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Letter dated 12 June 2012 from the Chair of the
Evaluation Management Group to the President of

the General Assembly transmitting the report on the
independent evaluation of lessons learned from “Dielering
as one”

In my capacity as elected Chair of the EvaluatManagement Group for the
independent evaluation of lessons learned from H2eing as one”, appointed by
the Secretary-General, | have the honour to presenyou the final evaluation
report.

Under the ad hoc arrangements for this evaluaéndorsed by the General
Assembly in paragraph 21 of its resolution 64/28% evaluation report is to be
submitted to the President of the Assembly durhng gixty-sixth session.

In accordance with the norms and standards oflthiged Nations Evaluation
Group, evaluation reports require an explicit resgm by the governing authorities
and management addressed by their recommendatioas therefore taking the
liberty of also sharing the report with the Secrgt&eneral.

I would like to thank you for kindly including infmation on the independent
evaluation on your website, www.un.org/en/ga/presid66/. Given Member States’
strong interest in the evaluation, this communigatitool has been very much
appreciated.

| thank you once again for the support extendethtoindependent evaluation
and assure you of my highest consideration.

(Signed) Liliam Flores Ortega Rodriguez
Chair of the Evaluation Management Group
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Report on the independent evaluation of lessonsdrned
from “Delivering as one”

Summary

The present report summarizes the outcome of tidegendent evaluation of
lessons learned from “Delivering as one” condudte2011-2012 in accordance with
the request of the General Assembly, containeddragraph 139 of its resolution
62/208 and paragraph 21 of its resolution 64/289.

The report presents the background to “Deliveriag one” (sect. ), the
mandate, modality, purpose, objective, scope andhoumlogy of the evaluation
(sect. 1), the configuration of “Delivering as dnésect. Ill), findings (sect. V),
conclusions (sect. V), recommendations (sect. \@}sons learned (sect. VII) and
final remarks (sect. VIII).

This summary report is based on a full evaluatieport prepared by a team of
consultants, which contains extensive evidence amalysis in accordance with the
norms and standards of the United Nations Evalma@Gooup.

12-39094 3



A/66/859

Background to “Delivering as one”

1. The “Delivering as one” approach emerged froneligovernmental decision-
making on the operational activities of the Unitiddtions system for development.
In resolutions on the triennial comprehensive pplieview adopted in 2001, 2004
and 2007 the General Assembly called for strengthening skstem. “Delivering
as one” involved pilot attempts to respond to thpsavisions.

2.  The 2005 World Summit Outcome (see General Addgmesolution 60/1)

contained suggestions on making the United Natideselopment system more
coherent, effective and relevant. Member Statesmauended operational reforms
aimed at strengthening the results of United Naioauntry activities through such
measures as an enhanced role for the senior rdsidfficial, whether special

representative, resident coordinator or humanitaré@ordinator, and a common
management, programming and monitoring framework.

3. In the World Summit Outcome, the General Assgmnihlited the Secretary-

General to further strengthen the management amddaoation of United Nations

operational activities and to make proposals onentaghtly managed entities in the
fields of development, humanitarian assistance ath@ environment for

consideration by Member States. In response, ttereSary-General appointed the
High-level Panel on United Nations System-wide Qelnee, which issued its
report, “Delivering as one”, in November 2006 ($€¢61/583).

4. One of the key recommendations of the High-leRahel was that the United
Nations system should “deliver as one” at coungyel. That would include the
adoption of the “Four Ones”, namely One Leader, Gqregramme, One Budget
and, where appropriate, One Office.

5. This proposal was conceptualized within the feamark of enhanced progress
towards the Millennium Development Goals and otheternationally agreed

development goals. The report also contained facheng proposals on new
governance and funding arrangements at the celetval to support a “delivering as
one” approach.

6. Although Member States did not endorse most i High-level Panel’s
recommendations, the proposals catalysed the amlomtf resolutions on system-
wide coherence in 2008, 2009 and 2010 (resolut&®ig877, 63/311 and 64/289).

7. At the end of 2006, the Secretary-General folyn@nnounced that eight

countries had volunteered to pilot the “Deliveriag one” approach: Albania, Cape
Verde, Mozambique, Pakistan, Rwanda, the UniteduRBp of Tanzania, Uruguay

and Viet Nam. The Secretary-General requested thairCof the United Nations

Development Group to lead an effort with the GreupXecutive heads to move
forward with the “One United Nations” initiative othe basis of the interest
expressed by programme countries.

8. The purpose of the pilots was to allow the UditBlations system, in
cooperation with host Governments and in supporiaifonal development goals, to
develop approaches that would enhance coherenfieieaty and effectiveness at

1 Resolutions 56/201, 59/250 and 62/208. As frori2ahe triennial comprehensive policy
review of operational activities by the General &sbly was converted to a quadrennial
exercise.
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country level; reduce transaction costs for natigmartners; and test what works
best in various country situations.

9. “Delivering as one” activities started in ear®)07. Representatives of the
Governments of the eight pilot countries, as wedl &f other countries that had
voluntarily adopted “Delivering as one”, met in Map in 2008, in Kigali in 2009,
in Hanoi in 2010 and in Montevideo in 2011 to exeha experiences and lessons
learned and to consider the way forward.

10. In 2007, the United Nations Evaluation Groupnauocted evaluability
assessments of the “Delivering as one” pilots. O1L@ seven of the eight pilot
countries (Albania, Cape Verde, Mozambique, Rwanit@ United Republic of
Tanzania, Uruguay and Viet Nam) conducted extensoumntry-led evaluations.

The independent evaluation of “Delivering as ae”
Mandate and modality of the evaluation

11. An independent evaluation of “Delivering as dmas originally mandated by
the General Assembly in its resolution 62/208 ofd&cember 2007 on the triennial
comprehensive policy review. The Assembly confirnteed mandate in paragraph 21
of its resolution 64/289 of 2 July 2010 on systeinaavcoherence.

12. By resolution 64/289, the Assembly endorsedrioelality for the independent
evaluation proposed by the Secretary-General.thusted oversight of the evaluation
to a regionally balanced group of evaluation expethe Evaluation Management
Group, which was supported by a secretariat andeamt of consultants. The
members of the Evaluation Management Group aredigt the annex to the present
report.

Purpose, objective and scope of the evaluation

13. The ultimate purpose of the independent evauatis to inform the
guadrennial comprehensive policy review on operalaactivities for development
in late 2012, as well as other intergovernmentalcpsses concerning system-wide
coherence.

14. The overall objective of the evaluation is s8s@ss the contribution and value
added of “Delivering as one” and to draw lessorssied that are significant for the
United Nations system. It aims for a synthetic eation of the lessons learned from
the pilot experiences, and not a comparative assess of performance across
countries. In assessing the overall progress ofliieeing as one”, the evaluation

has used the criteria of relevance, effectiveneffgiency and sustainability.

15. The evaluation covers the period from 2006 (year before “Delivering as
one” started) to 2011. It is mandated to assessh@)oluntary “Delivering as one”
initiatives in the eight pilot countries; (b) prags, processes and context, as well as
lessons learned from the pilot experiences; and r@hnaining challenges to
“Delivering as one”, along with systemic issueslsfited Nations reform related to
or triggered by “Delivering as one” at the headdees, regional and country levels.
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16. The evaluation does not cover the so-calletf-garters”, additional countries

that have chosen to adopt “Delivering as one” emednts of it. Nor does it consider
countries that have adopted “reformed” United Nasiodevelopment assistance
frameworks. Furthermore, it does not evaluate therall performance of the United

Nations development system in individual pilot ctrigs or across pilot countries.

