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Executive Summary 

In line with the broad objectives laid out in UNDP’s Strategic Plan 2008 – 

2013, the purpose of this Portfolio Review for UNDP's Bureau for Crisis 

Prevention and Recovery (BCPR) is to provide an overall picture of the 

effectiveness of BCPR-supported programming in terms of strengthening 

UNDP’s efforts to reduce the negative impacts of crisis on national 

development, and more specifically to provide answers and recommendations 

to the following questions: (i) The relevance and effectiveness of the BCPR 

support for delivering impact in diverse crisis environments; (ii) How effective 

the strategic investment so far has been in achieving maximum long-term 

development results and impact; (iii) The extent to which BCPR-supported 

programmes have espoused UNDP’s capacity building agenda, or addressed the 

corporate cross-cutting priorities such as gender equality and women’s 

empowerment. 

Since BCPR was established in 2001 the bureau has undergone several strategic 

and organisational change processes, and several reviews have been undertaken 

recently, notably the BCPR Strategic Review in 2010. This bears witness to the 

organisation’s willingness to constantly analyse and learn from past experience 

and also to take account of changes in the external environment in countries 

affected by disasters and conflict. The current strategic transition process aims 

at positioning BCPR at the heart of UNDP’s Agenda for Change and ensuring 

adequate responses to the world’s current challenges in crisis prevention and 

recovery. It is expected to reach completion at the beginning of 2012 and the 

findings and recommendations of this portfolio review will feed into the final 

stage of this process. 

The general picture emerging from this portfolio review is an illustration of the 

vast and diverse engagement of BCPR as an integral part of UNDP working 

through the Country Offices. The review team has spent time in the BCPR head 

office in New York, interviewed staff of the Geneva liaison office, visited nine 

UNDP Country Offices, meeting with many of the highly committed and 

excellent managers and staff members of the organisation as well as partners 

and other stakeholders in the countries. A substantial amount of relevant and 

effective work is being done to prevent, and contribute to recovery after, 

disaster and conflict. The portfolio review has also pointed to a number of areas 
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where the work would benefit from a stronger and more systematic approach, 

building on good practices already existing and utilising the great potential of 

BCPR even better. 

1 Relevance and effectiveness of BCPR’s support to UNDP Country Offices 

for achieving impact in crisis environments 

Even though a number of tools and guidelines exist in BCPR meant to support 

programme staff in their work, it seems that they are seldom brought to the 

field. Changes in conflict context and emerging windows of opportunity have 

rarely led to programmatic changes and adaptation. Focus in disaster prone 

countries has until recently been more on reactive assistance than on long term 

disaster risk reduction (this is however being addressed through increasingly 

shifting the focus from disaster response to prevention and mitigation, together 

with preparedness). Apart from very general outcomes all emphasis in the 

programme documentation is on deliverables in terms of outputs and efficient 

project implementationBaseline studies are not systematically carried out and 

much staff and management seem to not emphasise the strategic emphasis on 

positive change.  

When that is said the review has identified many good practices in programme 

design and management during the country visits, and there is clearly a wealth 

of expertise and experience to build upon, when tools and guidelines are to be 

revised, improved and brought to use. 

The portfolio focus for BCPR has been on provision of seed money for many 

projects of one or two year’s duration, but the seed funding from BCPR has 

rarely been used to fund a pilot project that following a proper evaluation was 

replicated in other areas. The impact of the multitude of small projects on peace 

or conflict has been limited and only recently BCPR and the COs seem to have 

moved in the direction of larger flexible programmes that, through a holistic 

approach, deal with root causes and current dynamics of conflicts, or, in the 

case of disasters, build the local capacity to deal with risk reduction and 

preparedness. Many country offices request larger and long term programmatic 

funding instead of short term project support. 

2 The recommendations  following from the above relate to (1.1) Substitution 

of small scale seed funding with long term funding of comprehensive 

programmes; (1.2) Develop new criteria for selection of priority countries; 

(1.3) Develop a special monitoring and evaluation system for crisis affected 

countries; (1.4) Evaluation of pilot projects and replication of the successful 

ones; (1.5) In collaboration with country offices establishment of procedures 

for solid contextual analyses;,(1.6) Provide guidance to COs and other actors 

and take leadership in securing relevant and timely application of the right 

methods and tools in programme planning and implementation and (1.7) 

Assistance to country offices in developing more pro-active partnerships with 

donors. To what extent strategic investments have achieved maximum 

development impact 
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The most urgent requirements of the COs are a strong involvement and delivery 

of expertise from BCPR into the strategic approaches to conflicts and other 

crises. Often BCPR technical assistance has been used for design of projects for 

presentations to donors but in far too few cases the BCPR assistance has been 

used to do proper conflict analyses or help the COs with particularly complex 

methodological challenges and long term guidance.  The Strategic Partnership 

Frameworks designed and agreed between BCPR and several Country Offices 

are generally perceived positively because a SPF provides a 3-4 years horizon 

for which the CO has clear indications of the agreed activities, technical 

assistance and the amount of funding that can be expected. While the 

uncertainty of funding weakens the SPF-model a future framework should 

focus on the context analysis, strategic perspective and joint strategies for 

resource mobilisation. Till now the  SPFs have been of  varying quality, some 

only listing  on-going and planned projects and others being based on 

comprehensive context analysis and a strategic perspective.  Methodological 

guidance and stronger involvement of BCPR in monitoring and evaluation 

processes is a stated need in several COs.  

The recommendations presented in this context relate to (2.1) Investing in in-

depth analyses of conflicts and crises, funding of senior peace and policy 

experts at COs, and active advice and guidance, (2.2) Bolstering and 

strengthening regular field level monitoring and reviews of projects,  (2.3) 

Establishment of some sort of strategic frameworks  for all BCPR priority 

countries including comprehensive context analyses with clearly defined and 

coherent CPR strategies; (2.4) Mainstream CPR within CO support strategies 

and programmes, thus formally including  BCPR in all stages of country 

programme formulation; and (2.5) Invest in development of an effective 

approach to partnerships with governments and CSO.  

3 To what extent BCPR supported programmes have espoused UNDP’s 

capacity building agenda or addressed corporate cross- cutting issues 

including gender equality 

UNDP’s capacity building agenda has been addressed in several CO projects 

and programmes dealing particularly with conflict prevention as well as risk 

reduction and disaster preparedness.  There are however also a number of cases 

in which this aspect should be strengthened. While the capacity building 

agenda has been on the minds of UNDP and BCPR staff for their field 

operations it is surprisingly not receiving much attention and focus internally 

between BCPR, the COs and the regional bureaus 

There is a very significant need for BCPR to strengthen its knowledge 

management. As a self-perceived centre of excellence in crisis prevention and 

recovery BCPR HQ could be much stronger in provision of clear models, 

methodologies and approaches to the entire system of UNDP country offices 

and external agencies and stakeholders. There is a lack of clear definitions and 

a lack strategic approaches and methodologies offered to CPR work in Country 

Offices. Often there has been inadequate or delayed assistance from BCPR 
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when COs asked for guidance in particularly complicated situations.  BCPR 

should be able to rapidly answer requests of this type. 

There is a wish and a need for staff development in the COs in order to be more 

confident on methodologies and in many cases too much depends on the 

capacity of individuals rather than joint capacity built up among staff in COs. 

Similarly, the relations between BCPR and the Country Offices should to a 

larger extent rely on established procedures and less on individual engagement. 

Finally, with regards to cross-cutting priorities such as gender equality and 

women’s empowerment the mission has noted a few cases in which women’s 

roles in families and local communities have led to special involvement of 

women in mediation and conflict resolution. In several other cases, however, 

the gender perspective has been of a very traditional character that did not 

relate or empower women in conflict and disaster related processes. This 

should be looked at by BCPR, and a firmer framework for mainstreaming 

cross-cutting issues would be needed. 

The recommendations in this area relate to: (3.1) Engaging COs with 

politicians to build their capacity for peace building, conflict resolution, 

mediation and reconciliation, along with an active civil society(3.2) Integration 

of women into reconciliation, mediation and conflict resolution processes with a 

focus on skills development ; (3.3)  Offering valid strategies for creating an 

enabling environment for peace in the absence of a peace treaty; (3.4) Using 

Early Recovery to target windows of opportunities before, during and after 

violent conflicts; (3.5) Revise the CWGER Guidance Note and UNDP’s ER 

policy to reflect current realities;  (3.6) Developing a methodology for the local 

CPR teams’ engagement with governments and conflicting partners at policy 

level while building on BCPR’s long term and trusted relationship; (3.7) 

Maintain the integrated HQ/CO structure set up in the emergency response (3-

month) phase in the post-emergency phase to succeed the SURGE when it 

withdraws; (3.8) Using experienced staff in HQ and COs to clarify models and 

methodologies to be used by BCPR in UNDP’s CPR work; (3.9) Promoting 

concepts, models and methodologies to all CO staff through various of 

communication methods; (3.10) Additional opportunities for staff development 

and sharing of best practices and lessons learned through mutual secondments 

and other means,;(3.11) Maintaining the system of country contact persons at 

HQ but ensuring access to relevant thematic experts; and (3.12) Clarifying lines 

of communications within the BCPR structure between NY HQ, the Regional 

Service Centres and the Country Offices.  
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1 Introduction and background 

This report is the second output from the team of consultants undertaking the 

Portfolio Review for UNDP’s Bureau of Crisis Prevention and Recovery 

(BCPR). Following an Inception Report reflecting explorative interviews with 

BCPR and other UNDP entities, this report is based on further review of 

documents and five-day visits to the nine countries selected during the 

inception phase: Indonesia, Pakistan, Sudan, Uganda, Somalia, Democratic 

Republic of Congo, Kenya, Georgia and Colombia. Desk studies of Nepal, 

Benin and Haiti also provided input to the report. 

As part of its broader mission to enable sustainable social and economic 

development, the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) received a 

clear mandate from the United Nations General Assembly to operate in “special 

development situations”, where disasters and violent conflicts have undermined 

the human, social, physical, and institutional capital that sustains development. 

The Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery (BCPR) was established in 

2001 and charged with helping UNDP fulfill this mandate by supporting efforts 

to reduce the impact of natural disasters, prevent armed conflicts, and assist in 

recovery from crises when they occur. Specifically, the Bureau’s role is to 

consolidate UNDP’s crisis prevention and recovery knowledge and experience; 

provide a bridge between humanitarian response and the development work of 

UNDP; and advocate for crisis sensitivity in the context of development 

policy.1 

In line with the broad objectives laid out in UNDP’s Strategic Plan 2008 – 

2013, the purpose of this review is to provide an overall picture of the 

effectiveness of BCPR-supported programming in terms of strengthening 

UNDP’s efforts to reduce the negative impacts of crisis on national 

development, and more specifically to provide answers and recommendations 

to the following questions: 

                                                   
1
 Executive Board of the United Nations Development Programme and United Nations 

Population Fund Documents: DP/2000/18, 20 March 2000; DP/2001/4, 27 November 2000. 

(Here quoted from the BCPR Strategy 2007-2011) 
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 The relevance and effectiveness of BCPR support for delivering impact in 

diverse crisis environments; 

 How effective the strategic investment has been thus far in achieving 

maximum long-term development results and impact; 

 The extent to which BCPR-supported programmes have espoused UNDP’s 

capacity building agenda, or addressed the corporate cross-cutting 

priorities such as gender equality and women’s empowerment.2 

The proposed methodology anticipated  a desk phase ahead of interviews with 

BCPR to identify key issues from selected countries, but due to later 

contracting and selection of countries for review the first step in this review 

ended up being the interviews in HQ. In the process leading up to the inception 

report, the team discussed the focus and scope of the review with BCPR in 

order to secure the highest relevance of the review in relation to a range of 

other reviews and evaluations that BCPR has either gone through recently or is 

running more or less in parallel. These include a BCPR Strategic Review 

undertaken in 2010.  

The Strategic Review found BCPR’s work to be highly relevant and important 

to the achievement of UNDP's overall mission, adding significant value to 

UNDP’s field operations. The review also found significant opportunities for 

improvement in critical areas such as the analytical and strategic parts of the 

work, leadership cohesion and management processes, effectiveness of teams 

and processes, capacity to assess outcomes and demonstrate impact in countries 

receiving BCPR support, and measurement and evaluation capacities in HQ and 

in COs.  

The findings and recommendations of the portfolio review will complement the 

results of the Strategic Review and provide lessons that will feed into the 

organizational restructuring to ensure that the new BCPR set-up helps it meet 

UNDP’s most critical Crisis Prevention and Recovery (CPR) programming 

challenges. This process has led the review team to primarily focus on the 

following tasks: 

 Assess the types and modalities of support provided to UNDP Country 

Offices (COs) – capacity, technical and financial support - in relation to 

relevance and needs in the country context and appropriateness in terms of 

specialised expertise; 

 Explore possible links between BCPR support  provided to COs and the 

results achieved at country programme level in terms of outputs, outcomes 

and probability of impact; 

                                                   
2
 For more details on these questions please refer to the Terms of Reference for the 

Portfolio Review. 
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 Explore working relations between BCPR, the UNDP Regional Bureaux 

and the COs to see whether the division of responsibilities and the modes 

of collaboration could be improved upon in order to optimally support the 

work on the ground. 

The team would like to thank BCPR for its valuable guidance and support and 

the UNDP Country Offices in the nine countries visited by the team between 

September and November 2011 for their support, openness and excellent input 

to this review.  

The main findings from country visits are presented in the twelve brief country 

notes attached as a separate volume to the report. They include only part of the 

input the team received during the visits, while the substantial input to 

assessments, ideas for change and specific recommendations are reflected in the 

main report.  

Limitations 

Due to the short duration of country visits (5 working days) the team was not 

able to conduct project visits and beneficiary interviews in all the nine 

countries. This is a limitation but it is justified by the fact that this is not a 

project evaluation but a portfolio review with focus on modalities, systems and 

working relations. The team appreciated the field visits that were arranged in 

some of the countries as they provided valuable illustrations and perspectives to 

supplement the findings from stakeholder interviews in and around the UNDP 

country offices. 

BCPR has recently undergone a major internal reorganisation and the new 

organisational structures as well as revised strategies for country priorities, and 

systems for monitoring and evaluation are still falling into place. Therefore, 

some of the strategic documents and internal systems that were available to the 

review team have not been completely updated. The team has mitigated this 

through adding information received in the round of interviews in New York 

and Geneva during the first phase of the review. However, visits to the selected 

countries or at least reading of the related projects would have added further 

dimensions to the interviews in BCPR. 

The role of the Regional Bureaux in the design, implementation and 

documentation of results at country level has not been highlighted in much 

detail in this review. This is not a reflection of lack of importance but rather 

reflects that the bureaux as well as the regional service centres are perceived as 

playing a role in relation to management and as receivers of reporting rather 

than being expected to deliver direct input to the CPR programme cycle 

management.  

Elsebeth Krogh (Team Leader) 

Bent Nørby Bonde 

Shira Loewenberg 

Anne-Catherine Legendre
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2 Approach and methodology 

2.1 Scope and objectives 

This review: 

1 Provides an overview of the effectiveness of BCPR programmatic support 

(financial support and technical assistance through programmes and projects) 

and its ability to assist UNDP in addressing CPR challenges at country level 

either through direct interventions or catalytic support.  

2 Identifies the conditions that have allowed for positive long term change and 

those that have led to less positive results in each of the five regions in which 

BCPR supports CO CPR programming.  

As described in the TOR, the objectives of the review have been to assess, on 

the basis of existing BCPR programmes:  

• Under what conditions and in what settings (geographical, political, socio-

economic) BCPR supported programming has contributed, or is likely to 

contribute to positive national/local development gains through the 

prevention, mitigation, or recovery from the development challenges 

associated with crisis (disaster and conflict) – looking at capacity, technical 

and financial support; 

• Under what conditions and in what settings BCPR supported programming 

has failed to contribute to such positive development;  

• The underlying causes of successful or failed programming; 

• What practical changes BCPR can make in its structure/delivery of 

programmes (content and medium of delivery) to ensure more consistent 

positive support; 
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• To what extent BCPR assistance has strengthened the ability and capacity 

of UNDP COs and their portfolio to address CPR challenges in a holistic 

manner;  

• The extent to which there is shared knowledge within BCPR on the 

methodologies and processes of programming and implementation for 

CPR capacity development.  

The primary audience for the BCPR portfolio review is senior management and 

staff, as an input towards strategic results based planning, and to guide the 

prioritization process for the use of limited resources going forward. Other 

audiences include senior management in selected UNDP country offices and 

their counterparts in CPR country governments – vis-à-vis providing a 

statement of accountability and donors – vis-à-vis accountability for funds 

spent to date. The findings and recommendations will also inform 

implementation of the UNDP Agenda for Organizational Change with regard to 

ensuring more effective programming across the Organization to contribute to 

meaningful change on the ground. 

2.2 Approach 

The Review Team has emphasised the inclusion of relevant stakeholders within 

UNDP and in the concerned countries to ensure and test different perspectives 

and views on all aspects of the reviewed portfolio. The Review Team has 

reviewed provided UNDP programme evaluations, progress reports and other 

relevant documentation, and has based its review on the DAC evaluation 

criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and sustainability. Please 

see the enclosed evaluation table in Annex D for an overview of the more 

specific evaluation questions used. During field visits the team also met with 

key UNDP partners - such as Government, Civil Society, Donors, other 

Multilateral Organisations and key NGOs of relevance. The team has reviewed 

a diverse portfolio covering BCPR support to programmes and projects 

targeting both natural disasters and violent conflicts. It has assessed BCPR’s 

technical assistance and financial contributions to build the CPR capacity of 

UNDP and the long term impact of UNDP’s CO programmes on CPR.  

2.3 Data collection methods 

A range of methods and tools for data collection and analysis have been applied 

in this review, the major ones being:  

Initial consultations and explorative interviews  

Initial consultations and interviews with key personnel in BCPR and UNDP 

Headquarters (HQ) and other UN agencies were conducted during the inception 

phase with the aim of providing initial direction to the subsequent document 

review and mapping, the selection of case studies and identification of issues 

that required deeper exploration.  
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Document review 

The first step of the document review was to study existing documentation in 

order to establish, as comprehensively as possible, a mapping of the scope of 

BCPR's portfolio. The documents reviewed included recent reviews and 

evaluations, policies and other regulatory documents, Strategic Partnership 

Framework, annual reports of BCPR and its teams, technical tools as well as 

other relevant analyses and studies carried out within BCPR, and country level 

information on baseline studies, CPR programme documents, 

monitoring/progress reports, and the United Nations Development Assistance 

Framework (UNDAF). 

2.4 Country studies 

This review has a strong focus on assessing the relevance and the effectiveness 

of BCPR's assistance at country level. Hence, a large part of the data collection 

is based on field visits to a sample of countries where the Bureau has conducted 

activities. Nine case countries were selected among the countries that are 

recipients of support from BCPR.  

The countries were selected by BCPR in consultation with the review team 

based on consideration of the following criteria: 

• Representation of the five regions covered by BCPR i.e. Latin America 

and Caribbean, Europe and CIS, Africa, Arab states and Asia Pacific.   

• Balance between interventions that are overall perceived as successful and 

less successful by BCPR: this provides a basis for examining factors which 

are likely to affect project implementation and results positively or 

negatively.   

• Balance between conflict and disaster contexts as well as both prevention 

and recovery interventions: these dimensions constitute the core of BCPR's 

mandate and are therefore all being taken into account in the review.       

• Representation of different thematic sub-categories (i.e. rule of law, 

livelihoods, etc.): this ensures a representative overview of BCPR's overall 

portfolio.     

• Different levels of political stability and of economic development in order 

to explore some of the potential factors that drive or inhibit achievement of 

outcomes at country level. 

• Extent to which the COs are able to receive the review team: this means 

that an overload of visits from various review and evaluation teams within 

a short period of time has been avoided to the extent possible. 

• Security situation: security risks have been taken into consideration in the 

overall selection of countries. As part of the security planning mechanism 

put in place, a specific updated assessment of the security situation was 
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carried out by COWI in close dialogue with BCPR, prior to each of the 

field visits.  

In addition to the country visits, the review team has conducted three desk 

studies of BCPR country interventions.  The list of countries studied is 

presented in the table below:  

Table 2.1 Overview of country studies 

                Type 

Region 

Country visit Desk study 

Africa DRC, Kenya, Uganda Benin 

Arab States Sudan, Somalia  

Asia Pacific Indonesia, Pakistan Nepal 

Europe & CIS Georgia  

Latin America& Caribbean Colombia Haiti 

 

Each of the nine field visits were conducted mainly as a round of face-to-face 

interviews. These interviews have in some cases been supported by a number of 

additional e-mail interviews with stakeholders that could not be reached during 

field visits. For each country visit the following categories of experts were 

interviewed: 

Table 2.2 Categories of interviewees for the country studies 

Category   

UNDP Resident representative and/or Country Director, 

Personnel  involved in CPR programming 

Other UN agencies UN Resident Coordinator (if different than UNDP Res 

Rep), representatives of relevant UN agencies  

National counterparts/government 

authorities 

Relevant national and local authorities 

Other international or regional 

organisations and funding 

agencies 

EU, bilateral donors, international NGO's depending on 

specific country interventions 

Other stakeholders National civil society organisations & other relevant 

resource persons 
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In most of the visited countries3, the core team members were assisted by a 

national consultant recruited by COWI. The BCPR country support team at HQ 

and UNDP offices in the selected countries facilitated the preparation of the 

country visits, organised meetings and provided relevant documents, 

information about relevant stakeholders for interviews, and information about 

the security situation, etc. 

2.5 Analytical framework 

The overall effectiveness of BCPR programmatic support has been assessed 

against the context and needs in the countries of implementation and in relation 

to the mandate and strategic goals of BCPR.  

The assessment against the country context and needs has addressed the 

following questions: 

1. OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS: Where projects were judged to be 

successful – in terms of having positive development impacts – what was 

the relative influence on this positive success of good design, effective 

delivery, contingent factors. 

2. RELEVANCE: How relevant has BCPR assistance proved in addressing 

CPR country challenges? How well did project designers base their 

programs and projects on assessments (conflict, capacity, gender, 

situational assessments)?  How relevant were programmes to the national 

and UNDP capacities to deliver?  

3. DESIGN: What determined effective project design in crisis settings, and 

to what extent were design considerations responsible for the success or 

failure of BCPR-funded projects? Has BCPR assistance been integrated 

into UNDP Country Office programming and portfolios or led to separate, 

parallel additional projects? 

4. IMPLEMENTATION:  How have programming and procurement 

modalities within UNDP influenced the successful outcome of the 

projects/programmes assessed?  What were the other main influences on 

successful implementation? How important to success was alignment of 

BCPR supported programmes with other agency/donor programmes?  

5. MONITORING AND EVALUATION: How well have projects defined, 

monitored and evaluated results and what have been the key challenges to 

BCPR carrying out its M&E and quality control functions for BCPR-

funded projects?  The team has also considered evidence for a correlation 

between strong M&E and developmental success.  

6. IMPACT AND SUSTAINABILITY: What was the impact of absorptive 

capacity in country, and how well did BCPR exit strategy issues take 

                                                   
3
 The only exception is Somalia because the country study was conducted from Kenya.  
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absorptive capacity into account in project design, implementation, and 

partnerships? 

7. PARTNERSHIPS: How well were partnerships and dialogue initiated and 

developed throughout all stages of the project design and implementation 

with (a) national authorities and stakeholders; (b) other national and 

international actors; and what role did partnerships play in the extent to 

which projects reached or failed to reach their goals? 
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3 Overview of BCPR core activities, 

strategies and capacities 

Since its establishment in 2001, the Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery 

(BCPR) has been leading UNDP’s work in the area of Crisis Prevention and 

Recovery (CPR) comprising conflict prevention (CP),   disaster risk reduction 

(DRR), and post-crisis (PC) recovery in these two areas. The Bureau has 

provided technical and operational support to UNDP country offices in these 

specialised CPR areas. BCPR describes its business model as “one that twins 

technical resources with seed-funding in situations that require immediate crisis 

response as well as medium and longer term initiatives”. 
4

The primary funding 

instruments for CPR support are core resources provided through allocations 

from TRAC 1.1.3, and non-core resources mobilized through the Thematic 

Trust Fund for Crisis Prevention and Recovery (CPR TTF). 

3.1 Purpose and areas of engagement 

The core purpose of BCPR as defined in the BCPR Strategy 2007 – 2011 is to 

advance peace and development by strengthening capacities to prevent and 

recover from crisis. This purpose is pursued through the goal of becoming a 

global centre of excellence and practice leader on crisis prevention and 

recovery.  As such, at the policy level BCPR interventions include the 

development of knowledge products aiming at the improvement of BCPR's 

own practice through sharing of lessons learned and tools within UNDP and 

beyond, and developing policy positions and advocating on crisis issues. At the 

operational level, support is provided through technical and programmatic 

support as well as through interagency collaboration on CPR issues with the 

wider UN system.    BCPR’s primary focus areas are prevention and recovery 

in relation to natural disaster and conflict.  

The key thematic areas are Disaster Risk Reduction and Recovery, Early 

Recovery, Conflict Prevention and Recovery, and Gender Equality in Crisis 

                                                   
4
 ”UNDP’s Work in Crisis Prevention and Recovery”, BCPR June 2011 
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Prevention and Recovery.5 In 2010 Early Recovery received 28% and Gender 

Equality 4% of the total expenditure of the Thematic Trust Fund for Crisis 

Prevention And Recovery.6 The BCPR engagement in Conflict Prevention and 

Recovery received more than half (54%) of the total expenditure for these four 

areas in 2010 and comprised support to conflict prevention; rule of law; justice 

and security; disarmament, demobilization and reintegration; armed violence, 

small arms and mine action; and crisis governance. Disaster Risk Reduction 

and Recovery receiving 13% of the total expenditure for these four areas in 

2010 included strengthening capacity for DRR, Prevention and Recovery at 

country level within the priorities set out in the Hyogo Framework for Action. 

