America and the Caribbean, the work on MDG 
strategies in several countries has entailed close 
collaboration between programme units responsible 
for issues related to poverty, democratic governance, 

capacity development and communications. In the 
Arab States, the Programme on Governance in 
the Arab Region constitutes a good example of 
effective cross-practice collaboration particularly 
in the intersection between democratic gov-
ernance, knowledge management, gender and 
capacity development. In the Asia and Pacific 
region, the Regional Environmental Governance 
Programme is a prime example of how environ-
ment, governance and human rights concerns can 
be integrated in one programme. In the Europe 
and CIS region, the regional service centre  
provided support to Armenia on gender main-
streaming practices in the area of disaster risk 
reduction. In fact, the country office survey 
shows some recognition of regional service 
centres contributing to multi-disciplinary 
approaches to deal with national development 
challenges.  Across all regions, the regional 
human development reports can be considered 
good examples of inter-practice work. 
 
However not all initiatives have succeeded in 
integrating different development dimensions. 
For instance, in the case of the Natural Disaster 
Preparedness and Risk Reduction project in the 
Europe and CIS region, cross-practice collabora-
tion occurred more by chance than by design.72 
Similarly, a regional programme in West Africa 
on development strategies and public finance, 
which encourages initiatives undertaken by coun-
tries in western Africa to strengthen links between 
poverty reduction strategies and national budgets, 
could have benefited from a multi-disciplinary 
approach that included the governance impli-
cations for  developing an analytical framework 
on budgetary programming, macro-economic 
guidelines and funding strategies. Moreover, in 
many cases, poor cross-practice collaboration can 
be attributed to weak institutional arrangements, 
the absence of sufficient incentives, and imple-
mentation mechanisms that do not facilitate 
interaction, coordination and operationalization 
of joint support.

72 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of the Third Regional Cooperation Framework for the Arab States, 2006-2010’, 
New York, 2009.
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Knowledge management has improved as a 
result of UNDP regional work and presence,  
but it does not take full advantage of inter-
regional and corporate knowledge sharing 
potential. The regional service centres are 
intended to consolidate and anchor the practice 
architecture in the regions to support country 
office work and to contribute to corporate UNDP 
knowledge management efforts. The crisis pre-
vention and recovery practice, which is anchored 
at headquarters is an exception. There is evidence 
that the regional service centres have become 
more proactive in their approach to collecting, 
codifying and sharing knowledge by testing the 
‘market’ among various stakeholders as to the 
relevance and urgency of issues to be addressed. 
They select issues and, at times, contract services 
to carry out studies and produce reports for the 
benefit of country offices. Quality assurance is 
tested through peer reviews; capacity-building 
workshops and seminars on the final product  
are held; and learning networks are maintained 
and monitored.

Knowledge management has increased within 
the regions but not in all cases between the 
region and headquarters. Regional service centres 
have established knowledge management units 
that produce knowledge products including, for 
instance, the compilation of bi-weekly regional 
intelligence briefs, quarterly development 
e-bulletins focusing on UNDP practice and sub-
practice areas, the preparation of the Compendia 
of Good Practices on Poverty Reduction and 
HIV/AIDS, the establishment of knowledge 
portals, such as the Logos portal for Latin 
America or groups workspace for Europe and 
the CIS, and the organization of knowledge fairs 
on public security and local governance. Many of 
these products are in the language spoken in the 
regions and have received encouraging reactions 
from country office colleagues. 

The regional service centres play a key role in 
the communities of practice at the regional level. 

For example in the Europe and CIS region, 
21 communities of practice and networks were 
active at the end of 2009. They covered practice 
areas, cross-practice areas and project networks. 
In 2009, seven communities of practice were 
supported with tools to facilitate cross-practice, 
project related groups and sub-groups.73  In Latin 
America and the Caribbean, communities of 
practice have improved knowledge sharing and, 
in some cases, South-South cooperation, mainly 
within the region. For instance, a regional net-
work on equality certification was established 
by government-led institutes for women with 
civil society organizations and technical experts 
from Brazil, Argentina, Chile, Uruguay, Costa 
Rica and Mexico to transfer the experience 
to El Salvador, Panama, Dominican Republic 
and Nicaragua. The communities of prac-
tice, although conceptualized as instruments 
for sharing knowledge globally have functioned 
more effectively at the regional level due to  
language constraints. 

UNDP’s 2009-2011 Knowledge Strategy com-
bines communities of practice and the service 
delivery model with new mechanisms for social 
networking, user-generated discussions and 
collaboration, with the intent to provide link-
ages between headquarters, regions and country 
teams. The knowledge strategy is embodied in 
Teamworks, a web-based, globally integrated 
platform, currently under development. The 
results of this approach are yet to be seen. 

Despite the considerable efforts clearly being 
expended on generating, codifying and dissemin-
ating knowledge, many country offices looked 
to the regional service centres to provide more 
information about what comprised best practices 
in other country offices, regions, and United 
Nations organizations—especially where such 
information was not readily available through 
the headquarters-based knowledge networks or 
communities of practice. The current corporate 
strategy for knowledge management still does 

73 UNDP, ‘Knowledge Management 2009 Report’, Regional Bureau for Europe and the CIS, Bratislava Regional Service 
Centre, Bratislava, Slovak Republic, 2010.
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not take full advantage of the privileged position 
the regional arrangements play in facilitating 
knowledge creation, codification and dissemina-
tion. There is a sense that the workload prevents 
the practice leaders and their teams, based in 
the regional service centres, from spending more 
time systematizing the knowledge from country 
experiences and making it available through 
the global knowledge networks. Additionally, 
it is found that the sharing of knowledge works 
better within the region than across regions. It 
is worth noting that because of these challenges, 
BCPR has opted to manage the crisis prevention 
and recovery practice from headquarters in order 
for its technical staff to provide cross-regional  
support fostering the sharing of best practices 
across regions.

Collaboration among members of the United 
Nations system mainly takes place at the 
regional project level, but not sufficiently at the 
UNDAF level. Examples of inter-agency collab-
oration have led to more coherent United Nations 
support to regional cooperation, including the 
network of women parliamentarians in Latin 
America and the Caribbean and the UNICEF 
Seal of Approval, which awards municipalities 
that have significantly improved the standards of 
living for children and adolescents. 

In general, UNDAFs focus on national  
development challenges and rarely identify 
regional or subregional needs and responses. A 
review of randomly selected UNDAFs74 across 
all five regions revealed that cross-border or 
multi-country issues were rarely addressed. For 
example, the UNDAF for Egypt addressed a 
cross-border issue only once when relating to 
transboundary dialogue and regional cooperation 
on management of shared resources. Similarly, 
the UNDAF for Tanzania had only one citation 
of regional needs, with an objective to enhance 
national capacity to participate in regional  
trade negotiations. 

The regional presence of UNDP contributes 
to some extent to United Nations coordination 
at the level of the RDTs. One of the explicit 
functions of the regional service centres is to 
support the RDT. Having a deputy regional dir-
ector heading the regional service centre at the 
same grade level with regional directors of other 
United Nations organizations facilitates sus-
tained dialogue. United Nations working groups 
have been put in place in the regions to address 
regional challenges, such as social protection for 
the poor, disaster preparedness, violence against 
women, nutrition and food security, and poverty 
reduction and the achievement of the MDGs. 
Additionally, the regional service centres sup-
ported the functioning of the United Nations 
RDT and promoted operational initiatives to 
harmonize practices while saving costs. In Africa, 
a single meeting of the several subregional con-
figurations was organized in 2009 in an attempt 
to establish a single RDT for Africa. Similarly 
in the other regions, the regional service centres 
provide support to the UNDAF process and the 
appraisal of resident coordinators. The regional 
service centres are seen as having limited capacity 
to support the RDTs.75

  
Coordination is affected by the fact that 
the regional service centres are not always 
co-located with other United Nations organiz-
ations’ regional service centres. UNDP has not 
put in place mechanisms to address this situa-
tion, which is often beyond its control. Regional 
directors of other United Nations organizations 
were of the opinion that the presence of UNDP 
regional directors in New York limited the func-
tioning of the RDT that they chair. In the case 
of Asia and the Pacific, this also contributed to 
difficulties in resolving the overlaps and compe-
tition in the division of work between the RDT 
and the regional coordination mechanism. In 
other regions, coordination was reported to be 
more fluid and the support and collaboration 
received from UNDP deputy regional directors 
was recognized. 

74 UNDAFs for Brazil (2007-2011), Egypt (2007-2011), Viet Nam (2006-2010), United Republic of Tanzania 
(2007-2010), and Ukraine (2006-2010).

