Annex I:
Methodology of the report
(a) Background
1. This cumulative review and annual report of the UNDP Strategic Plan 2008-2013 presents a cumulative analysis of UNDP performance and contributions from 2008 to 2012, as well as a review of annual performance during 2012 in the annexes. The report reflects efforts by UNDP to respond to changes in global and national contexts, as well as to challenges within the organization to effectively and efficiently contribute to human development.

2. UNDP contributions, as articulated in the strategic plan, “must be aimed at one end result: real improvements in people’s lives and in the choices and opportunities open to them.” The strategic plan outlined the overall scope, direction, and objectives for UNDP to support programme countries in achieving national development objectives that target this end result. UNDP contributions were defined for the organization’s two roles, as the coordinator of the UN system at the country level, and as the provider of development cooperation to partner countries within the scope of four focus areas: poverty reduction and MDG achievement, democratic governance, crisis prevention and recovery, and environment and sustainable development.  

3. The cumulative analysis of UNDP contributions and results has contributed to the development of the draft UNDP Strategic Plan 2014-2017, where the future strategic directions of UNDP are comprehensively addressed.

(b) Scope
4. The UNDP Strategic Plan 2008-2013 is UNDP’s first organization-wide strategic plan, and follows the Multi-year Funding Framework (MYFF) structures instituted in 2000. As an initial strategic plan, the development and institutional results frameworks have evolved since 2008 to improve programmatic focus and the scope and specificity of indicators measuring progress. While these changes have improved the monitoring and reporting of results, they are most robust for the years 2011-2012 since the changes introduced in the mid-term review and, therefore, do not allow for a full time series analysis dating back to 2008. The changes in results architecture have, however, illustrated the value of quantitative and qualitative results metrics, and have provided important lessons to inform the next strategic planning period. 

5. UNDP’s development contributions are defined corporately through four focus areas and 25 corporate outcomes. UNDP’s operational positioning is highly decentralized to respond effectively to national development objectives, and is driven by country-level demand. This report reflects results and contributions based on country-level demand as articulated through country outcomes, mapped to corporate outcomes and focus areas. As UNDP country outcomes and programmes are increasingly multi-dimensional and they cross-cut corporate outcomes and focus areas, the attempt to assign results to just one of 25 outcomes, or just one of 4 focus areas, is increasingly artificial.  This analysis shows that similar results emerge across a number of focus areas and outcomes (e.g., recovery from conflict which shows up under poverty and governance as well as crisis prevention and recovery; jobs and livelihoods spans across all four focus areas, as do efforts in MDG achievement, climate change). Therefore, this report frequently presents results and contributions through a multi-dimensional/thematic lens rather than through an exclusively outcome-based lens. 

(c) Approach
6. Evidence for this report was collected from various sources published between the period of 2008 through 2012. These sources include annual country office Results Oriented Annual Reports (ROARs) and financial data from 2008 to 2012, independent country programme and thematic evaluations, external evaluations, surveys, audits, and reports. Performance is analyzed through results progress at the country outcome and outcome indicator level and UNDP contributions using output dimension, region, typology, and expenditure variables, correlated to independent evaluations and surveys and complemented by Gender Marker output project ratings available from 2009 to 2012; and Capacity Development Tracker project ratings available for 2011 and 2012.