Key evaluation questions

17. On the basis of framework terms of referencaetli@ independent evaluation,
the key evaluation questions have formed the bafsvgork:

* What were the original intentions of “Deliverirag one”?

* Why did countries volunteer, and how can theeimitons of “Delivering as
one” be related to their country circumstances?

*» What processes and resources have been put d@oepto operationalize
“Delivering as one” at country, regional and globaels?

* What happened at country level, and how did tomtext influence how
“Delivering as one” was implemented?

* What were the most significant changes (at coymegional and global levels)
to which “Delivering as one” contributed, recogmigithe intended objectives,
and were there any unintended consequences? Howhaydlid these changes
and consequences come about?

* In what ways has the United Nations system (pakdrly the headquarters of
United Nations system entities) supported and/anst@ined “Delivering as
one” implementation and results — or produced wmidied consequences?

» What are the key lessons, based on positiveritnritons or challenges faced
by the “Delivering as one” initiatives, that can lbarried forward into the
future work of the United Nations system?

Approach based on a theory of change model

18. The report of the High-level Panel introducke toncept of the Four Ones:
One Programme, One Leader, One Budgetary Framewatk One Office. They
represent the original framework for “Delivering ase”. The conceptual approach
of the evaluation was based on the Four Ones.

19. However, it was realized that other strategggsned prominence during
implementation: notably the concept of One Voicedastinct from the concept of
One Leader, and One Fund as different from One Btaty Framework (or One
Budget). In practice, six Ones have been pursuehdst pilot countries. This was
acknowledged in the data collection and analysithefevaluation.

20. Since there was no agreed common frameworknigdementing “Delivering
as one” beyond the broad definition of the Oneswis first necessary, for the
purposes of the evaluation, to establish a basidehagainst which to assess its
effects at the country and United Nations systewele the theory of change model
(see the figure below).

12-39094
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21. The model shows the pathway along which thetmibuntries were intended to
move in order to achieve the ultimate objective b&fing better able to address
national development goals. The theory shows tlfierdint levels of measures and
outcomes at country level to move towards the dbjec

22. The application of the Four Ones and relatedasnees was intended to
contribute to four immediate outcomes: reduced ohapion, reduced fragmentation,
reduced competition for funds and enhanced capdaitgtrategic approaches.

23. These immediate outcomes would not in themseldeliver the ultimate
objective of countries being better able to achigwer national development goals.
Higher-level outcomes or intermediate states woblkl required as pathways
towards the attainment of the objective.

24. Three intermediate states were identified: aeckd national ownership, better
delivery of United Nations system support to coigdrand reduced transaction
costs. If these are all adequately attained, thidlysivongly promote achievement of
the objective, although they may not be sufficitotits attainment.

Methodology

25. During a three-month inception phase, a systemgeview was done of

secondary data sources, including (a) backgrourcieh@nts on the United Nations
system; (b) the country-led evaluations conductadseven of the eight pilot

countries? which were subjected to a critical assessmenbatheir independence,

credibility and usefulness for the independent eatibn; (c) documents related to
the “Delivering as one” pilot in Pakistan; and (ddcuments related to systemic
issues arising from support to or triggered by ‘Deting as one” initiatives at

headquarters and regional levels.

26. During the six-month implementation phase, theory of change approach

outlined above formed the basis for the evaluatooverall methodology. It was a

key element in generating guidelines for data atitm at country and other levels
and in analysing what was done, why and with wheguflts, within and across

countries. This process enabled data to be assenableé analysed to answer the key
evaluation questions and assess the performantBealivering as one” against the

evaluation criteria.

27. All eight pilot countries were visited for prary data collection from
Governments, other national stakeholders, resideotdinator offices and United
Nations country teams. Strong factual evidence alas obtained through a survey
on funding and business practices completed by g@Elbt-country resident
coordinator offices and United Nations country tesanmterviews with stakeholders
took place at regional levels (Bangkok, Geneva Batiama) and at headquarters
levels (Geneva, New York, Rome and Vienna) and wvsthff of the permanent
missions of Member States in New York.

28. All data were verified and triangulated and jegbed to further analysis
drawing on the theory of change to develop conclusj recommendations and

2 Albania, Cape Verde, Mozambique, Rwanda, the éthRepublic of Tanzania, Uruguay and

Viet Nam.
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A.

lessons learned about the eight pilots and thdigraction with other parts of the
United Nations system.

29. The present summary report is based on a ftdluation report containing
extensive evidence from all sources. The full répimrcludes detailed country
information sheets validated by resident coordinatffices and United Nations
country teams in the pilot countries.

Stakeholder consultations

30. Pilot countries and other Member States as waellmembers of the United
Nations Development Group, the High-level CommiteeeManagement, the High-
level Committee on Programmes and the United NatiBwnaluation Group provided
extensive comments considered in the finalizatibmath reports. Nonetheless, the
views expressed in both reports are those of thalu&ation Management Group,
based on evidence collected by a team of constant

Limitations

31. The diversity of approaches in implementing liBering as one” challenged
the independent evaluation. Extremely diverse counbntexts made it difficult to
generalize findings and conclusions.

32. Evaluating the results of policies, programnaesl plans normally requires
accurately establishing the situation before thmiplementation. Baseline data were
largely absent, however.

33. Information on programme results and businesstices was in most cases
not readily available. Aggregation of data and rigalation of information from
different sources were handicapped by inconsiseenan parameters and practices
of programme management, diversity in monitoringl avaluation, differences in
budgetary frameworks and uneven and incomplete gwmmant information
systems, particularly with regard to financial infoation.

34. The Development Group only introduced a methogyp to measure
transaction costs in October 2010. The methodolway not been widely applied by
United Nations country teams. Data measuring tretisa costs were therefore very
limited.

Configuration of “Delivering as one”

Pilot-country level

35. According to current World Bank classificatiopnsvo of the eight pilot
countries are upper-middle-income countries (Allaagind Uruguay), three are
low-middle-income countries (Cape Verde, Pakistawl &iet Nam) and three are
low-income countries (Mozambique, Rwanda and th&ddnRepublic of Tanzania).
The income status of the countries partly explathe significant differences
between them in terms of levels of official develmgnt assistance, United Nations
development assistance and support through theivBr@hg as one” initiative.
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36. All pilot countries followed the One Programni@ne Leader, One Budgetary
Framework and One Fund strategies. Most pilots aldted the One Voice strategy
as an approach distinct from the One Leader. The @ffice component was

intended to promote co-location of United Nationffices, along with common

procedures to reduce transaction costs.

37. The One Programme strategy was implementederdifitly in the pilot
countries. One major strategic development conakrjuent programmes. While
these were uniformly adopted in the first genematdd One Programmes (with many
differences in management and implementation), sdimergence began to appear
in the second generation. Some countries moved framUnited Nations
development assistance framework to a United Natidevelopment assistance
programme, usually with an associated change froimtjprogrammes to joint
programming. Other divergences arose in overall reight and management,
including in the formal engagement of Governmentsprogramme planning and
resource allocation, the use of thematic coordorairoups and the commissioning
of country-led evaluations.

38. The One Leader strategy enabled United Natioosntry teams to work
together in programming and resource allocationihéligh the resident coordinator
position is present in the great majority of couedrserved by the United Nations
system, it has gained greater prominence in theli¥®gng as one” countries.
Associated with this development in several pilagsthe voluntary agreement of
United Nations country team members to adhere ¢ode of conduct governing the
relationship between their individual organizatibriaterests and those of the
country team as a whole. The appointment of Unifddtions Development
Programme (UNDP) country directors has strengthetied firewall between the
resident coordinator and the UNDP resident repredie.

