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1. Introduction

The CEE/CIS/BS Region is only beginning to emerge from over a decade of painful social, political and economic transformation from a central command economic and political system to a liberal market economy and more democratic systems.

Most of the UNICEF (and UN) Offices in the region were set up in the wake of emergencies and have attempted to respond to issues as quickly as possible, leaving them with little time for undertaking thorough programme design.  The 11 countries that have undertaken the CCA/UNDAF process have had, therefore, to move very swiftly from emergency and structural support to newly independent states to engaging in planning a focused and catalytic role in a longer term but still complex development setting.

Most of the Country Offices are small in size, with staff who, though well educated and extremely committed, have a relatively limited programming experience compared to staff in other regions.  In addition, the democratisation of the political system is still in progress, and in many instances the UN has a critical role to play in its pursuit of the key mandate in the area of promotion of good governance and human rights.  The UN is sometimes in the delicate situation of having to highlight issues related to governance or simply the deterioration of living standards that are not easily acknowledged by their counterparts.

2. Background and Sources of Information

During the period December 2002 to November 2003, the UNICEF Regional Office actively participated in all phases of the CCA/ UNDAF described below. In addition to being active participants in the Readers Groups reviewing CCAs and UNDAFs of the individual countries, and contributing to two UNDAF prioritisation workshops, the Regional Office, during the period September to November 2003 sent missions of 5 to 7 Regional Advisors to 9 Countries.  Due to unsettled political conditions in parts of the region, a further two UNICEF offices sent senior teams to Geneva to share/review their draft contribution to UNDAF.

Lessons in this paper were therefore derived from first-hand experience in reading and analyzing drafts, as well as directly interacting with UNICEF, and in some cases UN staff at country level. In addition, a Country Office Survey was conducted in September 2003 among UNICEF Representatives/Heads of Offices

to capture their experience on the CCA/UNDAF process. Most of the observations in this paper are in fact extracted from, and validated by, the findings of that survey.

3. The CCA Process

3.1
Quality of CCAs seen to date

Despite the pressure of time and insufficient training, by and large, some final CCAs pass the quality test, (especially those which revised their draft based on the Readers Group feedback). However, it is evident that many CCAs do not contain Problem Tree Analysis, and even those that do, seem to have carried out the analysis as an isolated exercise without an evident subsequent bearing on the conclusions drawn in the CCA and choice of areas of UN cooperation. There still appear to be inconsistencies with regards to the issues covered and depth of analysis. 

Most CCAs share one or more of the following shortcomings:

· Applying and/or mainstreaming human rights as well as gender and vulnerability analysis is still a challenge.

· Disaggregation of data, use of different available sources, and lessons learnt are still weak. 
· The draft guidelines on mainstreaming conflict prevention into CCAs seem not to have been sufficiently utilized.
Further sharp and systematic analysis, better articulation of the UN niche/priorities in terms of making a real difference and analysis of causes that are fundamental to the mandate of the UN such as human rights, vulnerable groups, and gender mainstreaming would have strengthened the CCAs. We are pleased that the updated CCA/UNDAF Guidelines released recently by UNDG are addressing some of these needs.

3.2
CCA Development Process

By and large, country teams appreciated the intent of the CCA development process. In many cases, it did have the effect of bringing together UN agencies to jointly understand and appreciate the key challenges faced by the host country and, most importantly, the role and capacity of the UN’s work. 

It is not clear, however, if the CCA process leading to the draft CCA was truly participatory, even among UN agencies themselves. The process has certainly not been as inclusive and participatory as the guidelines require. Looking at reported participation of Working Groups, one may infer that the process has been inclusive at least within the UN. In reality, we observed that technical staff and experts on the ground generally appear not to have been sufficiently consulted. In the majority of countries, there has been some formal consultation with key actors, and government is often mentioned as having being informed. Importantly, there was not often evidence that representatives of civil society, people living in poverty, youth and women were involved in the process.

One ‘lesson learnt’ in this respect would be the need to find the reasons (time constraints, difficult/delicate relationships with stakeholders, clout/reputation of the UN) why the CCA process has not been fully inclusive and participatory, and how this may have affected the quality of the final product.