75 UNDP, ‘Functional Alignment of and Implementation Arrangements for Regional Service Centres’, attachment to 
internal communication from UNDP Administrator, February 2008.
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United Nations organizations that have their 
regional directors in the region noted that with the 
relocation of the regional director to the region, 
programme coordination and support that had 
been at headquarters was brought together with 
technical support that was already in the region. 
This decentralization had been supported by the 
creation of a policy and programme division in 
headquarters to assist integration. However the 
lack of decentralization of human resources and 
finance and administration remains a problem. 
Frequent visits to headquarters by regional direc-
tors who were based in the region helped address 
corporate decision-making and communications.
 
UNDP has built partnerships in all regions. 
The ASEAN-UNDP Partnership Facility has 
provided technical advisory support to analysis, 
dialogue and advocacy to accelerate regional trade 
and investment liberalization. A key component 
has been to assist new member countries in their 
development and regional integration efforts with 
a goal to reduce the disparities between Cambodia, 
Lao PDR, Myanmar, Viet Nam and the other 
ASEAN member countries. The partnership with 
the African Union to address transboundary prob-
lems requiring joint action has yielded positive 
results, such as increased ratification of human 
rights instruments by African states, the estab-
lishment of an observatory for women’s rights 
and support to several governance programmes. 
Similarly, the support to NEPAD made valuable 
contributions to the advancement of African Peer 

Review Mechanism process. UNDP has developed 
good partnerships with the European Union to 
facilitate cooperation across European Union bor-
ders. As part of these initiatives, new European 
Union member states share their knowledge and  
expertise on transition and development and les-
sons learned with European Union accession 
countries. UNDP provides guidance, seed money 
and raises additional funds from governments, 
the European Union and the private sector. The 
Regional Bureau for Arab States regional pro-
gramme created partnerships with governments, 
non-governmental organizations, and academic 
and policy institutions. 

The potential for mobilizing resources at the 
regional level has not been fully tapped in some 
regions. Except for the Regional Bureau for 
Europe and the CIS and the Regional Bureau for 
Latin America and the Caribbean, the regional 
programmes registered only marginal resource 
mobilization in recent years (Table 3). Overall, 
the ratio of UNDP regular resources to other 
resources is approximately 1:6, whereas the best 
performing regional programme, the Regional 
Bureau for Latin America and the Caribbean, is 
1:4.3.76 Resource mobilization has become even 
more imperative when regular resources are being 
used for staffing of regional service centres.

There is significant scope for resource  
mobilization for regional cooperation. Donors 
and regional institutions are increasingly seeking 

76 Data from 2008.
77 Calculated from data in Table 1.

table 3.  ratio between regular and other resources77  

rEGional burEauX 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Regional Bureau for Africa 1 : 0.6 1 : 0.8 1 : 0.8 1 : 1.0 1 : 0.8

Regional Bureau for Asia and the Pacific 1 : 0.1 1 : 0.6 1 : 0.5 1 : 0.7 1 : 0.7

Regional Bureau for Arab States 1 : 0.5 1 : 1.5 1 : 2.5 1 : 2.0 1 : 1.5

Regional Bureau for Europe and the CIS 1 : 1.3 1 : 3.4 1 : 2.3 1 : 1.7 1 : 2.1

Regional Bureau for Latin America and the Caribbean 1 : 2.0 1 : 2.6 1 : 3.1 1 : 4.3 1 : 2.8

Total Regional Programmes 1 : 0.5 1 : 1.2 1 : 1.2 1 : 1.4 1 : 1.3

UNDP 1 : 6.0 1 : 6.6 1 : 5.5 1 : 5.7 1 : 5.5
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to operate in the regional space. The evidence 
suggests that traditional donors are seeking new 
ways of supporting countries, especially where 
they are graduating to middle income status. 
Funding of regional activities can be an inter-
esting alternative for donors to stay engaged in a 
region. Despite the potential for a good match, 
such relationships have not systematically mater-
ialized in all regions. 

The Regional Bureau for Europe and the CIS 
has developed a specific partnership and resource 
mobilization strategy for the regional pro-
gramme (2010-2013) with a clear understanding 
of regional stakeholders with current and poten-
tial partners and targets. Although it is too 
early to assess the results, this initiative is seen 
as good practice. Similarly, the regional service 
centre in Bangkok has established partnerships 
with the Asian Development Bank, Department 
for International Development, Japan, foun-
dations, the private sector and other partners, 
some of which involve financial contributions to 
regional programmes. The Bangkok regional ser-
vice centre has raised 80 percent of their targeted 
$3.5 million in resources. Overall, the impera-
tive of generating additional financing has been 
recognized with the recently approved regional 
programme containing resource mobilization 
targets for each project.

Given the current decline in donor funding to 
multilateral organizations, resource mobilization 
efforts at the regional level are often perceived 
negatively by country offices. The survey revealed 
that a large proportion of senior management 
in country offices felt that the regional pro-
gramme was competing for donor funding. A 
step to address this concern was taken by the 
Bratislava regional service centre through an 
innovative approach to sharing the delivery of 
some regional programmes with country offices 
when appropriate.

UNDP’s growing regional presence and  
knowledge of development in the regions has 
not been leveraged to shape corporate pos-
itioning. Most of the work of the regional service 

centres is dedicated to country office support. In 
absolute numbers, more personnel are dedicated 
to country office advisory service support and 
less are dedicated to regional programme man-
agement and activities. The data collected and 
classified by UNDP in 2010 for the Bratislava, 
Panama and Bangkok regional service centres 
demonstrated a significant division of staffing by 
primary function with approximately one third 
dedicated to the implementation of regional pro-
grammes. The regional service centres do not 
consistently prioritize the codification of lessons 
and knowledge from the regions for corporate 
policy use. 

In the absence of filtering the knowledge to 
headquarters, a need has risen for alterna-
tive arrangements for headquarters policy and 
strategy formulation. This therefore limits the 
contribution that the regional service centre can 
make to interregional knowledge management 
and to corporate positioning, even though the 
head of the regional service centre is a deputy 
director in the regional bureau and part of the 
senior management team. This has led to dupli-
cation of functions. Efforts are being made to 
establish policy units in regional bureaux in head-
quarters to compensate for the inadequate flow 
of strategic advice and regional knowledge from 
the regional service centres and headquarters’  
policy bureaux. 

4.2 EffiCiEnCY 

This section examines performance related to 
efficiency and management, as this issue cuts 
across UNDP contribution to both development 
and corporate results.

Effective management of the regional pro-
grammes is constrained by the lack of clarity 
over regional programming and inadequate 
information on resources and results. This 
issue was introduced in chapter one as a chal-
lenge in terms of conducting this evaluation, but 
it is also a finding that represents a challenge 
to effective design and management of UNDP 
regional work. Defining the scope of regional 
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programming is difficult, as it is financed from 
a variety of funding sources and managed by 
a number of different institutions. Financial 
information concerning regional programmes is 
not easy to obtain for those programmes where 
implementation responsibility is divided among 
different UNDP units. Equally, results oriented 
annual reports were introduced for regional pro-
grammes relatively recently and are also divided 
among the various implementing units.

The overall concept of the regional programmes 
remains unclear. The understanding of what a 
regional programme is (role, scope, function) 
varies considerably among UNDP staff.78 The 
programming guidelines of UNDP, while very 
detailed for country programmes, are quite gen-
eral when it comes to regional programmes. The 
current guidelines highlight differences with 
country programming and do not address the 
specificity of regional programming including 
the consultation process, regionality criteria, 
management arrangements and review process.79

  
Some UNDP regional programmes have been 
efficient conduits for delivering regional public 
goods, and ensuring collaboration on cross-
border and shared issues; however, lack of 
funding and coordination and poor implemen-
tation have lowered overall efficiency.  In a 
number of instances, the regional programme 
modality appears to have resulted in the effi-
cient delivery of activities, particularly where 
economies of scale could be achieved within  
a subregion.  For example, initiatives in both 
the Pacific and Central Asian subregions were 
able to provide technical backstopping services 
to widely dispersed project sites more effi-
ciently than a country-specific approach would  
have permitted.80   

The efficiency of regional programmes was often 
hampered by long delays in obtaining fund dis-
bursement authorizations and release of funds 
to beneficiaries. This has resulted in delays in 
implementation. The cumbersome and lengthy 
applications, as well as complicated procure-
ment procedures have deterred some external 
stakeholders from engaging with UNDP because 
of the effort required to access relatively small 
amounts of funds. 