39. One \Voice, although not formally part of “Dediing as one”, has been
introduced at different stages in all pilots. Soroeuntries interpret it as a
subcomponent of One Leader, while others considerl icompletely distinct
component. All countries consider common policyifioas as part of the One Voice
strategy. Other elements are still under develognmiensome countries — for
example, the formalization of joint communicati@aims and common websites.

40. All countries adopted the One Budgetary Franrgwodntended to ensure
transparency of planned activities and resultsniidg resources and funding gaps
and enhance performance. Joint resource mobilirafibo agreed results under the
One Programme was a major innovation in all pilots.

41. The One Fund became a catalyst for an incluspgroach to United Nations
engagement, encompassing a broader range of oajanis, whether large or small,
resident or non-resident. The One Fund is a comrponl of supplementary
resources used in some countries to raise additifumals for the One Programme,
preferably both multi-year and unearmarked. Thee si¥ the One Fund varies
substantially, with significant implications for ¢hOne Programme. It has given
Governments increased flexibility to use United ida$ assistance in innovative
areas not addressed under previous developmermstasse frameworks.
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42. Fifteen dono/ssupported the One Fund and the Expanded FundinmglW
with a total of US$ 585 million between 2008 andL20Five donors covered 83 per
cent of all commitments: Canada, the Netherlandsrwédy, Spain and the United
Kingdom.

43. The allocation of funds to organizations wasdzhon agreements on the roles
and responsibilities of each participant in the Gtvregramme, funding needs and
performance of the programmes concerned. In mokttspithe One Programme

aligned itself strongly to the previous United Mait$ development assistance
framework and reflected the predominance of fundd programmes. Across all the

pilots, the funds and programmes received 67 pat oéresources, compared with

29 per cent for specialized agencies and 4 per fognton-resident agencies.

44. The One Office strategy was not implementedarmly, although all pilots
pursued business simplification and harmonizatiosasures. The concept focused
on areas such as procurement, recruitment andnrd@ton technology systems.

Systemic levels

45. The launch of “Delivering as one” in 2007 toplace in the midst of larger
reforms as a follow-up to the 2005 World Summit. thtat time, many United
Nations organizations were undertaking their ownjanastructural and policy
reforms, which were influenced by broader reformogasses and concepts and
promoted a spirit of system-wide coherence. Thediorte were mutually
reinforcing and synergistic, as individual organiaas sought to align internal
reforms with system-wide coherence. At the samestimdividual United Nations
organizations intensified their participation inténagency mechanisms, mainly
through the United Nations Development Group.

46. While specific to the contexts of individualganizations, reform processes
had some common elements. They included the inttdo of results-based
management principles at all levels, a trend towatdcentralization, reinforcement
of capacities at the regional and country levelg tdevelopment of medium-term
strategic plans and simplification and harmonizatid business practices.

47. The “Delivering as one” pilots contributed teferm both at the higher levels
of the system (notably the Development Group) anithiw individual United

Nations entities. In 2008, the management and atedulity system was created by
the Development Group. Building on previous intgeacy agreements, it offers a
more cohesive and robust management system folJttiked Nations. It seeks to
balance the principle of mutual accountability beém the resident coordinator and
the United Nations country team (horizontal accability) with the direct

w

Australia, Austria, Canada, the European Unian]dnd, France, Ireland, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Spain, Swedentzewand and the United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland. This figure otaithe Government of Sweden and the
Swedish International Development Cooperation as @onor, and the Government of
Switzerland and the Swiss Agency for Cooperatiod Bevelopment as one donor, even though
they are shown by the Multi-Partner Trust Fund €dfiGateway as separate accounts. The
funding total does not take into account resoufoeshe Development Operations Coordination
Office and some specialized agencies, and the i@adit support of some donors that seconded
professional staff on a time-limited basis to soofi¢he resident coordinator offices (as in Viet
Nam).
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responsibility and accountability of individual mesentatives towards their
respective organizations (vertical accountability).

48. The management and accountability system has hecompanied by a range
of guidance tools for resident coordinator and dourteam appraisal, resident
coordinator job descriptions and terms of referermmales of conduct templates and
reporting formats. An action plan has been devedojpeimplement the system.

49. The “Delivering as one” initiative also fed dantefforts to simplify and
harmonize business practices and reduce transactists. Business practices and
common services became a major focus for work atither-agency level, notably
through the Development Group’s Joint Funding angiBess Operations Network
and the High-level Committee on Management. The éd@vment Group and the
High-level Committee on Management jointly develdgenportant guidelines and
tools in such areas as information and communicatidechnology, common
services and procurement and the management of-patner trust funds.

Findings-
One Programme

50. The One Programme has been at the core ofteftor respond to country
needs and priorities in all “Delivering as one” qi8. It has posed challenges in
defining the right balance between strategic foand inclusiveness, however. Much
attention has gone to increasing access by thda pdantries to the mandates and
resources of non-resident agencies.

51. In the beginning of “Delivering as one”, thenjbprogramme was the preferred
modality. Interventions were conceived and devetbpg groups of organizations.
In some cases, they were existing programmes tlese wetrofitted to “Delivering
as one”. This first-generation approach has indregg been replaced by joint
programming based on an assessment of areas inhwinited Nations support
could best respond to national needs and prioritied with a focus on the joint
results to which the United Nations system couldtlmntribute. Second-generation
joint programming has in many cases brought aboayiroved relationships with
donor programmes and activities. An emerging apginda for joint programming to
be incorporated into a United Nations developmesdistance plan rather than a
United Nations development assistance framework.

52. Many results have been reported in annual tepammd evaluations of projects
and programmes implemented under the first-genamatersion of One Programme,
in particular for cross-cutting issues such as @enequality, human rights and
HIV/AIDS. However, it is extremely difficult to eablish an evidence-based
argument that these results are significantly défé from those of earlier
non-“Delivering as one” programmes.

This section of the report is a summary of extem®vidence presented in a separate full
evaluation report prepared by consultants. Addaidindings that are relevant to the different
levels of analysis of the theory of change candaenfl in section V (conclusions).

12-39094
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53. Pilot countries invested considerable effortdmproving the monitoring and
evaluation systems of the One Programme. This mt@vhighly complex endeavour
that has not yet yielded satisfactory results.

54. As pilot countries progressed towards jointgreanming documents, funds
and programmes had to develop separate common rgopndgramme documents
covering only their activities. This was required that their individual executive
boards could approve these documents. Specialigedcaes are not affected by this
issue, since they do not require approval of thaerational activities by their
governing bodies.

One Budgetary Framework

55. The One Budgetary Framework is a major inn@mrativhich allows a United

Nations country team to present all planned andezbprogramme activities in one
place, together with the available and expectedifug sources, including the One
Fund. It has not been applied in a consistent wagss the pilot countries.

One Fund

56. Several donor countries have actively supporteel “Delivering as one”
initiative. Apart from contributing to the One Funtthey have provided country-level
assistance to resident coordinator offices throdghding or staff secondments.
Donors have also aided coordination structuresi@tgiobal or regional level, such as
the Development Operations Coordination Office @alelopment Group regional
teams.

57. Additional financial resources from the One #&umas well as from the

Expanded Funding Window and the Millennium Devel@min Goal Fund have

proved crucial in motivating more organizations work together. As innovative

mechanisms for unearmarked and predictable fundthgse funds can facilitate

responses to national needs and priorities, esfhp@a cross-cutting issues. There
are doubts about the sustainability of these nenareyements, however, since there
is currently uncertainty about donor commitments.

