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Annual session 2007
11 to 22 June 2007, New York

Item 5 of the provisional agenda
Evaluation

Evaluation of the regional cooperation framework for Asia 
and the Pacific, 2002-2006
Corrigendum

Paragraph 3 is deleted, and the remaining paragraphs should be renumbered accordingly.
The second sentence of the new paragraph 10 should read:
However, in the area of macroeconomic and trade policies UNDP faces a credibility issue, as there are several large multilateral organizations – including the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, the World Trade Organization, the Asian Development Bank (ADB), the United Nations Commission on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) and the United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific – that are already active in these areas

Paragraph 32 should read:
32. Prior to the establishment of the regional centres in 2004, the management and coordination of many of the regional projects were decentralized, with UNOPS as the executing agency. There was criticism of how the RCF projects were being executed by UNOPS until April 2006, when the execution function was shifted to the regional centres. Since UNOPS was involved almost exclusively with administrative support there were no backstopping staff that could interact substantively with the project personnel. Without sufficient understanding of the importance or substance of the projects, UNOPS support was inefficient and characterized by chronic delays. The efficiency of implementation has improved and was satisfactory overall.

Paragraph 50 should read:
50.
Against a projected RCF II budget of $130 million for the five year period 2002-2006, the budget that materialized was just under $90 million – a shortfall of more than 30 per cent. The shortfall in resources particularly affected the ‘sustainable development’ theme. The RCF II projects were also affected by budget adjustments in 2006 following the setting up of the regional centres in Bangkok and Colombo and the subregional centre in Suva. The way this was implemented adversely affected a number of projects. In many cases the budget cuts came at short notice, which generated negative reactions among some partners and staff members. Nevertheless, it is the view of the evaluation team that it was the right decision to establish the regional centres. They have infused the programme with new dynamics and provided an appropriate infrastructure for future regional programmes. The technical support and backstopping they offer to UNDP country offices is greatly appreciated, and the centres – with their division of labour – are better placed to provide a decentralized, effective and efficient implementation structure.  

Paragraph 52 should read:
52. A significant weakness of the programme is the lack of an adequate monitoring and evaluation framework. That weakness is not just a problem for the RCF but is a general weakness in the work of UNDP. The results-based management framework introduced under RCF II is not in itself sufficient. The general lack of a systematic monitoring framework with baselines, benchmarks and indicators makes it difficult to assess the progress of the programme as well as individual projects, and results in evaluations that are based on somewhat shaky ground. An improved monitoring and evaluation framework could greatly enhance programme efficiency and effectiveness.
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