The efficiency of programmes was also hampered 
by spreading the portfolio of interventions 
too thinly and by poor monitoring systems 
that allowed for duplication of efforts. The 
duplication was also interpreted as a lack of 
coordination between regional programme 
initiatives and UNDP country offices. In some 
cases, the regional programme was managed in 
parallel with relatively few or no inter-linkages 
with the country programmes. Regional pro-
gramme managers on occasion dealt directly 
with governments, civil society and private sector 
contacts, without keeping UNDP country offices 
informed or involved.

The regional service centres are at different 
developmental stages, with varying capacities 
and levels of efficiency.  Not all regional ser-
vice centres are fully operational yet, and there 
are indications that in some centres, the burden 
on staff to sustain day-to-day operations is 
significant. The ongoing processes of shifting 
headquarters’ functions to regional service cen-
tres are likely to have increased overall costs, 
particularly for the newer centres like Panama, 
Dakar, Cairo and Johannesburg. Overall,  
there were challenges in measuring the cost-
effectiveness of the regional service centres 
because there were no clear baselines and 

78 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of the Regional Programme for Europe and the Commonwealth of 
Independent States, 2006-2010’, New York, 2009

79 UNDP, Programme and Operations Policies and Procedures, available online at: 
<http://content.undp.org/go/userguide/results/ppm-overview/global-and-regional>.

80 UNDP, ‘Evaluation of Regional Cooperation Framework for Asia and the Pacific Region’, Outcome Evaluation of 
Poverty Cluster, Regional Bureau for Asia and the Pacific, New York, 2006.
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benchmarks established for regional level out-
puts. Moreover, there has not been one guiding 
model in establishing structures and operations, 
and variations among the regional service centres 
have significant implications for programmatic 
mandates and costs.
 
Operationally, shared services with regional  
service centres and UNDP country offices in 
several locations, like Bangkok and Bratislava, 
worked well. The Dakar regional service centre 
is now testing the approach with a merger 
between its own operations and those of the 
UNDP Senegal country office. There is no 
compelling argument for duplicating administra-
tive services in countries where there is a strong 
capacity in either the regional service centre 
or the UNDP country office. Moreover, the 
regional service centre should be able to assist 
smaller country offices with many back-office 
services, thereby gaining economies of scale and  
avoiding duplication. 

There is potentially a contradiction between 
the project management and professional sup-
port functions of the regional service centre. 
Several stakeholders mentioned the potential of 
competition between the regional service cen-
tres and country offices in situations where the 
centres engage in project implementation and 
management. Moreover, as shown by the evalua-
tion of the Regional Bureau for Europe and the 
CIS regional programme81, the skills required 
to manage projects and to provide advisory 
support are different and the efficiency of the 
regional service centre is affected by combining 
the responsibilities of project management and 
advisory support as the skills required differ.
 
Cost recovery for advisory services has not 
been efficiently implemented. The functional 
alignment document states that a cost-recovery 
mechanism should be introduced for the services 
provided by the regional service centres, but the 

regional bureaux have not uniformly introduced 
a market mechanism yet. At present, the appli-
cation of a market mechanism is in an inception 
phase. For example, the regional service centres 
only recuperate funding by charging a universal 
travel fee designed to prevent discrimination 
against those offices further away from regional 
service centres. The Bratislava regional service 
centre has demonstrated leadership in cost-
recovery strategies. It is currently moving towards 
not only charging travel costs but also establishing 
cost recovery on ongoing projects (although not 
on project design and development work), with a 
fee of US$ 450 per day. 

Even with proper tracking of demand, the alloca-
tion of the services may not be the most efficient 
and appropriate. A move towards cost recovery 
will need to establish a safety network for country 
offices with limited budgets. An internal market 
mechanism is likely to improve overall efficiency 
of delivery and sustainability of services. There 
is, however, strong resistance to the adoption of 
additional cost recovery measures. Interviews and 
consultations suggest that the introduction of 
additional fees would not be popular with many 
country offices.

UNDP has not streamlined organization-wide 
functions and resources to adjust to the cre-
ation of regional service centres. With some 
minor re-allocations, UNDP has largely under-
taken the process of establishing regional service 
centres without dismantling or reducing existing 
structures at headquarters, even though staffing 
in some units may have decreased. Consequently 
there is some duplication of functions between 
the headquarters, regional service centres and 
country offices. 

Additionally country offices simultaneously 
request and solicit support from several units 
at headquarters. There is evidence that the div-
ision of labour between the regional bureaux 

81 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of the Third Regional Cooperation Framework in Europe and the 
Commonwealth of Independent States’, New York, 2009.
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and the policy units at headquarters that provide  
support to country offices has not been stream-
lined to avoid redundancy. Coordination at 
headquarters between BDP and the regional 
bureaux and within practice areas at headquar-
ters is not optimal as long as there are no clear 
expectations of each unit’s responsibility. There 
has been an overall lack of clarity about where 
functions should be located.

There have been gaps in corporate guidance, 
including the functional alignment document, 
resulting in an inability to establish a core 
common set of principles for regional presence 
and corporate tools while allowing for adapta-
tion to different regional contexts. There have 
been different approaches to implementing insti-
tutional arrangements in the regions and among 
corporate bureaux with some notable successes. 
The delineation of oversight and support func-
tions between the regional service centres and 
headquarters’ regional bureaux has not been 
the same in all regions. There have been cases 
of functions from regional bureaux, such as 
the Bureau for Africa, being decentralized to 

the regional service centres in 2004 and then 
recentralized. These variations emerged from 
interviews with stakeholders across UNDP. 

In the absence of clear guidance and cooperation, 
regional service centres have invested in the 
development of tools and systems that result 
in multiple programming and administrative 
cost structures, and there is a danger they will  
continue to do so. A case in point is the service 
trackers used by three of the regional service centres.

The level of integration of the current management 
arrangement represents a significant improvement 
over previous matrix management and reporting 
systems.82 Practice leaders in regional service cen-
tres are expected to report to the director of the 
regional service centre on all matters related to 
country office and regional programme support. 
They also report to the directors of the respective 
relevant units of BDP, BCPR and BOM on prac-
tice alignment and corporate standards. These 
separate reporting lines and different approaches 
in the regions work against an integrated and  
cost-efficient reform in the organization as a whole. 

82 UNDP Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of the Second Global Cooperation Framework’, New York, 2004; and UNDP 
Evaluation Office, ‘Evaluation of the Third Global Cooperation Framework’, New York, 2008.
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The conclusions and recommendations provided 
in this chapter are based on the findings described 
in chapters three and four. The conclusions 
should be seen as being mutually reinforcing, 
conveying an overall sense of UNDP strengths 
and challenges in contributing to development 
and corporate results at the regional level. The 
recommendations highlight only the most critical 
areas in which UNDP could bolster its con-
tribution, bearing in mind its mandate and 
comparative strengths. 

5.1 ConCluSionS

Conclusion 1: Despite modest resources, UNDP 
regional programmes have made significant 
and long-standing contributions to develop-
ment results, promoting cooperation among 
countries in building regional and national 
institutions as well as addressing cross-border 
and common challenges. 

Regional programmes provide support to 
development on a wide range of issues across 
entire regions with resources that represented 
less than 7 percent of total UNDP regular 
resources in 2008-2009. UNDP has developed 
long-standing relations with key regional institu-
tions, for example with ASEAN, the Caribbean 
Community, the League of Arab States and 
NEPAD. The provision of nearly 40 regional 
human development reports is an area where 
they have significantly changed the development 
debate in key areas. Where countries have shared 
common problems, UNDP regional programmes 
have brought them together to learn from each 
other, often developing networks along the way. 
In such cases, the results from the regional 
approach are therefore greater than the sum of 
the results from separate national interventions.

Conclusion 2: In all regions, the contribution 
to results has been affected by fragmentation 
of regional programmes, insufficient linkages 
with national programmes and time-frames 
that have not taken into account the need for 
long-term capacity development.  

Although there are many cases of success,  
interventions within regional programmes are 
often thinly spread, poorly coordinated, and 
occasionally duplicative. Planning cycles for the 
regional programmes are inevitably different from 
many country programmes, often making inte-
gration difficult. There are cases where regional 
programmes finance single-country interven-
tions with no significance for other countries. 
Some multi-country projects have failed to pro-
vide adequate additionality to a group of national 
interventions in terms of networking and know-
ledge sharing. Results matrices and monitoring 
were generally weak, often reflecting a lack of focus.

Conclusion 3: While consultation on regional 
programming with partner countries and 
organizations does take place, the absence of  
a systematic framework for gauging demand 
and identifying opportunities constrains  
innovation and relevance.
 