58. The role of the Multi-Partner Trust Fund Offias administrative agent of the
One Fund helped to introduce some uniformity imafioial approaches. The Multi-
Partner Trust Fund Office also administers the &fihium Development Goal Fund
and the Expanded Funding Window for countries aohgpthe “Delivering as one”

approach.

One Leader

59. The pilot countries have sought an enhancedeleship role for the resident
coordinator and increased mutual accountabilitywleetn the resident coordinator
and members of the United Nations country team.plesnotable attempts of the
United Nations Development Group to clarify thisus through the management
and accountability system, vertical accountabiliighin organizations still prevails

over horizontal accountability at country level. W¢hthe resident coordinators are
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held accountable by the country teams and theeshtirited Nations system, they do
not exercise authority over the members of the tgureams.

60. Although there have been advances in strengtjegcommon ownership of the
resident coordinator system in the pilot countriassisted by the introduction of
UNDP country directors, country team members stkpress reservations
concerning the effectiveness of the firewall betwélee resident coordinator for the
entire United Nations system and the UNDP resideptesentative.

One Voice

61. Incorporating One Voice provided greater coheesin advocacy and policy
dialogue, increased visibility, and helped fosterUaited Nations identity and

culture among staff. It aims to advance a unifiedteld Nations position on specific
policy and cross-cutting issues. Other elementthefapproach have included joint
communication teams, common websites and attemp@dbpt a United Nations-

wide identity, in addition to specific organizatimr‘brands”. Some parts of this last
aspect have encountered resistance, notably instefrthe concept of dual logos on
organization-specific outputs, as some organizatifmared dilution of their specific

messages.

One Office

62. The pilot countries have shown that it is pbksito achieve efficiency gains
by expanding common services and simplifying bussnpractices, particularly in

such areas as procurement, information and commationits technology and staff
recruitment. Common United Nations premises andmiaization of business

practices in areas such as financial and humanuresomanagement have proved
more difficult.

63. Attempts to innovate to achieve greater efficieand reduce transaction costs
through the One Office strategy have faced impletagon challenges. All United
Nations country teams reported savings as a regutDelivering as one”, but in
relation to overall costs and programme values ghase relatively modest,
particularly if seen in the context of the majoaféttime required to generate them.
National and international mid-level staff played caitical role. Overall, the
“Delivering as one” approach has led to substartet increases in required human
and financial resources.

64. Owing to differences in corporate financing autounting terminologies and
definitions, consolidation of organization-specifinancial reports was not possible.
For this reason, assessment of actual savingsams#ction costs for the United
Nations system thanks to “Delivering as one” renadinelusive. There are no
examples of savings reinvested in programmes. hers¢ countries, perception
surveys were conducted among stakeholders aboutgelsain transaction costs
related to specific business practices. The ovdesltiback has been that transaction
costs for donors and national partners are perdeigebe lower with “Delivering as

one".

65. “Delivering as one” has not resulted in condated management information.
Key data still need to be compiled manually on a@anhac basis from a variety of
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sources. This presents major challenges in the wtebility of the pilots to the
United Nations system.

Support from headquarters and from the regionallevel

66. Resident coordinators and country teams in pilet countries perceive
support from headquarters and the inter-agencyesysts insufficient. They observe
in particular that systemic support has not beerely in addressing issues on which
countries must make decisions. High-level stakediiddon the other hand, cite the
large number of “Delivering as one” guidelines,esftissued on the basis of specific
missions to pilot countries, as well as substariti@ihing programmes to support the
reform.

67. Support to the pilot countries by regional of§ and the Development Group
regional teams did not go significantly beyond tphatvided to other countries. The
different geographical locations of the regionafiads of organizations and of the
regional teams presented a challenge to coordinatedcoherent regional support.
The teams’ functions and capacities are still ey with some hubs having
greater operational and technical support strusttih@n others, but all will require
additional time and resources, and consistent emmagt of all organizations, to
become effective.

68. The relationship between the regional teams taedUnited Nations regional

commissions has also needed clarification to enstfective complementarities and
synergies. The commissions have two functions. Téreyintergovernmental forums
for regional policymaking and standard-setting. ¥halso carry out regional

technical cooperation programmes as requested paosnde some limited country-

level support on regional and cross-border issues@n-resident agencies. They
potentially complement the regional teams, whicé arainly structures for internal

management, oversight and support of United Natiomganizations at the country
level.

Conclusions

69. Building on the preceding findings, evaluativanclusions concerning
“Delivering as one” can be drawn against the theofychange model described in
section Il above. This assessment refers to thierdift levels of progress in terms
of the strategies (the Ones), the outcomes, therimédiate states and the objective
of “Delivering as one”. A final assessment consglewaluation criteria (relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability).

70. Conclusions related to each of the levels ofgpess seek to identify strengths
and weaknesses, consider the relative importanceliféérent elements and the

relationships between them, and present a systemaatlysis. Each element is rated
on a five-point scale presented in table 1. Allingt scales require evaluators’
judgements, based on evidence and findings. Eatingravas triangulated in a

number of ways, including: comparison of findings each element to assess
relative progress; assessment of each element @diogoto an overall set of criteria;

and comparison of assessments by different mentdfatte evaluation team.
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Table 1

Rating scales of progress and performance

Rating of progress/performance Characteristics

Very strong Several significant positive factorsthano

negative factors

Strong Several significant positive factors with
minor negative factors, or some (less
significant) positive factors but no negatives

Moderate Positig factors somewhat outweigh negat
factors

Little Negative factors somewhat outweigh

(“weak” for evaluation criteria) positive factors

Very little Negative factors strongly outweigh positive

(“very weak” for evaluation criteria) factors

71. The ratings endeavour to present a fair andsparent assessment of the
outcomes of “Delivering as one” processes at défferlevels. These processes are
largely internal to the United Nations system ans éfforts to better support
programme countries in their pursuit of nationatelepment goals. Ratings do not
imply any judgement on the performance of pilot cbies as a whole or
individually. At the same time, the tremendous cobnment and hard work of
United Nations staff to make “Delivering as one” nkoare fully recognized. It
should also be acknowledged that in some casesliv&ag as one” had to deal
with adverse external conditions, e.g., humanitar@ises, the need for fiscal
austerity among development partners and polititenges that negatively affected
continuity.

Conclusions on the strategies

72. Table 2 gives an overview of progress made H®y Four Ones and the two
additional strategies of One Voice and One Fundgced in the context of the
challenges the pilots sought to address.

73. On the basis of the evidence collected in thalwation, it is concluded that
One Programme, One Leader, One Budget and One Elnachieved moderate
levels of progress. They have a number of streng#sswell as countervailing
weaknesses. The One Voice strategy achieved albigh of progress, with several
strengths and few weaknesses.