3.3
Quality Assurance and Support

Timeline

The UNCTs had 3–4 months to complete the new draft CCA since their training in December 2002. Even given that in most cases there was an old CCA to work from, one can question if this amount of time was sufficient for the UNCT to galvanise all relevant stakeholders and produce a quality CCA in accordance with the new guidelines. The quality of CCAs would suggest this is not the case. Obviously other factors may have affected the quality of the documents, including staff experience and skills, as well as the commitment of UN Country Teams (CTs) to the process, or at least of the key people responsible for producing a quality CCA. 

The process was clearly hampered by what were felt to be very tight deadlines provided for completing the CCA. Most UNICEF Country Offices surveyed reported that the time allocated to complete the CCA was completely inadequate and that the complexities of bringing together a wide range of stakeholders was grossly underestimated.

Many offices cite this fact as the key impediment to a comprehensive approach and even understanding of the issues at stake, both within the UN and outside.  Evidence for this situation is found in the limited to non-existent participation of civic society, in some cases limited participation even on the part of the government, and limited depth of analysis, as demonstrated for example by the absence of solid problem trees in the vast majority of CCAs.

Many colleagues in the field believe that a solution to this would be to start CCA earlier than the beginning of the penultimate year of the harmonised cycle. 

Training

This new phase of the CCA process in the CEE/CIS region started in early December 2002 with the Bratislava training workshop for the CIS countries, while the training for the Balkan countries took place in mid February 2003 in New York.  Only a selected number of CT members were invited to the events. These participants trained, informed, and/or met with the whole CT soon after their return. 

Training on how to conduct CCA was carried out in some countries rather late compared to the deadline and did not include, except in a few cases, any training on rights- based approaches. This was a major weakness.

UNDAF training was also less than adequate in a further key area – that of result based methodology - especially given the fact that most offices had little or no prior experience in practical application of RBM techniques.  Several UNCTs have asked for a second round of training since they found themselves at a loss as to how to formulate results in the UNDAF Matrix.

Was training for only selected UNCT members and was conducting a one-day retreat with the government and other stakeholders sufficient to prepare people on the ground to produce a quality document? A reading of the final documents suggests that awareness and knowledge of technical requirements for a good analytical CCA among as many UNCT members and key counterparts as possible needs to be assured, with all being brought on to the same wavelength. Only then can the causality analysis, key to a high quality CCA, become a truly galvanising process.

In this direction, it is recommended that the portion of the three-day “UNDAF Prioritisation Retreat”, dealing with theoretical issues such as UN reform and MDGs, be reduced, with a view to releasing more time for the results matrix. This would allow us to spend a full day on much needed RBM concepts and application, which experience shows is critical for prioritisation.

Many colleagues in the field believe that a solution to the above would be to make training much more comprehensive and intensive. It should definitely be undertaken during the 3rd year of the cycle, not the 4th year. In addition, a follow up and ‘coaching’ network system needs to be set up.

Additionally, it may be useful that a simple assessment or review be done to determine if the training eventually reached the whole UNCT and if the Team sufficiently understood the requirements of the new CCA UNDAF process. This is necessary if the UNCTs have to jointly programme and review their progress in delivering results as stated in the UNDAF.

Regional Support System, Regional Review Process and Roles

UNDP SURF was appointed as the lead agency of the regional review process. The agency effectively performed their role by setting up a Regional Readers e-mail network, distributing draft CCAs and sending back to the UNCT a synthesized version of the regional reviews.

Regional Readers were given 10 days to submit their comments, while a consultant hired by DGO was given 5 days to synthesise the comments. The bulk of comments were provided by only two agencies, and only a limited number of readers participated in the review. 

Following an agreement on 25 April in Bratislava among SURF, DGO and UNICEF RO, SURF checked with ROs the final synthesised version of comments before sending them out to the UNCTs.

It must be noted that the Regional Support comes at the end of the Drafting process. Experience has shown that some UNCTs are very comfortable with their Draft because they feel they have gone through an elaborate process and have reached consensus among the UNCT and key partners. A different mechanism should be considered to be put in place in future years, i.e. one that gives technical support during the drafting process.
Several questions remain unanswered. 