7. From 2008 to 2010, UNDP worked under the development and institutional results frameworks contained in document DP/2007/43/Add.1, which complemented the narrative description of the four UNDP focus areas through which UNDP was expected to contribute (poverty and MDGs, democratic governance, crisis prevention and recovery, and environment and sustainable development, as narrated in DP/2007/43/Rev.1), by providing 4 goal statements representing the 4 core areas of UNDP operation, 34 nationally-owned outcomes corresponding to the broad range of expected development results in the programme countries that UNDP supports, and sample outputs for each of the 4 focus areas representing the range of outputs most often generated by UNDP programmes and projects, within the framework of national ownership. Three reporting indicators were also established: (1) UNDP demand response, measured by the number of countries requesting and receiving UNDP support under the outcome; (2) UNDP alignment profile, measured by the degree to which UNDP programmes and projects are strategically aligned with the outcome; and (3) independent validation of UNDP contributions in the outcome, as measured by the proportion of independent evaluations and surveys that rate UNDP as positive. 
8. Decision 2009/9 extended the 2008-2011 strategic plan by two additional years to 2013, in accordance with General Assembly resolution 63/232 on operational activities for development, and requested UNDP to conduct a midterm review of the extended 2008-2013 strategic plan. The midterm review (document DP/2011/22 and its annex) brought about changes to UNDP results frameworks, including a revision to the development and institutional results frameworks, and introduction of a development effectiveness matrix. The development results framework was revised down to 25 outcomes, and the fourth focus area was sharpened to show results in environment and energy. Reporting indicator 3, while still presenting independent validation of UNDP contribution, was revised to qualitatively capture findings and recommendations of independent evaluations and surveys related to the UNDP contribution. A fourth reporting indicator was introduced, to measure the number of country offices that report contribution to development in the area supported, through the following four output dimensions: (i) changes resulting from awareness raising, convening and brokering role (including supporting government aid coordination, resource mobilization, etc.); (ii) changes in national planning, diagnostic, budgeting, and policy-making processes; (iii) changes resulting from implementation for inclusive development; and (iv) building resilience and sustainability. These 4 output dimensions were used for reporting in 2012, on 2011 results. Lessons learned from the reporting exercise showed that the fourth output dimensions on “resilience and sustainability” was not well articulated or understood by country offices so it was redesigned as “durability of results” to focus on evidence that contributions were leading to enduring change, including in the capacities of individuals and institutions to sustain results in the long term. Simplification of the Results-Oriented Annual Reports (ROARs) submitted by programming units at global, regional and country levels was also undertaken, and further quantitative measures were introduced and collected to allow for more robust results analytics. 

9. In this cumulative review, performance and results at country level were triangulated first, through the reported “status” of country programme outcomes. The number and percentage of achieved country outcomes went down given the high number of new country programme documents submitted to the Executive Board in 2011 (42 new CPDs) and 2012 (27 new CPDs), such that respective outcomes were too early in the programme cycle to have the potential for being achieved. The percentage of “on track” outcomes grew steadily over the strategic plan period, from 65% in 2008 to 88% in 2012, and more effective monitoring detected a higher percentage of “off track” outcomes (although only a 3% difference between 2008 and 2012) and ensured that proper status was attributed to all outcomes in country programme portfolios (i.e., no outcome status was left blank in 2012, as compared to the 6% left blank in 2008).

Table 1
[image: image1.emf]Achieved 299 26% 173 16% 195 19% 98 10% 64 7%

On track 738 65% 877 79% 774 76% 849 85% 795 88%

Off track 31 3% 35 3% 25 2% 33 3% 47 5%

left blank 67 6% 21 2% 26 3% 15 2% 0 0%

Total 1135 100% 1106 100% 1020 100% 995 100% 906 100%

2012 2008 2009 2010 2011


10. The second measure used was the reported status of country outcome indicators, introduced in 2011 with 4 categories of status (significant progress, some progress, no change, regression) and modified in 2012 to add a “target achieved or surpassed” status to the pre-existing 4 categories. Improvements could be detected: while in 2011 there were 38% of indicators showing significant progress (which included those that had targets already reached, as there was no such category for reporting), in 2012 there were 47% of indicators showing significant progress or having targets already achieved. In addition, no indicator had status left blank in 2012.
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11. Third, to provide another robust indicator-based measure of performance and results, UNDP identified all 1,259 unique
 country outcomes existing in 2011-2012 - the two years since within-cycle data was required to be collected annually, and constructed progress rate indexes for each UNDP focus area using the subset of SMART and quantitative indicators that had been established for the relevant country outcomes. Progress rate indexes were computed using the following methodology: indicators were normalized; their respective baselines were set to signify 0% progress in 2008 and respective targets were set to represent 100% in 2013; latest data in 2012 was compared to baseline and target to as to define the percentage of target already achieved in 2012; and indicators which had percentage-based latest data within two standard deviations from the mean were deleted from the set (a standard statistical procedure to eliminate outliers), leaving a total of 699 country outcome indicators. The resulting subset of country outcome indicators was averaged across the corresponding focus area (in a procedure analogous to the one used to compute the human development index) to arrive at the progress rate index in 2012. 

