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General principles 

We continue to regard the QCPR as the main guiding strategic document for the UNDS, representing a 

fragile balance of interests of all MS, therefore its provisions are non-renegotiable. Therefore the 

process of repositioning of the UNDS should be contained within the QCPR framework. 

We are committed to the general principles of UN operational activities for development (OAD) and 

their funding, as articulated in the QCPR, inter alia, universal, voluntary and grant nature, their neutrality 

and multilateralism. Therefore we are convinced that the same principles are to be applied in the 

context of the upcoming repositioning with the aim to reinforce the development work of the UNDS 

with the central aim to eradicate poverty, ensure strengthened national ownership and provide country-

contextual responses. 

In this regard, while recognizing that coordination of efforts across development, humanitarian and 

peacebuilding efforts should be improved, we discourage continuous merging of humanitarian and 

development activities, as well as adding new mandates to the UNDS, such as “sustaining peace”. We 

underline that all proposed efforts to operationalize the synergies in those fields should be effected in 

strict conformity with the QCPR (OP24) and contextualized to countries facing humanitarian 

emergencies and countries in conflict and post-conflict situations, mindful of the centrality of 

development action and avoiding the risk of possible politicization and distortions in funding. 

Finally, taking into account a very complex financial situation, it’s essential to assess all gains and savings 

from the implementation of the reform, before creating any new costly structures and layers within the 

UNDS. 

 

Substantive areas 

We generally support the strengthening of the UNDAF, as a central development planning document at 

country-level, with the aim to make it more strategic and results-oriented with tangible outcomes, 

oriented to fulfill national priorities and eliminate gaps in SDGs coverage, bearing in mind the need for 

active and full participation of national Governments in the preparation, implementation, monitoring 

and evaluation of this document. 

Therefore, the composition of the new generation of country teams should be derived from the UNDAF 

focus areas and country-specific context, aimed to ensure the cost-effectiveness of the UN country 

presence. However, the primary accountability of the UNCT entities to their respective headquarters 

should be strictly respected. In addition, a specific reference to the UNDP Country support platforms for 

the SDGs to underpin the UNCT collaboration efforts should be articulated. 

Further actions to reinvigorate the RC system should be aimed at the implementation of the agreed set 

of mandates of the QCPR (OP57), which provides authority to address overlapping in the delivery of 

services at country-level, as well as to stimulate collaborative planning. Additional mandates might be 

required to improve and strengthen their hiring process in order to ensure appropriate experience and 

skills sets, as well as strengthening the development focus of their profile. 

We are not convinced, however, of the effectiveness of the proposed management system for the 

reinvigorated RCs, as it contradicts the QCPR (OP53), which calls for “participatory, collegial and 
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mutually accountable” mechanism. Therefore additional analysis and alternative solutions are required 

to ensure that principle. 

In terms of delinking the RCs, the recent SG Report on the implementation of the QCPR (A/73/63–

E/2018/8) shows (Table 30), that the Management and Accountability system (MAS, “firewall”), is still 

not fully implemented by the agencies on the ground to make final conclusions about its 

disfunctionality. Furthermore, the figures in this report show that the issue of “non-impartiality” of the 

RC and his UNDP RR “alter ego” is not a pervasive challenge and is already addressed in various forms, 

incl. by delegating routine operational obligations to the second-ranking UNDP official (88% cases). 

Therefore, additional analysis and alternative solutions are required for that proposal. 

The same applies to the new funding model for the RC system based on assessed contributions, which 

contradicts the principles of the QCPR in terms of voluntary funding for the OAD and OP57(g) regarding 

the cost-sharing arrangement. Also, the rationale of establishing the strengthened RC (5+1) office should 

be further examined in terms of universal applicability, especially for small UNCTs. 

While generally supporting the strengthening the regional approach, concrete actions should be 

exercised with caution and be primarily aimed at implementing the Statement of collaboration between 

UNDG and Regional Commissions (QCPR, OP69), while preserving the intergovernmental nature of RECs. 