According to the guidelines, the UNCT is in the driver’s seat throughout the CCA process, which implies that it has both the obligation and authority to ensure a quality process and product. 

Experience seems to indicate that in the Support and Quality Assurance System there is an ambiguous relation between the high-quality requirements set forth in the guidelines on the one hand, and the respective roles and authority of the UNCTs, Regional Offices and the DGO on the other.

What is the role of ROs? 

So far the RO role and authority have been limited to reading and providing written comments on draft CCAs.  However, the guidelines (pages 3 and 5 of the Quality Support and Assurance document) say that the regional level is responsible for: oversight; quality assurance; inter-agency technical and programme support; inter-agency review and more. The authority to intervene with the UNCT to do all of this, however, is not evident or in place.  As things stand, the RO does not even have the authority to follow through on the comments, as it is the UNCT that decides whether to accept or reject all or part of the comments. One question that needs to be answered is whether the Country Team is solely responsible for adjusting the final document. Should the ROs be invited to contribute to the final review? What is the role of the Resident Coordinator vis-à-vis the rest of the UNCT in this process? 

What is the role of the DGO?  

The DGO is where the vision was born, training developed, global evaluation and lessons learnt collected, and guidelines produced. Should DGO not be part of the review process and be included in the Readers’ Group? Is DGO responsible for ensuring quality?

One suggestion is that all the requirements for a process leading to a quality CCA as set forth in the latest guidelines have to be more completely and clearly spelt out in terms of roles, timeframes and authority for each level (UNCT, Regional, Global). As the CCA is a very complex process requiring many players at different levels, it is both insufficient and unfair to push all responsibility to the UNCTs. 

The CCA guidelines therefore need to be revisited and clarified in particular as to whom and at what level is best suited to deliver what part of the requirements. That, in turn, would help determine a clear division of labour to support this complex process. 

This year's exercise has shown that there should be a clear understanding with DGO from the outset about roles and responsibilities for the lead agency and DGO, and to ask the different reviewing agencies to nominate relevant, competent, committed reviewers who would participate actively and in a timely manner in the review process. It is recommended that a meeting be organised among all participating and leading agencies with DGO to develop a joint strategy on how to better support the CCA UNDAF process at country level.

Currently, the role of regional entities in quality assurance and support is one of feedback and synthesis. Due to the large number of CCAs/UNDAFs in 2003, this has been principally carried out without face to face dialogue and interaction with the UNCTs. In future, it is suggested that this process can be enhanced by joint visits of the regional teams to the countries concerned. 

4. The UNDAF Process
Many of the same observations made on the CCA phase apply to the UNDAF.  Additionally, in this phase, the complexity is augmented by both technical and political factors.  

Politically, there are difficulties both internally and with counterparts.  Within the UN, the preoccupation with protecting mandates is a continuing resistance factor.  This has generally resulted in UNDAF outcomes that are formulated more broadly than technically required or possible, so that all Agencies could fit their programmes thereunder.  The common feature of almost all UNDAFs is that they have very similar “areas of cooperation” and rather generic results statements.

Outside the UN, both with counterparts and with the donor community, the resistance to formulate few and precise UNDAF outcomes has been, implicitly or explicitly, rooted in the concern that narrowing down the UN business plan to a few products would be perceived as a sign of the shrinking role and importance of the UN vis-à-vis the country’s development agenda.  Even if this may be a misperception, there is need to find ways in which the value-added of the UN presence (most of which may be related to intangibles that are very difficult to express in a consistent manner in a RBM framework) can be adequately highlighted.  More work will need to be done to provide practical suggestions on how to overcome this intrinsic limitation of the UNDAF Results Framework.

4.1 Centering the UNDAF on its Results Matrix. 

Technically, the core piece of the UNDAF is the Results Matrix. Setting the requirement that the UNDAF outcomes form the strategic focus of all the agency country programmes implies that formulation of the common results framework becomes a critical process in itself. The difficulties in ensuring a high quality UNDAF results matrix that can play such a role at this stage of programme design have been underestimated.  Building this on a still shaky approach to rights based programming has contributed a major further complication for the CTs as they worked towards their UNDAF results frame.