12. Results of this analysis depend on the nature of the underlying indicators being tracked in country programmes, as aggregated by primary output dimension, by focus area and by region: sets of indicators measuring shorter-term and lower-level results yielded higher progress rates than those capturing higher level outcomes and impacts. The biggest 2012 progress rate was found in Environment & Energy (90% of the targeted progress already achieved in 2012), followed by Poverty & MDGs (81%), then Democratic Governance (78%) and lastly Crisis Prevention & recovery (76%). Variations were found across primary output and region. For instance, in the poverty and MDGs focus area, outcomes to which UNDP contributed primarily through the awareness output dimension had a progress rate index of 89% in 2012, while those country outcomes to which UNDP contributed primarily through the policy output dimension had a 2012 progress rate index of 79% instead.
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13. Finally, UNDP performance as rated in both decentralized project evaluations and in Assessment of Development Results were aggregated, so as to produce aggregate evaluation ratings across regions and country typologies that could provide another perspective on UNDP’s performance over the period of the Strategic Plan. Results of this analysis are presented in the Cumulative Evaluation Analysis section.

14. One issue to highlight regards differences in recording country programme expenditures data between 2008-2011 and 2012. The UN Reform Agenda approved by the General Assembly directed all UN entities to adopt the International Public Sector Accounting Standards (IPSAS). Executive Board decision 2009/15 requested UNDP to adopt IPSAS no later than 2012, and UNDP transitioned from the United Nations System Accounting Standards (UNSAS) to IPSAS as of January 2012. In IPSAS, ‘expenses’ are recorded when goods or services are delivered, while in UNSAS ‘expenditures’ are recorded based on purchase orders. Asset costs and staff costs are also recorded differently. Because of these variations, some expenses recorded in 2012 may have been recorded as expenditures in 2011. For example, if a purchase order of $10,000 was made in 2011 for services to be delivered in 2012, this would be recorded in 2011 as an expenditure, and additionally in 2012 as an expense when the services were delivered. Therefore, UNDP financial reporting of UNSAS ‘expenditure’ data from 2008 to 2011 cannot be directly compared to IPSAS ‘expense’ data in 2012. 

Annex II:
Analysis of results 2008 to 2012

(a) Cumulative analysis
15. The following tables and figures illustrate cumulative expenditure data from 2008 and 2012, through a number of dimensions: source of funding, regions, focus areas, programming arrangements groupings, and expenditures incurred in LDCs as compared to those incurred in other developing countries. Expenditure data used in this section was provisional data extracted prior to the finalization and auditing of UNDP financial statements.
16. The figure below shows cumulative country programme expenditures (totaling US$ 19.75 billion in the 2008-2012 period), by region and focus area. Largest expenditures took place in countries in the Asia-Pacific region (cumulative US$ 5.68 billion, or 29%). However, that was due mostly to the size of the Afghanistan programme which, by itself, represented an outlay of US$ 3.09 billion (16% of cumulative country country programme expenditures, and 54% of cumulative Asia-Pacific country programme expenditures) during the strategic plan period. As such, the Afghanistan country programme represented a major priority for UNDP, and was the recipient of a large proportion of technical, financial and other resources made available by the organization from 2008 to 2012. When looking at expenditures without it, cumulative country programme expenditures were largest in the Africa region (24%), where the largest proportion of least developed and low income countries are located. Overall, 48% (or US$ 9.45 billion) of cumulative country programme expenditures were incurred in the 49 LDCs, and 52% (or US$ 10.3 billion) were incurred in the other 115 countries served by UNDP in the 2008-2012 period.
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17. Democratic governance work represented 32% (or 6.34 billion) of cumulative country programme expenditures – with 44% (or US$ 2.81 billion) of that total dedicated to supporting national counterparts in extending access of excluded groups to high quality basic public services, followed closely by work undertaken in the poverty & MDGs focus area (30%, or US$ 5.89 billion) ) – with 55% (or US$ 3.29 billion) of those expenditures supporting the Poverty & MDGs 1.1 corporate outcome (internalization and acceleration of MDGs) and representing the largest cumulative expenditures (US$ 3.29 billion, or 17%) across all 25 corporate outcomes. Crisis prevention and recovery constituted 21% (or 4.23 billion) of cumulative country programme expenditures, with 46% of that total (or US$ 1.93 billion) focusing on resumption of government functions after crisis; and 62% (or US$ 2.62 billion) taking place in 9 countries which had active Security Council resolutions throughout the entire strategic plan period (Afghanistan, Cote d’Ivoire, Iraq, Haiti, Liberia, Sierra Leone, Somalia, South Sudan and Sudan). The remaining 38% (or US$ 1.61 billion) of expenditures were incurred in the other 95 countries affected by conflict or natural disasters served by UNDP within this focus area during the strategic plan period. Finally, programme work undertaken at country-level in the environment and energy focus area corresponded to US$ 2.11 billion (11% of cumulative country programme expenditures), with 64% of that amount corresponding to support to national counterparts to integrating environmentally sustainable solutions into national development plans and programmes. Close to 6% of cumulative country programme expenditures were unlinked to a focus area, and consisted mostly of emergency response to crises in country programmes that did not have a crisis-related country outcome in their country programme documents.