Early Recovery is a collaborative effort seeking to close the gap between 

humanitarian relief and longer-term development,7 and UNDP is the lead UN 

agency for early recovery within the UN system. This area of work received 

28% of the total expenditure to the four areas in 2010 and included activities in 

livelihoods and economic opportunities; restoring community infrastructure 

including socio-economic community infrastructure; and sustainable solutions 

for internally displaced persons (IDPs), returnees or ex-combatants. The special 

budget line for Gender Equality was used in 2010 for supporting women’s civic 

engagement, participation and leadership in peace-building; local and national 

capacity to respond to sexual and gender-based violence (SGBV); gender-

responsive disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration; gender-responsive 

DRR programming; and gender-responsive economic recovery and 

reintegration. The support in the area of gender equality received 4% of the 

total expenditure of the Thematic Trust Fund for Crisis Prevention And 

Recovery for the four areas in 2010. 

BCPR has recently embarked on a strategic review and transition process in 

order to strengthen the ability to meet demands of country offices and taking 

account of recent changes in the external environment.8 The aim is to position 

BCPR centrally in UNDP’s Agenda for Change, and the main areas of BCPR’s 

future engagement are in June 2011 presented as (1) Immediate Crisis 

Response, (2) Disaster Risk Reduction and Climate Risk Management, (3) 

Livelihoods and Economic Recovery, and (4) Conflict Prevention and 

Recovery. 

3.2 BCPR support to the country level 

The core services that BCPR is committed to deliver to Country Offices in 

support of their prevention and recovery activities are comprised of the 

following: 

  

                                                   
5
 Source: BCPR Annual Report 2010 

6
 Ibid. 

7
 This definition of early recovery is taken from BCPR Annual Report 2010 

8
 UNDP’s Work in Crisis Prevention and Recovery, BCPR June 2011 
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Assessment and analysis of risks and recovery needs; 

Development of post-conflict and post-disaster strategic frameworks and policies; 

Design of plans and programmes in accordance with these strategies; 

Incorporation of conflict sensitivity into country programmes; 

Mainstreaming disaster preparedness into country programming as part of an integrated 

package with climate change adaptation support; 

Incorporation of gender considerations into CPR programmes; 

Technical support for programme implementation; 

Knowledge codification and policy development; 

Capacity development for Country Offices and national partners; 

Support to national authorities in the coordination of UN and international partners;  

Resource mobilization including the establishment and management of trust funds.
9
 

 

BCPR provides support to a total of some 100 country offices, but with a 

special focus on 30+ countries affected by crisis. Table 3.1 below presents an 

overview of the ten largest recipients of support from BCPR in 2010 through 

the Thematic Trust Fund for Crisis Prevention and Recovery (CPR TTF) in the 

different areas of work.10  

BCPR is not an implementing agency and the modality of support is providing 

assistance to the country level by partnering with actors present on the ground. 

Working closely with UNDP Regional Bureaux and Country Offices, BCPR 

provides technical expertise and financial resources in support of prevention 

and recovery activities. According to BCPR's internal documents, the volume 

and intensity of support depends on the magnitude and complexity of crises 

occurring in a given country, and it also depends on the capacity of country 

offices.  

BCPR often plays an important role in the preparation of needs assessments 

and action plans through rapid deployment of experts, and providing financial 

support through the Crisis Prevention and Recovery Thematic Trust Fund (CPR 

TTF) or from UNDP TRAC 1.1.3 core funds. In all its activities, BCPR 

functions as an integral part of UNDP.11 Another important role that BCPR 

plays, as leader of the UNDP Crisis Prevention and Recovery practice, is 

serving as a repository for UNDP CPR policies, tools, methods, and experience, 

and a centre for crisis policy and best practice for partner agencies and 

governments.  Through this function BCPR is expected to provide leadership 

on crisis prevention and recovery issues and on advocating for crisis sensitivity 

in long-term development policies andprogrammes.12  

A specific crisis response project in BCPR is the SURGE intended to “enhance 

UNDPs capacities to respond quickly and effectively to the recovery demands 

                                                   
9
 BUREAU FOR CRISIS PREVENTION AND RECOVERY (BCPR), BUREAU 

STRATEGY 2007-2011, January 2007 
10

 Based in information from BCPR Annual Report 2010 
11

 BCPR Strategy 2007-2011 and own observations 
12

 BCPR Website and BCPR Strategy 2007 - 2011 
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immediately following a crisis be it a conflict or a disaster”.13  SURGE was 

created in 2007 to develop tools and systems to facilitate immediate crisis 

response that would be fully mainstreamed throughout UNDP, with a particular 

emphasis on having a facility of rapid disbursement of funds and rapid 

deployment of experts to the crisis area. 

 

Table 3.1 Overview of main recipients of BCPR support through CPR TTF in 2010 

(Source: BCPR Annual Report 2010) Countries in bold are covered by this 

review. 

BCPR SUPPORT 

2010 

LARGEST RECIPIENTS OF 

SUPPORT (IN FINANCIAL 

TERMS) 

AMOUNT 

RECEIVED IN 

2010 (USD) 

% of 

TOTAL 

CONFLICT 

PREVENTION 

AND 

RECOVERY 

USD 71,741,903 

(54.5%) 

1. DRC 

2. PAPP 

3. Sudan 

4. Haiti 

5. Liberia 

6. Colombia 

7. Sri Lanka 

8. Sierra Leone 

9. Kosovo 

10. Nepal 

 8,465,222 

 4,681,154 

 2,618,739 

 2,453,783 

 2,183,538 

 1,887,094 

 1,813,051 

 1,597,765 

 1,520,170 

 1,431,602 

11.8 

  6.5 

  3.7 

  3.4 

  3.0 

  2.6 

  2.5 

  2.2 

  2.1 

  2.0 

DISASTER RISK 

REDUCTION 

AND 

RECOVERY 

USD 17,137,590 

(13.0%) 

1. Pakistan 

2. Sri Lanka 

3. Myanmar 

4. Ethiopia 

5. Indonesia 

6. Kyrgyzstan 

7. India 

8. Bhutan 

9. Haiti 

10. Bangladesh 

 3,016,368 

    875,320 

    660,954 

    529,532 

    512,887 

    490,964 

    419,626 

    384,014 

    346,997 

    312,747 

17.6 

  5.1 

  3.9 

  3.1 

  3.0 

  2.9 

  2.4 

  2.2 

  2.0 

  1.8 

EARLY 

RECOVERY 

USD 37,413,115 

(28.4%) 

1. Haiti 

2. Sri Lanka 

3. Liberia 

4. Nepal 

5. Sudan 

6. Tajikistan 

7. Honduras 

8. Chad 

9. Uganda 

10. Yemen 

13,015,347 

  3,733,836 

  3,610,938 

  2,971,983 

  2,016,855 

  2,011,784 

  1,825,239 

  1,483,910 

  1,234,686 

  1,095,175 

34.8 

10.0 

  9.7 

  7.9 

  5.4 

  5.4 

  4.9 

  4.0 

  3.3 

  2.9 

GENDER 1. Timor-Leste 

2. Nepal 

   413,314 

   402,518 

  7.7 

  7.5 

                                                   
13

 Presentation on BCPR by UNDP, Dr Mohamed Abchir, May 2010, and own observations 
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BCPR SUPPORT 

2010 

LARGEST RECIPIENTS OF 

SUPPORT (IN FINANCIAL 

TERMS) 

AMOUNT 

RECEIVED IN 

2010 (USD) 

% of 

TOTAL 

EQUALITY 

USD 5,356,923 

(4.1%) 

3. Liberia 

4. Kosovo 

5. Iraq 

6. Papua New Guinea 

7. Sierra Leone 

8. Sudan 

9. Indonesia 

10. PAPP 

   357,121 

   295,207 

   293,017 

   287,218 

   276,875 

   214,837 

   142,007 

   124,764 

  6.7 

  5.5 

  5.5 

  5.4 

  5.2 

  4.0 

  2.7 

  2.3 

3.3 Organisational structure, capacities and 
systems 

BCPR has undergone several organisational change processes since its 

establishment in 2001, in order to prepare the bureau to best meet its specific 

purposes as an integral part of UNDP. The most recent change process – which 

will be finalised in in early 2012 – has taken account of the findings and 

recommendations of the strategic review of BCPR completed in early 2010, 

pointing to the need for better integration of CPR within UNDP and the UN 

more broadly, a strengthened strategic and results-oriented approach, and 

stronger analytical and technical assistance capacities.14 

As part of this reorganisation, most of the functions hitherto located in the 

Geneva BCPR office have been transferred to New York, and the internal 

structure of BCPR has been transformed. BCPR now consists of a directorate, 

three divisions - the Advisory and Programme Support Division, the Strategic 

Re- source Management Division, and the Policy and Planning Division – and 

the Geneva Liaison Office.  Under the Advisory and Programme Support 

Division are are three Technical Support Teams, namely,  the Disaster Risk 

Reduction and Recovery Team, the Conflict Prevention and Recovery Team, 

and the Country Support Management Team which also houses the  SURGE. 

Please refer to the organogram below for further details. 

Responding to findings in the strategic review, a Multi-year Results Framework 

has been introduced in BCPR, and this is supported by comprehensive agency-

wide monitoring and evaluation of activities. This will be followed up by a new 

monitoring and evaluation strategy with “special emphasis on improving 

financial performance, expanding and deepening (…) partnerships, and further 

upgrading (…) information and knowledge management. Each of these will be 

boosted by additional support for senior management and leadership 

training”.15 

                                                   
14

 BCPR Strategic Review 2010 
15

 Statement by the BCPR Director, BCPR’s website 
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3.4 Inter-agency coordination and UN 
partnerships 

As the face of UNDP within the wider UN system on CPR issues, BCPR is a 

central player in a number of networks and partnerships within UN (in relation 

to peacebuilding and humanitarian this includes partnerships with PBC, PBSO, 

PBF, OCHA, DPKO, DPA, and DOCO). In addition to this, BCPR also plays a 

role in relation to the World Bank and the European Commission with a focus 

on broadening engagement and creating synergies in disaster and conflict 

countries, and is, on behalf of UNDP, co-chair of the OECD/DAC International 

Network on Conflict and Fragility, and member of the Steering Committee for 

International Dialogue on State building and Peace building. 

Finally BCPR leads several inter-agency processes on crisis issues, such as e.g. 

the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) Cluster Working Group on Early 

Recovery, and hosts several inter-agency mechanisms, such as CADRI, a 

global platform for disaster risk reduction (an inter-agency initiative between 

UNDP, OCHA, and UNISDR), the UN Inter-agency Framework Team for 

Preventive Action, and the Secretariat of the inter-agency task force on 

Disarmament, Demobilization, and Reintegration.16 

 

                                                   
16

 UNDP’s Work in Crisis Prevention and Recovery, BCPR June 2011 
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4 Assessment of BCPR support to the 

country level 

This section presents an overview of the effectiveness of BCPR programmatic 

support (financial support and technical assistance through programmes and 

projects) and its ability to lead UNDP’s efforts to address CPR challenges at 

country level, either through direct interventions or catalytic support. The 

assessment is primarily based on the visits to UNDP Country Offices in 

Indonesia, Pakistan, Sudan, Somalia, Kenya, Uganda, Democratic Republic of 

Congo, Georgia and Colombia, and the desk studies of UNDP programmes in 

Haiti, Nepal and Benin. This is supplemented by overall information on BCPR 

and UNDP systems, capacities and approaches. Further details on the 12 

countries are found in the country notes attached to this report. 

4.1 Overall effectiveness 

Understanding effectiveness in the context of this review as a measure of the 

extent to which CPR related programmes attain their objectives,17 the following 

questions have been considered: 

• To what extent were the objectives achieved / likely to be achieved 

considering the systems and approaches applied by the CO in cooperation 

with BCPR and the Regional Bureaux?18 

• What were the major factors influencing the achievement or non-

achievement of the objectives? 

In assessing overall effectiveness, the review has identified factors that can be 

said to have led to successful interventions, meeting the set objectives and with 

a likely positive development impact. The relative importance of factors like 

good design, effective delivery and contingent factors has been assessed to the 

                                                   
17

 Based on the OECD DAC Evaluation Guidelines, www.oecd.org. 
18

 Since the present review is not an evaluation of programmes and projects, the actual 

achievement of objectives has not been evaluated at programme/project level as the 

evidence base for this has not been established. 



Portfolio review for UNDP's Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery 27 

 

extent possible based on available evaluations/reviews, progress reports and 

interviews with stakeholders in the nine countries visited and review of 

documents for the three desk study countries.  

To the extent realistic and possible the field missions included an outcome 

review perspective as outlined in the Guidelines for Outcome Evaluators from 

UNDP’s Evaluation Office.19 

The overall finding on the relation between good design and successful 

implementation is that this is one of the key factors that should be given high 

attention by BCPR. The relevance of a project or programme interlinks with the 

quality of its design and implementation with direct impact on results achieved, 

as well as the ability to document the results. Furthermore, all the ‘binding’ 

elements of a programme are established during the design phase such as 

objectives, indicators, methodologies, and resource allocations. Examples of 

participatory CSO and government involvement in the design phase such as in 

Kenya, involvement of other UN agencies such as in DRC, and requirements 

from donors to be regarded as partners in both design and implementation 

phases illustrate that a thorough participatory process in the early phase helps to 

secure lasting ownership and success in the implementation phase. 

This review is not deep enough to firmly establish a link between quality of 

design and successful CPR programmes in all cases, as good design is not a 

sufficient condition for effective implementation. Some interesting examples 

are however worth noticing. One of them is from Kenya, where a design 

strengthening structures for CSO conflict mediation following post-election 

violence proved successful after a later referendum. As can be seen in UNDP’s 

own outcome evaluation method, several factors might have played a role in the 

programme’s success, but many people recognized this programme as 

influential in the mitigation of further conflict. Another example is the Rule of 

Law project in Pakistan where it is clear that due to a strong analytical base, 

including a thorough baseline survey, the programme management has a much 

firmer grip on progress and results compared to programmes without this level 

of analysis. The programme document presents a thorough situational analysis 

addressing key institutions and processes related to Rule of Law, clearly based 

on careful research on the ground. The programme approach embraces formal 

as well as informal justice domains and reflects the key issues raised in the 

situation analysis. The programme includes a partnership strategy and an exit 

strategy, and a comprehensive programme organisation has been established 

including high-level managerial backing from the UNDP Country Office as 

well as an advisory group providing regular technical input throughout 

implementation.20 Programme design is discussed in more detail in section 4.3. 

                                                   
19

 The review of outcomes was primarily based on existing evaluation and monitoring 

reports since the review team had insufficient time to conduct an in depth analysis of each 

project and only met a limited number of stakeholders.   
20

 For more details, please refer to the programme document “Strengthening Rule of Law, 

Peace & Stabilization in Malakand”, UNDP Pakistan 2010. 
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Effective delivery has considerable influence on project success not least in 

conflict situations and natural disasters where population groups have been 

displaced or deprived and immediate needs must rapidly be met. In the 

countries visited during this review, UNDP is generally known as an 

organisation with a practical orientation capable of supporting partners in 

delivering services as well as longer term capacity development in a timely and 

effective manner. This was for example emphasised by UNDP partners in 

Pakistan and Indonesia, where the UNDP CO has skillfully responded to 

earthquakes, floods, as well as conflicts leading to forced displacements and 

large groups of internally displaced people (IDPs). A programme that in its 

design lacked the requisite conflict sensitivity – a livelihood programme 

following post-election violence in Kenya – was delayed for one year in spite 

of its early recovery funding, but due to an overburdened CO and newly hired 

staff, managed over the next two years to catch up with the missing outputs. In 

the process, it also managed to incorporate a solid conflict perspective and in 

the next phase ended up as one programme integrated between the two units 

dealing with natural disasters and conflicts. A new larger programme is 

foreseen to focus on the prevention of disasters through disaster risk reduction.  

The opinions of representatives from government and civil society partners 

interviewed during the review regarding UNDP’s strength in procurement and 

delivery varied. From Sudan, DRC and Kenya donors claim that UNDP COs 

are not very cost effective. Their judgment is that UNDP deliver in a timely 

manner but  at great financial cost.   Experiences in DRC and Haiti where large 

projects have been implemented are not very positive. In this regard it might be 

worth mentioning that effective delivery depends on CO capacity but also on 

other more structural factors (procedures etc.). In the Haiti case, an internal 

assessment 3 months after the quake highlights “Somehow slow procedures to 

allocate funding from BCPR”, and a “CO slow in approving project 

documents". In relation to interagency cooperation, an OCHA evaluation was 

also very critical of the role played by UNDP, stating that its administrative 

support is "almost dysfunctional in emergencies". There is positive feedback 

from Georgia, especially the rapid funding mechanism which is straight from 

BCPR, though there were some issues regarding regular UNDP procurement. 

In Uganda the picture is mixed   with some procurement issues resulting in 

delays. 

The review has explored internal factors relating to the structures, systems and 

capacities within the UNDP CO and BCPR, as well as external factors related 

to the country context of the programmes and projects. 
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Internal factors within UNDP and BCPR which would have influence on the 

degree of success in CPR interventions include systems and guidelines, staff 

capacities, approach to partnerships and relations between BCPR and the 

Country Offices. These are assessed below: 

Systems and guidelines. The UNDP generic Resources and Results 

Framework is used in planning and design of UNDP programmes including 

CPR programmes. This framework provides an overview of intended outputs, 

output targets, indicative activities, responsible parties and inputs and is 

considered useful for maintaining an overview of the crucial elements of a 

project or programme, and is therefore relevant for managing and monitoring as 

well.  The limitations of this framework in relation to capturing results beyond 

the level of activities and outputs were evident in all country programmes 

reviewed. The review team’s assessment is that not only the documentation of 

results, but also the likelihood of achieving results is affected negatively when 

the framework does not focus on outcomes and impact in relation to fulfillment 

of objectives. 

Systematic baseline surveys are not mandatory in the programmes, but general 

programme documents include some kind of contextual information on the pre-

programme situation and the problems needing attention in the context. The 

lack of guidelines for analytical work and needs assessment has resulted in 

descriptive rather than analytical contextual information with limited value in 

terms of guiding programme priorities, modalities etc.  

As an example, most staff working with conflicts in Sudan mentioned in 

interviews root causes and triggers or dynamic factors, but the programme and 

project documents presented to the mission do not contain systematic baseline 

analyses based on models for understanding conflicts. BCPR should agree on 
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using in practice a shared model for analysing and understanding conflicts, 

probably based on theories like Michael E. Brown (pre-disposing and 

proximate causes or triggers)21 or Michael Lund (structural and dynamic 

factors).22 

The analyses in documents dealing with conflict prevention tend to describe the 

conflicts very briefly in terms of political positions, battlefield positions, and 

conflict history but with pretty limited descriptions of the root causes or 

political and other dynamic triggers of violent conflict. Some of the paragraphs 

in the analyses of the conflicts are copied from one programme or project to the 

next one, representing missed opportunities to refine the analysis and the tools 

of the new project. Comprehensive and systematic analysis of a conflict will 

obviously encourage the development of projects that use and design their tools 

to address the dynamics and root causes of conflicts, and should lead to more 

effective impact. 

In some country programmes extensive needs assessments and good quality 

analyses are carried out – e.g. in Nepal UNDAF and SPF, in Colombia with its 

UNDAF listing existing analysis and reports, and the fact that the CO has 

analysts on its staff, or as in Kenya where the Peace Building and Conflict 

Prevention Unit (PBCPU) since being established in 2008 has worked at the 

programme rather than the project level. Particularly the latest programme 

(2010-13) delivers a very convincing analysis of the situation and a 

multifaceted answer to the identified needs. It convincingly targets political and 

civil society levels nationally and locally across various economic and social 

sectors.  

High quality analyses are most often a result of qualified individuals in the 

Country Offices or specialised support from BCPR (such as the Sudan mapping 

programme, the Nepal UNDAF and SPF, carried out with BCPR POSC Asia 

Pacific Regional Team as responsible; and the Pakistan Rule of Law Project). 

Back in 2003 a model for analysing conflict situations – Conflict-related 

Development Analysis (CDA) was developed by BCPR and staff were trained in 

using it. However, according to our interviews and observations, the model is 

not used systematically and has not been updated. 

There is good learning and inspiration to be drawn from some of the initiatives 

mentioned above, but in order to uphold a high level of quality in programme 

design it would be advisable for BCPR and all COs to apply a systematic 

approach to analysis of conflict addressing both root causes and dynamic 

factors at the same time; to analysis of natural disasters in accordance with 

current humanitarian principles and approaches; and to baseline surveys and 

needs assessments of a high standard. 
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 BROWN, Michael E. 1996 The International Dimensions of Internal Conflict, 

Cambridge, MIT Press 
22

 LUND, Michael 1996 Preventing Violent Conflicts, Washington DC, United States 

Institute of Peace. 
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With regard to disaster recovery responses, experiences from Haiti show that 

there can be a tendency to reduce demands for a thorough and soundly based 

needs assessment due to the focus on immediate relief. However, UNDP's role 

should rather be to ensure that early recovery and disaster risk reduction 

activities are well planned and incorporated in the humanitarian response and 

that a long-term approach is adopted. In this regard, various evaluations and 

lessons learned exercises have shown that it is important to base the 

interventions in the aftermath of a humanitarian crisis on a comprehensive 

situation analysis which also includes a capacity assessment and constraints 

analysis.   

Staff capacities. The review team met managers and staff of the UNDP 

country offices visited, including the CPR units who had a great deal of 

experience from other countries affected by natural disasters or conflicts, or 

who had previously worked at field level in the programmes. There is no doubt 

that such experience and capacities with key staff have a positive impact on 

programme effectiveness, provided that knowledge is updated to take account 

of the prevailing context and of recent developments in methodologies and 

tools. Impact also depends on the particular country context.  The team also met 

managers and staff members with shorter experience who had excellent 

capacity and energy, and who were results-oriented. In some COs, staff 

members had previously worked in BCPR and had a good understanding of the 

head office that they could utilise in accessing services and using their personal 

contacts in BCPR. In other cases the mission sensed a lack of solid theoretical 

understanding of BCPR’s areas of work among CO staff of BCPR’s work 

areas, and among some individuals, a limited dynamic and proactive 

engagement in the local context. As stated in BCPR's 2007-2011 Bureau 

Strategy, some COs face unanticipated or complex crisis and lack the necessary 

staffing and resources to tackles these challenges. In these cases, the need for 

BCPR assistance and advice will be stronger and will constitute a critical factor 

for the successful implementation of project or programme activities.      

The maintenance and further development of a high level of staff expertise in 

countries affected by natural and/or man-made disasters is of course crucial. 

The review team did not systematically study the training and educational 

opportunities provided by UNDP or by BCPR to CO st,aff but came across a 

number of staff members centrally placed in CPR programmes that had not had 

the opportunity of going for training. In view of the high work pressure in 

relation to this kind of work and considering all the challenges related to 

working in areas of instability, the team suggests that regular update of 

competencies should be given high priority. 

Crisis-sensitive programming framework. Surprisingly BCPR has not 

developed any specific programming framework for UNDP’s engagement in 

crisis areas. As one government partner expressed it, “UNDP has a very 

practical approach and does not come with all the theoretical stuff that others 

such as the World Bank and some of the bilaterals do”.23 While the comment is 

intended in a complimentary way, indicating UNDP’s practical approach, it 
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 Interviewee in Pakistan 
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indicates a lack of a crisis-sensitive programming framework that would be 

most beneficial to BCPR’s effectiveness and success. A number of tools and 

guidelines have in fact been developed by BCPR over the years, but have not 

been applied systematically at CO level. 

BCPR aims to be a global leader in dealing with prevention of conflicts and 

natural disasters as well as recovery. While many other organisations deal with 

humanitarian assistance after disasters, few deal with risk reduction and disaster 

preparedness as a means to prevent crises. Some international organisations 

deal with conflicts on the fringe of governance work but UNDP BCPR is – 

apart from the UN Peace Building Office - the only agency focusing on 

conflicts, their civilian prevention and peace building processes. This demands 

that BCPR becomes a lead partner in developing and implementing frameworks 

for risk reduction and preparedness for natural disasters as well as in its conflict 

preventing and peace building strategies. 

If BCPR aspires to be the global leader in this arena of work – which it 

probably is in quantitative terms – it is necessary to be ahead of other 

international organisations engaged in the field– or preferably develop a 

specific “UNDP/BCPR approach” building on the unique role and global 

coverage of the organisation In relation to natural disasters, it is also important 

that BCPR and COs in their coordination and supportive roles ensure that 

current humanitarian principles and standards are applied, such as Do No 

Harm, Sphere Standards etc. Early recovery is supposed to begin in the 

emergency intervention phase and be integrated into humanitarian 

mechanisms.24 UNDP is designated the cluster lead for Early Recovery (ER) at 

global level, but also at country level UNDP has the responsibility to lead a 

coordinated approach to ER planning together with key partners as OCHA 

coordinating the Humanitarian response. At the same time UNDP in its own 

programmatic approach to ER has often resorted to use its traditional 

development approach only at an earlier point. The perceived conflict of 

interest between coordinating the ER planning and benefiting from 

humanitarian funding in its programmatic activities seems sometimes to lead to 

unnecessary interagency tensions. This was mentioned in Kenya, and in Haiti 

there seemed to be an unclear division of tasks among agencies and conflicting 

approaches on the ground. 

Some of the CO staff met by the review team expressed that they would 

appreciate guidance or best practices/lessons learned from BCPR regarding 

other UN experiences working in countries affected by crisis. Staff at BCPR 

HQ confirm that there is generally more focus on providing specific assistance 

to countries than developing generic tools. On the other hand, interviews during 

country visits also indicate that tools and concepts are not sufficiently promoted 

and made available within UNDP. Hence, staff report that external consultants 

recruited by BCPR to formulate projects and even people employed in long 

term position as advisors in COs or other agencies (e.g. in DRC) are frequently 

unfamiliar with the BCPR approach.  