The level of consultation has been ad hoc and 
has varied in intensity and scope over time and 
between regions. Regional programming tends 
to be supply driven, not always adapting UNDP 
corporate priorities to specific regional real-
ities and challenges. Moreover, while there are 
good examples of broad consultative processes 
that include country offices, governments and 
intergovernmental organizations, consultation 
with civil society at the regional level has been 
more challenging. Poor consultation mechanisms 
reduce the relevance of what UNDP does and 

CHAPTER 5

ConCluSionS anD rECoMMEnDationS  
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have led to missed opportunities for regional 
interventions, especially in innovative areas 
where only such broad consultation will reveal 
new needs and challenges.

Conclusion 4: UNDP has not been able to 
adapt its own programming and partnership 
strategies to further facilitate identification of 
development solutions across regions. 

Today, countries are coming together across 
regions, but UNDP has continued to focus 
on supporting cooperation among countries in 
the geographical framework of UNDP regions. 
Knowledge at the regional level does not have 
a sufficient impact at the global level nor does 
it adequately transfer between UNDP-defined 
regions. Beyond knowledge management, 
opportunities have been missed for interregional 
programmatic interventions, addressing both 
common challenges and cross-border issues 
between neighbouring countries that happen to 
fall within different UNDP regions. 

Conclusion 5: The regional service centres 
provide a useful space to anchor regional  
activities and provide technical support to 
country offices. 

The centres are appropriately located within 
the regional bureaux and have often played 
an important role in supporting UNDP prac-
tice architecture and facilitating more holistic 
cross-practice approaches. There are also many 
advantages in supplying technical support to 
country offices from regional service centres 
compared to headquarters, including proximity, 
language and time zone. Having the regional 
service centre led by a deputy regional director 
has increased the visibility of the organization, 
increased the potential for stronger relation-
ships with United Nations partners and regional 
institutions, and provided better opportunities 
for strengthening UNDP positioning within a 
region. However, the investment in the estab-
lishment of the regional service centres has 
been high and has not been accompanied by 

a significant cost reduction at headquarters. 
UNDP has not streamlined organization-wide 
functions and resources to adjust to the creation 
of the regional service centres. At the same time, 
UNDP has been unable to draw sufficiently on 
regional knowledge and experiences for corporate 
positioning. There needs to be greater clarity and 
consistency with respect to management tools.
 
Conclusion 6: UNDP has yet to develop an 
explicit, holistic and strategic business model 
that addresses critical capacity in country 
offices, the provision of supplementary 
technical support to country offices, manage-
ment of the regional programme, support to 
United Nations coordination at the regional 
level, and rooting corporate positioning in  
regional knowledge.
 
The UNDP approach to contributing to  
development and corporate results at the regional 
level needs to be set within the broader context 
of an organization-wide business model. The 
multiple sources of funding, including the use 
of programme resources from the global and 
regional programmes for internal capacity, and 
the continued duplication of functions at dif-
ferent organizational levels (regional bureaux, 
regional service centres, BDP, BCPR) reveal the 
lack of a transparent and sustainable corporate 
business model. Only through re-examining 
the UNDP fundamental principles and overall 
strategy in a rapidly changing global environment 
can UNDP identify the most appropriate role of 
regional level actions.

5.2 rECoMMEnDationS

Recommendation 1: UNDP should establish 
‘regionality’ criteria for regional programming 
in consultation with governments, building 
on existing good practice, to determine when a 
regional approach is appropriate. 

Regionality criteria would flow from an  
assessment of what works and what does not, 
when using a regional or subregional approach; 
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the identification of when such an approach 
adds value; and an analysis of why and how 
countries cooperate. Discussion concerning the 
development of these criteria should be broad 
and involve partner governments in programme 
and donor countries. A clear understanding of 
when the regional approach should or should not 
be used could be key to UNDP positioning in 
resource-constrained situations.

Recommendation 2: UNDP should establish a 
cost-effective framework for broader and deeper 
partnership that will facilitate systematic con-
sultation to ensure UNDP continued relevance 
at the regional and interregional levels. 

The broad partnerships to be covered by the 
framework would include relevant regional 
organizations, national government, civil society 
and the United Nations system, especially the 
regional commissions. The framework and sub-
sequent consultations would ensure that UNDP 
is appropriately positioned in the regional  
space to add development value and iden-
tify opportunities for further regional and  
interregional cooperation.

Recommendation 3: UNDP should foster a 
corporate culture that encourages interregional 
lesson learning and programmatic collabora-
tion, and ensures the use of regionally grounded 
knowledge across the organization.  

UNDP-defined regions should not become 
silos with regard to programmes and knowledge 
sharing. Countries sharing common problems 
and cross-border issues are not always in the 
same region and in such cases UNDP needs to 
facilitate interregional cooperation. Interregional 
knowledge sharing needs to be promoted through 
the use of appropriate corporate incentives that 
would strengthen UNDP global knowledge 
management efforts. Incentives also need to be 
developed to promote the use of regional know-
ledge and experiences in UNDP corporate strategic 
planning, advocacy work and policy advice.

Recommendation 4: To increase effectiveness 
and develop capacity, UNDP should base the 
management of regional programmes and pro-
jects in an appropriate location in the region  
or subregion. 

The five regional programmes should be man-
aged by the regional service centre where they 
can benefit from regional dynamics and leverage 
regional capacity. Regional projects should be 
located close to the beneficiaries, where they will 
be able to better respond to changing contexts 
and better utilize regional capacities. Where pos-
sible, this should be with regional institutions 
with the host country resident representative 
serving as principal project representative. In 
cases where projects are located with the regional 
service centre, they should have dedicated project 
management capacity.  

Recommendation 5: UNDP should maximize 
the use of regular resources allocated for 
regional programmes for interventions 
that contribute directly to development 
results and minimize their use for internal  
corporate results. 

Regular resources should be used for adding 
direct development value by allocation to regional 
projects or to policy advice that makes a clear 
and demonstrable contribution to development 
results. The use of regular resources to finance 
support to the project management function of 
country offices should be minimized. Technical 
support to country offices to carry out these day-
to-day functions should be financed from the 
management budget, possibly through further 
decentralization of support capacity from head-
quarters to regional service centres and, where 
appropriate, from regional service centres to 
country offices.

Recommendation 6: UNDP should retain the 
system of regional service centres under the 
purview of the regional bureaux. 
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While the staffing composition and portfolio 
of activities and services may vary according 
to regional context and demands, efforts are 
required to standardize management tools and 
approaches, including those related to mon-
itoring the contribution, relevance and efficiency 
of the regional service centre arrangement. The 
centres need to strengthen their networking and 
ensure that they benefit from, and contribute to, 
global knowledge. The regional service centres 
should be headed by at least a deputy regional 
director. The residual practice of having dual 
reporting lines, including for practice leaders, 
in regional service centres should cease. All staff 
should have a single reporting line within the 
regional service centre, while at the same time 
be accountable for linking and contributing to 
global knowledge.

Recommendation 7: UNDP should develop 
a strategic corporate business model that 
covers global, regional and country levels; pro-
vides a sustainable and transparent allocation 
of funds and human resources; ensures that 
functions and services are not duplicated; and 
facilitates the location of capacity in the most  
appropriate place.

UNDP should recognize that in order to 
strengthen the results from its regional work and 
presence, it cannot look only at regional pro-
gramming and institutional arrangements. The 
business model needs to be holistic, treating the 
programming and institutional structures within 
the organization as a whole, and at all levels. 
It should recognize the interlinkages between 
country, regional and global programming and 
results. It should prioritize establishing critical 
country office capacity that should be identi-
fied and put in place. In developing the model 
for supplementary technical support to country 
offices, UNDP can draw on approaches that have 
worked including that of GEF, which finances 
dedicated technical expertise in the region that 
also contributes to corporate initiatives. The 
model should enhance cross-practice and cross-
regional approaches to human development and 
United Nations partnerships at the country and 
regional levels. The UNDP business model must 
also protect, and expand to the extent possible, 
the funding for regional programmes so that  
they can maintain and augment their con-
tribution to development results and step up  
to emerging challenges. 
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1. introDuCtion

The Evaluation Office of the United Nations 
Development Programme (UNDP) conducts 
thematic evaluations to capture evaluative 
evidence of UNDP’s overall contribution to 
development results at national, regional and 
global levels, in particular its contribution to the 
attainment of internationally agreed development 
goals including the Millennium Development 
Goals. Conducted within the overall frame-
work of UNDP Evaluation Policy, the thematic 
evaluations assess the strategic and cross-cutting 
themes in the UNDP programme. 