74. The One Office strategy made little progresesjiite major efforts by United
Nations country teams and staff, and some notathéesements, the countervailing
weaknesses were substantial. They showed the limhiteforms at the country level
without necessary reforms at the United Nationgesyslevel.
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Table 2
Level of progress of the strategies (the six Ones)
Strategy Achievements Challenges Assessment of progress
One Programme Coverage of cross-cutting First One programmes Moderate
issues improved largely retrofitted from ) o
_ existing programmes The shift to joint
Programmes have delivered programming has been a
results Some joint programmes haveromising learning
too many partners and experience resulting in
More coherent programmes  ,tcomes to manage examples of One Programme
; that effectively address
Larger assistance pProgrammesigh number of small-scale cross-cutting ?/ssues
Non-resident agencies able t@CtiVities

Challenges remain in finding
a balance between focus and
inclusiveness and in

Learning experience; Second'Monitoring and evaluation Monitoring and evaluation of

participate at higher level

, High transaction costs for
according to country need

United Nations country team

generation instances of One yet able to capture results
Programme better designed _qqitional development
Trend from joint programmes "esults from “.10|“ntne.ss".or
to joint programming partlcm?’atlon in “Delivering
as one
Lowered transaction costs for
Governments
One Leader Increased coherence among Organizations remain Moderate
organizations accountable to own ] ]
_ _ governing bodies Res@ent coordinator
Helped United Nations function has been
country teams coordinate One.ittle horizontal strengthened, but still lacks
Programme accountability in United authority, as vertical
) Nations country team accountability prevails over
Strengthened collaboration horizontal accountability
with Governments Unequal accountability
] ) ) between resident coordinatorThe firewall does not
Resident coordinator offices 5 ynited Nations country completely resolve the issue
provided human and other o5 of a potential conflict of
resources to assist resident interest between the two
and non-resident agencies functions
Better delineation of
functions of resident
coordinator and UNDP
resident representative
(firewall)
12-39094 17
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Strategy Achievements Challenges Assessment of progress
One Voice One Voice improved Insufficient human and Strong
coherence of communicationsfinancial resources in some o
within and outside the United pilots Concerted communication
Nations country team, on issues of concern bas_ed
especially with Governments on mandates and expertise of
United Nations entities is
Organizations gained external widely seen as a major step
profile through critical mass forward
Helped generate internal
“buy-in” to “Delivering as
one”
Supported advocacy on
normative issues
One Budget Increased transparency of  Use of one Budgetary Moderate
(One Budgetary resource requirements for ~ Framework across pilot
Framework) entire United Nations system countries still uneven One Budgetary Framework
at country level, including offer_s the possibility of fully
resources to be channelled costing all planned
though One Fund de\_/elopme_nt activities of the
United Nations system
Uneven use in different
countries poses challenges to
aggregation of data and
reporting
One Fund Increased flexibility for Overall, One Programme Moderate
Government and United still heavily reliant on ) )
Nations country team, since non-core funds Innovative funding
funds were “lightly” _ instrument with p_o_tenual to
earmarked or unearmarked Proportion of the One complement traditional core
Programme that is funded and non-core funding
Enabled non-resident varies widely among pilot ) ) )
agencies and agencies with countries, especially for Still not used to its potential,
limited presence to participatesecond-generation instances2S funding still partially
of One Programme earmarked
Increased Government Size of the One Fund varies Highly dependent on support
flexibility to use United between countries, with from very few donors
Nations assistance in significant effects on extent
innovative areas, through to which One Programme
financial support for can be innovative

participation of non-resident ) .
agencies and agencies with Sustainability of One Fund
limited presence levels in question, since

some major funders have
In some countries, the One indicated withdrawal
Fund has financed some costs
of United Nations reform
processes

18
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Strategy Achievements Challenges Assessment of progress
One Office Progress in common servicesNo harmonized rules and  Little
) regulations ] )
Economies of scale A few business practices
) Common measures of have been simplified, but
Improved services transaction costs not used more ambitious reforms
. aiming at harmonization of
No consolidated cost data f management systems have
assessment of savings not advanced much
Operational costs remain high
Staff time to generate
savings very high
Only a few instances of
common premises
B. Progress towards the immediate outcomes
75. Table 3 gives an overview of progress towaltts four immediate outcomes
mentioned in paragraph 22 above.
76. Progress towards reduced competition for fundd enhanced capacity for
strategic approaches has been moderate, with reotadflievements as well as some
weaknesses. There has been relatively little pragytewards reduced fragmentation
and duplication.
Table 3

Level of progress of the (immediate) outcomes

Outcome Achievements Challenges Assessment of progress
Enhanced Inclusion of broader range ofFirst-generation versions of Moderate
capacity for organizations enables more One Programme largely o
strategic strategic approach related to retrofitted projects, not Second-generation joint
approaches stated country needs originally planned on the programming allows for
, _ _ basis of “Delivering as one” Strategic and inclusive
First-generation versions of principles contribution of the United
One Programme coordinated Nations system, notably on
with Governments Desire to maximize inclusion cross-cutting issues
) ) of agencies and partners o )
Second-generation versions sometimes reduced strategicF'nd'”g the right balance
of One Programme Jqlntly dimensions betwepn focug anq
planned by organizations and inclusiveness is still a
Governments challenge
One Voice ensures better
communication among
agencies and with
Governments, facilitating
more strategic approaches
12-39094 19
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Outcome Achievements Challenges Assessment of progress
Reduced Improved programme Reservations remain as to Moderate

competition for  coherence has reduced whether “firewall” bilization i
funds competition for funds sufficiently protects against €source mobilization is

potential conflict of interest Petter coordinated, but -
One Fupd has helped of One Leader in relation to ;ma!ler_orgamzanons still
non-re_S|dent and smaller resource mobilization find it difficult tp have
agencies compete for place access to funding
in programmes Most progranmes still highly

dependent on organizational

Governments report less non-core funding

“lobbying” for projects of
individual organizations

Reduced Joint procurement proceduresnadequate headquarters Little
duplication , ) support
Common information, Measures that have produced
communication and Incompatible regulations andefficiency gains have
technology systems procedures prevent some  remained relatively limited
desired reforms owing to the continued

Common recruitment systems

Duplicate reporting required
by governing bodies and
boards

existence of management and
reporting requirements in

Joint programming organizations

introduced to reduce
duplication
Overall gains to date modest
compared with scale of
United Nations operations in
countries

Reduced Long-term supplier Slow decisions from Little

fragmentation agreements headquarters ) o ]
Joint activities remain

More coherent programmes Some joint programmes relatively marginal as
fragmented by excessive compared to activities of
number of organizations and multiple individual

partners organizations, each of which

have their own mandates and
Programmes fragmented by programming and

excessive number of outputs
or outcomes

Joint programming
introduced to reduce
fragmentation

management practices

Accountability structures
fragmented

C. Progress towards the intermediate states
77. Progress towards the three intermediate statemhanced national ownership,

better delivery of United Nations system support ¢ountries and reduced
transaction costs — is analysed in table 4.
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78. Enhanced national ownership is an area of gtprogress, as evidenced by the
procedures adopted to involve Governments in pnognang, planning and
management and confirmed by the perceptions of @owent stakeholders.

79. With regard to the United Nations system deiivg better support to
countries, it is clear that there have been marhiem@ments, particularly through
lessons learned in the first generation of One Bxogne and incorporated into the
second. Improvements in programming processes ateproof that programmes
will deliver stronger results, however. This caryobe evaluated as the programmes
are delivered. To date, strengths in support urd@elivering as one” have been
sufficient to strike an even balance with the mamgaknesses also noted at this
level. This indicates a moderate level of progress.

80. There has been little progress in reducinggaation costs, where substantial
weaknesses have offset gains. While national pestraand donors reported that
“Delivering as one” in their perception had reduddeir cost in dealing with the
United Nations, staff noted that “Delivering as dmeas time-consuming and costly.
There are also considerable challenges to meastramgaction costs. Some of the
transaction costs of “Delivering as one” may hawvebe considered as investments
whose benefits will accrue over a longer periodtiofie for the United Nations
system as a whole.