                                                   
24

 See guidance note 



Portfolio review for UNDP's Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery 33 

 

Early Recovery 

As part of a multi-country early recovery programming review a country re- 

view of DRC from 2010 concluded that 

“The DRC situation underscores that the current Early Recovery concept has 

quite a few shortcomings that need to be addressed, in part at the conceptual 

level (so that it is clear to both host governments and donors what we seek to 

achieve) and in part at the practical level (so that we can re-engineer our opera- 

tional mechanisms to make it happen on the ground). 

Based partly on the DRC field mission’s findings, the Early Recovery Pro- 

gramming Review reached the conclusion that “concepts such as stabilization, 

peace-building, and state building have entered the UN System in a major way 

during the past five years and have enriched the UN debate about and ap- 

proach to post-crisis interventions” (ref. para 42). As a result, UNDP will need 

urgently to reassess its Early Recovery concept and approach and place it with- 

in that wider context. The Overseas Development Institute’s Humanitarian Pol- 

icy Group (ODI/HPG) studies reached a similar conclusion.” 

The Darfur Early Recovery Impact Assessment Mision from June 2009 seems 

to confirm the CO information that humanitarian organisations in 2007 for 

more than a year fought UNDP ER involvement in Darfur with the argument 

that it was still in a humanitarian phase. The Assessment Mission suggests that 

Early Recovery initiatives should comprise measures to tackle the root causes 

of any particular conflict – whether political, ethnic, economic or natural 

resource-based – so as to strengthen a given country’s conflict-resolution 

mechanisms and reducing the risk of renewed conflict.  

The existing official definitions from UNDP and IASC are from February and 

April 2008. In the guidance note on Early Recovery from April 2008 

(CWGER) and in the UNDP Policy on Early Recovery the approach to conflict 

settings is indeed very modest with the latter stating that:  

As a minimum, early recovery interventions will be designed and implemented 

in a way that does not reinforce or further exacerbate conflict dynamics but 

also emphasises the need to develop early recovery plans and priorities that 

take into account critical drivers of conflict, the ethnic or social diversity of 

societies, and that ensure sufficient inclusion and participation of key groups 

such as women, youth and minorities. 

The review does not suggest to open an interinstitutional discussion about the 

definition of Early Recovery or about UNDP’s coordinating role. However, in 

the implementation of UNDP’s two main functions – coordination of the early 

recovery cluster globally and locally, and not least in designing its early 

recovery programming – there are things to learn from the review. 

We have noted that the balance of coordinating or leading is important to strike 

right. While UNDP i.e. coordinates the planning of ER it does not coordinate 
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the humanitarian assistance as OCHA is supposed to do, and UNDP does not 

have ownership to the ER cluster. 

Conceptually, UNDP’s Early Recovery programming could in conflict settings 

be significantly smarter than we have seen in several countries. The Early 

Recovery is not supposed to be merely an early beginning of ordinary recovery 

or development programmes but should also include important mechanisms 

seeking instantly to influence the conflict dynamics, creating basis for renewed 

relations across conflicting communities and setting a basis for civil, economic, 

and institutional cooperation or building media systems for information about 

safety, assistance and ways out of the conflict. With an emphasis on building 

social and national coherence through reconciliation, confidence building 

measures, and reintegration of those involved in conflict as well as 

strengthening governance across communities. UNDP can provide important 

inputs to ER that will shape the conditions for successful livelihood, 

reintegration of IDPs and development of basic rights, but also will create a 

context that helps the other agencies to succeed. This falls perfectly within the 

mandates of UNDP but has only rarely been found in the projects examined.  

The Early Recovery should also be utilised by UNDP to develop strategies for 

building mechanisms for long term conflict prevention and development 

targeting the root causes of conflict.  

Strategic Partnership Frameworks. The concept of Strategic Partnership 

Frameworks (SPF) was introduced by UNDP/BCPR towards the CO’s CPR 

programmes as a step towards improving effectiveness and predictability of 

support to country programmes. It is intended as a comprehensive framework 

also including a range of other development partners/donors and hence a step in 

the right direction towards harmonisation and aid effectiveness. The review 

team received very positive assessments from CO staff that had experience with 

these.25 In fact, many of the countries not having the benefit of a SPF were 

experiencing a non-strategic and ad-hoc way of working with BCPR, which 

they felt was not optimal in relation to programme effectiveness and quality. 

Furthermore, the criteria applied for the countries chosen for SPFs have not 

been transparent – or at least not communicated to all country offices. The first 

two SPFs – for Sudan and Somalia - were approved in 2007, and subsequently 

countries in other regions have been included as shown in the table below. 
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 This finding is in line with the Strategic Review of BCPR, March 2010 
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Source: Strategic Review of BCPR, Final Report, March 2010. 

The evaluation of the SPF in Somalia conducted in 200926 found that 

transaction costs had been reduced and predictability increased, and that 

‘efficiency’ had thus increased, while there was no evidence to show that 

‘effectiveness’ had improved. It also found that the framework was not 

sufficiently strategic in the way it was used. 

In the view of the Sudan CO, the SPF had been of benefit, ensuring 

predictability and initially also quicker access to funding from BCPR. 

However, the first generation of SPFs did not pay much attention to sound 

conflict analysis and did not have much strategic direction. 

The CO Strategic Partnership Framework (SPF) for DRC defines 10 areas of 

BCPR support.27 Given the huge needs, none of these areas can, per se, be 

considered irrelevant but they do not seem to be based on an overall strategic 

analysis prioritizing the areas of particular relevance in the specific context, 

when considering the dynamics of conflict, removal of its root causes, available 

capacity and complementarity with other stakeholders. These reflections are not 

stated in the SPF which mainly consists of a description of already on-going 

and planned additional activities.  
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 Evaluation of the Strategic Partnership for Somalia, Adam Smith International, 11 June 

2009 
27 Justice Sector and National Police Reform; Capacities for Democratic Control and 

Civilian Oversight of the Security Sector; National programme on Small arms and light 

Weapons ; Women empowerment and Sexual Gender Based Violence; Community security 

and social cohesion in key conflict-affected provinces ; DDR and Community based 

Reintegration of non-eligible ex-combatant in Eastern Provinces; Livelihoods restored for 

conflict-affected population; UNDP Support to the UN Security and Stabilization Support 

Strategy; Applying Conflict Development analysis planning process and Conflict 

Prevention; Capacity for Disaster Risk Reduction 
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The Strategic Partnership Framework in Nepal was found to be comparatively 

well designed with a solid needs analysis and a strategy for the partnership 

though not necessarily for the programming priorities. The CPR strategic 

outcomes seem however more based on supply than demand in its sub-activities 

and the activities are fragmented into several smaller projects. 

Moving away from small projects towards coherent and flexible programmes 

would strengthen the impact of BCPR’s work. 

This review covered 7 out of the 12 countries having had the strategic frame- 

work (5 visited, 2 covered by desk review) and received mainly positive feed- 

back, primarily in relation to predictability of funding and other support (in fact 

the perception in BCPR is that the interest in financial contributions 

overshadowed the need for BCPR technical support28). This was, however, in 

several countries accompanied by a certain degree of frustration over recent 

reductions in the BCPR budget and hence quite a drastic cut in allocations to 

country offices. Meanwhile the BCPR is abandoning the Strategic Partnership 

Framework in favour of alternative cooperation mechanisms, partly due to the 

uncertainty of funding that made long term commitments impossible. The 

review team concludes that a concept like the SPF or similar agreements is 

useful, but would benefit from being developed into a more strategic tool (in 

accordance with recommendations from the evaluation of the Somalia SPF), 

building an analytical framework for future CPR priorities in a country, clear 

and accessible mechanisms for using BCPR’s technical assistance and a joint 

plan for resource mobilisation with description of the roles for CO and for 

BCPR.  

Clarity of roles: BCPR – Country Offices. Feedback from many country 

offices visited reveals a certain degree of uncertainty regarding the role of the 

BCPR and the expectations of when and for what it can be called upon for 

support. Situations were observed where BCPR had been very proactive in 

following up on programmes (for example the Rule of Law project in Pakistan), 

while the situation in other places revealed a much more reactive role of BCPR 

and much more sporadic support (for example in Somalia and Indonesia). In 

Sudan however, the CPR staff praised BCPR for reacting quickly in 

comparison to the regional bureau. A finding in the case of Somalia was that 

the support and communication was much more frequent and sizeable until 2-3 

years ago when the decrease in funding was felt and the quality of technical 

support started to become very uneven. 

The review found that the criteria for which countries get more attention and 

support than others are not transparent. A country hit by multiple crises like 

Pakistan receives considerable attention, while Somalia, a country currently 

going through probably the most complex conflict scenario and worst 

humanitarian crisis in the world, claims to receive less support and 

communication than, for example, Kenya. BCPR seems not to have given 

focused technical support to UNDP DRC despite the great needs in that country 

and the high level of funding provided. After multi-party elections were held in 
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 Comment to draft report by SN, January 2012 
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DRC in 2006, the new Congolese government emphasised that the country was 

no longer in a conflict situation and this approach was taken on by the new 

UNDP management in DRC that closed down the CPR Unit which had been 

extremely dynamic and successful from 2003. 29 From 2007 onward the CO has 

suffered from a lack of staff dedicated to manage CPR activities and this has 

not been compensated with additional technical support to the CO from BCPR 

despite substantial financial support for project activities. Technical support 

was provided through funding of staff for field offices which has contributed to 

strengthening the implementation of some of the BCPR funded projects, but it 

has not contributed to ensuring that the CO could overall appear as a proactive, 

visible and efficient player in CPR. A similar development was seen in Uganda. 

The government declared that the humanitarian crisis had ended, and that the 

country was now in “development” mode, and accordingly UNDP reorganized 

its units and CPR now has one regular HQ staff, and one project manager. In 

the case of Georgia, the experience with BCPR is very positive, particularly 

immediately post crisis (2008 conflict) when within 5 days, BCPR sent an early 

recovery specialist to conduct a joint needs assessment and work with staff on 

devising strategy and programme/projects to meet immediate needs, followed 

up by a visit 2 months later. It seems that when the COs do not appear as very 

interested and active counterparts, BCPR also reduces its active involvement.  

Because BCPR support apparently, except in immediate response, is considered 

as ‘demand-driven’, which is surprising given the implications of CPR for 

UNDP’s entire development mandate, and its ‘resilience’ agenda. 

The review team has been informed that a concept note has recently been 

developed and agreed between BCPR and the Regional Bureaux as the basis for 

prioritization of CPR countries for support.  This was used in 2010 to draw up a 

list of priority countries for 2011.  But it was never consulted with COs, partly 

because it was felt that direct discussions on the subject with COs seen by HQ 

as non-priority in terms of CPR support needs would (as history had shown) be 

too subjective and inconclusive, with many more COs wanting to be on the list. 

It should also be noted that allocations are not prioritized based only on the 

scope and intensity of crises, but also on the availability of other sources of 

funding for the crisis (e.g. US in Iraq and Afghanistan, Arab oil-producing 

countries in Somalia, etc.)  It is also determined by the potential strategic 

impact that BCPR’s seed funding would have on the overall response picture.  

Findings from a number of country offices question the technical capacity of 

BCPR to provide support of adequate quality in relation to the crisis context 

                                                   
29

 In the view of BCPR, one significant downside to creating CPR units in COs was the fact 

that they tended to operate as stand-alone units, better staffed and better equipped by BCPR 

in a way that drew the envy of other frustrated understaffed units.  As such they did little to 

mainstream CPR across a programme that was essentially CPR across the board, and lacked 

exit strategies which would have allowed for them to include the training of local CO staff 

as part of their functions.  The BCPR perspective on this is that in the long run, the solution 

lies not in CPR units but in mainstreaming of CPR and in the training of CO staff to serve 

as frontline respondents, knowing when and how to call on which BCPR experts for more 

specialized support. (SN comment to draft report, January 2012) 
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(Somalia, Pakistan, Indonesia). The difficulties have been evidenced by an 

often very long processing time for a request, uneven quality of consultants 

provided through the roster (ExpRes), and inadequate technical input to 

programming processes and documents as well as in the implementation phase. 

The roster of experts maintained by BCPR is viewed by some as sub-standard, 

and the knowledge management by BCPR is seen by many as inefficient 

(Indonesia, Sudan, Kenya, DRC). This picture emerging from country visits is 

of course in stark contrast to BCPR’s own perception and ambition of being a 

leading agency in crisis prevention and recovery. It should be noted that the 

review team also heard of very capable experts who had contributed 

significantly to the quality of programmes, but the picture is very uneven. 

External factors 

When it comes to the external factors leading to successful or less successful 

programmes and projects, the review has identified the following as the most 

important: instability in the contexts posing challenges to UNDP’s 

programming approach, specific challenges related to countries in transition, 

capacity of the government partners, and of civil society partners not only 

in relation to programmatic capacity but also in bridging relationships with 

government, and the often high risk and insecurity in the areas of operation. 

In recurring and protracted conflicts the projects that have been designed in a 

traditional UNDP manner with linear thinking are characterised by a lack of 

flexibility to answer the constantly changing situation. The problem is that 

conflicts are not just a disturbance to normality and peace but in itself have 

underlying pre-conditions, often based on unequal access to resources or ethnic 

divisions. When e.g. the UNDP CO in Sudan designs and implements a 

traditional DDR project in a region in which armed conflict again erupts, then 

the DDR efforts can almost be said to be wasted. However, it might not have 

been the case had the DDR project been combined with development of 

different structures for mediation, conflict resolution and with an attempt to 

remove some of the root causes.  

Seen from a BCPR perspective, a major strategic gap continues to be the 

absence of effective and realistic successor arrangements to the SURGE crisis 

response beyond the immediate post-crisis and emergency response phase of 

UNDP support.  Organisation-wide support to COs through the current SURGE 

mechanism usually lasts 3 months or, exceptionally up to 6 months.  Beyond 

this phase, the SURGE mechanism is dismantled, and UNDP immediately 

reverts to traditional CO support, providing programmatic support to post-crisis 

countries as simply another CO-led and POPP/ATLAS supported function. 

This swift post-SURGE draw down ignores the fact that the risk factors that 

characterize programme implementation in the emergency response phase of 

any crisis improve only marginally during the 2-3 years that follow the end of 

the crisis, especially in post-conflict settings.  These risks and challenges 

extend well beyond the emergency phase and persist for years, sometimes 

contributing in many ways to relapse or to long drawn-out and ineffective 

transition and recovery processes.  While the SURGE mechanism, in its current 

form recognizes that the full range of management resources and assets of 
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UNDP are needed to help COs cope with immediate crisis response needs from 

a management perspective, there is no mechanism on the programmatic front 

that recognizes the overwhelming challenges that COs in post-crisis situations 

face for years following a crisis.  As is the case with immediate crisis response, 

the full range of these substantive programmatic challenges cannot be fully met 

by any single Bureau, or by resorting to programming guidelines intended for 

use in normal development settings.  Beyond the 3-month immediate response 

management SURGE, a longer-term programmatic SURGE (2-3 years) is 

needed for each priority country if real progress is to be made.30 

When taking into consideration the external factors from changing conflict 

dynamics the best way to deal with it is through multifaceted, flexible 

programmes. The focus for the COs should move away from efficient delivery 

to effective changes of structural, political or other dynamic factors. The on-

going PBCPU programme in Kenya could be an example of the attempt to do 

this. 

Effectiveness and strategic positioning of BCPR 

In Haiti, there have been some steps towards building up the resilience towards 

future disasters. However, when it comes to ensuring a smooth transition from 

emergency to recovery in the aftermath of the 2010 earthquake, UNDP has had 

limited success in taking on a lead position in finding sustainable responses as 

could have been expected. The technical responses related to the after 

earthquake recovery seem to a large extent to have dominated the agenda while 

governance issues have been given less attention although it remains clear that 

the country will remain highly vulnerable to both natural disasters and conflict 

if the root causes of the past political turmoil are not addressed. BCPR clearly 

has the potential to play a key role in proposing approaches that can capture 

this kind of complexity, but in practice the bureau like many other 

organisations appears to have been mostly caught up in finding responses to 

immediate needs. BCPR should invest itself in defining more innovative 

approaches dealing with challenges related to the interface between disaster and 

conflict based on a more thorough analysis of successes and failures of prior 

interventions in Haiti.         

An evaluation of UNDP-Benin dating from 2008 concluded that involvement 

in too many pilot projects constituted a serious sustainability challenge for 

UNDP-Benin. This evaluation further recommended that the CO concentrate its 

efforts in areas where its expertise is recognised. The projects funded by BCPR 

in Benin do not seem to live up to either of these recommendations as they 

were smaller interventions that were rather disconnected from the CO’s other 

interventions and requiring expertise from external consultants and with limited 

prospects of being followed up by the CO.  UNDP- Benin is recognized for its 

ability to play a coordinating role in areas which are considered politically 

sensitive, but the CO also has very limited resources compared to other 

international agencies in the country. Given the relatively low scale of severity 

of the crisis and emergencies that are likely to occur in Benin on short to 
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 BCPR, January 2012 
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medium term, it would appear more appropriate to work with CPR by 

mainstreaming some elements into the CO's main programme intervention 

areas, instead of implementing separate projects with limited anchorage in the 

CO's core activities. In this way UNDP can still stay alert and play a key role in 

avoiding the deterioration of critical emergency situations, but with much more 

emphasis on long-lasting prevention efforts. 

In DRC, without any clear strategy of its own and with weak government 

institutions, the CO seems to a large degree to have oriented its activities 

towards donor priorities, covering a large number of different intervention areas 

and projects which have not been designed coherently and synergitically. 

BCPR's programme funding modalities, provided mostly as seed funding with a 

duration of 18-24 months, seem to have reinforced this tendency that 

contributes to reducing the CO’s positive impact even further.  This  'silo 

thinking'  does not allow for the flexible and holistic approach which is needed 

to deal with the short term dynamics of DRC’s conflicts as well as the long 

term structural causes of conflict in the country-specific context. The CO has 

had difficulties in positioning itself during the last programme phase during 

which it has undergone considerable restructuring and budgetary cuts and the 

CO has not always been able to live up to the expectations of its partners  

However,  UNDP-DRC also has considerable comparative advantages. Its 

presence in the field has allowed for a more operational approach responding to 

local needs and its perceived neutrality and long history in DRC puts the CO in 

a position where it can potentially engage more closely with the government on 

conflict and development policies and play a greater role in political dialogue 

and mediation. While Monusco’s mandate is due to expire soon, it is of outmost 

importance that UNDP-DRC manages to develop effective and convincing 

strategies for peace building to donors as most of its CPR projects are about to 

expire.  

4.2 Relevance 

The questions guiding the review in the assessment of relevance of the CPR 

programme portfolio and the support provided by BCPR to country 

programmes were: 

 How relevant has BCPR assistance proved in addressing CPR country 

challenges? How well did project designers base their programme and 

projects on assessments? 

 How relevant are programmes to the national and UNDP CO capacities 

to deliver? 

The review has addressed this issue at two levels: (1) How have needs been 

assessed and the relevance of CPR interventions, including BCPR support, 

ensured? (2) To what extent have CPR interventions including BCPR support 

actually been relevant as viewed by in-country stakeholders? In analysing 

relevance, the review team has focused on approaches and mechanisms applied 
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in CPR programmes in order to capture best practices and to point to areas that 

could be strengthened in the future.  

4.2.1 Relevance to CPR country challenges 

The nine country visits and the three country desk studies show that the 

intensity and volume of BCPR support varies considerably between country 

offices.  In Indonesia’s CO, UNDP has extensive experience and expertise in 

conflict prevention and management as well as disaster risk reduction and 

response. The support provided by BCPR over the years has been limited to 

financial and technical support in relation to earthquakes and other disasters. 

The CO has been very precise in formulating its needs to BCPR and that has 

ensured high relevance of the services offered. It appears that the CO has been 

able to manage most programming exercises through its own resources or 

consultants, and there is not a perception that BCPR would be able to offer 

expertise of a higher quality.  

The visit to UNDP Indonesia underlined the importance of looking beyond the 

one-sided support from BCPR to COs and to acknowledge the value of more 

reciprocal relations with mutual exchange of experience and innovative ideas, 

lessons learnt and best practice. CO Indonesia has for example developed an 

innovative to approach to Post Conflict Needs Assessment in close cooperation 

with the Government of Indonesia (Bureau for Disaster Risk Reduction). A 

delegation from Indonesia with UNDP as well as government representatives 

presented this approach to BCPR at a meeting and this resulted in useful 

exchange of ideas and experiences. Another example is the Crisis and Risk 

Mapping and Analysis Approach (CRMA) developed by UNDP in Sudan that 

if independently validated could become valuable in BCPR’s strategy to 

address the root causes of conflicts and probably also for early warning and 

prevention of conflicts. The CRMA was developed in cooperation between 

UNDP CO and IOM and funded mainly through additional bilateral funds. 

It is very important that BCPR disseminate best practices, and be responsive to 

the need for information sharing across and within regions, wherever the 

experience of other COs may prove to be valuable in setting precedent for 

success. 

Another means of maximising relevance to local needs is to work in close 

cooperation with authorities and national/local CSOs, and this is clearly a 

very strong point in many UNDP-CPR country programmes. All COs visited 

displayed a high emphasis on working in tandem with national and local 

partners with local knowledge and often specialised expertise to supplement 

UNDP’s own capacity. In Indonesia, the DRR project is for example well 

integrated into local structures, and work related to peace and conflict is 

undertaken in close cooperation with national NGOs with high experience and 

expertise. The same is the case in Pakistan where there is almost organisational 

symbiosis between UNDP and the National Disaster Management Authority. In 

a country like Somalia, it is a challenge to uphold very close cooperation with 

authorities following the relocation of the CO to Nairobi, but cooperation is 
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going on with regional governments in Somaliland and Puntland. South Central 

Somalia is a special challenge due to instability and poor security. It should 

however be noted that in practice it can be a challenge to ensure a high level of 

involvement of national partners in contexts where government institutions are 

weak and unstable. This is for instance the case in DRC and Haiti. In these 

situations, the country studies show that there can be a tendency to focus more 

on project implementation and delivering the planned outputs than on ensuring 

that national partners are involved in all phases of the interventions.  

In Uganda the situation is more nuanced as local government is weak and 

varies greatly from place to place, while the national government is a strong 

partner. Apart from working in tandem with local partners, UNDP/CPR Unit 

presence at field level is also important to ensure relevance of activities. This 

is especially the case in the response phase to floods or other natural disasters, 

where UNDP is known for its operational approach when supporting partners in 

responding to local needs. In DRC, the strengthening of decentralised field 

offices has also contributed to the establishment of good relations with 

authorities at provincial, territorial and local levels as an important element for 

ensuring effective implementation of activities on the ground. In some conflict 

affected countries like Somalia and Pakistan, COs face limitations of movement 

and local presence due to the security situation, and in the case of Somalia there 

is likely to be a risk of lower relevance due to remote management from 

Nairobi (which the CO is making a strong effort to mitigate through frequent 

visits of staff between Nairobi and the field offices in Somalia). 

While UNDP COs work without SC mandates and normally will not be 

involved in military or diplomacy track I conflict resolutions it is important to 

make use of the organisation’s usually high standing through its long presence 

and neutrality in a country to get directly involved with politicians at 

governmental and opposition level. The engagement with politicians can partly 

add to efficiency of mediation tools, partly to implementation of peace building 

initiatives through existing state structures. 

In Sudan the collaboration with politicians takes place successfully at local 

level, while there are almost no political links at federal, national level. In DRC 

all political contacts seem to have been left to the UN stabilization mission 

MONUSCO, while the Senior Peace and Development advisor in Kenya 

funded by BCPR seems to have managed to act as an efficient interface to the 

political level between not only UNDP CO and also other UN agencies.   

The review has revealed that the analytical work is not systematically 

integrated in all CPR programmes, and the analytical capacity in COs varies 

from country to country. The lack of systematic guidance in this area has led 

some COs to develop their own assessments and analyses. One of the 

consequences of the lack of a generic system for analyses to be conducted 

during the early stages of programming is that baseline surveys are not carried 

out in all programmes, even though good examples of comprehensive baseline 

surveys do exist resulting from CO initiatives (Somalia Community Security 

and Armed Violence Reduction, Pakistan Rule of Law, Georgia post-2008 

crisis in South Ossetia).  In Haiti, a government led PDNA process was 
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supported by UNDP, world bank and EU and was supposed to provide baseline 

information for the design of new post-earthquake interventions. However, as 

the process turned out to be quite lengthy, interventions were initiated before 

the PDNA was actually finalised. The PDNA was also criticised for not being 

inclusive enough and for not being gender sensitive. In DRC, so far Monusco 

has been gathering various data and conducting analysis on which UNDP could 

draw information when designing new interventions, but the CO does not have 

a tradition for using specific baseline studies in the project planning process. 

However, the CO has recently launched a conflict analysis study covering the 

entire country based on data collected in most provinces which is expected to 

provide the basis for future BCPR support. The team has notes that this is a 

very commendable step towards developing a more coherent and strategic 

approach. A smaller conflict prevention project was carried out in Benin prior 

to the 2011 elections without any thorough analysis of the dynamics of conflict, 

although Benin is not a country that has been prone to violent conflict in recent 

time. 

The absence of comprehensive conflict analysis and other kinds of socio-

economic analysis/profiling, gender and diversity analysis, analysis of fragility 

causes/trends/patterns – that could provide guidance to programmatic priorities 

and approaches – is a serious weakness leaving UNDP’s CPR programmes 

vulnerable in terms of relevance to local acute and longer term needs. CPR 

work takes place in high-risk and complex environments, and if the drivers of 

conflict and the power dynamics are not understood in some depth, there is not 

only a risk of missing relevant needs but a risk of ‘doing harm’ and a risk of 

unanticipated negative impacts in relation to specific population groups. 

The four examples below highlight different practices in different COs. 