An evaluation of UNDP regionalization process 
was approved by the UNDP Executive Board 
(DP/2008/49) as part of the Evaluation Office 
programme of work. The evaluation will be con-
ducted in the first semester of 2010 and will draw 
lessons and provide a set of forward-looking 
proposals to inform management and Executive 
Board decisions—designed to strengthen the 
contribution of UNDP’s approach to regionaliz-
ation in the efficient achievement of development 
results at the national, regional and global levels.

2. baCkGrounD anD ContEXt  
of tHE Evaluation

Regionalization in UNDP has been a strategic  
decision. As stated in its last strategic plan, 
UNDP is committed to “the refinement of 
its internal institutional arrangements to bring 
corporate and regional policy and advisory sup-
port closer to where they are needed on the 
ground, and to make those services more respon-
sive to country programme needs. That will 
entail understanding the different contexts in 
which UNDP works, and tailoring its  

services (advocacy, policy and advisory, and 
technical support) to the specific needs of  
programme countries.”83

  
In line with the Triennial Comprehensive Policy 
Review of operational activities for development 
of the United Nations system84, UNDP aimed 
to intensify its cooperation and adopt more col-
laborative approaches to support country-level 
development initiatives at the request of recipient 
countries, in particular through closer collabora-
tion within the resident coordinator system and 
by improving mechanisms for access to the tech-
nical capacities of the United Nations system at 
the regional and subregional levels. 

The Triennial Comprehensive Policy Review 
Resolution asked the United Nations develop-
ment system to give greater and more systematic 
consideration to the regional and subregional 
dimensions of development cooperation and to 
promote measures for more intensive inter-agency 
collaboration at the regional and subregional 
levels, facilitating intercountry exchanges of 
experience and promoting both intraregional and 
interregional cooperation, as appropriate.

Institutional developments: In recent years, 
UNDP has strengthened its regional presence. 
Regional service centres were established to 
combine policy, programme and administrative 
support to country offices with the management 
of regional programmes and global knowledge 
management. They also provide support to the 
regional directors’ teams (RDTs) of the United 
Nations agencies, funds and programmes.

Prior to 2008, institutional efforts for regionaliza-
tion were largely through the regional bureaux in 
New York and the subregional resource facilities 

Annex 1

tErMS of rEfErEnCE

83 UNDP, ‘Accelerating Global Progress on Human Development’, UNDP Strategic Plan 2008-2011, DP/2007/43.
84 United Nations Resolution adopted by General Assembly A/RES/59/250, 2005.
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(SURFs). The establishment of SURFs was a 
result of 2001 change process, introduced in 
1997, which was intended to decentralize much 
of headquarters’ services and operations. Each 
centre was established responding to specific 
regional needs. A standardized approach to 
regionalization was thus difficult to identify. 

In February 2008, the Administrator released 
the policy paper ‘Functional Alignment of and 
Implementation Arrangements for Regional 
Service Centres’85, which has served as the basis 
for formalizing the current institutional efforts 
for regionalization in UNDP. Regional service 
centres were established in Bangkok, Bratislava, 
Cairo, Dakar, Johannesburg and Panama. Other 
regionally based units, including the Trinidad and 
Tobago SURF, the Pacific Subregional Centre 
and the Colombo Regional Centre defined their 
configuration in consultation with Bureau for 
Development Policy (BDP) and the respective 
regional bureau. Regional programmes were also 
an important part of the institutional architec-
ture. Regional programmes are managed from 
headquarters in some cases and from regional 
service centres in others but are implemented 
through regional and country offices.

The 2008 policy paper confirmed the primary 
objective of the regional service centres to support 
country offices in assisting programme countries 
to achieve development results through: 

�� Advisory services: The regional service centres 
consolidate and anchor the practice architec-
ture in the regions to support country office 
work. Practice is understood as encompassing 
the entirety of UNDP experience, knowledge 
and expertise in a programmatic or manage-
ment area and includes UNDP staff members 
and experts working at the country, regional 
and global levels. The practice consists of 
dedicated advisory services for the four 
strategic plan focus areas, namely poverty 
reduction, democratic governance, crisis 

prevention and recovery, and environment 
and sustainable development, as well as for 
the cross-cutting themes of gender equality 
and women’s empowerment, HIV/AIDS 
and capacity development. The level, sub-
stantive focus and orientation of each of these 
core posts are determined in agreement with 
each regional bureau and formalized via long  
term agreements.

�� Implementation of regional programmes: With 
respect to regional programme implemen-
tation, the functions of the regional service 
centres are determined by the needs of each 
region, with overall accountability resting 
with the regional director. 

�� Country operations: The regional service centres 
can provide direct services to design, manage 
and implement country programmes where 
there is no country-based representation. 

�� Support to management results: This is based 
on demand and needs in order to meet 
corporate standards agreed upon with the 
Bureau of Management (BOM), and for-
malized via long term agreements with each 
regional bureau. 

The policy clarified that while management of 
any of the above-mentioned support services 
could be delegated to the regional service centres, 
responsibility for regional bureau oversight and 
quality control functions would remain with the 
regional director and his/her team in New York.
Responsibility for the management of the region-
alization process was vested with the Operations 
Group within UNDP, but the main parties to 
the agreement were BDP, the regional bureaux, 
the Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery 
(BCPR) and BOM.

UNDP support to the attainment of regional 
and global goals of member countries, through 
funding under the global cooperation frame-
work and the regional cooperation frameworks 
(RCFs): UNDP is concentrated for action at 

85 UNDP, ‘Functional Alignment of and Implementation Arrangements for Regional Service Centres’, 
Bureau for Development Policy, 2008.



4 9A n n e X  1 .  t e R m s  o F  R e F e R e n c e

country level, where its greatest comparative 
strength is believed to lie, and global and regional 
programmes account for less than 5 percent 
of resources. The first cooperation frameworks 
began in 1997 and the current frameworks (the 
third) generally cover the period 2007-2010. The 
frameworks are designed to deliver on UNDP 
strategic pillars and cross-cutting issues as pri-
oritized in the UNDP strategic plan (2008-2011, 
extended to 2013) with particular reference to the 
needs and priorities of each region. They are thus 
intended to particularly address:

�� Transboundary issues at a regional or  
subregional level

�� South-South cooperation and support to the 
development of regional organizations

�� Mutual learning on common issues (regional 
and subregional knowledge management)

�� Issues that are more difficult to address at the 
level of individual country programmes  
because of their sensitivity

The second round of regional frameworks have 
been evaluated by the UNDP Evaluation Office 
and a number of strengths and weaknesses  
were identified.

In short, UNDP has established an institutional 
framework and regional structure designed to 
support the attainment of development results 
at national level as well as addressing coun-
tries’ transboundary objectives and improving  
UNDP efficiency.

3. rationalE anD PurPoSE  
of tHE Evaluation

Elements of UNDP strategy to regionalization  
have been evaluated, such as the five regional 
cooperation frameworks and the global cooper-
ation framework, and reviews have been 
commissioned by senior management in the 
organization. However, the overall performance 
of the UNDP approach to regionalization as a 
major strategic decision is yet to be independ-
ently evaluated. The proposed evaluation seeks 

to provide a systematic, independent analysis of 
UNDP cumulative experience in regionalization 
and its contribution to development results and 
UNDP efficiency. The Evaluation Office will 
thus conduct a thematic evaluation on the UNDP 
approach to regionalization beginning February 
2010 for presentation to the UNDP Executive 
Board in September 2010. Conclusions and rec-
ommendations will be shared with the senior 
management of UNDP and main stakeholders in 
June 2010 for their feedback prior to finalization.
The evaluation will draw lessons and provide a set 
of forward-looking proposals to inform manage-
ment and Executive Board decisions—designed to 
strengthen the contribution of the UNDP approach 
to regionalization in the efficient achievement of 
development results at the national, regional and 
global levels. The evaluation will:

�� Assess the relevance, effectiveness and  
efficiency of UNDP regionalization efforts 
in contributing to the achievement of 
development results as specified in the multi-
year  funding framework (MYFF) and the  
strategic plan

�� Evaluate how support to poverty reduction, 
environment and sustainable development, 
and conflict prevention and recovery, and the 
cross-cutting issues of gender equality, HIV/
AIDS and capacity development benefited 
from the UNDP approach to regionalization  

�� Evaluate how relevant, effective and efficient 
the UNDP contribution to the achievement 
of regional public goods has been, as defined 
in strategic documents and agreements

�� Assess the efficiency and effectiveness of 
UNDP internal institutional and working 
arrangements for regionalization in achieving 
development results

4. SCoPE of tHE Evaluation anD 
iSSuES in unDP rEGionalization

The period considered by the evaluation will 
span from 2000 to 2010, but as this is designed as 
a forward looking formative evaluation and there 
have been significant changes in the approach 
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and instruments of regionalization over the 
period, the main concentration will be lessons 
from the second cycle of regional programme 
frameworks and the changes in performance 
from the transition to regional service centres. 
This time-frame also overlaps with the intro-
duction of the first MYFF (2000-2003), the 
second MYFF (2004-2007) and the strategic 
plan (2008-2011, extended to 2013). These 
frameworks were designed to better define the 
organizational strategies and intended results and 
enhance the consistency and focus of UNDP. 