Table 4
Level of progress towards the intermediate states
Intermediate state Achievements Challenges Assessment of progress
Enhanced Governments report strongerThe tripartite alliance Strong
national ownership of their United between Governments, the ) )
ownership Nations programme United Nations system and Pilot countries have
donors needs to be strongly €xpressed strong
G_overnments were more maintained if “Delivering as commitment to “Delivering
vy|dely conSL_JIted under the ghe”is to progress, but itis 2S one” and d_emonstrated _
first generation of One not clear that all key donors increased na’FlonaI ownership
f’rogramme than b”efore or other countries will be and leadership
Delivering as one able to maintain or increase
In the second generation, ~ current funding
Governments have been
closely involved in planning
processes and will play a
major role in management
Central coordinating
ministries are chief
Government drivers and
beneficiaries of “Delivering
as one”
Some line ministries made
new partners, particularly
through the catalysing effects
of the One Fund on
non-resident agencies
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Intermediate state

Achievements Challenges Assessment of progress

“Delivering as one” has been
built on a strong tripartite
alliance between
Governments, the United
Nations system and donors

Better delivery
of United
Nations system
support to
countries

22

First generation of One First-generation One Moderate
Programme responded to ~ Programme faced challenges =~ )
country priorities largely by in balancing inclusiveness  Pe€livering as one

retrofitting planned activities with strategic focus, particularly useful as an

into a modified framework  particularly with regard to ~ Intégrated package of reform
joint programmes strategies, many parts of

One Programme produced which require deeper reform

results in the first generation,Joint programmes and One at the systemic level
particularly on cross-cutting Programme as a whole had
issues numerous and complex
) ) outcomes difficult for
Second-generation versions monitoring and evaluation

of One Programme _ systems to address
conceived and planned with

Governments have aimed forLittle firm evidence of the

strong strategic focus, often difference between

with little or no emphasis on “Delivering as one” results

joint programmes based on One Programme
and “normal” United Nations

Some countries have business approaches

concluded, on the basis of

the first One Programme,  Although second-generation
that it will be more strategic versions of One Programme
and effective to have joint  have more developed
programming rather than monitoring and evaluation

joint programmes systems, it is not clear that
there will be enough

The One Budgetary monitoring and evaluation

Framework has been an specialists and field

Important innovation, monitoring to make them

allowing United Nations effective

country teams to present all

planned and costed Although Governments and

programme activities in one United Nations country teams
place, together with availablehave been able to rationalize

and expected funding their programming processes
resources, including from thewith the funds and
One Fund programmes through the

. preparation of common
Additional resources from country programme

the One Fund have enabled g5cyments, executive boards

broader range of have approved these
organizations to collaborate separately

Several donor countries havea.cquntabilities between
supported pilots through the (egident coordinators and
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Intermediate state Achievements Challenges Assessment of progress
One Fund, as well as by United Nations country
directly funding the resident teams not yet reciprocal,
coordinator’s office, by resident coordinators are
seconding staff or by assessed by the United
supporting the Development Nations country team, but
Operations Coordination not the reverse

12-39094

Office and the United

Nations Development Group R€servations remain
regional teams concerning effectiveness of

the resident coordinator/
Pilot countries have sought resident representative
to enhance leadership of the firewall
resident coordinator and

mutual accountability with ~ Realization of the

United Nations country “Delivering as one” concept
teams, such as through codel$ challenged by the
of conduct predominance of

organization-specific
Common ownership of the accountability at all levels
resident coordinator system

has been strengthened, Support provided to pilot
assisted in particular by countries by organizations’
appointment of UNDP regional offices and United
country directors Nations Development Group

regional teams was little
One Voice, implemented in  more than that provided to
most pilots, has provided other countries
greater coherence in
advocacy and policy
dialogue as well as increased
visibility and a stronger
United Nations identity and
culture among staffs

National and international
mid-level staff have played a
critical role in innovations in
programming and operations

Most United Nations
organizations have become
more active in system-wide
coherence efforts during
“Delivering as one”, usually
as one element of
engagement in wider United
Nations reform processes
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Intermediate state

Achievements Challenges Assessment of progress

Most United Nations entities
have made special efforts to
support the country pilots
and broader “Delivering as
one” processes

The Development Group and
other high-level bodies have
provided significant support
to “Delivering as one” and
broader system-wide
coherence efforts, with the
pilots providing important
inputs into system-wide

reform
Reduced Some efficiency gains for Processes to generate Little
transaction costs United Nations country reduced transaction costs

During the pilot phase,
transaction costs in the Unit
Nations were not reduced and

teams through expansion of among United Nations
common business practices entities have been time-
consuming and costly

Governments note reduced even increased
transaction costs, reduced Resident coordinators and _ — e
mission duplication and United Nations country Benefits of “Delivering as

fewer in-country meetings  teams report insufficient one” may accrue in the futur

support from headquarters to@nd for the United Nations
Some donors report reduced yeet their needs in a timely system as a whole

transaction costs through fashion
fewer in-country meetings

o “Delivering as one” has not
Headquarters of entities of resulted in consolidated

the United Nations system  management information: it
have issued substantial is difficult to gain an

guidance accurate aggregate picture of
the effects on finances and
business practices

D. Progress towards the overall objective of “Deliering as one”

81.

The long-term objective or impact to which “Delring as one” is expected to

24

contribute is that countries should be better ale achieve their national

development goals, including commitments to theldfihium Development Goals

and other internationally agreed development go@lere has been little progress
towards this objective for the following reasons.

82. The expectation of the evaluability assessmesftsthe United Nations
Evaluation Group in 2008 and the country-led evabres in 2010 that development
results would be evident by the time of the indepemt evaluation has proved
unrealistic, since complex development changes easily take decades. This is
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particularly true when considering that the totalitdd Nations development system
is one player among many in the countries concerned

83. The pilots had to discover and respond to emalés restricting development.
In this context, the One Programme, a critical edatof the results chain, was a
substantial and difficult learning exercise in pillot countries.

84. It is claimed that the second-generation versimf One Programme in
preparation or recently started will be far betteain the first. Their contributions to
countries’ ability to achieve their national deveioent goals may only become
evident some years in the future.

Conclusions on the performance of “Delivering s.one” against
evaluation criteria

Reference

85. The dimension of relevance relates to the dxtenwhich pilot country
Governments have been able, through enhanced ohipets ensure that their own
needs and priorities are driving United Nationsgreoanming. It also relates to the
coherence of their dealings with the United Natiosystem. In both regards,
performance has been strong.

Effectiveness

86. The effectiveness of “Delivering as one” refaf@imarily to the contribution
made to the delivery of better support to countaesl development processes and
results, including on cross-cutting issues, e.gendger equality. Effectiveness
corresponds closely to the intermediate state of tbnited Nations system
delivering better support to countries. Progress lh@en moderate.

Efficiency

87. Efficiency corresponds closely to the internagedistate of reduced transaction
costs. Despite some achievements in specific ang@gress has lagged owing to
the limited mandates of country offices to changecpdures and incompatible
systems across organizations. Time-consuming peesesvere required to achieve
any change, while support from higher levels of #ystem was often considered
inadequate by United Nations country teams. Coheramd consolidated
management information systems were largely absl@nshort, the efficiency of
“Delivering as one” has been weak.

Sustainability

88. The framework terms of reference for the indefent evaluation indicate that
the sustainability of “Delivering as one” should lessessed in terms of the
probability of its continuing over time and theéikhood of long-term benefits, both
for pilot countries and the United Nations syste&ustainability is a combination of
the extent to which “Delivering as one” is relevaafficient and effective and has
gained sufficient support at all levels in all ned@t systems to ensure its
continuation, along with its continuing financiabbility.