Below: good analysis, good contextual design 

The UNDP/IOM Joint Conflict Reduction Programme in Sudan (2011-12 with 

anticipated prolongation) aims to address immediate conflict risks and 

contribute to long-term conflict resolution and peace building in the Protocol 

Areas. Based on a number of existing documents as well as the comprehensive 

CRMA conflict risk mapping this programme puts together a decent analysis of 

the conflict in the Protocol areas and develops a flexible and integrated 

programme with possibility for rapid actions and maintenance of a long term 

peacebuilding and conflict prevention perspective builds the capacity of public 

and CSO mechanisms for conflict resolution. This reflects very well the fluent 

situation on the ground with cycles of peace and conflict. 

Below: limited analysis, bad design, lack of implementing capacity, bad 

implementation 

A DDR in Darfur project 2009-2010 aimed to strengthen capacity of national, 

sub-national, state and local institutions and communities to manage the 

environment and natural disasters to reduce conflict over natural resources and 

to restore post–conflict socio-economic infrastructure, revive economy and 

generate employment. With field assessments described as successful but with 
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only limited systematic conflict analyses the project was in a later review31  

strongly criticized for weak design, lack of strategy, lack of time for preparation 

and lack of implementing capacity.  

Below: lack of contextual analysis and design 

The evaluation Evaluation de la contribution du PNUD aux résultats de 

développement en République Démocratique du Congo (2003-2011), produced 

by UNDP’s Evaluation Office is strongly critical towards the UNDP 

programming as it had been implemented in the last part of the period. The 

report recommends that the UNDP’s interventions shall be based on common 

assessments between authorities and all stakeholders external and precise 

mapping of complementarities in their respective actions. Moreover, it must be 

ensured that these operations are carefully tailored to the political and 

operational context in the country rather than formula-based, standardized 

principles and institutional rules. 

Below: High ambitions, no analysis, deemed to fail. 

In other cases like in the important and also ambitious UNDP Nepal Conflict 

Prevention Programme from September 2010 the conflict analysis is indeed 

reduced to an analysis of different stakeholders’ interest and to an overview of 

potential threats to peace. Besides aiming to build sustained capacities for 

collaboration, dialogue and conflict management the programme also aims to 

ensure that development programmes are designed , implemented and 

monitored though conflict sensitive approaches and in an integrated way 

reforms the way the UN provides its development assistance. Such ambitions 

would indeed need to make use of a comprehensive conflict analysis in order to 

succeed. 

What do we expect from an analysis ahead of UNDP’s involvement? 

Few violent conflicts are sustainably settled through a peace agreement and in 

most countries tensions are waving up and down with apparent risks of a 

recurring openly violent conflict. The UNDP must in its methodology be 

prepared to work with a long term strategy for peacebuilding and prevention of 

recurrent conflicts through reducing the root causes. Equally UNDP must be 

prepared in a short and midterm perspective to get rapidly and directly involved 

in the conflict dynamics as well as strengthening the local society’s conflict 

resolution capacity to prevent immediate outbreaks of violence e.g. by 

strengthening local conflict resolution mechanisms. 

In other words UNDP must be prepared and plan for mid and long term 

development programmes with an added conflict sensitivity and simultaneously 

strengthen its capacity to play a strong and important role in the dynamics that 

at any time might trigger new conflicts. 

                                                   
31 Preparatory Support Project to DDR Darfur, Programme Review and Lessons Learned, 

June 2011 - UNDPBCPR  
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To be able both to respond to the dynamic and structural causes of conflict the 

demands to the conflict analysis and its reflection in the strategy on the ground 

are indeed high. In our view a successful conflict analysis for UNDP should 

work with three areas: 

• The root causes of conflict and what could theoretically reduce them. 

• The objective interests of the very actors – at the level of political and 

military leaders within the striding population groups; at the level of public 

authorities, institutions and civil society organisations; as well as at the 

level of communities.  

• The perceptions among the actors involved in conflict at higher and middle 

levels, but definitely also among the citizens directly touched by or 

involved in the conflict. 

The key and most challenging work for UNDP’s strategy for preventing the 

conflicts and building sustainable development is to transfer the conflict 

analyses into coherent and comprehensive strategies targeting all sides of the 

conflict and designed for timely actions in short, mid and long term 

perspectives.   

The scenario based analyses that have been carried out for e.g. Darfur, Tunisia 

and currently Jordan have received positive comments among staff and 

evaluation reports and very well illustrate the complexity and fluidity of 

conflicts.  

In order to make full use of its analytical capacity the BCPR could develop 

further the joint analyses with other agencies, but definitely also with large 

donors as the European Union that is in the beginning of strengthening its 

external service and is weak on coherent analysis of conflicts.  Shared 

ownership to conflict analyses is not only a way to reduce costs but also a way 

to give BCPR analyses a leading place in the market.   

Analytical work in natural disaster related programmes.The team has 

reviewed natural disaster related programmes in Indonesia and Pakistan though 

country visits and Benin and Haiti through desk studies.  

In Indonesia, an example of a thorough problem analysis is found in the 

programme document for the Safer Communities through Disaster Risk 

Reduction (SCDRR),32 presented in a table as a “best practice disaster 

management system” The design process for DRR programmes is generally 

assessed by stakeholders as good and characterised by a high degree of 

involvement of authorities at central and local level, good analytical work and 

learning from lessons from previous projects.  

                                                   
32

 Safer Communities Through Disaster Risk Reduction (SCDRR) in Development, United 

Nations Development Programme & National Development Planning Agency 

(BAPPENAS), Government of Indonesia, 2009. 
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In the response provided by UNDP Pakistan to the country’s worst ever floods 

in August-September 2010 affecting more than 20 million people, the early 

recovery programme was based on a thorough need assessment made by the 

implementing partners and supported by UNDP,  The baselines and 

identification of benchmarks at the inception stage were in Pakistan found to be 

beneficial to determine the impact of interventions. This work could be 

strengthened by incorporating support for needs assessment as part of the 

overall implementation strategy. The CPR Unit in the Pakistan CO has been 

very active in developing guidelines for systematising the analytical work, 

through e.g. producing Guidelines for Early Recovery Assessment in Pakistan. 

4.2.2 Gender equality elements 

There are a number of examples of interventions that have women as a specific 

target group with a focus on e.g. women’s social and economic conditions 

through credit and employment schemes (Benin, Haiti, DRC). However, it is 

unclear whether these projects have made a difference in terms of changing the 

underlying inequalities in the relations between men and women in the 

communities. There is little evidence that gender is mainstreamed into BCPR 

interventions in a systematic manner. Gender analysis providing more in depth 

knowledge of relations between men and women does not appear to be 

conducted and/or applied. Consequently the promotion of women’s rights are 

dealt with in a rather traditional way which does not promote real change in 

relations between men and women. The limited level of gender expertise and 

ability to develop strategies that take into account gender equality in a crisis 

prevention and recovery  at the CO level is probably the main factor that can 

account for this lack of gender mainstreaming. There are, however, a few 

examples of more successful gender intervention. The Access to Justice Project 

for Victims of Sexual Violence in DRC is in fact considered one of the most 

successful CPR interventions in UNDP-DRC due to its integrated approach. 

Hence, by contributing to substantial improvements of the penal chain for 

victims of sexual violence, the project has had a positive impact on the security 

and justice system as a whole. Interviews have also indicated that BCPR has 

provided the most consistent support and follow up of this specific project both 

during and after the project design phase which was stressed as one of the key 

factors contributing to its success. 

The cross-cutting gender issue is still mainly considered a separate issue 

targeting women in many UNDP programmes, as e.g. seen in DRC. The 

advantages of encouraging the participation of women in post conflict settings 

and in formal and informal mediation processes do not seem to have been 

explored thoroughly. Sexual and gender based violence is often rampant in 

crisis situations and in many cases used as a deliberate war tactic. In DRC this 

issue is a strong concern and it has been supported with substantial financial 

resources from BCPR. However, BCPR's support in this area has been 

somewhat ambiguous with regard to enhancing the CO's role and expertise in 

this area. Hence the fact that BCPR funded a senior advisor responsible for the 

implementation of the Comprehensive Strategy on Combating Sexual Violence 

anchored in the UN stabilization mission MONUSCO, while more or less 
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simultaneously an expert was recruited within the CO to develop a proposal for 

Multi-sector Sexual Gender Based violence, created a lot of confusion The 

CO's proposal was eventually dropped and UNDP has not been actively 

involved in any of the 5 pillars of intervention of the Comprehensive UN 

Strategy. In Haiti, although it is recognised that women find themselves in 

particularly vulnerable position after the 2010 earthquake, few concrete actions 

seem to have been initiated to address the question of Gender Based Violence.  

The UN Security Council Resolution 1325 on women and conflict (as well as 

related resolutions) addresses the issue of gender based violence as well as 

other central elements in adopting a gender perspective in peace processes and 

conflict resolution and would be logical to use as a key document in the country 

based CPR work. Experience shows that if the gender issue is not integrated in 

the programme during the design phase there is a serious risk that it will remain 

an add-on rather than a mainstream issue during programme implementation. 

UNDP/BCPR has developed the so-called “Eight Point Agenda: Practical, 

positive outcomes for girls and women in crisis” addressing important aspects 

of women’s role in peace building, disaster risk reduction, gender-responsive 

recovery. The review team has observed that even though gender perspectives 

are incorporated in many country programmes, there is no overall rigorous 

follow-up on this from BCPR and supported interventions do not contribute 

significantly to changing the dynamics causing violations of women's rights 

and inequalities between men and women. Gender activities are still mainly 

considered a separate issue targeting women and few efforts seem to have been 

invested into strengthening the participation of women in post conflict settings 

and in formal and informal mediation processes (DRC). 

4.2.3 Relevance to national and UNDP capacities to deliver 

This review has found no direct connection between low capacities of a given 

government or a CO to deliver on the one hand and the intensity and volume of 

support from BCPR on the other. The obvious assumption would be that a 

relatively weak CO in a crisis country would receive relatively more support 

from BCPR, but the reverse rather seems to be the case (Benin, Uganda not 

receiving much support, while strong COs in Pakistan, Georgia and Colombia 

receiving considerable support).  It is in this connection very important to 

distinguish between financial and technical support. DRC has for example 

received a high level of funding but not much technical support. A strong CO 

like UNDP Indonesia has almost reached a stage where support from BCPR is 

rarely asked for, as BCPR technical capacities are not seen as the most relevant 

ones, and experts from the region are seen to add better value to the 

programmes. There are examples of very relevant support from BCPR such as a 

very successful training course in “How to work in conflict affected areas” for 

the Somalia CO, that according to staff members was highly relevant in relation 

to enhancing the capacity at CO and field office level.  Perhaps reflecting a 

symptom of the lack of systematic and strategic approaches, this course was 

however never followed up by refresher training or other activities from BCPR 

but remained a one-off activity. On the other hand the support from BCPR to 

assist the CO in a programming process did not match the CO’s own capacity 
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as the competencies of the external consultant provided were not adequate for 

the task at hand.  

An example of a potentially negative effect of BCPR support on relevance is 

the support provided to DRC. Without any clear CPR strategy of its own and 

with weak government institutions, the CO seems to a large degree to have 

prioritised a large number of small scale activities instead of comprehensive, 

holistic and flexible programming adjustable to the context development. The 

scattered project portfolio is an undesired consequence of a lack of strategic 

approach in the CO and a lack of support from BCPR in assisting the CO in 

identifying interventions that are most likely to have a long lasting impact. 

BCPR programme funding modalities, provided mostly as seed funding with a 

duration of 18-24 months have also contributed to this lack of coherence in 

DRC's project portfolio. Another undesired consequence of this modality is that 

80 % of all project funding to the CO runs out in 2012. In DRC, large budget 

allocations have also been made to fund staff in the UN stabilization mission 

MONUSCO. The reason why this kind of support has been provided seems to 

be related to the fact that MONUSCO has in practice been leading most CPR 

interventions while the UNDP-DRC has had limited capacity to take on a 

leading role in this field. Experience show, however, that this can in create 

misunderstandings  

4.3 Project design 

This review’s overall finding is that thorough design including the necessary 

analytical work is of high importance to achieving good results, and that some 

UNDP programmes in the CPR area are strong in this area, but there is no 

consistent practice on analyses and baseline surveys with the result that many 

projects and programmes do not include the required level of analysis in the 

design. 

4.3.1 Effective project design in crisis settings 

Practically all project descriptions and consequently also review and evaluation 

reports in their methodologies tend to focus on outputs and give much less 

attention to outcomes and impact. Project design does not include measures or 

indicators related to impact. The generic UNDP Resources and Results 

Framework does have a focus on outcomes, but indicators of the framework 

reflect the output level rather than the outcome level. 

The design formats and processes applied by UNDP at country level in relation 

to BCPR intervention are generally not adapted to a crisis setting 

characterised by high risk and volatility. They do not refer to any frameworks 

or principles for programming in conflict affected areas etc., such as the OECD 

DAC Principles for Effective Engagement in Fragile States, nor do they refer to 

any special BCPR approach to working in crisis affected areas. The lack of 

crisis-sensitive programming tools also means that the practice regarding 

analytical work and needs assessments is not uniform across countries with 

CPR engagement, and the review team has seen cases where the relevant 
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analyses had not been conducted at all (Indonesia). In the view of the review 

team, this lack of a specialised and consistent approach to working in crisis 

areas will potentially affect performance and results negatively as it leaves 

project success dependent on committed and experienced individuals rather 

than on systemic procedures and safeguards. 

Another design related aspect is that several COs have mainly focussed on 

setting up individual projects which have not been designed coherently to 

create synergy. This appears to be the case in DRC with its many individual 

projects but is also met in other. This  'silo thinking'  does not allow for the 

flexible and holistic approach which is needed to deal with the short term 

dynamics of conflicts as well as the long term structural causes of conflict in 

the country-specific context. The CO in Somalia has moved away from the 

individual project approach to a comprehensive programme approach in order 

to enhance coherence and synergies. 

During emergencies, immediate delivery is often prioritised over medium to 

long term planning – which is contrary to current international approaches to 

crisis programming that are moving away from the ‘phased approach’ to more 

comprehensive approaches not necessarily bound to a timeline. Particularly in 

sudden disaster situations, the project design process is often rushed with a 

focus on mobilising inputs without thinking through how the intervention will 

contribute to achieving longer term outcomes and impact. This is, for example, 

one of the lessons learnt after the Haiti earthquake. 

Ideally, effective design in crisis settings should include elements like those 

listed below which, combined together in a comprehensive crisis sensitive 

programming framework, can be adjusted to the given context and character of 

crisis (e.g. natural disaster or conflict related). Inspiration can be drawn from 

frameworks developed by OECD-DAC, the World Bank, INGOs, humanitarian 

organisations, bilateral donors and others. 

 Comprehensive analysis of given crisis such as conflict analysis, state 

fragility, humanitarian situation, drivers of conflict etc. 

 Informed programme priority choices based on analytical work. 

 Regular monitoring of crisis context (conflict, natural disasters, fragility, 

political instability, human rights, gender …) 

 Flexibility built into programme to allow a shift of focus between stable 

and non-stable areas without bureaucratic procedures. 

 Risk management system.  

 Crisis specific indicators. 

 Explicit theories of change: identifying causal link from inputs to 

outcomes and impact.  

 A framework for capturing gender and diversity elements in crisis, e.g. 

using UNSC Resolution 1325 as a point of departure. 
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4.3.2 Implications of BCPR modalities of support 

The review team find that the nature and scale of BCPR involvement varies a 

great deal between countries. There are indications that countries with strategic 

partnership agreements (SPF) get more assistance from BCPR. Colombia, DRC 

and Haiti are examples of countries with SPF and that are big recipients of 

BCPR support in terms of seed funding and other financial support. At the 

other end of the spectrum, we find Benin to which very low scale assistance is 

provided. It is fair to ask whether it is worthwhile for BCPR to have low-scale 

recipients on their list of priority countries since the impact of such 

interventions cannot be expected to be very high. It is also fair to ask what 

determines funding and technical assistance allocations. The review team has 

not managed to get precise information on the criteria by which countries are 

eligible for what kind and magnitude of BCPR funding , as the country priority 

list is under revision and will probably be reduced to a fewer number of 

countries than the 30+ on the current list. The only set of criteria that the review 

team has come across is contained in BCPR's Bureau Strategy 2007-2011 that 

has a section on Criteria for Engagement.33 Overall the strategy stresses that 

BCPR will strive to allocate its resources where they are most likely to have a 

positive impact and it further indicates a number of factors that will determine 

engagement34: 

• Does the situation meet the crisis criteria? 

• Does BCPR currently have the necessary capacity (staff, financial 

resources)? 

• Is there demand from national counterparts for UNDP’s participation? 

• Does UNDP have a comparative advantage relative to other UN actors? 

• In chronic situations, is engagement reasonably expected to have 

meaningful results? 

• In conflict prevention situations, is there an entry point for engagement 

given the politically sensitive nature of the work? 

However, it is unclear whether these criteria are still considered as the ones that 

should guide the selection of priority countries. At least, based on the review 

team's interviews in HQ and COs, it can be concluded that the criteria for 

BCPR engagement do not seem to be well known within BCPR or COs or to be 

used in a systematic way.  Based on the above criteria, and although they are 

not very specific, it could certainly be questioned whether Benin is relevant for 

BCPR to have on its list of priority countries if one considers the severity of the 

crisis, the comparative advantage of UNDP and the results that can be expected 

from the support provided.   

                                                   
33

 The review has subsequently been informed of the existence of a prioritisation concept 

note from 2011 
34

 UNDP/BCPR. Bureau Strategy 2007-2011, January 2007, p. 11.. 



Portfolio review for UNDP's Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery 51 

 

The team also find that BCPR assistance is integrated in the country office 

portfolios to different degrees in different countries. Examples of BCPR 

assistance integrated in CO portfolios are found in Indonesia, Pakistan and 

Somalia, in the sense that the CPR interventions are projects under ‘mainstream 

programmes’ within the country programme. In Benin, the CPR work is part of 

the country portfolio as a specific area of intervention, but is not integrated in 

the main country programmes on poverty reduction, governance etc. This has 

capacity implications in the sense that it is difficult to transfer knowledge if the 

CPR work is not mainstreamed into areas where human resources are available. 

In DRC, the CO no longer has a CPR Unit and the CPR interventions are split 

into the two overall programmes of the CO (governance and poverty 

reduction). The CPR focal point (who is the only staff member with specific 

responsibilities within CPR) is part of the poverty reduction unit and has 

limited capacity to follow interventions that fall under the governance unit. 

Consequently it is difficult to ensure the required coherence between the 

different CPR interventions. In countries such as Sudan and Kenya the conflicts 

and for the latter also disasters have separate outcome areas from CPRU, 

DRRU and PBCRU, while at the same time being mainstreamed into the CPAP 

and UNDAF. In countries dominated by conflicts or disasters the double 

approach seems correct having both separate CPR units and mainstreamed CPR 

in development programming. With countries of little crisis intensity the 

mainstream approach might be sufficiently conditioned that there still is 

capable CPR staff. In Colombia there is good communication between 

management and portfolio managers (called area coordinators) and the CPR 

portfolio is well integrated with the rest of the country programme. In Georgia, 

BCPR principles are well integrated into the regular CO portfolio, also 

including other CO areas like governance and poverty reduction, livelihoods, 

etc. 

The use of seed funding as BCPR's main financial support modality without 

systematic up scaling and the lack of agreed strategy has (among other factors) 

resulted in a lack of coherence and reduced the medium to long term 

consistency of interventions. BCPR seed funding has been effective in helping 

the CO initiate new projects for which the office has, in some cases, managed 

to mobilise additional funding. However, strategies on how to evaluate and 

upscale the interventions are not integrated into the design phase so projects 

frequently close when there is no more funding.  In Sudan,  BCPR has played a 

key role in assisting the CO with development and seed funding of CPR 

projects and is perceived as responsive, efficient and has a culture of urgency 

that could be used by the rest of UNDP. In DRC, BCPR has also provided 

funding to organisations other than UNDP (i.e. the UN stabilization mission 

MONUSCO) and in practice this has tended to contribute to a lack of clear 

ownership of the support and to undermine UNDP CO’s position.   

The two different ways of channelling BCPR support to the country level have 

implications in various areas. Integrated support in e.g. programming 

processes fosters local ownership and sustainability. Additional or parallel 

support in e.g. sudden crisis situations enhances the ability to respond but COs 

must maintain a basic capacity to continue with early recovery when additional 

staff and financing is pulled. 
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4.4 Implementation, monitoring and evaluation 

The questions guiding the review in the assessment of the effectiveness and 

quality of programme implementation, monitoring and evaluation were: 

 How have programming and procurement modalities within UNDP 

influenced the successful outcome of projects/programmes assessed? 

 What are the other main influences on successful implementation? 

 How important is alignment of BCPR supported programmes with 

other agency/donor programmes? 

 How well do projects define, monitor and evaluate results and what 

determines how well M&E is integrated into the project planning and 

implementation stages? 

The definitions of output, outcome and impact used as guidance for the review 

team are the ones found in UNDP’s Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and 

Evaluating for Development Results (UNDP 2009): 

OUTPUTS - The products, capital goods and services that result from development interventions. 

OUTCOMES - The short-term and medium-term effects of an intervention’s outputs; change in 

development conditions. 

IMPACT - Actual or intended changes in human development as measured by people’s well-being; 

improvements in people’s lives. 

4.4.1 Role of programming and procurement modalities in 

successful implementation 

Being part of UNDP, BCPR benefits from the organisation’s immense 

experience in implementation in all parts of the world. A solid framework for 

programming has been developed over the years and modalities for 

procurement are in place. It is precisely in the practical implementation on the 

ground and the ability to mobilise resources that the UNDP has its main 

strengths. This was confirmed through the country visits undertaken under 

review, and from the many well managed projects and programmes and 

positive feedback from partners and other stakeholders. There is no doubt that 

UNDP’s programming framework and procedures and procurement modalities 

play a decisive role in successful implementation of programmes at the level of 

delivery and outputs. The decentralisation and de facto delegation of power 

to UNDP offices in the field is also stressed as one of the main strengths of 

UNDP interventions in recent years and has allowed for a more operational 

approach responding to local needs. 

BCPR could do more to tailor the programming framework to crisis 

situations. There are two reasons for this: 1) the generic framework does not 

go beyond the level of output, and 2) crisis situations are much more 

challenging in terms of volatility, risks and security. As part of the PME 
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Handbook of UNDP from 2009, BCPR has developed a framework for CPR 

programmes, but this is not very detailed and the COs have largely been left to 

rely on good practices developed by individual staff members with experience 

from crisis situations.  

It should be noted that given the complexity and volatility of crisis situations 

even in the post-emergency period, the integrated HQ/CO structure that is 

usually set up in the emergency response (3-month) phase should be mirrored 

more or less in the post-emergency phase to succeed the SURGE when it 

withdraws.  This is because all the management, technical and financial 

resources of the organisation should come together to provide the timeliness, 

responsiveness, urgency, and flexibility needed to implement recovery 

programmes.  This integrated oversight and support mechanism would be 

required no matter the programming framework adopted, given the very strong 

roles that BCPR, Regional Bureaux and COs have to play in their various areas 

of authority to make things work.  Such a mechanism would go a long way 

towards cutting back on the bureaucracy.  Indeed, the authority that lies with 

each of these key actors is enough to stop things from happening. The review 

has included a recommendation to this effect.35 

The backside of being a large worldwide organisation is the risk of becoming 

bureaucratic. There is evidence in this review that UNDP procedures are seen 

as overly bureaucratic by partners and that this has slowed down the process 

in crisis settings. BCPR funding may be dispatched quickly but there are often 

delays at CO level, which has for example been the case in DRC and Haiti. 

Some improvements have however been made in speeding up procurement in 

crisis affected countries through new fast-track modalities. 

Part of programming is also allocation of resources, and there is a need to 

prioritise resources in order to set the agenda and deliver effectively in critical 

areas. In Haiti, the capacity to coordinate the early recovery cluster was, for 

example, found to be insufficient. Strong UNDP/BCPR leadership would have 

helped speed up the reconstruction process that had been stalled by diverging 

approaches among agencies and donors. 

The length of the funding cycle and programme period is an issue, although the 

findings are slightly different from country to country. In Colombia the 

programmes are relatively long (3-5 years) allowing for in-depth work and 

change to occur, and making sustainable impact more likely. The Uganda CO – 

as well as most other COs with a CPR engagement - had a different experience 

and finds short term funding frequently inappropriate, as it ‘takes 6-8 months to 

consult and plan, include local community, etc.; then another couple of months 

to mobilize funds; and then you have to rush to spend the money before the 12-

18 month funding period ends,’ so things end up being done hurriedly without 

adequate time and attention at the end. The general feedback from COs is that 

BCPR should make longer term commitments and urge other donors to do the 

same. 

                                                   
35

 Please refer to Chapter 6 for details. 
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4.4.2 Other main influences on successful implementation 

Other factors found to have important influence on successful implementation 

include: 

Strong alignment and cooperation with authorities. Indonesia and Georgia 

are good examples of COs having a strong relationship with authorities, which 

is crucial in crisis situations.  Methodologically it is an advantage that the 

programmes and projects have been implemented in close collaboration with 

ministries and other public authorities because it emphasizes national 

ownership and sustainability. However, in a conflict context this may in some 

cases pose problems if the government is a part in the conflict, while other 

political parties, civil society and other stakeholders may represent other sides 

of it. This has to be handled professionally e.g. through ensuring inclusion of 

all sides as partners, an approach which the Kenya CO has applied. 

The security situation and the ability to tackle it. The finding from Somalia is 

that UNDP is doing this well, and in countries like Colombia and Georgia has 

gained access to crisis affected areas not accessible by government. 

Prioritizing risk management. A good example of what can be done is the new 

joint UN-donor risk management project in Nairobi which also includes 

training of UN staff and partners. In other countries such as Uganda, the 

feedback is that this area has not received sufficient attention.  

Strong on-the-ground presence. The general finding is that UNDP is 

particularly strong on this in emergency situations, where COs in Pakistan and 

Indonesia are very strong examples. The feedback in the case of the Somalia 

CO points to the importance of posting staff with decision making authority at 

field offices in order to facilitate smooth implementation.  