However further analysis is required in two following fields. While the Regional Economic Commissions 

(REC) should coordinate their intervention with the RC and relevant UNCT members, it’s not feasible to 

include every single country-level activity that the RECs conduct in the UNDAFs. The RECs are often 

requested by MS to provide specialized services directly to national sectoral authorities and their 

timeframes do not necessarily fit the UNDAF timeframes. Furthermore, it is not clear that their inclusion 

in the UNDAFs would generate added value to the delivery of those services. Doing so will undermine 

the SG’s request to provide demand-driven services to Member States. 

Redeployment of staff of the RECs away from headquarters to enhance capacities of UNCTs and fill 

substantive gaps in support of the implementation of the 2030 Agenda contradicts the GA rule of 

procedure 153, regulation 2.10 of UNFRR (ST/SGB/2003/7) and Rule 105.1 of UNFRR, which forbid to 

redeploy staff funded through assessed contributions to entities financed through XB resources (AFPs). 

In addition, the redeployment of substantive/technical staff from RECs to UNCTs would cause the 

opposite effect than what was originally intended in the 2016 QCPR, namely to consolidate knowledge 

and technical expertise. By definition UNCTs work only in the one country they serve. Pooling technical 

staff in the UNCTs will only accumulate knowledge in one country at the disservice of all others. 

In the area of strengthening global-level accountability, transparency and oversight of the UNDS we 

are convinced that the proposals to strengthen the OAS of ECOSOC, including the creation of another 

session in Geneva, should be reviewed in the context of the parallel process of strengthening the 

ECOSOC (68/1). 

The improvement of the working methods of the Executive Boards should be exercised in conformity 

with the QCPR OP46(a) and affirmed by each respective board. Therefore, the issue of creating a joint 

executive board for New York-based funds and programmes (UNDP, UNFPA, UNICEF an UN-Women) 

doesn’t fit in the framework of the QCPR. It has been on the table for decades and seems too 

controversial and difficult to implement, taking into account various unique mandates and business 

models of agencies as well as current composition of the boards. Such “superboard” would only add 

another layer of bureaucracy without improving accountability or effectiveness, but rather exacerbating 

divergence among agencies. The introduction of “legislative power” to joint sessions, as proposed, 

undermines the individual authority of the boards and should be further examined from a legal 

perspective and discussed alongside with the 2017 Executive Board Presidents’ Non-Paper. 
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While recognizing the critical role of the evaluation function for the whole UNDS to assess lessons 

learned, conduct comprehensive analysis and to design evidence-based and results-oriented policies, 

and given the lack of venues for joint evaluations at the agencies’ level, we are still not convinced that 

creating an additional brand-new system-wide evaluation unit would solve this drawback. 

Given the scale and complexity of both the 2030 Agenda and the UNDS composition, it’s rather 

questionable how this small unit would produce wholesome results. Instead, we should utilize the 

existing UN assets in the area of evaluation, namely the Joint Inspection Unit (JIU), which is currently the 

only independent external oversight body of the UN system mandated to conduct system-wide 

evaluations. Building on its 50 years of experience and expanding its competence to OAD with the 

support of the UN Evaluation Group would be a more cost-effective and solid solution. 

We generally support the advocacy for pooled funding as an addition to traditional funding of the OAD, 

as envisaged in the Funding Compact, while stressing the need to maintain the voluntary and grant 

nature of contributions. At the same time as a donor country we encourage caution in the 

implementation of changes, keeping in mind the need for results-oriented, transparent, effective and 

targeted use of our contributions. 

We also generally support the proposed approach to leveraging partnerships as complementary, but 

not substitute means to support the overall delivery of the UNDS and address the existing SDG gaps. 

However, the proposal to transform the RC offices to country-level hubs for system-wide partnership-

building undermines the central role of Governments in leveraging partnerships at country-level, as 

recognized in the QCPR. 

Finally, the system-wide strategic document as proposed, overlaps with the SG’s Report itself and 

should be revised and finalized once the complete repositioning package is agreed by MS. It’s plan of 

actions should be therefore attuned to the MS decision and not the SG’s report. Moreover, maintaining 

its “living” status bears a high risk of creating a parallel track to the following QCPR process. 