Table 1
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18. Country programme expenditures funded by regular resources followed programming arrangements decisions of the Executive Board, with 85% of a total of US$ 2.26 billion (or US$ 1.91 billion) going to LICs, 14% (or US$ 322 million) to MICs, and 1% (or US$ 24 million) to middle income countries in grace period as part of their transition to NCC status. Expenditures from donor resources - consisting of vertical funds and bilateral and multilateral donors – were incurred mostly in LICs (76% of a total of US$ 12.88 billion, or US$ US$ 9.82 billion), while expenditures from local resources (i.e., government cost sharing) were incurred mostly in MICs (82% of a total of US$ 4.62 billion, or US$ 3.78 billion).

(b) Analysis by corporate outcome
19. This section describes UNDP contributions from 2008 to 2012 for each of the 25 corporate outcomes, and provides additional information for the 7 corporate outcomes remaining for annual in-depth review. For each outcome, reporting includes number of countries and expenditures by typology, progress based on country outcome indicators reported in 2011 and 2012, results analysis by output dimension, and selected country examples. 
i. Seven development outcomes selected for in-depth review

20. Following Executive Board decision 2009/9 to report in-depth on a subset of corporate outcomes for each annual report during the strategic plan period, the remaining seven outcomes to report this year are: Poverty 1.4 and 1.7, Governance 2.3 and 2.5, Crisis 3.2 and 3.3, and Environment 4.2. These outcomes cover all focus areas, addressing strengthened national capacities to integrate into the global economic system, implement AIDS funds, address accountability and transparency, provide legislative representation, prevent and mitigate the impact of conflict, fulfill key functions of government in early post-crisis, and integrate environmental financing to support sustainable human development. 

21. Table 2 outlines number of countries and expenditure for 2012 for each of the in-depth outcomes. 
Table 2: Outcomes selected for in-depth reporting

	Focus Area
	Corporate Outcome
	LDCs
	Total

	
	
	Number of LDC countries supported 2012
	LDC provisional expenditures 2012

($ thousands)
	LDC expenditure as % of total for outcome
	Total number of countries supported 2012
	Total provisional expenditures 2012

($ thousands)
	% of total UNDP 2012 country programme expenditures

	Poverty & MDG


	1.4 Strengthened national capacities to integrate into the global economic system and to negotiate and manage traditional & emerging development finance for inclusive development
	3
	$-
	0%
	5
	$192
	0.01%

	
	1.7 Strengthened national capacities for implementation of HIV funds and programmes, including those financed through multilateral initiatives like the Global Fund to fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria
	8
	$95,220
	67%
	12
	$141,526
	4.0%

	Democratic Governance
	2.3 Access to information policies support accountability and transparency
	4
	$310
	1%
	10
	$56,129
	1.6%