The involvement of local partners and working bottom-up.  UNDP are often 

characterised as a top-down organisation ‘rolling out’ its preconceived 

programmes without much involvement of local resources. While this is 

probably true in some cases (Haiti, Benin), this review found very good 

examples of participatory approaches with a strong local involvement 

(Colombia, Georgia, Pakistan, Indonesia).  

UNDP’s strong focus on long term capacity development, which is the core 

mandate of UNDP.  Most countries may state it as a priority but in practice one 

of the major difficulties of BCPR has been to ensure that long lasting effects 

are in fact dealt with - often because analysis in the design phase is insufficient. 

DRR does not always have the intended effect on building resilience and 

preventing future disasters, which has been seen in Haiti. And conflict 

prevention has not in all cases been effective in addressing the root causes of 

conflict, of which DRC is an illustration. In countries with strong governments 

such as Pakistan and Indonesia there are clear indications of successful capacity 

development such as UNDP support to the establishment of specialised 

government agencies for disaster risk management. 
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Timely and relevant BCPR involvement. The feedback tells us how 

important it is to tailor the support to the situation and be very precise on exact 

needs in terms of quality and timing, in order to match capacities and processes 

at CO level (Somalia, Pakistan, Colombia, Georgia). 

4.4.3 Importance of alignment with other agency/donor 
programmes  

BCPR is not an implementing organisation and always works in partnership 

with others through the UNDP Country Offices. Therefore alignment and 

harmonisation with other programmes and other actors in a given country will 

always be crucial for achieving good programme results. 

The review saw many examples of good coordination between UNDP/CPRU 

and other UN agencies (for example Georgia, Colombia, Indonesia, Somalia), 

but observed frictions between UNDP and OCHA (Pakistan, Haiti and vaguely 

in Kenya) due to unclear boundaries between their respective roles. UNDP’s 

leading role in coordinating early recovery interventions appears to interfere 

with OCHA’s role as coordinator of humanitarian interventions, and in some 

countries this challenge has been difficult to reconcile. One example of this is 

the Pakistan CO where considerable effort has been put into clarifying the 

respective roles pof UNDP and UNOCHA in different stages of the crisis/post-

crisis situation. 

Cooperating with other actors is conducive for succeeding with holistic 

approaches to address the needs of specific communities, which is, for 

example, done well in Colombia. It also reduces the risk of overlap and 

providing redundant services to same beneficiaries. 

UNDP HQ appears to be very conscious of whether there is a need for the 

organisation to play a role in a given crisis situation, or if other actors are 

already well placed to provide assistance. It was, for example, mentioned by 

staff in the Sudan CO that BCPR pulled out after other donors became involved 

in a programme support. This is fine if it is part of a coordinated plan, but in 

other cases the methodological inputs and advice are requested by the COs. 

Another advantage of alignment is that programmes complement each other 

as, for example, the Community Security and Small Arms Project and the Joint 

programme for Local Governance in Somalia. Another example, as in Uganda, 

is different agencies providing psycho-social support to ex-combatants in a 

DDR programme or to women who were sex-slaves who are now in a 

livelihoods programme and also require HIV/AIDs education or treatment, and 

conflict management training. The situation with respect to programmes 

complementing each other varies considerably between countries, though. In 

Benin, there was no evidence that complementarity with other donor 

interventions has been taken into account. Haiti has experienced flag raising 

among agencies wanting to highlight their contribution which appears to have 

had a counterproductive effect on alignment. DRC previously experienced a lot 

of rivalry and competition among agencies but there has been recent 
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collaboration with FAO, UNHABITAT and UNESCO on joint projects. 

Initially the collaboration was established to raise funds, but the agencies have 

gradually come to realize the added value in adopting a complementary 

approach, and several new joint projects are in the pipeline. 

It appears to be difficult for UNDP to position itself in countries where there is 

a large SC-mandated UN peacekeeping mission such as DRC and Haiti. 

Evidence from these two countries indicates that UNDP' s peace building and 

post- conflict recovery interventions are not always well articulated with the 

work of the UN missions. This may to a certain extent be related to the fact that  

UNDP is more oriented towards long term development, and that in some 

ways, its approaches therefore differ from that of a peacekeeping mission, 

although there are also a number of overlaps.36At the same time, the UN 

missions have much larger amounts of resources available. It is thus crucial for 

UNDP to focus on specific areas of its competence where it can provide an 

added value in order to influence the agenda UN stabilization and 

reconstruction work. 

4.4.4 Planning for and capturing results 

In the guidelines for Results-Based Management (RBM) guidelines in UNDP’s 

Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for Development Results,37 

results are described as the totality of output, outcome and impact. At country 

level, the Resources and Results Framework is the most commonly used 

framework for keeping track of results in projects and programmes. 

Results at country level are measured through the UNDP RBM system which, 

at project level, is focused on outputs and includes outcome at the country 

level. It is clear from a sample of reports from the Governance Programme and 

the ROLS programme in Somalia that the focus is very much on outputs such 

as trainings delivered, equipment provided, seminars held, etc. This is the case 

in the other country programmes reviewed, as all COs use the generic UNDP 

framework. 

Some of the strong COs have started developing the system further to better 

capture the results. UNDP Somalia has recently developed new formats for 

their project and programme reporting to better respond directly to objectives 

and intensifying the reporting from six-annual to quarterly progress reports. 

The Indonesia CO has a very strong M&E Unit that does regard BCPR as a 

centre of expertise but prefer to develop their own formats as well. In Indonesia 

and Pakistan booklets on best practices have been produced in order to 

strengthen exchange of experience and lessons learnt from implementation. 

                                                   
36

 While DPKO tends to be very focused on strengthening security management, 

UNDP/BCPR's emphasizes the need to balance this with rule of law and access to justice 

interventions. Another example concerns DDR, where UNDP has a more collective 

approach that involves communities and not only ex-combatants.       
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Documentation on broader results is scarce. Some programme reports do 

however reflect on lessons learnt from earlier project or phases, necessary 

changes resulting from those, and identification of best practices. 

It is clear that weak design influences the quality of monitoring and evaluation. 

In most programme and project documents reviewed, there were no specific 

indicators or benchmarks related to work in crisis environments and no 

consistent practice regarding baseline surveys that could have provide a good 

basis for monitoring and evaluation. As part of the UNDP PME Handbook 

from 2009, a (brief) compendium on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation in 

Conflict Prevention and Recovery Settings outlines some basic principles for 

conflict-sensitive programming and other important elements, but this seems 

not to be used at country level.38 

4.4.5 Key challenges in monitoring of projects and 
programmes 

The monitoring and evaluation of BCPR and UNDP projects poses significant 

difficulties because of the lack of baseline studies, the lack of definition of 

outcomes and impact, as well as the lack of systematic procedures and /or 

capacity with BCPR, COs and partners.  

Some of the key challenges in the monitoring of projects and programmes are: 

The limitations in the systems and formats result in a strong focus on output of 

projects and programmes and less focus on outcome.  

The limited use of existing guidelines for conflict sensitive programming in 

BCPR means that not all CPR programmes are planned and implemented 

according to key principles. 

BCPR is not part of line management towards the COs but the fact that most 

projects or programmes are started with funding from BCPR, and often are (co-

)designed by experts offered from BCPR should ensure that BCPR’s approach 

would be used in CPR work if BCPR consistently  presents its tools and 

guidelines. BCPR, however, does not seem to offer a coherent monitoring or 

evaluation mechanism to the COs. 

As mentioned earlier, the lack of a successor mechanism for enhanced recovery 

programming support remains a major problem as well.  Some recent steps may 

contribute to more coherent approaches and decision-making, such as an 

“Executive Team” chaired by the Associate Administrator to make sure that 

high-level decisions with important policy and political implications are made 

jointly and  in a timely manner.  The “SURGE” ensures that enhanced 

management support capacities are provided in a timely manner to enable COs 
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cope with the first 3 months of a crisis.  The recently introduced “fast-track 

procedures” ensure that procurement/recruitment can now be done in a more 

timely manner.  The gap appears to be, however, that there is no such 

mechanism when it comes to recovery programming post-SURGE, despite the 

continued volatility and complexity of the setting for programme/project 

implementation.  This is recognized by BCPR as a major challenge. Another 

challenge related to the paucity of analysis is the lack of a shared analytical 

baseline of information between BCPR, the Regional Bureaux and Cos posing 

an obstacle to joint and coherent monitoring.39 

CPR projects and programmes are integral parts of UNDP country programmes 

and are not monitored separately. 

• In some places there is insufficient staff capacity to actively monitor 

projects on a frequent basis. There is also a need to train local partners in 

M&E in some countries such as Uganda. In Georgia the COBREM 

programme works with more than 50 local partners/projects and provides 

M&E support to them so that they know how to conduct M&E and file 

reports. 

The different levels of M&E defined at CO level do not seem a sufficient 

guarantee for documentation on how projects have contributed to outcomes in 

their specific context. This is a crucial weakness and will become even more so 

with increased demands and more restricted donor funding. 

4.5 Impact and sustainability 

 

 Where projects were judged to be successful - vis-a-vis having positive 

development impacts - what is the relative influence of this positive 

success of: good design, effective delivery, contingent factors? 

 What was the impact of absorptive capacity in country, and how well 

were absorptive capacity issues taken into account in project design, 

implementation and partnership? 

The definition of impact used as guidance for the review team is the one found 

in UNDP’s Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for 

Development Results (UNDP 2009): 

IMPACT - Actual or intended changes in human development as measured by people’s well-being; 

improvements in people’s lives 
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4.5.1 Documentation of impact 

Given the focus of this review, which is not an impact assessment as such, 

information has been gathered on indications of likely impact in the countries 

covered. In most countries the review found that the impact of programmes and 

projects has been mixed.  

In Sudan it was found difficult to assess the impact of programmes and 

projects as formulated in the present documents – and it would be fair to say 

that this is the situation in most countries due to the way reporting is being 

done. It is not possible to assess impact by whether stable peace has been 

achieved or conflicts have been prevented because a number of factors exert 

influence on conflict situations. However, a number of benchmarks or 

milestones could be developed for all programmes and projects defining what 

the expected outcome will be. Depending on the specific project indicators, as, 

for example, increased trade, traffic and communication between former 

enemies or less bias of media content about the other side, could be first steps 

of measurable progress and more ambitious indicators could be formulated for 

later phases. More or less the same situation is found in relation to the Somalia 

CO, where there is a very limited focus on programme impact, as the UNDP 

guiding frameworks do not go beyond output. This area will need to be 

strengthened to document and understand the broader impact better – including 

unintended negative impact. A more systematic application of Do No Harm 

principles might facilitate this process but it also needs firm management steps 

and formalised systems. A lot of UNDP’s engagement in capacity development 

with government at various levels in Somalia is focussed on reaching 

sustainable improvements; for example, the work with the police under the 

Governance Programme. A more direct reflection in progress reporting on the 

degree of success in building sustainable capacity would produce clearer 

evidence of UNDP’s achievements in this area. 

Among the interventions likely to have achieved a positive impact is the 

engagement in Ituri in DRC, where UNDP is considered to have contributed 

significantly to the promotion of social cohesion by addressing inter-ethnic and 

intra-community tensions. Projects in the field of access to justice and rule of 

law are assessed to have had a positive impact in DRC, Somalia and Pakistan 

due to (among other things) the adoption of comprehensive approaches. The 

engagement in community security and armed violence reduction in Somalia is 

another example which has had a documented positive impact on community 

security. In Colombia, UNDP technical support to national government 

ministries and institutions has shown positive results in assisting to develop 

national policies on a number of issues. In Kenya, the multifaceted 

programming carried out by PBCPU in close cooperation with the government 

and politicians seems to have established structures and facilitated processes 

preventing political violence during the recent referendum. And the livelihood 

programme in Kenya seems helpful for the involved communities because of its 

emphasis on the development of alternative types of livelihood and cross-

conflict dialogue, but it does not target the reduction of risks related to natural 

disasters per se and therefore has limited sustainability. In Nepal, the 

Livelihoods Outcome Evaluation has registered important impacts from the 
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programme itself. It stresses that UNDP CO has been able to adjust from an 

entire conflict situation to and through the transitional situation towards 

development. 

In Uganda, the UNDP capacity building projects at the national government 

level have shown good results in assisting the government and its various 

ministries to develop national policies, such as the National Policy for Disaster 

Preparedness and Management. There are indications of intended and achieved 

impact of UNDP DRR and the peace building programmes in Indonesia, in 

particular in the area of strengthening policies, legislation and governmental 

capacity in the fields of Disaster Risk Reduction and Peace Building/Conflict 

Prevention and Management. This is one of the important results of a long-

standing partnership with central and local government in Indonesia which 

regards UNDP as a trusted partner ready to assist when a crisis strikes and also 

in long-term support to strengthening governmental capacity in managing 

natural disasters as well as conflict related crises. Along similar lines, the 

creation of provincial disaster management institutes in Pakistan can be 

attributed to the success of support provided by UNDP to NIDM. These 

institutes will continue to exist and work once the funding from UNDP comes 

to an end. In Georgia too, UNDP is working with the government at national 

and municipal levels to build capacity, and has been particularly effective in 

working with a number of ministries concerned with DRR. In Georgia and 

Uganda, programmes focused on provision of infrastructure and goods are 

found to have immediate impact, with long-term sustainability always a risk as 

local communities and municipalities must adhere to their commitments for 

upkeep and maintenance. 

Examples of projects and programmes less likely to have achieved much in 

terms of impact are UNDP’s engagement in relation to the conflict fuelled by 

access to minerals in the Kivus, where there is no clear indication of long term 

impact in terms of economic recovery and resolution of the underlying causes 

of conflict. In Benin, pilot interventions with a more narrow scope such as 

economic recovery targeting a specific group (women) or conflict management 

training for the establishment of local peace committees have had difficulty in 

achieving real impact.     

Haiti is another example of doubt about the impact.  Although UNDP's 

engagement in emergency and recovery operations in Haiti after the 2010 

earthquake have without doubt contributed to preventing an aggravation of the 

crisis,  it is still too soon to determine to what extent the support has increased 

the resilience of the Haitian government and people to overcome future shocks 

and threats . There are clearly needs that remain insufficiently addressed, 

especially when it comes to the more long-term needs that are crucial for the 

reconstruction process such as the resettlement of earth quake survivors. 

4.5.2 Steps to enhance sustainability 

In view of its core mandate being capacity development, UNDP should be well 

placed to reach good results in terms of sustainability. UNDP often finds itself 
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in a quite unique position vis-à-vis the government because of its long term 

commitment and neutrality. However, in some countries (e.g. DRC) the CO 

does not appear to have used this position proactively to initiate a dialogue with 

the government on key reform issues. 

In some countries like Uganda, project design in recovery programmes failed, 

by and large, to take into account the long-term sustainability of implemented 

actions. Quick Impact Projects, in particular, suffered from this, and addressed 

immediate needs with middling success in the longer term.  

The extent to which COs work systematically with exit strategies varies from 

country to country. In Uganda, exit strategies do not seem to have been part of 

the planning in the last phase of interventions. In Colombia, the CPR exit 

strategy for programme components targeting governance is that the Colombian 

government’s capacity will strengthen to the point where support is no longer 

required. A recent BCPR mission to Colombia surprisingly recommended that 

exit strategies not be considered at this time. This is contrary to common 

knowledge and experience, that exit strategies must be considered even at the 

project design stage in order to be realistic and transparent in relation to the 

implementing partners. 

Even though documentation of results is weak, it should fairly be mentioned 

that in most countries the BCPR supported projects and technical assistance 

have not only aimed at micro level interventions, but had an ambition to 

strengthen sustainable mechanisms. Although the exact role played by 

UNDP is difficult to assess in all situations, its interventions have no doubt 

contributed to the development of sustainable structures, policies and plans. 

Examples are UNDP's contribution to the strengthening of the justice sector in 

DRC and Haiti, or the adoption of the first national contingency plan for 

management of crisis and natural disasters in Benin. 

A good example of a comprehensive UNDP effort with a strong focus on 

longer term impact and sustainability is the integrated strategy of three 

related projects in Indonesia, designed to consolidate peace, reduce the impact 

of future natural disasters, and build the foundations for a sustainable economic 

recovery that benefits all citizens in Aceh. Similarly, in Pakistan under the 

peace and development program, UNDP provided necessary seed money for 

the salaries of specialist staff needed at the national agency PaRSSA. There is 

now indication from the government of its intention to take over, in incremental 

phases, salary costs of staff, supported by UNDP. In Georgia and Colombia  

too, design and implementation take into account various aspects of impact and 

sustainability, with local ownership (municipal government or local 

community) frequently addressed in content and by partnership.  

An example of a programme with inadequate focus on sustainability is the early 

recovery intervention in Haiti, where the slow pace of reconstruction means 

that the situation remains very volatile which indicates that the country suffers 

from a lack of clear transition strategy from emergency to recovery and 

sustainable development. This is an area where UNDP/ BCPR should have a 
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comparative advantage, but does not seem to have manifested itself in an actual 

role of leadership in making the process smoother. 

In view of the many other factors influencing sustainability of interventions, it 

is not possible to single out UNDP’s contribution as the one crucial factor. 

Fragile and volatile environments often add to this attribution problem. In 

Colombia’s complicated and volatile conflict environment with repeated crises 

and large numbers of affected population, for example, UNDP’s long-term 

impact is difficult to discern, even though indications are positive with CSO’s 

attributing much of their impact on government policy to UNDP’s support.   

4.6 Partnerships 

 How well were partnerships and dialogue initiated and developed 

throughout all stages of project design and implementation with (a) 

national authorities and stakeholders, (b) other international actors? 

 What role did partnerships play in the extent to which projects had 

impact? 

Partnerships with government and non-governmental organisations and other 

stakeholders at country level are crucial to UNDP/BCPR as a non-

implementing organisation. The approach to partnership is taken very seriously 

by COs as they depend to a great extent on their partners in achieving the 

intended programme results. 

The review team met with government partners and NGOs in the nine countries 

visited and found a mostly positive and diverse pattern in the way COs related 

to partners, and also a number of challenges and opportunities to pursue for 

improvement. 

4.6.1 Partnerships with governments 

The feedback from government stakeholders was positive on the partnership 

with UNDP in the majority of countries visited (Kenya, Indonesia, Pakistan, 

Colombia, Georgia), while there were mixed experiences in Haiti and DRC.40 

In Indonesia, stakeholders in and around the SC-DRR and PTD programmes 

confirmed the good cooperation with UNDP on CPR programme, in particular 

the planning department BAPPENAS which is the main partner. In addition to 

capacity development, the partnership entails regular dialogue between 

BAPPENAS and CPRU on issues related to implementation of the programme. 

Through the partnership approach, CPRU/UNDP is by stakeholders seen as 

giving leverage to the importance of the programme and lending its convening 

power to the stakeholders. In Pakistan the government partners have generally 

been appreciative of UNDP for understanding their needs and also recognising 
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the significance of existing government structures as a means of service 

delivery.  These relationships are developed around the concept of shared 

vision but also driven by the provision of resources from UNDP. There is need 

for development of clear guidelines for partnership. This may be in the form of 

a “Partnership Development Policy or Framework” so that expectations are 

clear from the start of the project. 

UNDP Georgia has proven adept at working with the government, and has been 

useful to it in building capacity on a number of fronts. In the CPR portfolio, 

assistance to the Law and Justice sector stands out as a place where BCPR 

support played a critical role in building local capacity. In Colombia, 

government agencies consulted were complimentary of UNDP’s interventions 

and capacity-building support, citing that UNDP works in regions where 

government and other organizations are not or cannot be active; that UNDP is a 

good bridge, bringing the national strategy to a territorial level; and that UNDP 

brings other international actors and stakeholders to the table. 

In Uganda the effectiveness thus far of UNDP CPR implementing programmes 

in partnership with other organizations and institutions, including the Ugandan 

government and both local and international organizations, is mixed. Varying 

capacities of implementing partners have been a factor playing into UNDP 

success, with some implementing projects effectively and others having been 

less successful.  

4.6.2 Partnerships with civil society organisations 

The feedback from civil society organisations (CSOs) was positive in countries 

like Kenya, Somalia, Pakistan, Indonesia, and Colombia. What was particularly 

emphasized was the involvement of CSOs in programme formulation, the trust 

shown by UNDP in respecting the organisations’ values and modalities of 

work, the element of strengthening civil society at the local and national level, 

and the networking and dialogue work done by UNDP. There was however also 

criticism of UNDP’s bureaucratic procedures (Kenya, Pakistan), and of the lack 

of involvement of CSOs in crucial programme processes (DRC and Haiti). 

UNDP Somalia has a sharp focus on partnership development and has generally 

a good reputation as a responsible partner among government and NGO 

stakeholders in Somaliland and Puntland. NGO and private sector partners are 

selected based on careful assessment of their abilities taking into account 

relevant existing networks and initiatives with which to partner. This modality 

is already widely used in south-central Somalia and its use in Puntland and 

Somaliland will increase.  In Pakistan, BCPR has developed a strong linkage 

with NGOs for early recovery, but the majority of such organizations are either 

international or national. The team from UNDP provides an overall framework 

of working but leaves the decisions about execution to the implementing 

partners. In Colombia, local partners highlighted the value of UNDP’s 

networking and dialogue work, strengthening civil society organizations at the 

local and national levels, and providing local people, particularly IDPs and 

victims groups, with access to decision makers in government.  
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In DRC, some interviewees stressed that local stakeholders were not always 

sufficiently taken into account in the design phase and that intervention were 

therefore not sufficiently adapted to the local context. At the same time UNDP 

had good relations with government which were not used in a strategic way to 

enter into a political dialogue with the government on sensitive issues.  

In Haiti, the lack of inclusiveness in needs assessment and project planning has 

been emphasised. There is also a tendency only to involve CSOs as service 

providers rather than partners in a broader and deeper sense (DRC and Haiti).  
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5 Overall assessment of conditions for 

positive results and long term change 

Based on the findings presented in the previous chapter, this chapter presents 

the review’s overall assessment of the key conditions for achieving positive 

results and long term impact, as well as the assessment of BCPR’s strengths 

and weaknesses in relation to these conditions. 

1 Good design with a strong analytical base, and tailored to crisis affected 

environments. 

UNDP/BCPR is strong in programme planning and design with a focus on 

activity planning and identification of outputs. It would however be useful to 

strengthen BCPR’s approach through working with more explicit theories of 

change: how will the planned activities provide positive results? There is a need 

to provide more specific analysis in the design phase on how inter-group and/or 

systemic change can be promoted to ensure long lasting results and to develop 

indicators reaching beyond activities and output. More explicit mapping of 

diagnosed problems and proposed solutions could help revising and refining a 

programme strategy in an environment that is changing rapidly. The special 

nature of CPR work requires more systematic analytical work such as conflict 

analysis with identification of root causes, conflicting identities and interest of 

actors playing into the dynamics of the conflict, rapid assessments in disaster 

situations, the link between disaster risk reduction and long term prevention of 

disaster prone crises, socio-economic analysis including gender aspects, 

analysis of fragility and instability. In the Conflict-related Development 

Analysis from 2003 the BCPR offers a pretty straight forward model for 

analysing conflicts and to some degree also designing a response to these. 

However, most analyses we have seen do not follow these guidelines and there 

is clearly a need for updating and disseminating a new version across the 

system. 

Furthermore, the design needs to take into account that CPR programmes need 

to apply more flexible and crisis sensitive approaches that non-CPR 

programmes. The team has in some countries observed strong design informed 

by post-conflict needs assessment and various kinds of studies, and would only 
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add that there may be a need to more directly address institutional weaknesses 

and capacity needs which are crucial in fragile contexts. . In relation to conflict 

it is necessary both to make designs dealing with long term pre-disposing 

causes and the current or constantly changing dynamic causes. In situations of 

immediate crisis such as sudden disasters, there is a particular challenge in 

following a thorough methodological approach, and programmes are often 

designed while they are rolled out. New programme interventions have in 

several cases been designed in a rush, and there is a risk of quality demands 

being set aside because of a need to respond to immediate needs.  

In this kind of disaster, proven approaches developed by the humanitarian 

organisations are often used, and the systematic combination of these and 

longer term approaches could potentially be one of the key strengths of BCPR 

and the CO CPR units in disaster risk reduction work. Adapting the overall 

programming approach to crisis affected settings by building on these good 

practices and drawing inspiration from other international organisations should 

be a key task of BCPR in cooperation with its CPR counterparts in COs. In 

relation to conflict, BCPR is the only international UN agency specialising in 

conflict prevention and working mainly at track II-level, and should thus take 

the lead in developing and adjusting approaches and modalities 

2 Effective delivery in accordance with short term and long term needs 

One of BCPR’s strengths has been to seed fund the initial phase of projects and 

programmes carried out by UNDP CO. And UNDP CO has been good at 

mobilising additional sources with the help of BCPR in approaching donors. 

The relevance and impact would however be strengthened if detailed needs 

assessments were a systemic feature of all CPR programmes as this would 

ensure that long term needs are better addressed. UNDP-BCPR has conducted a 

number of comprehensive needs assessments at country level in cooperation 

with national and international partners, and specialists from BCPR have 

played a key role in developing approaches to Post-Disaster Needs-

Assessments and Post-Conflict Needs Assessments. BCPR has a key role in 

ensuring that these kinds of comprehensive and joint assessments are conducted 

in all programmes with substantial BCPR guidance and participation, as part of 

a unique ‘BCPR Approach’ to enhance effective and needs-based delivery in 

natural disasters as well as conflict situations. The focus should be on providing 

sustainable responses which can minimise risks related to recurring disasters 

and conflicts. 

3 Competent and experienced managers and staff of Country Offices 

It is crucial for achieving good programme results that the CO senior staff is 

competent, experienced and thus adept at manoeuvring with flexibility in a 

volatile, changeable, sensitive environment, and develops and adapts 

programmes to suit the specific needs of not only the country but also the 

specific needs of different regions. All this requires analysis to inform, but also 

experience to judge, react and act effectively in a politically charged 

environment. It also requires field staff that is attuned to the same factors. 
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Overall, the CO senior level managers met during the country visits were 

impressive with extensive experience from working in crisis affected 

environments, and possessed a deep knowledge of UNDP as an organisation. 