 As a concrete suggestion, the guidelines should be adhered to more consistently, in the following respects:

· It appears that there has been pressure for the UNDAF Results Matrix to be filled in time for the February Joint Strategy Meetings.  This is intended to provide strategic focus against which each agency could define its own contribution and outputs. The result, however, has been somewhat perverse. Because the UNDAF areas of co-operation have been set separately from the CCA, (often taking a very summary/reductionist approach to the analysis of the CCA) there has been no opportunity to examine what exactly a strategic approach to each of these areas of co-operation consists of.      

· One of the missing steps of the UNDAF development process as it is now formulated is that of not allowing time and space for strategic thinking in each of the UNDAF areas of co-operation.  While the CCA may have provided a preliminary assessment of factors that relate to areas such as poverty, or access to social services ( each of which emerged as typical areas of common UN cooperation) the analytical frameworks behind each of these complex areas in the UNDAF is weak (if present at all). This is particularly true of governance and poverty reduction. This becomes a major weakness in the setting of the region where transition from centrally planned economies is still very much in process, and  key concepts such as civil society and the role of the state are still in flux. Similarly, determinants of access to social services are complex in settings where universal services had been established earlier but are now slipping back and under threat as a result of system change, dramatic increases in poverty, and revival of exclusion. 

· Rights based approaches, including capacity gap analysis, could provide some of this analysis and strategic focus. At present however, UNDAFs, under pressure of time, have not been underpinned with such analysis, are being constructed hastily and mechanically. The UNDAF outcomes are not yet, by far, providing the strategic focus for the UN’s work that the guidelines describe and sought. They remain too general and weakly anchored analytically.

· The CP outcomes are the second critical level of UNDAF results. The process of defining CP outcomes has often been, partly as a result of the above, a ‘hit or miss’ process. Defining CP outcomes in a way that helps focus on a critical variable that will in itself contribute to the higher level outcome has been demanding. Much has depended on the skills and understanding of the UN thematic working groups.  Again. lack of familiarity and low comfort levels with Results based methodologies has weakened this important second stage. 

· A similar problem to the one that undermined the formulation of the overall UNDAF outcome is that there is, at present, no process, or time, to base the selection of CP outcome on any strategic review or causal analysis. The link should of course be with the CCA, but the CCA was not formulated with this in mind and as noted above have lacked problem tree analysis. 

· In fact, the UNDAF results matrix can logically only be filled in finally once the individual agency Country Programme Document have been designed and accepted in principle, and the vertical logic of agency CP outputs contributing to the higher level of outcomes is clear.  Without a process of checking the linkage between levels of results, there is a risk of a mismatch between what is set at the higher level and what realistically the UN can achieve with its resources and capacities.  In the guidelines, it should be made much clearer that the UNDAF Results matrix can only be filled-in in such an incremental and iterative manner.

4.2 Levels and precision of outcome definition 

Country teams have faced difficulty in setting the levels and language of the different levels of UNDAF outcomes. Considerable attention will need to be given to the extent to which the matrix defines UNDAF outcomes, since this in turn will determine the level of detail required for CP outcomes and outputs. 

· If the UNDAF Outcomes are pitched at too low a level, the Agency CP Outcome, and especially its Outputs, will in turn be inevitably reduced in scope. The consequence will be that the work of Agencies will be perceived as unimportant and will indeed become marginal. The potential of each agency to negotiate for and achieve impact relative to the development agenda of the country in question will in turn also be curtailed, leading in the end to a UN unable to strengthen its overall position in the decision making process. 

· Differing degrees of priority to and experience in programme planning across agencies has been a major factor influencing the overall quality of the UNDAF results framework. Standards expected (and familiarity with different programming tools) by the each of the UN agencies involved in UNDAF design have been contrasted.  This has made it much harder and limited the degrees of freedom for an individual agency such as UNICEF to strengthen the overall UNDAF frame. As with the CCA, it is important that considerably more investment is made in bringing the country team to a shared, higher, level of comfort and understanding of programming tools and programme design. The time intensivity of doing this properly should be recognised at all levels. 