The evaluation will have an inception phase 
designed to establish a baseline of what is already 
known and to identify and focus the key issues in 
which the evaluation should concentrate. Issues 
will be prioritized in order to deliver meaningful 
analysis, findings and recommendations in the 
time-frame and resources available. The evalua-
tion may also give somewhat more concentrated 
attention to those regions with the greatest 
potential for benefits. 

The evaluation will undertake analyses of:

�� The extent to which UNDP regionalization 
has contributed to the achievement of stra-
tegic objectives as stated in the strategic 
plan, the MYFFs and relevant programming 
frameworks.  Focus will be on the contribu-
tions of UNDP in strengthening national 
and regional capacities in achieving develop-
ment results.

�� The appropriateness of the regional  
institutional arrangements, including regional 
programmes, regional service centres and 
SURFs, to provide advisory services and 
knowledge management for the achievement 
of results, in particular in: poverty reduc-
tion, democratic governance, environment 
and sustainable development, and crisis pre-
vention and recovery, and the cross-cutting 
issues of gender equality and the fight against 
HIV/AIDS.

�� The efficiency of the regional institutional 
set up for managing for development results, 
including its support to country operations,  

to the implementation of regional pro-
grammes and to the functioning of the 
United Nations RDTs. 

�� Initial consideration has identified the  
following main areas for further study and 
definition, which will be refined and focused 
during the inception phase.

Development results issues will include:

�� Regional development results: How can 
UNDP better support regional development 
impact through its global and regional pro-
grammes? The evaluations conducted of the 
RCFs to date contain a series of common 
findings that cut across regions and these 
will be deepened, looking at how to address 
the problems and build on the strengths. 
Common weaknesses identified to date 
include: fragmented programmes inadequate 
to achieve critical mass; a lack of adequate 
time-frame for capacity-building, especially 
for the least developed countries; inadequate 
links to national UNDP programmes; some 
inadequacies in technical competences, par-
ticularly in macroeconomics and trade; and 
inadequate ownership of the regional pro-
grammes by both countries and UNDP at 
country level. A particular strength was the 
capacity of regional and subregional pro-
grammes to advocate on issues that would 
not be possible to address in many countries 
directly at the national level, but HIV/AIDS 
was found to be an overcrowded field with 
marginal UNDP value added. There was a 
general a reassertion of UNDP comparative 
strength in matters of governance.

�� Getting the best from the United Nations 
system—United Nations development 
coherence at regional and subregional 
levels: Just as UNDP has taken the lead at 
country level, how effective is it and how can 
it assist greater system coherence and access 
to United Nations resources at regional and 
subregional levels? This may extend from 
coordination of support to South-South 
cooperation and regional organizations, 
to identification of common issues among 
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countries and sources of United Nations 
system support. How effectively has UNDP 
interacted with regional organizations and 
the United Nations regional commissions 
and other United Nations organizations, 
regional programmes and capacities?

�� Regional programme support for national 
results: As countries become more developed
and their economies more globalized, 
maximizing on the benefits of global and 
regional public goods becomes more and 
more important. For the poorest coun-
tries, cross-boundary issues of migration, 
security, water, etc. are often critical. Some 
capacity development and learning may also 
be more efficiently carried out subregionally. 
It appears that the synergy between regional 
programmes and national results including in 
UNDP country programmes may be weak. Is 
this the case and why?

�� Support to national results from the global 
and regional UNDP institutional structure: 
How effective has UNDP regional structure 
been in supporting the efficient and effective 
action of UNDP at country level?

�� Getting the balance right for development 
results in UNDP resource allocation—
national, regional and global: Is the balance 
right at present? Will it need to change in 
future? Decisions on resource allocation, 
including regionalization do have political 
implications and managing limited resources 
within organizations tends to create power 
struggles. The evaluation will neces-
sarily deal with UNDP Executive Board  
and internal politics and decisions about 
resource allocations.

�� Appropriateness and efficiency in internal 
institutional structure for UNDP—the 
balance between functions fulfilled at head-
quarters, in the regions and at national level 
and the integration between them: The 
current structure with the regional service 
centres was fully initiated in 2008 and will be 
completely in place for all centres in 2010. It 
is thus premature to draw any conclusions on 
the overall efficiency and effectiveness of the 

�� new arrangements. The evaluation will thus 
concentrate on:

 – Perceived issues

 – Areas where improvements or deterioration 
in performance appear to have occurred

 – New opportunities provided by the  
institutional arrangements

UNDP established regional institutional  
arrangements, such as regional service centres 
and SURFs, but it also has regional and technical 
service institutional arrangements at headquar-
ters with the same purpose, namely to provide 
support and advice to operations at national 
level. There are also technical and administra-
tive resources at country level: Is the balance and 
integration arrangements between the functions 
performed at each level optimal? Divergences in 
models between regions and the experience of 
previous models, as well as looking at other agen-
cies’ experience may provide useful lessons and 
issues may include:

�� Customized response: To what extent do 
regional structures enable the organization 
to provide a more customized response, espe-
cially at the national level based on regional 
and global knowledge? Has the approach 
been sufficiently customized to the needs 
of different regions and countries? What 
functions are best performed regionally in 
different regions and for different categories 
of countries (size of country and UNDP pro-
gramme, level of development, etc.)?

�� Contribution of regionalization in strength-
ening UNDP as a ‘knowledge organization’: 
With focal points at the country level, practice 
leaders at the regional service centres, and 
practice directors at the global level, UNDP 
has an institutional structure that can facili-
tate a connected organization. However, 
there are complexities in managing informa-
tion consolidation, analysis and flows. How 
effective are the matrix structure and know-
ledge platforms and distribution of human 
resources at different levels in building and 
accessing knowledge?
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�� Functions for the regional level: Is the 
present balance of functions performed 
between headquarters the regions and 
country level about right?

 – Balance in oversight and support roles: 
Regional structures can play a dual 
role with oversight on one hand and 
support to the country level and regional 
programmes on the other. Is there a 
conflict in roles and if so how should this  
be addressed?

 – Is the regional level playing its optimal 
role in capacity-building and knowledge 
management?

 – Are the different regions getting the 
balance between regional programme 
support and national programme support 
right? 

 – Is it always most efficient for country 
offices to perform all administrative and 
financial functions or is there a role for 
regional or subregional offices in per-
forming such functions, especially for 
countries with small programmes?

�� Effective internal institutional arrange-
ments: What can be learned from UNDP 
experience and the experience of others in 
such areas as: 

 – Arrangements for prioritizing and  
compensation for services to country 
offices and national programmes

 – A matrix command and reporting  
structure and networked organization

 – Flexible use of regional expertise for 
support to national and regional pro-
grammes through such arrangements 
as call down (retainer) contracts and 
contracts with regional and national gov-
ernmental, non-governmental and private 
sector institutions

5. Evaluation MEtHoDoloGY  
anD aPProaCH 

During the inception phase, the evaluation team 
will formulate in detail the methodology for the 
evaluation. The evaluation will be guided by the 
principles enshrined in the UNDP Evaluation 
Policy86, including UNDP’s overarching con-
cern to foster human development, strengthen 
national ownership, facilitate United Nations 
system coordination and global partnership, and 
manage for development results. The evaluations 
will adhere to the United Nations Evaluation 
Group Norms and Standards.

5.1 Data CollECtion

In terms of data collection, the evaluation will 
use a multiple method approach that could 
include desk reviews, workshops, group and 
individual interviews (at both headquarters and 
the country office), project/field visits and sur-
veys. The appropriate set of methods would vary 
depending on country context and the precise 
nature would be determined during the scoping 
mission and detailed in an inception report.

5.2 valiDation

The evaluation team will use a variety of methods 
to ensure that the data is valid, including tri-
angulation. Precise methods of validation will be 
detailed in the inception report.