The staff of the CPR Units, programme managers and field managers met 

during the visits were of a high calibre, too, and there is no doubt that this 

factor impacts positively on the programme results. Some of these COs with 

strong capacities to work with CPR issues may in fact not need much technical 

assistance from BCPR. On the other hand, there are also countries that face 

unanticipated or very complex crisis which the COs are not geared to tackle and 

where substantial technical support from BCPR is an absolute requirement to 

ensure effective CPR interventions. Disaster prone countries that are at the 

same time characterised by severe governance problems and latent conflicts are 

often particularly vulnerable because the COs are working in an environment 

not conducive to effective crisis management.  

4 Systems and guidelines to ensure consistent programming practices 

throughout the organisation 

Being a large worldwide organisation with long-standing experience and 

operating large programmes in all continents, there is a risk of inertia and 

limited flexibility in the ways UNDP works. The creation of BCPR in 2001 was 

an innovative step responding to the special challenges that UNDP had met in 

countries affected by conflict and disasters. Specialised capacity has been built 

up in this field not least because of BCPR, which now has the potential to 

become the global leader in crisis prevention in relation to natural disasters and 

conflict, and combinations of the two.  In the field of early recovery during 

natural disasters, BCPR cannot be seen as the natural global leader, as it does 

not have the same rapid response capacity as the humanitarian organisations, 

whereas BCPR would often be better placed than others in rapid response to 

conflict, as well as crisis prevention through assisting governments putting 

policy and structures in place to mitigate against natural disasters in a 

preventive way. This review has shown that the specialised expertise has often 

been of great benefit through technical assistance to COs, funding of CPR staff 

in COs, as well as through seed funding of projects and programmes. However, 

it has not led to a very visible specialised and consistent approach to 

programming and implementation in crisis affected countries. It is considered a 

weakness that no special CPR approach to crisis countries has been detected 

during this review. To the extent that tools and methodologies have been 

developed by BCPR experts, they do not seem to be "internalised" by staff, 

mainstreamed into CO programming or promoted beyond UNDP. A 

systematised knowledge in terms of methodologies, tools, and models seems 

not to exist and the exchange of knowledge or the easy contact to BCPR for 

advice has not been put in place. Not to mention that organisations like the 

World Bank seem to move ahead of BCPR with inspiring analyses and models 

for dealing with conflicts. The review found however a number of good 

practices but only little consistency between programmes.  
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5 Crisis sensitive implementation and M&E frameworks which go beyond 

output and capture effect and impact 

Related to the previous is the total reliance on the generic UNDP frameworks 

for programming and monitoring & evaluation, which are not developed for 

crisis affected areas and which are focussed on activities and outputs. The 

donors interviewed have often insisted that the COs in their CPR work must 

move from focusing on outputs to measurable outcomes and impact indicators. 

Crisis sensitive implementation also implies addressing and monitoring 

triggers/dynamic causes of conflict at the current, on-going level and on root 

causes or pre-disposing structural causes at the longer term level. It also implies 

capturing and addressing dynamics of natural disasters including when and how 

to bridge short term response by building resilience and addressing longer term 

needs. In addition, it is crucial to work with gender sensitive indicators to 

capture – and respond to – the different needs and capacities of women and 

men in a crisis. The actual application of M&E frameworks is another area 

calling for attention, in particular in relation to accountability and follow-up 

after frameworks have been filled out and reports submitted. 

6 Clarity of roles between BCPR, Regional Bureaux and Country Offices 

The review found that there is some confusion at CO level regarding what can 

be expected from BCPR, and the priority of one country over another for BCPR 

support is not understood.  The contact with and benefit from BCPR seems 

sometimes to rely on personal relations rather than on clear needs based 

criteria. The relations with BCPR is in some countries seen as closer than with 

the Regional Bureaux and the Regional Service Centres situated in the regions, 

which by some COs were seen as unresponsive compared to BCPR and were 

viewed as very supportive by others. Others mentioned that the regional 

Bureaux were responsible for the performance evaluation of the CO 

management and consequently were not criticised.  Another factor may be that 

the Regional Bureaux are seen by COs more as part of the line management 

rather than a source of funding and technical expertise. It might be considered 

in relation to the division of roles between BCPR, RBs and COs to find a way 

that could ensure a better use of regional bureaux, as they, for example, have 

the advantage of proximity to the CO and therefore potentially a better 

knowledge of the specific context in the region. The team received very 

positive response in cases where a BCPR expert had been seconded to a 

Regional Support Centre as this added a specific technical expertise to the 

bureau. This could be a good practice to be applied more intensely.    

7 Long term, transparent and predictable commitments in terms of 

funding and technical assistance including follow-up, as well as 

including transparent criteria for selection of BCPR priority countries 

Alignment of expectations between the COs and BCPR and predictability of 

support and cooperation came out as areas where the COs are very interested in 

a higher level of clarity. Two issues are important in this respect: (a) BCPR 



70 Portfolio review for UNDP's Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery 

criteria for choice of priority countries, and (b) the experience from the 

countries where the Strategic Partnership Framework has been applied. 

(a) BCPR is currently going through a process of focussing its efforts on 

fewer countries and this has not yet reached a final decision. The BCPR 

Strategy 2007 - 2011 presented a set of criteria for engagement to be 

used as a basis for decision-making on specific engagements. The 

criteria relate to the type of crisis, whether there is a demand from 

national counterparts for UNDP participation, availability of the 

necessary capacity within BCPR, whether UNDP has a comparative 

advantage, whether meaningful results are realistic, and if entry points 

for engagement exist.41 These criteria should be used in conjunction 

with a country analysis before a decision was taken for engagement in a 

country. As part of the on-going geographic concentration process, a 

new set of criteria are expected, and as a response to the interest from 

many COs in knowing more about strategic priorities on the side of 

BCPR, it is important that these are clearly communicated to COs, and 

CO perspectives on the criteria are taken into consideration. 

 

(b) This review covered 7 out of the 12 countries with a Strategic 

Partnership Framework (SPF) (Uganda, DRC, Sudan, Somalia, 

Colombia visited, and Nepal, Haiti covered by desk review) and 

received mainly positive feedback, primarily in relation to predictability 

of funding and technical support. The review team concludes that the 

SPF concept is useful, but would benefit from being developed into a 

more strategic tool. In some (but not all – with e.g. Pakistan and Kenya 

as exceptions) of the COs not covered by the Strategic Partnership 

Framework (SPF), the contact with BCPR is considered to be ad hoc 

and not so predictable. Many expressed interest in a more strategic 

approach on the part of BCPR, which would also facilitate more 

systematic follow-up after visits, etc. The feedback from COs shows 

that the SPF provides opportunities for more strategic and predictable 

working relations between BCPR and COs. The funding terms vary 

between short term response and longer term engagements, but a longer 

term perspective would be preferred in more cases Disasters often 

develop into protracted humanitarian crises.. Essentially UNDP’s role 

in the Early Recovery cluster has very efficiently managed to tap into 

the donor funding provided during and around humanitarian 

emergencies, whether they were a result of conflicts or natural disasters. 

Conceptually, however, it does not work for conflict settings in its 

present form and should be redefined in a process led by BCPR and 

involving representatives from the CO CPR Units. A few principles 

should be considered for a rapidly deployed funding mechanism to 

substitute Early Recovery in conflicts: It should be possible to engage 

rapidly immediately before, during and after eruption of violent 

conflicts to change the dynamics of conflicts and to take the first steps 

towards a long term conflict sensitive development programming that 

targets the structural causes of conflict. 
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8 Timely, relevant and quality support provided from BCPR to Country 

Offices 

Even though the support provided by BCPR is generally highly acknowledged 

by COs and there are fine examples of excellent specialists contributing 

positively to programming processes over the years, the quality of the support 

is very uneven and some COs say it has lost intensity during the past 2-3 years. 

One reason given is the time consuming internal reorganisation of BCPR; 

another is decline in funding. The review received feedback from several COs 

regarding delays in funding or technical assistance committed, and also 

concerns over the technical quality of experts provided. Others, however, 

praised the expert roster as very useful and important. The findings show that 

strong COs able to define their needs in precise terms have more success with 

getting relevant support than COs with less capacity. There is also an 

impression with some COs of BCPR not having the right expertise in relevant 

areas, and some have started seeking support elsewhere after a few negative 

experiences with consultants supplied by BCPR through the roster (ExpRes). 

This feedback points to a need for BCPR to update the roster, to improve the 

procedures for providing expertise and ad hoc advice from BCPR to COs, and 

to strengthen the quality assurance of the experts provided. BCPR is regarded 

within UNDP as the ‘practice leader for crisis prevention and recovery’ and 

sees itself as a ‘repository for tools, methods and experience’.42 Given its vast 

experience and specialised staff, BCPR has great potential for fulfilling this 

role and also be a trendsetter outside UNDP due to its unique role in dealing 

with both natural disasters and conflict, with short term as well as long term 

interventions. Core to the BCPR business model is also to be a catalyst and for 

COs and other actors with a firm focus on capacity development and support in 

terms of methods and tools. It would be useful for BCPR to explore why the 

perception at COs is not in all cases positive, and to find ways of strengthening 

the work in cooperation with the COs. 

9 Close partnerships with government and civil society actors at national 

and local levels 

Interviews and observations during field visits show that UNDP COs in general 

are very strong in establishing partnerships with government ministries and 

departments. In conflict settings it is however also important that the UNDP 

COs make use of their often very strong reputation as neutral aid partner to 

engage with government and opposition politicians whenever this can facilitate 

progress in the conflict prevention work. It is also apparent that the partnerships 

with governments vary according to ministries and personalities involved – and 

between national and local level, and that they are fragile and may change after 

elections or in cases of transfer or new appointments of government staff. 

While traditionally UNDP has prioritised close links with government, civil 

society organisations have often been used more as service providers than 

partners. In a number of the countries visited, the partnerships with specialised 

NGOs in, for example, peace building and disaster risk reduction appeared to 
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have developed to a quite mature state and were well functioning. In Kenya, 

BCPR was especially helpful in establishing relationship with CSOs. Apart 

from some complaints regarding delays, bureaucratic procedures and lack of 

economic transparency, partners in general regard UNDP COs as good partners 

providing relevant capacity development support and refraining from trying to 

micro-manage the partners, but allowing local partners to shape and guide the 

programme design and content, thereby addressing real needs and building 

capacity. The close cooperation between UNDP CO and government 

departments is very important for creating local ownership, developing 

government policy to address specific issues, and to strengthen prospects for 

sustainability. 

10 Participatory implementation involving national and local resources 

Contrary to the image of a bureaucratic top-down organisation, the review 

found a number of good practices where UNDP COs worked in a very 

participatory manner involving local actors and building on local capacities. It 

is a healthy sign that UNDP COs can perform in a bottom-up manner and be 

flexible at the country level, which may be related to the decentralisation and 

delegation of authority to the country level. While conflict prevention and 

peace building demand a holistic approach that includes a bottom-up strategy, 

engagement with the political levels in a bottom-down approach is also needed. 

COs such as Colombia have proven quite successful with both approaches. 

BCPR has been helpful in suggesting both approaches to COs which had only 

emphasised one of the strategies. 

11 Coordination and harmonisation with other UN entities, other 

international organisations and donors 

In all countries visited, UNDP is an important actor in coordination foras with 

the country government and donor partners. However, while donors tend to 

praise the CO’s CPR implementation they insist in Sudan, Kenya and DRC to 

become much more involved as partners in the development of programmes 

and to focus on outcomes and stronger cost benefits. The feedback on 

coordination from donor partners was very positive in Georgia and Colombia. 

Joint exercises between UNDP COs, BCPR and other development partners 

have taken place in a number of countries, such as needs assessments, 

programming processes and joint projects on e.g. risk management. Much of 

the architecture created at country level as part of the aid effectiveness agenda 

has facilitated these coordination mechanisms. 

With few exceptions, the coordination with other UN agencies at country level 

is found to be good, with each part respecting its own and others’ mandates. 

There is an in-built potential conflict in relation to disaster situations, however, 

resulting from UNDP taking on the lead role for the early recovery cluster, as 

this touches closely on the coordinating role of UN OCHA. The review 

observed in Pakistan how this can lead to difficulties in cooperation and 

division of labour. In Colombia, on the other hand, there seemed to be no 

problem at all in the agency coordination mechanism, with each relevant 
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organisation taking on their leadership roles. Furthermore, in Georgia, there 

was great appreciation for the lead role of UNDP in early recovery, particularly 

working in Abkhazia where, without UNDP, other agencies asserted they'd be 

unable to work, or work with extreme difficulty. When it comes to conflict 

situations, the role of UNDP in countries with and without a peace keeping 

mission has to be made clear where the involvement of the peace keeping 

mission ends and UNDP’s role begins to avoid confusion, as the experience 

from DRC clearly shows. 

12 Improved knowledge management between HQ and COs, and towards 

external partners 

This review has shown that the specialised expertise of BCPR has often been of 

great benefit through technical assistance to COs, funding of CPR staff in COs, 

as well as through seed funding of projects and programmes. However, it has 

not led to a very visible specialised and consistent approach to programming 

and implementation in crisis affected countries. It is considered a weakness that 

no special CPR approach to crisis countries has been detected during this 

review. To the extent that tools and methodologies have been developed by 

BCPR experts, they do not seem to be "internalised" by staff, mainstreamed 

into CO programming or promoted beyond UNDP. A systematised knowledge 

in terms of methodologies, tools, and models seems not to exist and the 

exchange of knowledge or the easy contact to BCPR for advice has not been 

put in place. Not to mention that organisations like the World Bank seem to 

move ahead of BCPR with inspiring analyses and models for dealing with 

conflicts. This should lead to significant changes in BCPR’s strategy and 

actions towards a better management of its specialised knowledge at HQ and 

country level. 

The review team finds that the BCPR must develop a comprehensive strategy 

and an action plan that internally targets country offices, regional bureaus and 

regional service centres, and externally targets relevant partners at country and 

international level. 

• In COs and at regional level there is a need to have a uniform knowledge 

of BCPR’s tools, models and guidelines in order to succeed but also in 

order to build a clearer profile of BCPR and UNDP. This also implies that 

external experts sent to help COs with technical assistance must be trained 

in using BCPR’s methodologies in order not to make the profile even more 

blurred.  

• The procedures for collecting useful experience form COs as answers to 

particular crises could be systematised through synoptic overviews and be 

offered smoothly to the COs or others requesting advise on implementation 

issues for a particular programme or project. 

• Most COs still favoured a person in BCPR HQ with contact responsibility 

for one or more countries but suggested that the internal HQ 
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communication should be strengthened to allow the COs easy access to 

responses from a variety of expertise through telephone or email. 

• At country level the team has already suggested that BCPR crises analyses 

should be made and shared with other international and local partners on 

the ground. It is important to involve also donors in the development of 

strategies as response to the analyses. UNDP’s facilitation of stakeholders 

meetings among local and international partners will further strengthen the 

profile of the organisation. 

• At international level BCPR should decide on strategic priorities for how 

to engage more in the external UN international debates about approaches 

to national and regional conflicts and disasters. Umbrellas with think tanks, 

professional organisations, donors and other partners could strengthen the 

BCPR’s capacity to lead in the area of conflict prevention and disaster risk 

reduction. 
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6 Overall conclusions and 

recommendations 

1 Relevance and effectiveness of the present programming mix and 

programming modalities for delivering impact in the diverse crisis 

environments in which the Bureau supports UNDP COs 

In most mission countries there have only been very weak analyses of root 

causes and dynamic factors with a risk of fuelling conflict. BCPR capacity 

seems frequently underutilized in the field, with information regarding the 

conflict context and the existence of relevant windows of opportunity seldom 

leading to programmatic changes and adaptation. The focus in disaster prone 

countries has often been more on reactive assistance than on long term disaster 

risk reduction.   

In view of the multitude of actors operating in crisis affected countries and not 

least the great variety of approaches, methodologies and tools existing ‘on the 

market’, BCPR could potentially play an important role in securing relevant 

and timely application of the right methods and tools in programme planning 

and implementation. Given the expertise developed over the years in BCPR, 

this could be an appropriate niche for the organisation to fill. It also relates to 

coordination between actors in what kind of analytical work is carried out in the 

early stages of the programme cycle, the indicators to be developed in a 

particular crisis situation, and ensuring a solid framework for monitoring and 

evaluation directly linked to the analytical work and the indicators. 

The insufficient focus on short and long term impact in conflicts and disasters 

is reflected in almost all project documents, reviews and evaluations that the 

mission team has encountered. Apart from very general outcomes, all emphasis 

is on deliverables in terms of outputs and efficient project implementation.  

Very few baseline studies have been carried out and a majority of staff and 

management seem to neglect the strategic emphasis on positive change.  

BCPR has responsibility for this. The portfolio focus for BCPR has been on 

provision of seed money for many projects of one or two year’s duration. 
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Success seems to have been judged by the number of additional contributions 

from national and multinational donors boosting the budgets or prolonging the 

projects. Seed programme funding from BCPR has seldom been used to fund a 

pilot project that, following a proper evaluation, was replicated in other areas. 

This is a strategic error pointed to by several COs that would aim for such 

replication (Uganda, Colombia). 

The impact of a multitude of small projects on peace or conflict has been 

limited, and only recently BCPR and the COs seem to have moved in direction 

of larger flexible programmes that holistically deal with root causes and current 

dynamics of conflicts, or in the case of disasters, build the local capacity to deal 

with risk reduction and preparedness. Many country offices request larger and 

longer term programmatic funding instead of short term project support. 

It is recommended that BCPR: 

1.1 Substitute seed funding of smaller projects with a long term 

programmatic approach to funding, providing guidance to holistic, 

multifaceted and contextually based programmes with clearly defined 

milestones and outcomes for improving the situation. This does not 

exclude seed funding, which has often been successful in getting other 

donors on board, but it would be seen in a larger strategic context. If the 

current financial situation poses challenges to this, the number of priority 

countries could be reduced (based on clear criteria – see below). 

1.2 Develop new criteria for selection of priority countries based on a) The 

seriousness of crisis in the country, b) Whether the country is affected by 

sudden disasters or protracted crises, c) The capacity and needs of the CO 

and the government in the country, and d) The support provided by other 

actors. 

1.3 Develop a special monitoring and evaluation system for crisis affected 

countries that includes crisis-sensitive indicators, frequent context 

analyses, and more frequent monitoring visits and reporting than in 

countries not affected by crisis. 

1.4 When funding pilot projects, evaluate and consider up scaling successful 

projects across larger geographical, thematic or recipients’ areas.   

1.5 In collaboration with the country offices, establish procedures for solid 

contextual analyses informing and ensuring that projects and programmes 

are defined with realistic outcomes, milestones and benchmarks that can 

be used to monitor, review, evaluate and adjust the implementation 

accordingly. 

1.6 Provide guidance to COs and other actors and take leadership in securing 

relevant and timely application of the right methods and tools in 

programme planning and implementation, starting from the analytical 

work needed in a given crisis and stretching all the way through the 
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programme cycle, thus ensuring that the complexity of crisis is captured 

in the way programmes are identified, planned and implemented. 

1.7 Help the country offices develop their relationship with donors into a 

more pro-active partnership involving the donors before, during and as a 

follow up to programme implementation.  

2 The strategic investment made thus far in terms of achieving maximum 

development impact 

Strong involvement and provision of expertise to support programming 

processes from BCPR are the COs’ most urgent requirements of BCPR in terms 

of the strategic approaches to conflicts and crises. BCPR technical assistance 

has often been used for design of projects for presentations to donors, but in far 

too few cases the BCPR assistance has been used to do proper conflict analyses 

or help the CO with particularly complex methodological challenges and long 

term guidance. In natural disaster related programmes, there are several 

examples of good analytical work, which could be used as strategic inspiration 

for other programmes. 

The Strategic Partnership Frameworks designed and agreed between BCPR and 

several Country Offices are generally perceived positively because a SPF 

provides a 3-4 years horizon for which the CO has clear indications of the 

amount of funding and the types of activities for which it can expect BCPR 

funding.  However, the SPFs are of varying quality. Some seem just to register 

on-going and planned projects as targets for funding for the next 3-4 years, 

while others have a comprehensive context analysis and a strategic perspective 

on outcome areas, providing guidance for the priorities of the CO. As a tool for 

achieving maximum development impact, the importance of the Strategic 

Partnership Framework cannot be overestimated. Methodologically, guidance 

and perhaps even involvement of BCPR in monitoring and evaluation processes 

has been requested by several staff members. 

It is recommended that BCPR 

2.1 Invest in depth analyses of conflicts and crises, funding of senior peace 

and policy experts employed by the country offices such as Peace and 

Development Advisors (PDA), and in active advice and guidance on 

particularly complex challenges.  

2.2 Bolster regular field level monitoring and reviews of projects to ensure 

meeting of benchmarks, timeliness and quality of implementation. 

2.3 Some sort of strategic frameworks should be established for all BCPR 

priority countries and should include a comprehensive context analysis 

with a clearly defined and coherent CPR strategy with priority areas, 

technical assistance and plans for joint resource mobilisation towards an 

estimated overall budget across 3-4 years. 
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2.4 Mainstream CPR within CO support strategies and programmes, thus 

formally including  BCPR in all stages of country programme 

formulation. 

2.5 Invest in development of an effective approach to partnerships with 

governments and CSO ensuring equitable partnership models with a 

significant focus on building on and strengthening local resources and 

including a sustainability and exit strategy. 

3 The extent to which BCPR supported programmes have really espoused 

UNDP’s capacity building agenda or addressed the corporate cross-

cutting priorities such as gender equality and women’s empowerment. 

UNDP’s capacity building agenda has been addressed in several CO projects 

and also in programmes dealing particularly with conflict prevention, but also 

risk reduction and disaster preparedness.  As illustrated in previous chapters, 

there are, however, also a number of cases in which this aspect should be 

strengthened. While the capacity building agenda has been on the minds of 

UNDP and BCPR staff for their field operations, it is not given much attention 

internally between BCPR, the COs and the regional bureaus. 

There is a very significant need for BCPR to strengthen its knowledge 

management. As a self-perceived centre of excellence in crisis prevention and 

recovery, BCPR HQ should be much stronger in provision of clear models, 

methodologies and approaches to be reflected all way through the entire system 

of UNDP country offices and towards external agencies and stakeholders. 

There is a lack of clear definitions – causes of conflicts, recovery and early 

recovery, conflict resolution, transformation and prevention etc. – and a lack 

strategic approaches and methodologies offered to the CPR work in the 

Country Offices. 

Many times, the mission has learned that there was very little help, if any, or 

much delayed assistance from BCPR when COs asked for guidance in 

particularly complicated situations. The BCPR should rapidly be able to answer 

requests of the type – i.e. “I face a particular problem in a (DD) R process – 

please give me three examples of what others did in a similar situation.” 

There is a wish and a need for staff development in the COs in order to be more 

confident on methodologies and in many cases too much depends on the 

capacity of individuals rather than joint capacity built up among staff in COs. 

Similarly, the relations between BCPR and the Country Offices should to a 

larger extent rely on established procedures and less on individual engagement. 

The relationship between BCPR and the Country Offices should rely on 

established procedures and less on individual connections. 

Finally, with regards to cross-cutting priorities such as gender equality and 

women’s empowerment the mission has noted a few cases in which women’s 

roles in families and local communities have led to special involvement of 

women in mediation and conflict resolution. In several other cases, however, 



80 Portfolio review for UNDP's Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery 

the gender perspective has been of a very traditional character that did not 

relate or empower women in conflict and disaster related processes. This 

should be looked at by BCPR, and a firmer framework for mainstreaming 

cross-cutting issues would be needed. 

It is recommended that BCPR 

3.1 Help the COs to engage actively with politicians at national and local 

levels to build their capacity for peace building structures and to take a 

prominent role in conflict resolution, mediation and reconciliation, along 

with an active civil society.  

3.2 Examine the potential and advise accordingly on the integration of 

women into reconciliation, mediation and conflict resolution processes at 

local and national level, e.g. prioritizing skills development for women in 

these important fields. 

3.3 Offer valid strategies, based on experience and analysis, for creating an 

enabling environment for peace in the absence of a peace treaty. 

3.4 In collaboration with CPR experts from country offices, BCPR should 

use  Early Recovery to target windows of opportunities before, during 

and after violent conflicts, and act as a source of funding, a resource of 

pro-active methodologies and rapidly deployed experts. 

3.5 Urgently revise the CWGER Guidance Note and UNDP’s ER policy in 

order to reflect the way ER within the humanitarian response has 

involved from where it was in 2006-2008 to where it is now. 

3.6 Develop a methodology for the CO CPR team’s engagement with 

governments and conflicting partners at a policy level while building on 

BCPR’s experience and expertise. 

3.7 Maintain the integrated HQ/CO structure set up in the emergency 

response (3-month) phase in the post-emergency phase to succeed the 

SURGE when it withdraws. This would secure an integrated oversight 

and support mechanism, given the very strong roles that BCPR, Regional 

Bureaux and COs have to play in their various areas of authority to make 

things work.  

3.8 Use its highly experienced staff of practitioners in HQ and COs to agree 

upon and disseminate scholarly models and methodologies used by 

BCPR in UNDP’s CPR work. 

3.9 Establish clear procedures ensuring that BCPR concepts, models and 

methodologies are promoted and available to all CO staff through video 

conferencing, respond to project documents, allocate experts as well as 

contextually based advice concerning the implementation process. 
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3.10 Provide additional opportunities for staff development and sharing of best 

practices and lessons learned through secondments and other means 

beyond “communities of practice”.  

3.11 Maintain the system of country contact persons at HQ, but ensure that 

personal contact to relevant thematic experts is provided through the 

contact person. 