· Similarly support to the UNDAF process from the regional level needs to be conceived as a whole, provided earlier, and more systematically.

4.3 Rights based approaches as part of UNDAF 

A rights based approach should be complementary to the causal analysis in the CCAs bringing clearer understanding of the force of underlying factors and the obligations of the state and other duty bearers (and where this is failing). For children, this points to the way the system is functioning (its policies and standards, and the way resources are allocated); to the role of individuals in the immediate environment of the child (their capacities and resources); and a third cluster related to civil society participation.   

A few country offices have made a real attempt to adopt a rights based framework into the UNDAF and build CP outcomes in a way that directs attention towards reinforcing the capacities of rights holders and strengthen those of corresponding duty bearers. In some cases, efforts were made to think through a rights approach but when it came to the formulation of the UNDAF outcomes, the language fell back all too easily into traditional concepts and did not show the implications of such an approach. Without a careful capacity gap analysis in place, undertaken with partners, the depth of most country office efforts in this respect has not been substantial. However a start has been made, pointing towards  further work that may need to be taken up later in the programme cycle.

Where the process has been weak has been that differences in understanding and conceptual clarity on rights based approaches exist within UNICEF offices and programme areas.  If the Representative/Head of Office either does not him/herself subscribe to /or fully understand the thinking behind rights based programming, then making progress in this area is hard. Similarly, certain programme groups have worked with rights based conceptual frameworks and are at ease with and can manipulate the tools needed. Others are less exposed to these approaches and need to come on board.  

A major challenge has been faced in taking such tools and the analysis that flows from them into the UN family and the UNDAF itself.  Unless there is a significant investment in familiarisation and use of rights based programming tools across UNICEF and across the UNCT, this part of the UNDAF will remain poorly defined if not contested.   This has implications for the preparatory calendar and training in support of UNDAF design.        

4.4 UNICEF CP Strategies – concern for quality 

How well have UNICEF CP strategies emerged from the UNDAF process?  One outcome of the UNDAF process is clear. UNICEF’s MTSP priorities have been both well protected in and have influenced the content of the UNDAFs in almost all countries preparing UNDAF’s in the region. This has been partly due to the leadership role played by UNICEF heads of office in their UN Country Teams (a number have played the role of UNDAF co-ordinators or focal points for the UN team). It has also been helped by the focus of the MDGs on areas very close to the MTSP. What is less clear is whether the strategic thinking behind the MTSPs has been benefited from the time needed for UNDAF formulation. This still needs work later in the programming cycle and in formulation of the CPAPs.

UNICEF’s approach to programming has also shaped the focus on approaches to access to social sector, and led to protection concerns featuring strongly in the UNDAF. Where UNICEF’s own role has been less clear has been in governance and poverty reduction (thought these remain critical for the achievement of many goals for children). 

The quality of the UNICEF CPDs that are emerging as a product of this latest round of UNDAF programming will only be seen early in 2004, as the draft CPDs are developed and shared. Some preliminary observations, based on the strategy papers can be made, however. 

Much of the effort of programming and negotiation so far has concerned the CCA and UNDAF. There has been relatively little time, or process designed for it, to concentrate on strategy design for UNICEF’s own country programme. It is assumed that this will fall out of the CCA /UNDAF process, almost automatically, as the CPD is defined around the outputs needed to achieve the UNDAF CP outcomes.  Two points are worthy of note here. First, if the specification of the UNDAF outcomes has been too general, then the advantage of having an UNDAF as a strategic frame for the UNICEF CPD is limited.  Second, by linking the UNICEF CPD directly to the UNDAF CP outcomes, the drafting of the CPD can become a straightjacket rather than a strategic aid. 

The current UNDAF process with the UNDAF needing to be in place by December 2003 and approved by early 2004, leaves little time for any substantive strategic planning in individual programme sectors, or overall for UNICEF’s country programme.  The UNDAF guidelines suggest that there is indeed plenty of time after the CPD is drafted for definition of strategies as part of the finalisation of the CPAP. In reality, however, the substance of the programme (its goals and the outputs for which each agency will be accountable) has already been decided in the UNDAF negotiations.