	
	2.5 Legislatures, regional elected bodies, and local assemblies have strengthened institutional capacity, enabling them to represent their constituents more effectively
	9
	$16,493
	55%
	23
	$29,959
	0.8%

	Crisis Prevention & Recovery
	3.2 National and local institutions have the capacities to prevent, reduce and mitigate the impact of conflict
	5
	$63,652
	94%
	10
	$67,834
	1.9%

	
	3.3 National and local institutions have the capacities to fulfill key functions of government for recovery in early post-crisis situations 
	6
	$542,016
	93%
	15
	$584,225
	16.5%

	Environment & Energy
	4.2 Local and national authorities have the capacities to access and integrate multiple sources of public and private environmental financing in support of sustainable human development, including gender equality and poverty reduction
	3
	$8,946
	66%
	5
	$13,629
	0.4%

	TOTAL
	28
	$726,636
	81%
	62
	$893,493
	25.3%


22. Table 3 summarizes results by outcome indicator for each of the seven in-depth outcomes, as reported in 2012. A narrative reporting of these outcomes including country examples is found in the following section, where cumulative reporting for each of the 25 corporate outcomes is summarized
Table 3: 2012 results for seven in-depth outcomes

	In-depth focus outcomes
	Agreed outcome indicators
(based on countries reporting under this outcome)
	Results
(number of countries)

	POV 1.4 Strengthened national capacities to integrate into the global economic system and to negotiate and manage traditional & emerging development finance for inclusive development
	1. Number of countries that have adopted a strategy to mainstream trade into national development planning aimed at enhancing the development impact of trade
	1 of 5 (20%)

	
	2. Number of countries that have put in place functioning partnership and accountability frameworks to facilitate engagement among development partners
	2 of 5 (40%)

	POV 1.7 Strengthened national capacity for implementation of AIDS funds and programmes, including those financed through multilateral initiatives like the Global Fund to fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria
	1.
Number of countries that have increased access to HIV, TB or malaria treatment or prevention services
	12 of 12 (100%)

	
	2. 
Number of countries that have improved national systems for management of Global Fund grants
	7 of 12 (58%)

	GOV 2.3 Access to information policies support accountability and transparency
	1. 
Number of countries with access to information policies designed to enhance public engagement
	3 of 10 (30%)

	
	2. 
Number of countries that improved capacities of civil society and media to monitor service delivery
	3 of 10 (30%)

	GOV 2.5 Legislatures, regional elected bodies, and local assemblies have strengthened institutional capacity, enabling them to represent their constituencies more effectively
	1. 
Number of countries in which core functions of the parliament have been strengthened
	14 of 23 (61%)

	
	2. 
Number of countries in which parliaments are more responsive to citizen's concerns through their lawmaking and oversight work
	13 of 23 (57%)

	CPR 3.2 National and local institutions have the capacity to prevent, reduce and mitigate the impact of conflict
	1. Number of countries where mechanisms for dialogue, conflict resolution and mediation are established
	6 of 10 (60%)

	
	2. Number of countries that integrate crisis mitigation and conflict prevention into national and local plans
	5 of 10 (50%)

	CPR 3.3 National and local institutions have the capacities to fulfill key functions of government for recovery in early post-crisis situations 
	1. Number of countries that established participatory mechanisms to plan, coordinate and deliver recovery assistance
	A data error caused incorrect capture of results against these indicators – the problem has been corrected but does not allow retroactive reconstruction of the data

	
	2. Number of countries with plans to strengthen key functions of government and support crisis recovery
	

	ENV 4.2 Local and national authorities have the capacities to access and integrate multiple sources of public and private environmental financing in support of sustainable human development, including gender equality and poverty reduction
	1. Number of countries that have developed or strengthened national institutions to access various sources of public and private environmental finance
	4 of 5 (80%)

	
	2. 
Number of countries that have developed or strengthened longer term planning instruments to access and combine environmental financing
	4 of 5 (80%)
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� Unique country outcomes were the subset of indicators within CPD results frameworks ongoing in 2011 and in 2012, after eliminating the 2011 duplicates of country outcomes that existed in both years to avoid double counting, such that for these cases the latest data collected (2012) was used.
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