89. The level of support for “Delivering as one”thin the pilot countries, the
United Nations system and among certain MembereStét assessed as strong. A
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VI.

growing number of countries have volunteered toomee self-starters. Many other
programme countries have not yet volunteered te tdks step, however; others
remain opposed to “Delivering as one”. At the erfdDecember 2011, the cut-off
point for evaluation findings, the financial sustability of “Delivering as one” was
in considerable doubt, since key donors had inéidaheir intention to reduce or
discontinue funding for it. On balance, the likeldd of sustaining “Delivering as
one” is moderate.

Recommendations

Enhancing national ownership and leadership
Recommendation 1

90. The basic principle of voluntary adoption of “Delivering as one” should be
maintained. Since the beginning, this principle has guidediatives in the pilot
countries as well as the self-starters. Stakehsldeknowledge beneficial effects on
national ownership and leadership. Individual pegme countries should be free
to choose an approach to partnership with the WdnNations system that most suits
their national needs, priorities and planning matded as well as the achievement of
the Millennium Development Goals and other interoadlly agreed development
goals.

Recommendation 2

91. Strong national coordination mechanisms need to beonsolidated and
links between individual United Nations organizatims and line ministries
should be strengthened and expandedThe “Delivering as one” experiences
provide good practices that other programme coastcould use to ensure national
ownership and leadership and make programming @ssked as possible, notably on
cross-cutting issues such as human rights, gendeality and HIV/AIDS. At the
same time, there could be new opportunities forpesation in other areas with
broad sectoral and thematic dimensions, e.g., emémodevelopment and the
environment.

United Nations system to deliver better supporto
programme countries

Recommendation 3

92. The United Nations Development Group should considehe consolidation
of functions under the Development Group at headquaers level required to
address different dimensions of “Delivering as one’and strengthening of the
functional firewall and mutual accountability across the Development Group.
These dimensions are part of an interlinked packagegramme guidance,
monitoring and evaluation, and reporting; innovativfunding mechanisms
(Expanded Funding Window, One Fund); administratiand oversight of the
resident coordinator system; and simplification ahdrmonization of business
practices. Consolidation of these functions wouldagly enhance system-wide
coherence and ensure that horizontal accountadsligit country and regional levels
are matched at the systemic level.
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Recommendation 4

93. The United Nations Development Group should providdurther guidance
on joint planning and monitoring and evaluation sysems that are part of the
One Programme at country level. Both national and United Nations system
planning and monitoring and evaluation capacitiesauntry level should be further
strengthened. Results achieved with the One Progwmnespecially on cross-cutting
issues, e.g., human rights, gender equality and/AINS, could then be more
robustly monitored and evaluated, including throughint and country-led
evaluations, in order to assess the contributionth& United Nations system to
progress in development. This will also contribtwemore consistent reporting on
programme results and use of funding, includingoasr countries. Common
programme and monitoring and evaluation formats lekdfavour more consistent
and transparent reporting, strengthening Unitedad¥atsystem accountability.

Recommendation 5

94. Mechanisms tasked with independent system-wide ewmstion should
periodically assess the performance of system-widapproaches such as
“Delivering as one”. There is also a need for strengthening system-wwidaitoring
and evaluation capacities in programme countried @among United Nations field
staff.

Recommendation 6

95. The United Nations Development Group should supportthe use of a
common One Budgetary Framework.It costs all planned interventions of the
United Nations system in a country (in principle @se Programme) and reflects
available and expected funding resources, includinder the One Fund. It would
be useful for the One Programme and the United dwatiDevelopment Assistance
Framework. One format for planning favours one fatnfior financial reporting,
which allows for better comparability and aggregatiof financial information for
the United Nations development system.

Recommendation 7

96. Member States contributing to the non-core fundingof the United Nations
development system may wish to consider the One Fdnand Expanded
Funding Window mechanisms as attractive complements$o traditional core
and non-core funding for individual organizations. One Fund and Expanded
Funding Window resources should in principle notdaemarked. In the interest of
ensuring the sustainability of existing pilots apdtentially wider promotion of
“Delivering as one”, there should be more stablelltiryear commitments from a
larger number of Member States with the capacitgdatribute. Intergovernmental
oversight of these mechanisms may need to be gtrengd.

Recommendation 8

97. United Nations entities, notably funds and programmes, may wish to
increasingly make contributions to the One Fund fran their existing core and
non-core contributions. This would demonstrate their commitment to “Defivg

as one” and have a positive effect on donor suppmrthe “Delivering as one”
funding mechanisms.
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Recommendation 9

98. The United Nations Development Group should furtherstrengthen the

horizontal accountability of resident coordinatorsand United Nations country

teams. This may involve strengthening the coordinatiomdtion over resource
mobilization and allocation mechanisms for the ORend either through the
resident coordinator or through a co-chairing agement between the resident
coordinator and the Government. Resident coordisasbould also, on behalf of the
United Nations country team, directly report to tlmter-organizational setup
recommended in paragraph 92 above on results aettiamder the One Programme.

Recommendation 10

99. The United Nations Development Group should furtherclarify the role
and added value of its regional teams concerning “8livering as one”. United
Nations entities need to harmonize their respectp@icies and procedures
concerning decentralization; agree on co-locatibregional offices, as appropriate;
and define horizontal accountability at this level.

Simplification and harmonization of business pactices to reduce
transaction costs

Recommendation 11

100. Member States may wish to strongly reiterate theircalls for harmonizing
business practices through different boards and garning bodies. This should
happen for human resources management, financialagement and common
support services, and will require concerted actmmong the headquarters of
United Nations organizations. Enterprise resourdanmping systems should be
compatible.

Recommendation 12

101. The High-level Committee on Management and the United A&tions
Development Group should further strengthen cooperaon on “Delivering as
one”. More far-reaching harmonization of business pia@gj notably in financial
management, accounting standards and human resoutdes and regulations,
should result in efficiency gains and reduced teati®n costs. Particular attention
should be given to harmonizing management inforaratsystems to be used by
United Nations country teams. This would enhanceitésh Nations system
accountability and transparency in achieving resaltd efficiently using resources.
It may involve further harmonization of the defioih and classification of costs
within the United Nations system.
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Lessons learned

Lessons from the performance of “Delivering a®ne” at country
and systemic levels

Lesson 1

102. Voluntary adoption of “Delivering as one” bwtional Governments of pilot
countries has greatly contributed to their ownepsand leadership of the reform
process. National ownership is not only a mattepioficiple. It has proven to be a
practical precondition to success of the initiasive

Lesson 2

103. The “Delivering as one” pilot process has shothat the United Nations
system can respond to the specific contexts of \different countries, including
least developed and middle-income countries.

Lesson 3

104. “Delivering as one” has helped pilot countrggsn greater access to the range
of development expertise and resources in the dritations system.

Lesson 4

105. “Delivering as one” could be more accuratebsaribed as “Deliverings if
one”, given the fact that each United Nations enftitas its own governance
structure, mandate and culture. Individual orgatiires remain the primary units of
account for performance and management. Thereimitslto what can be achieved
with voluntary coordination at country level amowery diverse existing systems.

Lesson 5

106. The One Programme strategy allows the Unitetidds system to more
adequately address cross-cutting issues (such mamuights, gender equality and
HIV/AIDS) and also support Governments on multididimary development

concerns such as economic development and thecmagnt.

