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_____________________________________________________________
Mr. President,


I thank the Administrator for the Conference Room Paper on the Evaluation of Direct Execution and the Conference Room Paper on the Evaluation of Non-core Resources.

2.
The Associate Administrator has, in the statement just delivered by him, clearly stated that the UNDP is committed to national execution.   The slide presentation which we have just witnessed, however, seemed to indicate that one of the recommendations of the Evaluation is that the execution modality be reviewed.  The Associate Administrator’s clear statement would, therefore, imply that the UNDP would recommend that this particular recommendation be rejected.  We would like this to be confirmed.  

3.
I would like to address myself to the Conference Room Paper on direct execution.  I would like to recall that the Joint Inspection Unit had, as far back as 1983, raised concerns about the dual role of UNDP - as both a funding agency and an executing arm.  This is the reason why the legislation giving UNDP the authority to execute projects was limited to “countries in special circumstances”.

4.
An independent evaluation was conducted in December 1989.  This found that, at the operational level, the demarcation between national execution and direct execution was less than transparent.  It said that direct execution was a tempting choice for a country office and that, with such a modality, the costs of managing the project were less transparent.  This independent evaluation, therefore, recommended that country offices should adhere strictly to UNDP guidelines for national execution of UNDP and UNDP administered funds.  It said that direct execution should be used only when no other executing agency is willing or capable of executing the project.

5.
The UNDP has now conducted an internal evaluation of direct execution.  While the evaluation has necessarily been restricted to projects in countries in special circumstances, we find that conclusions have been drawn for the entire UNDP portfolio.  Even if we do find that direct execution in the few projects examined has worked well, it does not follow that direct execution should replace national execution.  The Board’s earlier decision to only have national execution was derived from the conflict which arises when the same organisation is both the funding agency and the executing arm as well as from the need to develop national capacities.  The decision was not based on the relative speed of response for the two modalities of the execution.

6.
The internal evaluation conducted by UNDP comes to the rather strange conclusion that there may be resistence to direct execution in countries where national execution is considered the norm and financial resources that flow through such projects are seen as entitlements.  It recommends, based on feedback from country offices, that direct execution have used in “situations that avoid corruption”.  These conclusions are unacceptable.  There is resistence to direct execution in countries which wish to develop national capacities.  Secondly, it is directly executed project, as borne out by the independent evaluation, in which there is inadequate transparency about the costs of managing projects.

7.
I will now briefly address the Conference Room Paper on the Evaluation of UNDP’s Core Resources.  We take note of some important conclusions from the study.  These are:


 
First. Bilateral donors, in the pursuit of their respective political mandates, are willing to develop partnerships with UNDP to promote their own projects in thematic areas of their choice.


 
Second.  The comparative advantage of UNDP is linked to its universality and neutrality.  The erosion of core funding would seriously jeopardise the organisation’s role as a trusted partner and its ability to pursue its sustainable human development mandate in the programme countries.


 
Third. There is no cost accounting system in most country offices for non-core resources.  UNDP, in order to attract non-core funding, sometimes accepts payments less than the 3% it is entitled to.  The 3% also seems to be an under-charge to most observers.

8.
We would also like to mention that non-core funds are spent by country offices in a non-transparent manner.  There is a need to keep national governments informed.  We look forward to follow-up by UNDP in this regard.

9.
My delegation attaches importance to these findings and would be happy to examine them further.
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