5.3 StakEHolDEr PartiCiPation

A strong participatory approach, involving a 
broad range of stakeholders will be laid out. The 
identification of the stakeholders, including gov-
ernment representatives of ministries/agencies, 
regional organizations, private sector representa-
tives, United Nations organizations, multilateral 
organizations, bilateral donors, and benefici-
aries will take place. To facilitate this approach, 
the evaluation includes a process of stakeholder 

86 Available online at: <www.undp.org/eo/documents/Evaluation-Policy.pdf>.
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mapping that would include both direct partners 
of UNDP as well as stakeholders who do not 
work directly with UNDP.

6. Evaluation ProCESS

The evaluation will employ standard criteria 
of relevance, efficiency and effectiveness, with 
findings tested through a process of triangula-
tion. Following the inception phase, the issues 
and approach will be finalized and an evaluation 
matrix with issues and indicators incorporated as 
part of the final terms of reference. At this incep-
tion stage, it is envisaged that the evaluation will 
be carried out by a small team of four persons 
with a balance of institutional, subject matter 
and regional expertise (at this stage flexibility will 
be maintained to utilize additional resource per-
sons for specific inputs). The team will employ a  
balance of the following instruments:

Preliminary inception phase

�� Preliminary consultations within UNDP 
at global, regional and national levels to 
determine major perceived issues; this will 
be achieved through direct discussions, 
including a brief visit to two regional service 
centres and letters to countries, followed up 
with selected phone calls

�� Establishment of a baseline of existing infor-
mation, including on the results of previous 
evaluations, management reviews, manage-
ment reports and from central databases 
on financial and human resources (this will 
proceed in parallel with the point above)

Compilation of the evaluation data and  
information base

�� Stakeholder consultations and evidence  
gathering including:

 – Structured interviews and focus group  
discussions with each of the UNDP 
regional centres, selected country offices 
and headquarters through visits

 – Questionnaires and telephone interviews 
to donors, national governments, all 
UNDP country offices and bureaux, and 

other United Nations organizations, 
possibly supplemented by some visits in 
parallel with other missions

 – Regional and headquarters workshops to 
discuss preliminary findings, possibly in 
conjunction with other meeting

�� Comparisons with other agencies structures, 
practices and experiences as documented 
in evaluation studies and through direct 
consultation

Analysis and report finalization

�� Analysis based on all the above information, 
including existing UNDP evaluations and 
management studies

�� Feedback on the draft final report with fact 
checking and comments from senior man-
agement and the main internal stakeholders

7. ManaGEMEnt arranGEMEntS

7.1 unDP Evaluation offiCE

The UNDP Evaluation Office Task Manager 
will manage the evaluation and ensure coordina-
tion and liaison with UNDP headquarters and 
regional bureaux, other concerned units and 
the country office management where appro-
priate.  The Evaluation Office will also contract 
a research assistant to facilitate the initial desk 
review. The Evaluation Office will meet all costs 
directly related to the conduct of the evaluation.  
These will include costs related to participation 

timetable Completion 
in 2010 by:

Inception phase March 15

Recruitment of full evaluation team March 15

Compilation of the evaluation data 
and information base

May 17

Analysis and draft report or at 
minimum presentation of findings 
and recommendations

June 14

Final report July 19

Presentation to UNDP  
Executive Board

September
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of the team leader, international consultants, as 
well as the preliminary research and the issuance 
of the final evaluation report. The Evaluation 
Office will also cover costs of any stakeholder 
consultations as part of the evaluation.

7.2 tHE Evaluation tEaM

The team will be constituted of three to  
four members:

�� Consultant team leader, with overall respon-
sibility for providing guidance and leadership, 
and in coordinating the draft and final report 

�� Consultant team specialists, who will provide 
the expertise in the core subject areas of the 
evaluation, and be responsible for drafting 
key parts of the report

�� The evaluation office task manager

The team leader must have a demonstrated capacity 
in strategic thinking and policy advice and in 
the evaluation of complex programmes in the 
field. All team members should have in-depth 
knowledge of development issues in Indonesia. 
While the team leader has the overall respon-
sibility for putting the report together, each team 
member is responsible for providing detailed 
inputs regarding topics/thematic areas of the 
country programme. The division of labour is 
spelled out in the inception report. 

The evaluation team will be supported by a 
research assistant based in the Evaluation Office 
in New York. The task manager of the Evaluation 
Office will support the team in designing the 
evaluation, participate in the scoping mission, 
and provide ongoing feedback for quality assur-
ance during the preparation of the inception 
report and the final report. Depending on the 
needs, the Evaluation Office Task Manager 
might participate in the main mission too.

The evaluation team will orient its work by 
United Nations Evaluation Group norms and 
standards for evaluation and will adhere to the 
ethical code of conduct.87

8. EXPECtED outPutS

The expected outputs from the evaluation  
team are:

�� An inception report (maximum 20 pages)

�� A comprehensive final report (maximum 
50 pages plus annexes)

�� A two-page evaluation brief

�� A presentation for the stakeholder  
consultations including informal and formal 
presentation to the UNDP Executive Board

87 United Nations Evaluation Group, ‘Norms for Evaluation in the UN System’ and ‘Standards for Evaluation in the 
UN System’, April 2005.
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Amawi, Abla, Team Leader, Capacity 
Development and Knowledge Management 

El-Mikkawi, Noha, Team Leader,  
Democratic Governance

Elsonni, Taher, Advisor, Regional Information 

Gessur, Soulaf, Democratic Governance Team

Hammam, Mona, Deputy Regional Director, 
Regional Bureau for Arab States

Kalot, Joumana, Project Manager, HIV/AIDS 
Regional Programme for the Arab States

Khan, Nahid, Advisor, Procurement

Khordagui, Hosny, Director, Water  
Governance Programme

Mahmoud, Nihad, Advisor, Procurement

Moalla, Khadija, Team Leader, HIV/AIDS 

Motlagh, Mitra, Specialist, Human Rights 

Moustafa, Ahmed, Former Project Manager, 
Arab Trade and Development Programme

Murshed, Zubair, Advisor, Disaster  
Risk Reduction 

Wahab, Azza Abdel, Operations Manager

Dakar rEGional SErviCE CEntrE

Akuoko, Forster, Programme Specialist, 
Democratic Governance

Aluka, Mensah, United Nations  
Coordination Specialist

Badinga, Leon, Analyst, Business and 
Operations Performance 

Bouche, Nathalie, Team Leader,  
Poverty Reduction

Coulibaly, Siaka, Policy Specialist,  
Poverty Reduction and MDGs

Ernst, Mario, Operations Manager

Fall, Couty, Coordinator, Youth Employment 
Regional Programme

Gros, Jean-Baptiste, Coordinator, Regional 
Programme Development Strategies and 
Public Finance

Gueye, Moustapha, Team Leader, HIV/AIDS

Kaul, Raja, Coordinator, Regional Project for 
Capacity Development for Negotiating and 
Regulating Investment Contracts

Kedowide, François-Corneille, Advisor, 
Monitoring & Evaluation 

Lepage, Marc, Team Leader,  
Knowledge Management 

Makhetha, Metsi, Advisor, Officer in Charge, 
Dakar Regional Service Centre

Mar Gadio, Coumba, Team Leader, Gender 

Mills, Maimouna, Advisor,  
Regional Communication 

Ndiaye, Abdoulaye, Team Leader,  
Environment and Energy 

Oduol, Elly, Team Leader, Crisis Prevention 
and Recovery

Poumangue, Gilbert, Regional  
Coordination Specialist

Van Weerelt, Patrick, Team Leader, 
Democratic Governance 

joHannESburG rEGional  
SErviCE CEntrE 

Asplund, Bo, Deputy Regional Director, 
Regional Bureau for Africa 

Bani, Prosper, Team Leader, Crisis Prevention 
and Recovery

Chulu, Oste, Policy Advisor, MDG

Diop, Malaye, Global Task Manager, Public 
Private Partnerships for Service Delivery

Edroma, Evelyn, Programme Specialist,  
Access to Justice
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Ekoko, Francois, Regional Advisor,  
South-South Cooperation