3.12 Clarify lines of communications within the BCPR structure between NY 

HQ, the Regional Service Centres and the Country Offices.   
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Appendix A List of persons consulted 

UN New York and Geneva 

Aseem Andrews Knowledge Management Specialist 
Central Strategy and Policy Cluster, BCPR, New York 

Jonathan Andrews Chief of Staff, BCPR, New York 

Serdar Bayriyev Programme Specialist, Europe and the CIS 

Programme and Operations Support Cluster, BCPR New York 

Giuseppe Belsito Senior Programme Adviser 

Country Operations Division, Regional Bureau for Arab States, New York 

Jon Bennett Oxford Development Consultants 

Roma Bhattacharjea Senior Gender Adviser 

Central Strategy and Policy Cluster, BCPR, New York 

Kristofer Carlin Europe Division 
Department of Political Affairs, United Nations, New York  

Patrice Chiwota Senior Advisor/UN Peacebuilding Fund 

UN Peacebuilding Support Office, New York 

Maxx Dilley Partnerships Advisor  

Disaster Risk Reduction Team, BCPR Geneva 

Alan Fox Evaluation Adviser, Evaluation Office, New York 

Juliette Hage Chief, Country Operations Division 

Regional Bureau for Arab States, New York 

Jan Harfst Division Chief, Central Asia and Azerbaijan, Regional Bureau for Europe 
and CIS, UNDP New York 

Arnaud Huannou Focal Point on Uganda 
Department of Political Affairs, United Nations, New York 

Joanna Kazana Chief, Division II 
Western CIS and Caucasus 
UNDP, Regional Bureau for Europe and CIS 

George Y. Khoury Team Leader 

Rapid Response Support Uniy,BCPR, New York 

Taija Kontinen-Sharp Programme Specialist 

Country Support Management Team, BCPR, New York 

Chetan Kumar Senior Conflict Prevention Adviser 

Conflict Prevention and Recovery Team, BCPR, New York 

Willemijn Van Lelyveld Associate Programme Officer 
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UN Peacebuilding Support Office, New York 

Luc Lafrenière  

  

DDR Advisor  

Livelihoods and Economic Recovery Group, BCPR Geneva 

Sebastien Lapierre Mediation Support Unit 
Department of Political Affairs, United Nations, New York 

Bruno Lemarquis Coordinator 

Country Support Management Team/Crisis Management Team,BCPR,New 
York 

Christian Lotz  Peacebuilding specialist 

BCPR, New York 

Michael Helmer Lund Policy specialist 

Central Strategy and Policy Cluster, BCPR New York 

Astghik Martirosyan Results Based Management and Monitoring & Evaluation Specialist  

Central Strategy and Policy Cluster, BCPR, New York 

Francesca Moledda Chargée de Programme 

Fonds d’Equipement des Nations Unies, Mauritanie 

Kyo Naka Deputy Chief, North East Asia and Mekong Division, Regional Bureau for 
Asia and the Pacific, UNDP New York 

Stan Nkwain Deputy Assistant Administrator and Deputy Director 

Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery, New York 

Devanand Ramiah Regional Conflict Prevention and Recovery Specialist 

Asia and the Pacific Regional Team, BCPR, New York 

Alejandro Rausch International Consultant, New York 

Natasha van-Rijn Country Specialist for Crisis and Post-Crisis Countries, Regional Bureau for 
Africa, UNDP New York 

Marta Ruedas Deputy Assistant Administrator and Deputy Director 

Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery, New York 

Stefan Rummel-Shapiro Senior Programme Advisor for M&E 

UN Peacebuilding Support Office, New York 

Carmen Lucia Salguero Programme Specialist, Latin America and the Caribbean Team 

Programme and Operations Support Cluster, BCPR, New York 

Owen Shumba Livelihoods and Economic Recovery, BCPR, New York 

Sudha Srivastava Chief, Programme and Operations Support Cluster, BCPR, New York  

Katy Thompson Programme Advisor, Rule of law team 

Moises Venancio Senior Policy Adviser, 
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Central Strategy and Policy Cluster, BCPR, New York 

Carlos Benitez Verdun Programme Manager, Regional Bureau for Latin America, UNDP New York 

Mohammad Younus Deputy Chief/Programme Adviser, South and West Asia Division, Regional 
Bureau for Asia and the Pacific, UNDP New York 
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AFRICA 

Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) 

Gilbert Aho Head of Poverty Reduction Programme, UNDP DRC 

Yahya Amadou Ba Deputy Country Director, UNDP DRC(operations) 

Marie Bapu Bidibundu Gender Advisor, UNDP DRC 

Josef de Beus Community Development Specialist/CPR Focal Point, UNDP DRC 

Anna Cichocka Head of Section, Political Governance and Security, Delegation of the 
European Union 

Beatrix Attinger Colijn Senior Advisor, Head of Sexual Violence Unit, Office of DSRSG, Rule of Law, 
MONUSCO HQ 

Idesbald Chinamula National Advisor Climate Change, UNDP DRC 

Bruno Donat Head of Stabilization Support Unit, MONUSCO  

Michel Dubois Head of Office (Bukavu), UNDP DRC   

Yawo Duwon Country Director, CARE International. 

Bertrand Ginet Partnerships and Donor Relations, UNDP DRC 

Jean-Louis Esambo 
Kangashe 

Cabinet Director, Deputy Prime Minister, Ministry of Interior and Security 

Sebastian Fasanello Information Analyst, JMAC/OSRSG 

Laurent Guepin Deputy, Civil Affairs Section, MONUSCO 

Adama Guindo UNDP Country Director, DRC 

Jean Lavoie Head of Governance Programme, UNDP DRC 

Damien Mama Strategic Planning Advisor, DSRSG, MONUSCO 

Jonas Mfouatie Head of Office, UNDP in Eastern Congo (Goma), UNDP DRC  

Florance Marchal Communication Specialist, UNDP DRC 

Fumie Nakamura Monitoring and Evaluation Specialist, UNDP DRC 

Cheikh Ndiaye Coordinator, Judicial and Security Governance 

Richard Sellen Chief of Civil Affairs Section, MONUSCO 

Jean-Marc Tafani DDR/RR Focal Point, MONUSCO 

Pierre Vauthier Deputy Country Representative, FAO DRC. 

 

Kenya 

Prosper Bani Senior Recovery Advisor-Horn of Africa, UNDP Kenya 

Hannah Chira Programme Officer, Acord International 



Portfolio review for UNDP's Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery 5 

 

Erastus  Ethekon 

Programme Officer; Peace Building & Conflict Prevention Unit, UNDP  

Kenya 

Maria-Theresa Keating Country Director, UNDP Kenya 

Johnstone Kibor Programme Officer, MYWO 

Nirina Kiplagat Programme Offcier; Peace Building & Conflict Prevention Unit, UNDP  

Mukhisa Kituyi Executive DirectorKenya Institute of Governanace  

Evelyn Koech Programme Officer, UNDP Kenya 

Patrick Lavandhomme Deputy Head of Office, OCHA Kenya 

Martin Madara Project Officer,  UNDP Kenya 

S.K. Maina National Co-ordinator, NSC 

Agnes Masika Programme Officer, Peace and Security, MYWO 

Margaret Mliwa  Project Officer , MOYAS 

T.M. Mocha MOSSP 

A.A.O. Mondoh Permanent Secretary,Ministry of State for Special Programmes 

Alari Mwambura Officer, Ministry of State for Special Programmes 

Nancy Mwambura Psychosocial Consultant, Ministry of State for Special Programmes 

Patrick A. Ndivo Officer, Ministry of Gender & Children & Social Development  

Lucy Ndungu Programme Officer, Peace and Security 

Nicholas Njogu Officer, Ministry of Trade 

Mary Nzioki Programme Officer, Acord International 

Isaac Odek Officer, Ministry of Youth affairs & sports 

Ozonnia Ojielo Senior Peace and Development Advisor, UNDP Kenya 

Thomas Ole-Kuyan Deputy Country Director (Operations), UNDP Kenya 

Kristin Seweflot Operations director, Acord International 

Dan Silvey Conflict Advisor DFID Kenya & Somalia 

Alfredo Teixeira Deputy Country Director (Programme), UNDP Kenya 

Beartrice Teya Disaster Risk Reduction & Recovry Team Leader, UNDP Kenya 

Jane Thiga Officer, Ministry of Gender & Children & Social Development  

Pamela Tuiyott-Kamau Programme Offcier, UN Women 

Abdi Umar 

Programme Offcier; Peace Building & Conflict Prevention Unit, UNDP  

Kenya 
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Uganda 

George William Alii Information Management Specialist, National Volunteer, Gulu District 

Vinita Walkup-Gilbert, Acting Executive Director, Canadian Physicians for Aid and Relief (CPAR 
Uganda) 

Gerald Loum Gulu Project Office, UNDP Uganda  

Rodger Lutalo Coordinator, Crisis Prevention and Recovery, UNDP Uganda 

Pamela Matagaro Programme Manager, Building Sustainable Peace and Development 
Programme, Karamoja 

Theresa del Ministro  Office of the UN Resident Coordinator 

Lebogang Motlana Country Director, UNDP Uganda 

Anthony Nakhaima Legal Officer, Ministry of Internal Affairs, National Focal Point on Small 
Arms and Light Weapons 

Onama Mathias Ochom Finance and Administration Director, Canadian Physicians for Aid and 
Relief (CPAR Uganda) 

Jacob Opiyo Office of the UN Resident Coordinator 

Martin Owor Commissioner, Office of the Prime Minister, Disaster Preparedness and 
Refugees 

Charles Uma Assistant Chief Administrative officer (ACAO), Gulu District. 

Ahmed Wafuba Coordinator, Ministry of Internal Affairs, National Focal Point on Small 
Arms and Light Weapons 
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ARAB STATES 

Sudan 

Abbas Fadialla Ali  Resident Project Officer, Islamic Relief Agency 

Sayed Aqa Country Director, UNDP Sudan  

Bjørn Andersen Counsellor, Royal Norwegian Embassy 

Brendan Bromwich Programme Coordinator, UN Environment Programme 

Sophie Cleve First Secretary, Royal Norwegian Embassy 

Trine Jøranli Eskedal Deputy Head of Mission, Counsellor,  Royal Norwegian Embassy  

Anders Crisis & Recovery Mapping and Analysis, Crisis Prevention and Recovery 
Unit, UNDP Sudan 

Cees Regional project manager, AECOM, USAID Financing Mechanism 

Elsadiq Mohammed 
Nour Elhashimi 

General manager, Jawhara For Training and Consultancies (TRAC) 

Youssif El Tayeb El Nour  Executive director , Darfur Development  Reconstruction Agency (DRA) 

Everist Head  of Governance team , UNDP Sudan 

Sarah Furrer Governance Advisor , DFID 

Maximo Halty Chief Technical Advisor , UNDP, Crisis & Recovery Mapping and Analysis, 
Crisis Prevention and Recovery Unit 

Omer Ishaq Deputy Head, Crisis Prevention and Recovery Unit, UNDP Sudan 

Matija Kovac Field Coordination Analyst, UNDP Resident Coordinators Support Office 

Mahmoud Livelihood portfolio in Darfur and East Sudan , Crisis Prevention and 
Recovery Unit, UNDP Sudan 

Edoardo Manfredini Good Governance Coordinator, European Union Delegation, Governance, 
Economy & Social Sectors Section 

Kazuyo Mitsuhashi Aid Coordination Officer, Embassy of Japan  

Jyldyz Moldokulova DDR Monitoring & Evaluation Specialist, DDR , UNDP Sudan 

Momodou Joint Conflict reduction Programme, UNDP Sudan 

 

Magdi Mukhtar Country Representative, International Relief and Development 

Yoichi Nakashima Counsellor & Deputy Chief of Mission, Embassy of Japan 

David Moussa 
Ntambara 

Head of Secretariat, UNDP, Chief Technical Secretariat Darfur Community 
Peace and Stability Fund 

Pondus Ohrstedt  Team Leader Crisis Prevention and Recovery Unit , UNDP Sudan 

Samuel Rizk  Peace and development advisor , UNDP Sudan 

Kumar Tiku Head of Communications, UNDP Sudan 
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 Sudan DDR Commission  

Adnan Crisis Prevention and Recovery Unit, UNDP Sudan 

Abin Colonel and major, coordinator, National Mine Action Centre   

Djihah Quality control, major for collaboration actors, National Mine Action 
Centre 

Helena Joint Conflict reduction Programme, UNDP Sudan 

 WAF implementing partners       

 

Somalia (Nairobi) 

Abdallah Al-laham Programme Manager, Recovery & Sustainable Livelihoods Programme, 
UNDP Somalia 

Valentina Auricchio Head of Section, Governance and Security, EU Delegation, Somalia Unit, 
Nairobi 

Amir Baker Project Manager, Recovery & Sustainable Livelihoods Programme, UNDP 
Somalia 

Alejandro Bendaña Programme Manager, Rule of Law and Security Programme, UNDP Somalia 

Mark Bowden Resident Coordinator’s Office, UN Somalia 

Eddie Boyle Deputy Programme Manager, UNDP Somalia 

Peter Cross Programme Specialist, Rule of Law & Security, UNDP Somalia 

Rania Dagash Chief, Planning Unit, United Nations Political Office for Somalia (UNPOS) 

Marie Dimond Deputy Country Director – Programmes, UNDP Somalia 

Khalif Farah Programme Specialist, UNDP Somalia 

Abdullahi A. Ga’al EC Field Officer, South Central Somalia, Mogadishu 

Betina Gollander Counsellor, Head of Somalia Unit, Royal Danish Embassy, Nairobi 

Jan-Petter Holtedahl Counsellor (Somalia Affairs), Royal Norwegian Embassy, Nairobi 

Mathias Krüger Counsellor, Head of Development Cooperation, Somalia, Embassy of 
Sweden, Nairobi 

Daniel Ladoucer  AVR Project Manager, UNDP Somalia 

Mathew Leslie Risk Management Officer, Resident Coordinator’s Office, UN Somalia 

Ugo Okoh Program Management Analyst, UNDP Somalia 

Laurel Patterson Assistant Country Director, UNDP Somalia 

Francesca Pavarini Governance, Democratisation, NSAs, Human Rights & Gender, EU 
Delegation, Somalia Unit, Nairobi 

Erik Pettersson Intern, Somalia Section, Embassy of Sweden, Nairobi 

Simon Ridley  Access to Justice Project Manager, UNDP Somalia 
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Alvaro Rodriguez Country Director, UNDP Somalia 

Krystian Spodaryk Governance and Security, EU Delegation, Somalia Unit, Nairobi 

Ignatius Takawira  Head of Sub Office, Hargeisa, UNDP Somalia 

Angela Yoder TIS Program Manager, LPC/Somalia Program, USAID, Nairobi 
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ASIA AND THE PACIFIC 

Indonesia 

UNDP  

Kristanto Sinandang Head, CPRU, UNDP 

Siprianus Batestoro Crisis Recovery Cluster, CPRU 

Maja Suhud Conflict Prevention Cluster, CPRU 

Andrys DRR Cluster, CPRU 

Stephen Rodriques Deputy Country Director Programme, UNDP 

Beate Trankmann UNDP Country Director 

El-Mostafa Benlamlih Resident Coordinator of the United Nations System 

Ignacio Leon-Garcia Head of OCHA Indonesia, Office of the Humanitarian/Resident Coordinator 

Angger Pribadi Wibowo Assistant Country Director, Head of Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation 
Unit 

Lanny Haryati UNFPA 

Titik Moektjasih OCHA 

Victor Rembeth OCHA 

Donors  

Vebry Muamar Project Officer, European Union 

Gloriani Panjaitan Development Programme Coordinator, New Zealand Aid 

Kirk Yates Development Councellor, New Zealand Aid 

Shamima Khan Manager, Multi Donor Fund 

Safriza Sofyan Deputy for Aceh and Nisa, Multi Donor Fund 

Jeong Park Disaster Management Advisor, AUSAID 

Mickael B. Hoelman Programme Manager, Yayasan TIFA (Open Society in Indonesia) 

Government  

Suprayoga Hadi Deputy Minister, Ministry for the Development of Disadvantaged Regions 

Andi Moch Nasir Asssitant to Deputy Minister of Social Conflict, Coordinating Ministry of 
Welfare Issues 

Siswanto Budi Prasodjo Director for Socio-economic Recovery and Improvement, National Agency 
for Disaster Management 

Bambang Sulistianto Deputy Head, National Agency for Disaster Management, for 
Rehabilitation Reconstruction NPD-SCDRR Project 

Local Government  

Darma Gunawan Head of Municipal Development and Planning Agency, Palu 
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Ahmad Kawaru Head of Municipal Agency for Disaster Management 

 Secretary of the Palu Municipal Government 

Think-tank  

Sidney Jones Senior Adviser, Asia Programmr, International Crisis Group 

NGOs  

H. Iskandar Leman Indonesia Society for Disaster Management 

Yanti Sriyulianti Chairperson, KERLIP 

Amin Magatani DRR Consultant, Plan Indonesia 

Ninil R. Miftahul Jannah Executive Director, LINGKAR 

Danny Yuda Saputra Institut Titian Perdamaian 

Yayah Ruchyati LPB NU 

Surya Rahman M HFI 

 

Pakistan 

Aazar Bhandara Assistant Country Director & Chief, Poverty Reduction Unit, UNDP Pakistan 

Muhammad Fazal Associate Director, Emergencies/DRR/Climate Change, Church World 
Service, Pakistan/Afghanistan 

Syed Saad Zia Gilani Programme Assistant, Crisis Prevention and Recovery Unit, UNDP Pakistan 

Muhammad Irteza 
Haider 

Programme Manager, National Rural Support Programme, Islamabad 

Annette Hearns Head – Field Coordination Unit, UN OCHA, Islamabad 

Noshin Hussain Programme Coordinator, Peace & Development Project, UNDP Pakistan 

Agha Ali Javad General Manager, National Rural Support Programme, Islamabad 

Arshad Khan Director General, FATA Disaster Management Authority, Government of 
Pakistan, Peshawar 

Muhammad Ibrahim 
Khan 

Emergency Response Coordinator, Church World Service, 
Pakistan/Afghanistan 

Muhammad Waqas 
Hanif Khan 

National Programme Manager, One UN DRM Programme, Islamabad 

Shakeel Qadir Khan Director General, PDMA/PaRRSA KP, Peshawar 

Rabia Khattak Assistant Country Director & Chief, Crisis Prevention and Recovery Unit, 
UNDP Pakistan 

Farman Ali Khilji Assist. Director Operations, FATA Disaster Management Authority, 
Government of Pakistan, Peshawar 

Azhar Saeed Malik Assistant Country Director & Chief, Democratic Governance, UNDP 
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Pakistan 

Alexis Sixela Nimbona Field Coordinator, UNDP Peshawar 

Timo Pakkala UN Resident Coordinator/UNDP Resident Representative, Pakistan 

Sharmeela Rasool Rule of Law Specialist, DGU, UNDP Pakistan 

Jawad Rehmani Deputy Programme Manager, National Rural Support Programme, 
Islamabad 

Jean-Luc Stalon Deputy Country Director (Programmes), UNDP Pakistan 

Toshihiro Tanaka Country Director, UNDP Pakistan 
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EUROPE AND CIS 

Georgia 

 

Nino Antadze Team Leader 

Environment and Energy Portfolio, UNDP Georgia 

Eva Maria Troya Blanco Attache, Project Manager 

Delegation of the European Union to Georgia 

Kristofer Carlin Europe Division  

Department of Political Affairs, United Nations  

Nils Christensen Team Leader  

Crisis Prevention and Recovery, UNDP Georgia 

Florian Delaunay Project Manager 

Human Security and Social Integration Programme (HuSSIP), UNDP Georgia 

Paolo Ferraris D.V.M., Director 

World Vision, Georgia 

Jan Harfst Regional Bureau EC  

Division Chief of Central Asia and Azerbaijan.  

Giga Jeiranashvili Director 

Gori Legal Aid Service 

Tsira Kakubava Project Coordinator 

Community Participation and Business Development, Human Security and 
Social Integration Programme (HuSSIP), UNDP Georgia 

Sophie Kemkhadze Assistant Resident Representative 

Dr. George Khutsishvili Director 

International Center on Conflict and Negotiation 

Valeri Kopaleishvili Head of Administrative Department 

Ministry of Internally Displaced Persons from the Occupied Territories, 
Accommodation and Refugees of Georgia 

Petr Kostohryz Regional Director 

Norwegian Refugee Council, Caucasus 

Bezhan Kozanashvili Technical Coordinator 

Confidence Building Early Response Mechanism (COBERM), UNDP Georgia 

Irina Liczek Project Manager 

Confidence Building Early Response Mechanism (COBERM), UNDP Georgia 



14 Portfolio review for UNDP's Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery 

Stephan Maurer Regional Representative  

Danish Refugee Council, South Caucasus 

Jamie McGoldrick  United Nations Resident Coordinator 

Bela Mosia,  Coordinator  

Business Education and Consultation Programme(BECP) 

Shorena Pachkoria- Business Consultant, BECP 

Inita Paulovica Deputy Resident Representative 

Pal Anders Stensson Project Manager 

Economic Rehabilitation and Confidence Building Project, UNDP Georgia 

Eveline Studer Programme Officer Disaster Risk Reduction for the South Caucasus, Swiss 
Agency for Development and Cooperation SDC 

Stan Veitsman Specialist 

Peace and Development Programme, UNDP Georgia 
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LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN 

Colombia 

 

Jorge Ivan Rincon 
Alarcon 

Field Officer, Office of Eastern Antioquia, UNDP Columbia 

Juanita Arango R. Ministry of Agriculture 

Roddy Brett Knowledge Management Advisor, UNDP Columbia 

Denise Cook Peace and Development Advisor, UNDP Columbia 

Maria Paulina Garcia Programme Officer, Office of the Resident Coordinator 

Olga Gonzalez Analyst, REDES Programme 

Xavier Hernandez Program Officer, Poverty and Sustainable Development, UNDP Columbia 

Soraya Hoyos Program Coordinator, UN Women 

Juan Mauricio Torres 
Jaramillo 

Agencia Presidencial de Cooperacion Internacionalde Colombia 

 

Carlos Ivan Lopera Territorial Coordinator, Office of Eastern Antioquia, UNDP Columbia 

Antonio Madariaga Director, Viva la Ciudadania 

Luis Eduardo Celis 
Mendez 

Coordinator, Oficina de IncidenciaPolitica 

 

Bruno Moro Resident Representative/Resident Coordinator 

Maria del Pilar Perez  Coordinator, Gestion Integral del Riesgo y Adptacion al Cambio Climatico, 
UNDP Columbia 

Michele Poletto UNHCR Programme Officer 

Alessandro Preti Coordinator, Peace, Development and Reconciliation, UNDP Columbia 

Silvia Rucks Country Director, UNDP Columbia 

  

Fernando Sarmiento 
Santander 

 Investigador, CINEP 

 

Dianne Tawse-Smith Department of National Planning 

Fernando Travesi Sanz, Programme Coordinator, Fund for Transitional Justice 

Margarita Uprimny Programme Coordinator, Office of the High Commissioner for Human 
Rights 

Aleyda Valdes Intercluster Working Group Officer, OCHA 

Eric Wyss  Agencia Presidencial de Cooperacion Internacional de Colombia 

Attorney General’s Office – Medellin 

Governor’s Office – Antioquia 

National Reparations and Reconciliation Commission (CNRR) 
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Members of Victims Organizations (ASOVIDA), Salon of Never Again, Granada 

Representatives of ASENED, AMOR, ADEPROA in Rionegro 

Representatives of Proyecto Desarrollo Humano para la paz y la Reconciliacion, AJUDEC, ASOFRAN in 
San Francisco 

Members of APROVIACI in Marinilla 

National Institute of Forensic Medicine 

Members of Victims’ Roundtable and supporting NGOs, Medellin 

Resettled IDPs: Juan Carlos Fuerte and Ramiro Gomez, Nariño 
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BCPR,  BCPR Strategic Review, March 2010 
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Prevention and Recovery Settings 

BCPR DFID Log-frame Annual Results Report, 2010 

BCPR. Disaster-Conflict Interface. Comparative experiences. 

BCPR Monitoring & Evaluation System 2008 – 2011 

BCPR, Monitoring and Evaluation and Knowledge Management Working 

Group, Recommendations (Draft for discussion between WG - 29 March 2010) 

BCPR Multi-Year Results Framework (MYRF) , Final 4 June 2010  

BCPR, Multi-Year Results Framework (MYRF) 2010, final report. 
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United Nations Development Programme, February 2011 
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AFRICA 
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additionnel: 17 novembre - 23 décembre 2010.  

Nombre, Issaka.  Rapport d'activités 18 octobre au 17 novembre. 

Government of Benin with support from World Bank and the UN System. 

Inondations au Bénin.  Rapport d'Évaluation des Besoins Post-Catastrophe.   
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UNDP & Government of Benin. Plan d'Initiation de Projet. Appui à la 
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 UN System & Government of Benin. Plan cadre des Nations Unies pour 

l'assistance au développement du Bénin (UNDAF 2009-2013). 
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Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) 
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BCPR. BCPR's Early Recovery Programming Review: Country Review Report 
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2010.  

BCPR. BCPR Support Mission Democratic Republic of Congo. 8-22 February 
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Stabilization Support Unit. International Security and Stabilization Support 

Strategy (ISSSS). Quaterly Report April to June 2011. June 2011.  

Stabilization Support Unit. International Security and Stabilization Support 

Strategy (ISSSS). Situation Assessment as at 31 July 2011. Draft summary of 

findings. August 2011.  

UNDP. Concept Note. Area Based Community Security Pilot Project in Ituri, 

July 2009-June 2011.  

UNDP. Document de projet. Accès à la justice, protection juridique et 

judiciaire des personnes victimes de violences sexuelles dans le Nord et Sud 

Kivu.  

UNDP. Project Document. Community Reintegration and Recovery 
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UNDP. Project Document. 'Kuinua wanawake pamoja na jamii’ : Projet de 
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Nord et du Sud Kivu - (PSAR) 

UNDP.Rapport annuel.  Programme de réintégration communautaire et de 

relèvement à l’Est de la RDC (CRRP). March 2011.  

UNDP. Plan d'Action du Programme Pays entre le Gouvernement de la 

République Démocratique du Congo et le Programme des Nations Unies pour 

le Développement,  2008-2012. Kinshasa, March 2008.  