If the current timetabling of UNDAF preparation (and its results focus) is to be maintained, there is need for rethinking not only about the way quality is assured in country programme strategy design, but also the process of situation analysis. It increasingly appears as if a significant process of situation analysis will need to take place in the period following the MTR. Otherwise the thinking needed for programme formulation will be lacking when the UNDAF begins (and it becomes very difficult to catch up!).  The price, if this does not happen, will be programmes left very much as they had been operating in the previous programme period.

5. Conclusions

This cycle of UNDAF preparation has been marked by its sharp focus on results and the idea that the higher level of outcomes should be formulated at a strategic level for the whole UN system early on in the process of programme formulation. How well has this worked?

The idea behind preparing a strong UNDAF for all agencies to define their programmes within, and ensuring that the UNDAF is results driven are strongly endorsed.  In particular, by providing a structure that consciously addresses poverty reduction and governance issues, UNICEF’s agenda is potentially much strengthened., Similarly, the work of agencies such as UNDP are strengthened by the programming experience of agencies such as UNICEF in the social sector and the specific tools that can underpin analysis and ensure rights based  approaches. 

The process of working together as a country team has also been largely positive, bringing UN professionals together, sharing and developing common approaches to complex issues, and recognising complementarities. These are positive gains.

The CCA/UNDAF process, in this last reincarnation, however, has clear costs. The first is in terms of the time needed to carry out the exercise is a substantive way. There are contradictory pressures at work. On the one hand, there is drive to make the process less ‘heavy’ on the UN Country Team, and shorten the process that the CCA/UNDAF should take, shortening documents, pushing it through faster. On the other, is the need to do justice to what are complex programming endeavours and to give adequate time for proper analysis and processes that involve stakeholders in a genuine way.  One of the clear calls from the country teams is to give UNDAF time, to invest more in common training and not to skimp on quality.

The opportunity cost of the time that the CCA/UNDAF process is absorbing at both country and regional level is extremely high (and has not been adequately assessed). Individual UNICEF country office teams quote levels ranging between 40-60 % of their time over 6-9 month periods being spent on CCA/UNDAF. The intensiveness of the process involved in developing a common assessment tool, strategising, and negotiating common outcomes for the UN system has not been adequately recognised. When confronted with such feedback, there is a temptation to say that this is not what is intended, that CCA/UNDAF was never intended to be so time consuming and propose a further shortening of the time for design of the CCA/UNDAF. This would be a mistake.  If the UNDAF is worth doing, it is worth doing well.  

What is needed is a greater emphasis on building capacities of country teams early on, and supporting them on site with facilitators of high quality who can stay with the country teams for substantive periods of time.  If this is not in place from the beginning, it is very difficult to bring in course correction or catch up later. 

It is also clear that quality assurance from the Regional level has only a limited role even when approached very actively as in this case. As suggested in the text, the role of regional teams needs to be re-thought.

The current timetable of UNDAF, and the emphasis on specification of results early on, has its rationale, but is not working out as intended. Instead it is forcing the UNDAF into the danger of becoming a low quality document that quickly loses its value rather than the strategic framework it seeks to be.  We would argue for more time to be invested in the Country Team as a whole developing its strategic approach to each UNDAF area of co-operation and acquiring shared skills in rights based programming. The ‘reiterative function’ -of drafting and later redrafting/ refining UNDAF- and not fixing it in stone too early, should be greatly emphasised and reinforced in practice. 

The need for high quality analysis to underpin the UN’s work in different areas of co-operation cannot be emphasised enough. The stages where there are problems in developing a high quality CCA can be fine tuned, in particular through insisting on more consistent use of problem trees and strengthening causal analysis.  Using a right- based capacity analysis links directly with such thinking.  

More time needs to be found for strategic thinking and reflection within UNICEF’s own programme areas. In the present process and schedule, where there is a continuous pressure to move from CCA to UNDAF to CPDs, this is in danger of being squeezed and lost sight of.

Lastly, the UNDAF outcomes that we are seeing emerge as the result of this last generation of country programming are too broad to be strategic, and rather than encourage a creative process of strategising with communities on goals from the bottom up, have become top down, too mechanical, discussed, decided upon and finalised in offices far away from any community.    
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