Ekoko, Justus, Specialist, Small Arms 

Gebru, Almaz, Regional Programme  
Advisor, Gender 

Issler, Fabiana, Technical Advisor,  
Global Environment Facility 

Kagoro, Brian, Programme Advisor,  
Democratic Governance

Lewis, Kenneth W.M., Advisor, Operations 

Malunga, Siphosami, Team Leader,  
Democratic Governance 

Mc Carthy, Reuben, Specialist, Mine Action 

Mundea, Maureen, Advisor,  
Regional Communications 

Neuman, Francis, Team Leader,  
Knowledge Management 

Sellers, Tilly, Team Leader, HIV/AIDS 

Sibanda, Backson, Advisor,  
Monitoring and Evaluation 

Venter, Elaine, Team Leader,  
Capacity Development 

Vorzorgbe, Seth, Senior Regional Advisor, 
Disaster Reduction 

Panama Regional SeRvice centRe

Basz, Pablo, Regional Communications Adviser 

Bernabeu, Neus, Project Coordinator  
Specialist, Gender

Berthin, Gerardo, Programme Advisor, 
Democratic Governance 

Briggs, Chris, Team Leader,  
Environment and Energy 

Brill, Ines, Team Leader, Capacity Development 

Carrizosa, Santiago, Technical Advisor,  
Global Environment Facility 

Gomez, Gonzalo, Analyst,  
Procurement and Information and 
Communications Technology

Justiniano, Freddy, Coordinator of Operations 
and Programme Implementation

Landau, Maribel, Programme Analyst

Mattila, Inka, Specialist, Monitoring and 
Evaluation Specialist 

Mercado, Leida, Chief Subregional Service 
Centre for the Caribbean

Page, Oliver, Technical Specialist,  
Global Environment Facility 

Pettinato, Stefano, Advisor, Poverty Reduction 
and MDGs 

Remple, Nick, Regional Coordinator, Global 
Environment Facility 

Rohr, Beat, Deputy Regional Director,  
Regional Bureau for Latin America  
and the Caribbean 

Ruiz Hiebra, Pablo, Team Leader, Crisis 
Prevention and Recovery

Tallarico, María, Team Leader, HIV/AIDS 

UnDP coUntRy officeS 

Ahmad, Anita, Programme Manager  
Socio-economic Cluster, UNDP Malaysia

Ahmad Zena, Ali, Deputy Resident 
Representative, UNDP Syria

Baranes, Sophie, Deputy Country Director, 
UNDP Cambodia

Barathe, Richard, Deputy Resident 
Representative, UNDP El Salvador

Chacko, James, Assistant Resident 
Representative Programme, UNDP Malaysia

Das, Arundhati, Assistant Country Director 
Operations, UNDP India

Djibo, Bintou, Resident Representative,  
UNDP Senegal

Dzuteska, Vesna, Assistant Resident 
Representative Programme,  
UNDP FYR Macedonia

Eguren, Jose, Resident Representative,  
UNDP Panama

Fujii, Akiko, Deputy Resident Representative, 
UNDP Jamaica

Garcia Delgado, Gonzalo, Aid for Trade 
Specialist, UNDP Cambodia

Gharaibeh, Firas, Deputy Resident 
Representative, UNDP Bahrain
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Giri, Seeta, Management Specialist,  
UNDP Cambodia

Iyer, Srinivasan, Assistant Country Director 
Programme, UNDP India

Khoshmukhamedov, Sukhrob, Assistant 
Resident Representative Programme, 
UNDP Tajikistan

Lay, Khim, Assistant Country Director 
Environment and Energy Team Leader, 
UNDP Cambodia

Liman-Tinguiri, Kiari, Resident Representative, 
UNDP Guyana

Malhotra, Kamal, Resident Representative, 
UNDP Malaysia

Marques Baioni, Maristela, Assistant  
Resident Representative for Programme, 
UNDP Brazil

Martirosyan, Armen, Environmental 
Governance Portfolio Manager,  
UNDP Armenia

Moriarty, Katherine, HIV Programme 
Specialist, UNAIDS Cambodia

Nyirongo, Macleod, Resident Representative, 
UNDP Zambia

Quijano, David, Programme Finance Associate, 
UNDP Colombia

Ramguttee, Lovita, Assistant Resident 
Representative, UNDP Moldova

Renda, Luca, Deputy Resident Representative, 
UNDP Honduras

Rieger, Ricarda, Country Director,  
UNDP Ukraine

Rodriguez, Marcela, Operations Manager, 
UNDP Colombia

Scheuer, Jo, Country Director,  
UNDP Cambodia

Singh, Simran S., Management Advisor Poverty 
Reduction Cluster, UNDP Cambodia

Tabet, Mounir, Country Director,  
UNDP Egypt

Vrbensky, Rastislav, Country Director,  
UNDP Tajikistan 

Wiesen, Cailtin, Country Director,  
UNDP India

Yengayenge, Carine, Deputy Country Director, 
UNDP Senegal

Yun, Mane, Project Coordinator, Access  
to Justice for Indigenous Peoples,  
UNDP Cambodia

GovErnMEnt offiCialS anD 
rEGional PartnErS 

Al Souri, Ibrahim, Director, Social and 
Development Policy Department,  
League of Arab States (LAS)

Awad, Mohsen, Secretary General, Arab 
Organization for Human Rights (AOHR)

Binti, Datin, Deputy Undersecretary,  
Ministry of Science, Technology and 
Innovation, Malaysia

Hlavickova, Zuzana, Deputy Director, 
Development Cooperation Department, 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Czech Republic 

Lengyel, Miguel, Facultad Latinoamericana de 
Ciencias Sociales, Argentina (FLACSO) 

Marie, Percival, Executive Director, Resource 
Mobilization and Technical Assistance, 
Caribbean Community (CARICOM)

Stewart, Andrea, Planning Institute of  
Jamaica, Jamaica

Thomas, Koshy, Deputy Undersecretary, 
Ministry of Finance, Malaysia

Tironi, Eugenio, Director, Corporación de 
Estudios para América Latina (CIEPLAN) 

Tkhilava, Nino, Head of Environmental Policy 
and International Relations Department, 
Ministry of Environment Protection and 
Natural Resources, Georgia

otHEr unitED nationS 
orGanizationS 

Comini, Debora, Deputy Regional Director 
Latin America and Caribbean, United 
Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF)

Dudas, Zsolt, Chief Technical Adviser, Georgia, 
International Labour Organization (ILO) 

Gomez, Gerard, Head of Regional Office for 
Latin America and the Caribbean, Office 
for the Coordination of Humanitarian 
Affairs (OCHA)
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Gough, Jean, Special Representative, United 
Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF)

Hopenhayn, Martin, Director Social 
Development Division, Economic 
Commission for Latin America and  
the Caribbean (ECLAC)

Horibe, Nobuko, Regional Director Asia and 
the Pacific, United Nations Population 
Fund (UNFPA)

Kadirgamar, Chandi, Evaluation Advisor, 
United Nations Capital Development  
Fund (UNCDF)

Libert, Bo, Regional Adviser on Environment, 
Environment, Housing and Land 
Management Division, United Nations 
Economic Commission for Europe (ECE)

Manoncourt, Erma, Representative in 
Egypt, United Nations Children's Fund 
(UNICEF)

Morsi, May, Representative in Egypt, 
United Nations Development Fund  
for Women (UNIFEM)

Morrison, David, Executive Secretary 
United Nations Capital Development  
Fund (UNCDF) 

Murillo, Mara Angélica, Deputy Regional 
Director, Regional Office for Latin America 
and the Caribbean, United Nations 
Environment Programme (UNEP)

Nunez, Cesar Antonio, Regional Director for 
Latin America and the Caribbean, The 
Joint United Nations Programme on  
HIV/AIDS (UNAIDS)

Oshidari, Kenro, Regional Director Asia and the 
Pacific, World Food Programme (WFP)

Rao Singh, Anupama, Regional Director 
EAPRO, United Nations Children's Fund 
(UNICEF)

Rivera Avni, Carla, Executive Director, 
Inter-American Parliamentary Group on 
Population and Development (IAPG)

Schlingemann, Fritz, Former Director for 
Europe, United Nations Environment 
Programme (UNEP) 

Sinelina, Irina, Subregional Office for Eastern 
Europe and Central Asia, International 
Labour Organization (ILO)

Suazo, Marcela, Regional Director for Latin 
America and the Caribbean, United Nations 
Population Fund (UNFPA)

Villa Quintana, Carmen Rosa, Regional 
Representative, Office of the United 
Nations High Commissioner for Human 
Rights (OHCHR)
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Did the regional programme contribute to the achievement of development results at  
country level in the following areas?
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in which areas has the regional service centre contributed to the achievement of  
development results at the country level?
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what is the country offices’ overall satisfaction with support received from the regional  
service centre?
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(6 being the highest and 1 being the lowest satisfaction level)
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How did the services provided by the regional service centre compare  
with the services previously provided by the Surf?
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How did the services provided by the regional service centre compare with the services  
previously provided by headquarters?

afriCa
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  Improved
  Unchanged
  Deteriorated
  Not known
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