Lesson 6

107. The “Delivering as one” experience has showat teffectively promoting
gender equality and women’s empowerment requirsrianagement commitment,
adequate staff incentives and monitoring of results

Lesson 7

108. While other United Nations reform initiativeave focused on specific aspects
of programming, funding, management and accountgpilDelivering as one” is
unique in considering all these aspects in therimieed original four Ones along
with One Voice and One Fund.
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Lesson 8

109. The One Budgetary Framework approach has redt&overnment leadership
and close interaction among Governments, donors ldnided Nations entities
throughout the resource management cycle.

Lesson 9

110. The One Fund modality has ensured better mlegrt with and more flexible
responses to national priorities. There is somemptél to reduce donors’ preference
for earmarked funding.

Lesson 10

111. United Nations country teams in pilot courgrigvith the support of resident
coordinators, are approaching the limits of wham te achieved by country-level
innovations to reduce transaction costs and ine&dficiency. Since so many high-
level systemic elements have not been changed [livering as one”, the
marginal cost of enhanced country-level coordimat®increasing.

Lessons of interest to senior management of thénited Nations
system within existing intergovernmental mandates

Lesson 11

112. There is a lack of clarity and shared visiomoag United Nations entities and
stakeholders concerning the desirable extent afgrdtion and how it can best be
achieved, including how coordination is perceived @approaches to enhancing it.

Lesson 12

113. The United Nations staff currently lacks intte@s in performance appraisal
and career development for maintaining sufficiemitimation around “Delivering as
one”. Challenges also remain in the developmentsbfred monitoring and
evaluation systems. The horizontal accountabilify resident coordinators and
United Nations country teams for results achievediar the One Programme has
remained weak. This has implications for the measwent of performance, which

remains primarily vertical, i.e., within organizanis.

Lesson 13

114. While ensuring better alignment to programmentry systems, new approaches
to planning, budgeting and reporting to managentave often posed challenges at
the corporate level, where efficiency is charastésally achieved through
standardization. The emergence of so many local&ddltions is an unintentional and
undesirable side effect of the notion that “oneesipes not fit all”.

Lesson 14

115. It has been demonstrated in the pilot cousttiat transferring resources and
authority for managing and allocating some uneakmdrfunds to the country level
has allowed for a better and more flexible respansgrogramme country needs and
priorities.
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Lesson 15

116. “Delivering as one” introduced many innovasaiat required additional staff
and financial resources. It was observed that dutire pilot phase transaction costs
were not reduced, but rather tended to increase. ddst increase may need to be
considered as an inevitable investment in reforat thill yield valuable benefits in
the future for the United Nations system as a whole

Matters to be addressed through intergovernmental dcision-making
processes such as the quadrennial comprehensive igglreview

Lesson 16

117. The need to draft common country programmeudmnts for funds and
programmes, as distinct from United Nations develept assistance programme
documents, and to have them approved by differexe¢cetive boards is a
cumbersome process. Joint board meetings of thdsfamd programmes could be
endowed with the authority to approve common copptogramme documents.

Lesson 17

118. Mandates, policies, regulations and practieesong vertically organized
United Nations system entities are diverse. Streaging horizontal accountability
at all levels within existing legislation may regaiia review of intergovernmental
guidance and oversight of all aspects of “Delivgrias one”. This process might
include assessing the relationships between then@oec and Social Council and
executive boards of the funds and programmes, disasebetween the Council and
specialized and non-resident agencies not accolentalihe General Assembly.

Lesson 18

119. The current resident coordinator system pasg®us limitations to resident
coordinators’ abilities to oversee and exercise lauthority over activities under
“Delivering as one” and to ensure overall transpase and accountability.
Governing bodies of United Nations system entitvesuld need to considerably
modify current accountability frameworks to alloesident coordinators to take full
responsibility for resources under the One Fund &mde accountable for One
Programme results.

Lesson 19

120. Funding is a major driver of organizationahnbe. The One Fund has proven
to be an important incentive for organizations torkvtogether. It is not limited to
the mandates of United Nations entities and is Emsnarked and more predictable
than other forms of non-core funding. These chamstics make it a valuable
addition to traditional core and non-core fundirdpowever, there is currently no
intergovernmental oversight over the One Fund.

Lesson 20

121. Despite comprehensive guidance through treEnmiomprehensive policy
review resolutions, simplification and harmonizatiof business practices at the
United Nations system level has been relatively wslolt is urgent for
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intergovernmental leadership and decision-makinginsist more vigorously on
further reform in this area. This should encomp&ssnan resource rules and
procedures, financial management and reporting,cymement and information
technology.

Final remarks

122. “Delivering as one” has shown in practical wayw national ownership and

leadership in the operational activities of the tddi Nations system can be
strengthened. The initiatives consisted of an irdésd package of reforms

expressed through the six Ones, which demonstrtedability of the system to

help produce strategic results, especially on clagsng issues such as human
rights, gender equality and HIV/AIDS. The reformcgage responded to needs and
priorities of individual programme countries in ntieég their national development

results.

123. However, challenges remain in planning, maimiig and evaluation and
reporting under the One Programme. There is room iimprovement in
strengthening the horizontal accountability anchsf@arency of the United Nations
system at country level for the achievement of ltssas well as for the efficient use
of resources. The One Fund has proven to be arnvatn@ mechanism representing
a useful complement to existing organization-spedifinding. It also increases the
guality of non-core funding. During the pilot phasBelivering as one” has not met
the expectation that transaction costs would beelad. Challenges also remain in
the area of simplification and harmonization of imess practices. These require
more vigorous systemic changes at headquarters. leve

124. “Delivering as one” has been a real-world itastground for an ambitious
agenda for a more coherent and effective Unitedidvat system at the country
level, the principles of which were announced ip #2005 World Summit Outcome.
However, while its efforts at reform are mostly fgo®ly assessed, bolder measures
may be required to put the United Nations on a mooenprehensive track of
reform, including rationalization of the number@hited Nations entities; reform of
mandates, governance structures and funding moekgliand a new definition of the
range of development expertise expected from thaeldnNations system. Lessons
learned from “Delivering as one” will greatly enhicdebates in this direction,
notably through a concerted vision of reform emarpfrom Member States.
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Members of the Evaluation Management Group for tle
independent evaluation of lessons learned from “Dielering
as one”

Liliam Flores Ortega Rodriguez (Mexico), elected a@hof the Evaluation
Management Group, Researcher at the Centre of &uafi Public Finance of the
Chamber of Deputies of Mexico

Ole Winckler Andersen (Denmark), Vice-Chair of thevaluation Management
Group, Head of Evaluation Department of the Miniswf Foreign Affairs of
Denmark

Gonzalo Pérez del CastilllUruguay), Vice-Chair of the Evaluation Management
Group, senior consultant

Zhaoying Chen (China), Professor, Deputy Direct@néral of the National Centre
for Science and Technology Evaluation of China

Dieudonné Bléossi Dahoun (Benin), Director-GeneshlDevelopment Policies in
the Ministry of Development of Benin and senior niEm of the Evaluation
Committee concerning Public Policies of Benin

Aare Jarvar(Estonia), Economic Adviser to the Prime Ministérestonia

Belén Sanz Luque, elected Chair of the United Nati&valuation Group and Chief
of the Evaluation Office in the United Nations Hptfor Gender Equality and the
Empowerment of Women

Manuel dos Santos Pinheiro (Cape Verde), Coordimatahe Policy and Strategic
Centre in Cape Verde

Istvan Posta, Inspector of the Joint Inspectiontdnithe United Nations system
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