UNDP. Projet de Sécurité Communautaire en Ituri. Rapport situation décembre 

2010. 31 décembre2010.   

UNDP. Projet de Sécurité, autonomisation et réintégration socio-économique 

des femmes du Nord et Sud-Kivu, April 2011.   

UNDP. Rapport de Situation sur la DDR. 1 au 17 août 2011.  

UNDP Evaluation Office. Evaluation de la contribution du PNUD aux résultats 

de développement en République Démocratique du Congo (2003-2011), Draft 

report, 20 September 2011. 
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Kenya 

Government of Kenya/UNDP Kenya, Project Brief Post protection Violence 

Livelihoods Recovery Project, October 2011.  

Governament of Kenya/UNDP Kenya, Country Programme Action Plan 

(CPAP) 2009-2013. 

Report of the Monitoring Mission to Eldoret and Nakuru by the Post Election 

Violence Livelihoods Recovery Project National Steering Committee 

Members,  21st to 26th February 2011 

United Nations Development Assistance Framework for Kenya 2009 -2013.  

UNDP Kenya , Consolidating the Peace Process and Establishing the 

Foundation for a Successful Political Transition in Kenya (2010-2013), project 

documents.    

UNDP Kenya,  Enhancing Human Security in the Great Lakes Region and 

Horn of Africa by Preventing Proliferation of Illicit Small Arms through 

Practical Disarmament (RECSA) (2009-2010), project documents. 

UNDP Kenya, Peace Support Operation Training and Institutional Capacity 

Enhancement at the International Peace Support Training Centre (IPSTC) 

(2009-2010), project documents. 

UNDP Kenya, Post Election Violence, Livelihood Recovery Project, project 

document, 2009. 

UNDP Kenya, Post Election Violence, Livelihood Recovery Project, Quarterly 

Progress Report:  Progress/Status Report 2009; January to March, 2010; April-

June, 2010; Jan- March 2011, April-June 2011. 

UNDP Kenya, Progress report  No. 00071617: Post- Elections Violence 

Livelihoods Recovery Project,  January to December 2010 

UNDP Kenya, Monitoring and Review Report - Violence Reduction in 

Pastoralist Conflicts, 2005 

 

Uganda 

ACTED – UNDP Quick Impact Project – Lango, Briefing document 

Area Based Integrated Development Programme (ABID) – Northern Uganda, 

Briefing document 

Assessment of Development Results, Uganda: Evaluation of UNDP 

Contribution, Evaluation Office, September 2009. 
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CCF & CPAR – UNDP, Early Recovery Livelihoods, Briefing document 

CPAR – UNDP Quick Impact Project – ACHOLI, Briefing document  

Draft Country Programme Document for Uganda (2010-2014) 

Government of Uganda – UNDP Mine Action Programme, Briefing document 

Government of the Republic of Uganda and United Nations Development 

Programme Crisis Management and Recovery Programme (2007/2010) 

Government of Uganda – UNDP, Anyara Millennium Villages Project, 

Briefing document 

 IOM – UNDP Community Based Reintegration (CBR) Project in Northern 

Uganda, Briefing document 

Northern Uganda Early Recovery Project, Project document 

Northern Uganda Early Recovery Project, Report of the Joint Monitoring of the 

UNTFHS 

Northern Uganda Early Recovery Project in Lango Sub-region, 21-25 March 

2011 

Support to the National Mine Action Programme for National Management 

Capacity and MRE, Project document 

Support to the National Mine Action Programme for national management 

capacity and MRE, Project Document 

United Nations Development Assistance Framework for Uganda, 2010-2014 

United Nations Communications Group Newsletter, Uganda, November 2009 

UNDP Uganda, Country Program Action Plan (2010-2014) 

 

ARAB STATES 

Sudan 

Government of National Unity of Sudan, Government of South Sudan and 

UNDP, Country Programme Action Plan 2009 -2012. 

United Nations Development Asssistance Framework (UNDAF) for Sudan 

2009 -2012. 
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UNDP Eastern Sudan Regional Framework, April 2009.  

UNDP Southern Sudan Strategic Framework , For the Country  Programme 

Period 2009-2012, 14 April 2009  

UNDP Sudan, BCPR, Strategic Partnership Framework, Progress Report, 2007-

2009 

UNDP Sudan, Project document, Rule of Law Programme in Darfur 

United Nations Development Programme,  Outcome Evaluation for the 

Country Cooperation Framework 2002-2006/Bridging Programme 2007/08 for 

Sudan Rule of Law (RoL) 

UNDP Sudan, Community Security and Arms Control (CSAC), project 

document and progress reports. 

UNDP Sudan, Crisis and Recovery Mapping and Analysis Project (CRMA), 

project documents and progress reports. 

UNDP Sudan, Darfur Area Focus Action Plan (DAFAP), October 2009. 

UNDP Sudan, Disaster Risk Reduction and Management (DRRM), project 

document and progress reports 

UNDP Sudan, Preparatory Support Project for DDR in Darfur, project 

document and progress reports  

UNDP Sudan, Enhancing Livelihood Opportunities and Building SSocial 

Capital for New Livelihood Strategies in Darfur, project document and progress 

reports 

UNDP Sudan, Mine Action Capacity Development, project document and 

progress reports 

UNDP Sudan, Recovery of Livelihoods ans Sustainable Natural Resource 

Management in Kassala State, project document and progress reports.  

UNDP Sudan, Support for Recovery of Abyei, project documents and progress 

reports. 

UNDP Sudan, Women Associated with Armed Forces in Blue Nile State 

(WAAF): Reintegration Component, project document and progress reports  

Somalia 

Adam Smith International, Evaluation of the UNDP Strategic Partnership for 

Somalia Final Report, June 11, 2009  

BCPR, CPR Country Profile: Somalia, February 28, 2011 



8 Portfolio review for UNDP's Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery 

Office of the UN Resident Coordinator for Somalia, UN Somalia Risk 

Management System, Project Document, 2011 

UNDP Somalia, Area Based Early Recovery for Affected Communities in 

South-Central Somalia, Project Document, 2008 

UNDP Somalia, Baseline Reports for Burao, Galkayo, Las Anod and 

Mogadishu, The Somali Observatory of Conflict and Violence Prevention 

(OCVP), 2011 

UNDP Somalia, Draft country programme document Somalia (2008-2009), 

2007 

UNDP Somalia, Evaluation of ROLS Programme III, 2011 

UNDP Somalia, Mid Year Report, Area Based Early Recovery for Affected 

Communities in South Central Somalia, 2010 

UNDP Somalia, Mid Year Reports 2009, Governance, ROLS, RSL, 2009 

UNDP Somalia, Quarterly Reports 2011 

UNDP Somalia, CPD Results And Resources Framework 2011 - 2015 

UNDP Somalia, Rule of Law and Security Programme, Phase III, 2009-2011, 

Project document, May 2009 

UNDP Somalia, Somalia Strategic Partnership Framework Review, Mission 

Reportm October 2009 

UNDP Somalia – BCPR, Strategic Partnership Framework , July 2007 – June 

2009, 2007 

UNDP Somalia, Technical Project Document, The Armed Violence Reduction / 

DDR project under UNDP- Rule of Law and Security Programme 

UNDP Somalia, UNDP Country Programme Document for the Republic of 

Somalia (2011-2015), 2010 

UNDP Somalia, Outcome Implementation Plans, CPD Outcomes, 2011 

 

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC 

Indonesia 

UNDP Indonesia, 2011 Lessons Learned: Building Safer Communities through 

Pilot Projects for Community Based Disaster Risk Reduction (CBDRR), 2011 
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UNDP Indonesia, 2011 Lessons Learned: Supporting the Mainstreaming of 

DRR in the Education System in Indonesia & Pilot Projects for Safer Schools 

(SSB), 2011 

UNDP Indonesia, 2011 Lessons Learned: Supporting the Evolution of Sub-

national Forum for Disaster Risk Reduction, 2011 

UNDP Indonesia, Draft country programme document for Indonesia (2011-

2015), 2010 

UNDP Indonesia, Peace through Development, Project Documents 2008, 2010 

UNDP Indonesia, Project Facts, Safer Communities through Disaster Risk 

Reduction, 2011 

UNDP Indonesia, with National Development Planning Agency (BAPPENAS), 

Government of Indonesia, Safer Communities through Disaster Risk Reduction 

(SCDRR) in Development, Project Document 2008 

UNDP Indonesia, Safer Communities through Disaster Risk Reduction (SC-

DRR) In Development Programme, Annual Progress Report, June 2008 - June 

2009 

Pakistan 

BCPR, Country Profile Pakistan, 2011 

National Disaster Management Authority (NDMA), Annual Progress Report 

2007, Prime Minister’s Secretariat, Islamabads 

UNDP Pakistan, Early Recovery Support to Flood-Affected Communities in 

Pakistan, CPRU 2011 

UNDP Pakistan, Guidelines for Early Recovery Assessment in Pakistan, 2011 

UNDP Pakistan, NGOs as Implementing Partners, How to make it work? – 

2011 

UNDP Pakistan, One UN Disaster Risk Management Joint Programme 

Component 1, Progress Report January to December 2009 

UNDP Pakistan, One UN Disaster Risk Management Joint Programme, 2011 

UNDP Pakistan, Pakistan Floods – One Year On, 2011 

UNDP Pakistan, Peace and Development Programme, A Visual Tour, 2011 

UNDP Pakistan, Sustainable Development through Peace Building, 

Governance and Economic Recovery, Programme Document, 2009 
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UNDP Pakistan, Sustainable Development through Peace Building, 

Governance and Economic Recovery, Annual Review Report 2010 

UNDP Pakistan, Sustainable Development through Peace Building, 

Governance and Economic Recovery, 1st Quarterly Progress Report, 2011 

UNDP Pakistan, Women – The Real Architects of Society, UNDP Peace and 

Development Programme, 2011 

Nepal 

BCPR, CPR Profile Nepal, 8 September 2010. 

BCPR/UNDP Nepal, strategic Partnership Framework 2009-2012, October 

2009. 

Government of Nepal and UNDP Nepal, Country Programme Action Plan 

2008-2010. 

UNDP Nepal, Conflict Prevention Programme (CPP), programme document, 

2010. 

UNDP Nepal, Crisis Prevention and Recovery Support to Nepal, project 

document, 2008. 

UNDP Nepal, Koshi Early Recovery Project (KERP), project document, 2009.  

UNDP Nepal, Livelihood Recovery for Peace (LRP), project document and 

annual progress report 2009. 

UNDP Nepal, Support to Nepal's transition through improved UN coherence, 

project document, 2009.  

UNDP Nepal, Support to Participatory Constitution Building in Nepal, project 

document and annual progress report 2009. 

UNDP Nepal, Support to the Constitution Building Process in Nepal, 

Preparatory Assistance Document, 10 November 2006. 

 

EUROPE AND CIS 

Georgia 

Joint Mission Report, DPA/UNDP Mission to Georgia, 4-12 June 2009 

 

Peace and Development unit: quarterly report for January-March 2011 
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Crisis Prevention and Recovery Strategy, 2008-2010 

 

Mission Report, October 13, 2008 

 

United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF), Georgia 2006-

2010 

 

Assessment of Development Results, Evaluation of ENDP Contribution, 

Georgia, May 2010 

 

Fostering Sustainable Transition and Early Recovery (FOSTER), Project 

Document, September 23, 2008 

 

Supporting Livelihoods and Promoting Peacebuilding in Georgia, 15 May, 

2008 

 

ATLAS reports: Abkhazia Community Revitalization, March 2008-March 

2013  

 

Human Security through Community Participation, phase 1, August 2009-

December 2012  

 

Emergency Response, August 2008-June 2009 

 

Disaster Risk Reduction System in Georgia, September 2008-December 2012 

 

Fostering Sustainable Transition and Early Recovery (FOSTER), October 

2008-December 2011. 

 

Inclusive Financial Systems in Georgia (IFSG), Summary of Project Activities, 

July 2009-September 2010 

 

 

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN 

Colombia 

United Nations Development Assistance Framework for Colombia (UNDAF), 

2010-2014 

 

United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) 2008-2012 

 

Proposed design and development of a Knowledge Management Strategy for  

REDES programme-UNDP Colombia, Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation 

Unit 

 

Colombia: Humanitarian Trends January – January - June 2011, OCHA 
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Gender and Peacebuilding in Colombia at the Regional and National Levels: A  

Multidisciplinary, Multisectoral Approach that Promotes Women’s 

Empowerment and Gender Equality within Crisis Prevention and Recovery, 

UNDP – Colombia, Peace, Development Reconciliation Unit, Final Version 15 

November 2010 

 

UNDP Colombia – BCPR Strategic Partnership Framework, 2009-2012 

 

UNDP Colombia and BCPR Strategic Partnership Mid-Term Review, 

September 11-17, 2011 

 

Haiti 

Active Learning Network for Accountability and Performance in Humanitarian 

Action (ALNA).  Haiti Earthquake Response. Context analysis. July 2010.  

BCPR. Back to Office Reports (BTOR) 2010 -2011.  

BCPR. BCPR Country Profile for Haiti. 20 June 2011. 

BCPR/UNDP CO in Haiti. Strategic Partnership Framework 2010-2011, 

December 2009.  

BCPR. Response to Haiti's earthquake. Status and Next Steps.  

Bhattacharjee, Abhijit & Lossio, Roberta. Evaluation of OCHA Response to the 

Haiti Earthquake. January 2011. 

Government of Haiti. Plan d'Action pour le Relèvement et le Développement 

d'Haiti. March 2010. 

Grünewald, Francois & Andrea Binder. Inter-agency real time evaluation in 

Haiti: 3 months after the earthquake. Groupe Urgence Réhabilitation 

Développement (URD)/Global Public Policy Institute (GPPI), June 2010.    

International Crisis Group. Haiti: Stabilisation and reconstruction after the 

quake. Latin America/Caribbean Report No. 12 - 31 March 2010.   

International Crisis Group. Post-quake Haiti: Security Depends on Resettlement 

and Development. Latin America/Caribbean Briefing No. 25, 28 June 2011.    

SURGE Planning Mission. SURGE Work Plan. Response to Haiti 

Earthquake12 January 2010. Prepared for UNDP Haiti & UNDP Dominican 

Republic. February 2010.  

UNDP. Fiche de projet. Programme de création d'emplois post-séisme. 13 

September 2011 
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UNDP. Haiti 1 Year Later. 2011. 

UNDP. Haiti Recovery.  Update 10 January 2011.  

UNDP. Haiti Early Recovery Results and Resources Framework.  

UNDP. Empowering Haiti to build a better future. Post-Disaster Programme 

Overview 2010-2012.  

UNDP. Initiation Plan. Programme pour le Renforcement de la Structure 

Opérationnel de la DPC en vue de la Préparation de la Saison Cyclonique 2010.  

UNDP. Plan de travail annuel 2011. Projet Etat de droit et sécurité. 

UNDP. Project Document. Early Recovery cluster coordination in Haiti. 

UNDP. Project Outline. Rule of law, justice and security for the crisis and 

recovery phases in Haiti.   

UNDP. Rapport premier semestre 2011. Projet Etat de droit et sécurité.  

UNDP. Rapport Annuel 2010. Projet Etat de droit et sécurité.  

UNDP. Programme Document. Cash for Work for Early Recovery and 

Stabilization. March 2010. 

UNDP. Narrative Progress Report to the European Union, 20 September 2011. 

UNDP. Cadre de ressources et de résultats.  Projet Etat de droit et sécurité.  

March 2010-December 2011 

UNDP/Government of Haiti. Programme d’Appui au Système National de 

Gestion des Risques et des Désastres 2011-2013. Document Stratégique.  

UNDP/Government of Haiti. Stratégie de Renforcement de l’État de Droit en 

Haïti. Octobre 2009 – Septembre 2012. October 2009 

UN. Report of the United Nations in Hait.i 2010 Situation, Challenges and 

Outlook. 

UN Integrated Strategic Framework for Haiti 2010-2011. 
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Appendix C Terms of Reference 

 

Terms of Reference (TOR) 

Portfolio Review  

 

 

BACKGROUND: 

The overarching goal of the support provided by UNDP’s Bureau of Crisis 

Prevention and Recovery (BCPR) is to provide substantive leadership for 

UNDP’s work in assisting national authorities to achieve sustainable, effective, 

efficient development change through the prevention, reduction, and 

mitigation of the effects of conflict and disaster.  BCPR has recently embarked 

on a strategic reorganization of the Bureau to deliver on this mandate better. 

An organizational review has identified constraints and opportunities for 

focusing BCPR assistance with the aim of improving the Bureau’s support for 

development impact through more effective delivery of appropriate support for 

national results.  At the same time, BCPR is working with Regional Bureaux 

to strengthen the focus and effectiveness of its role, and with the Capacity 

Development Group of the Bureau for Development Policy to refine corporate 

tools to enable routine baseline capacity assessments to become an integral 

part of all CPR programming. 

In line with UNDP corporate practice, BCPR has developed a multi-year 

results framework (MYRF) which will frame the delivery of its assistance and 

measurable results between 2010 - 2012. One constraint BCPR continues to 

face however is the lack of sufficient clarity in the strategic thrust of its 

existing project portfolio. The urgent issues that need to be addressed include: 

i) the relevance and effectiveness of the present  programming mix and 

programming modalities for delivering impact in the diverse crisis 

environments in which the bureau supports UNDP COs; ii) how strategic 

investment made so far have been in terms of achieving maximum 

development impact; and iii)   the extent to which BCPR supported 

programmes have really espoused UNDP’s capacity building agenda, or 

addressed the corporate cross-cutting priorities such as gender equality 

and women’s empowerment.   

Purpose of the review 

The portfolio review is being conducted to provide an overall picture of how 

effective BCPR-supported programming has been in terms of strengthening 

UNDP efforts to reduce the negative impacts of crisis on national development 

gains and to provide specific answers to the questions above.  The findings and 

recommendations of the portfolio review will complement the results of the 

BCPR Strategic Review and provide lessons that will feed into the 

organizational restructuring to ensure that the new BCPR set-up helps it meet 

UNDP’s most critical CPR programming challenges.    
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Scope: 

The review will: 

1. Provide an overview of the effectiveness of BCPR programmatic 

support (financial support and technical assistance through programmes and 

projects) and its ability to assist UNDP in addressing CPR challenges at 

country level, either through direct interventions or catalytic support.  

2. Identify the conditions that have allowed for positive long term change 
and those that led to less positive results in each of the five regions in which 

BCPR supports CO CPR programming.    

Specifically, the objectives are to assess, on the basis of existing BCPR 

programmes:  

 Under what conditions and in what settings (geographical, political, 

socio-economic) BCPR supported programming has contributed or is 

likely to contribute to positive national/local development gains 

through the prevention, mitigation, or recovery from the 

development challenges associated with crisis (disaster and conflict);  

 Under what conditions and in what settings BCPR supported 

programming has failed to contribute to such positive development;  

 The underlying causes of successful or failed programming; 

 What practical changes BCPR can make in its structure/delivery of 

programmes (content and medium of delivery) to ensure more 

consistent positive support; 

 To what extent has BCPR assistance strengthened the ability and 

capacity of UNDP COs and their portfolio to address CPR 

challenges in a holistic manner?  

 The extent to which there is shared knowledge within BCPR on the 

methodologies and processes of programming and implementation for 

CPR capacity development. 

 

The primary audience for the BCPR review is senior management and staff, as 

an input towards strategic results based planning, and to guide the 

prioritization process for the use of limited resources going forward. 

Secondary audiences will include CPR country governments – vis-à-vis 

providing a statement of accountability and donors – vis-à-vis accountability 

for funds spend to date.  

ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK 

The following analytical questions will guide the review team in its work: 

tidligere udgave: “The review will seek to answer the following key 

questions” 
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8. OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS: Where projects were judged to be 

successful – vis a vis having positive development impacts – what is the 

relative influence on this positive success of  

o Good design 

o Effective delivery 

o Contingent factors 

9. RELEVANCE: How relevant has BCPR assistance proved in addressing 

CPR country challenges? How well did project designers base their 

programs and projects on assessments (conflict, capacity, gender, 

situational assessments)?  How relevant are programmes to the national 

and UNDP capacities to deliver?  

10. DESIGN: What determines effective project design in crisis settings, and 

to what extent are design considerations responsible for the success or 

failure of BCPR-funded projects? Has BCPR assistance been integrated 

into UNDP Country Office programming and portfolios or led to separate 

parallel additional projects? 

11. IMPLEMENTATION:  How have programming and procurement 

modalities within UNDP influenced the successful outcome of the 

projects/programmes assessed?  Which are the other main influences on 

successful implementation? How important to success is alignment of 

BCPR supported programmes with other agency/donor programmes?  

12. MONITORING AND EVALUATION: How well do projects define, 

monitor and evaluate results and what have been the key challenges in the 

way of BCPR carrying out its M&E and quality control functions for 

BCPR-funded projects?  Gledet ud: “What is the correlation of strong 

M&E and developmental success?”  

13. IMPACT AND SUSTAINABILTY: What was the impact of absorptive 

capacity in country, and how well were absorptive capacity BCPR exit 

strategy issues taken into account in project design, implementation, and 

partnerships? 

14. PARTNERSHIPS: How well were partnerships and dialogue initiated 

and developed throughout all stages of the project design and 

implementation with (a) national authorities and stakeholders (b) other 

national and international actors and what role did partnerships play in the 

extent to which projects reached or failed to reach their goals? 
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METHODOLOGY AND KEY TASKS: 

15. The review will be informed by documentary, interview and field data. 

Desk Review 

16. To understand better the context within which the projects were 

formulated, the team will first conduct a desk review of relevant project 

documents and related documentation such as   routine monitoring reports, 

BPAC reports, project progress reports, relevant review and evaluation 

reports, other analytical studies and ongoing project review processes 

within BCPR (specifically, the corporate and BCPR disaster risk reduction 

evaluation, and initial reports from ongoing conflict prevention 

evaluation).   

17. The desk review will enable the team to: i) examine the quality of results 

baselines and indicators established for the projects;  ii) assess the 

adequacy of the response strategies as reflected in the results framework; 

iii) review the quality of project baselines and indicators as well as 

existing monitoring mechanisms and resources (financial and human), 

and iv) conduct an initial assessment of progress towards results and/or 

impact as reflected in available progress reports. 

18. To inform the desk review, the review team will draw on existing 

matrices developed by the Early Recovery and Disaster Risk Reduction 

and Recovery and Rule of Law (Conflict) Teams to demonstrate their 

respective portfolios. Some BCPR Country Focal Points have also 

developed matrices to track progress on BCPR supported projects in the 

countries for which they are responsible (including the Arab States team).  

The BPAC Data System which is currently under development also aims 

to incorporate information on all BPAC approved projects including 

financial allocations, project objectives, progress against objectives etc.  

This will also be a useful source of information once it is launched.    

HQ Interviews 

19. The Review Team will interview key informants at HQ, both within 

BCPR and key HQ partners for the selected projects – in other parts of 

UNDP, key partner agencies and programme government officials as well 

as donors. 

Selection of countries for case studies   

20.  Following its initial desk review, and as part of the process of preparing its 

inception report, the review team will select a number of representative 

countries and projects on which to focus to obtain valid and credible 

conclusions and answers to the above questions.  

21. The Review Team will conduct field visits to validate the documentary 

data against project level progress on the ground.  The focus will be to 

triangulate information from documents and interviews by gathering both 

objective and perception data on what are the key contributions to 
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project success, and what are the key contributions to lack of progress and 

/ or impact and to compare these factors across the different CPC settings 

where BCPR works, and to generate recommendations for the priorities 

and nature of future BCPR engagement.   

22. The case study visits will include interviews with the CO, project staff 

and beneficiaries, national counterparts, and other stakeholders of the 

projects concerned.  The country visits will help determine the levels of 

shared understanding of CPR related issues, the national and local socio-

political environment within which the projects were formulated and are 

being implemented, constraints encountered (external and internal to 

UNDP), and likelihood of eventually achieving sustainable CPR results (in 

the case of newer projects) and to document the development impact 

already achieved (in the case of mature projects) 

23. Lessons learned and good practice in all areas – project design, 

implementation, results monitoring and evaluation, partnerships, should be 

collected to guide future programs. At the end of country visits, the team 

will be expected to present initial findings to the CO concerned for factual 

validation. 

DELIVERABLES: 

1. An inception report developed following the documentary review and 

HQ interviews to finalize the methodological/analytical framework, initial 

findings, and ensure that the team is on track with the process.  This initial 

feedback will also inform the selection of countries for field visits. 

2. At the end of the exercise, the review team will produce one overall 

descriptive report on the development impact of the BCPR portfolio and 

the factors accounting for success or failure.  The report will be expected 

to synthesize across the diversity and specificity of different projects to 

present a general stocktake of projects, and a typology of factors for 

success or failure as far as possible 

3. This descriptive report will be accompanied by 2-3 page overviews in 

annexes for each of the projects reviewed. The overviews will identify 

project objectives and the overall development impact, highlighting key 

reasons for success or failure, best practices to be shared, and 

recommendations on immediate actions required to set the project on 

the path to measurable and sustainable CPR results, as well as the 

relevance of the project level findings for the portfolio as a whole.   

4. As part of disseminating the report findings, the Review Team will share 

the findings and recommendations with senior BCPR management, 

programme and policy staff, selected UNDP Country Directors and/or 

DRR/Ps, and national stakeholders on “Programming for high impact CPR 

results in CPC Settings".  The project review findings will serve as 

resource material for the workshop whose outcome will inform the 
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formulation of a transformative action plan for BCPR’s portfolio.  A 

detailed management review will be prepared by BCPR Senior 

Management to the recommendations of the Review/evaluation to detail 

how BCPR will address each recommendation.  This MR will be 

uploaded on the public Evaluation Resource Centre website. 

Management of the review exercise. 

The review will be managed by a BCPR-led Support Group that will include 

BCPR technical and programme units, representatives of the Regional 

Bureaux, BDP, and the Evaluation Office. These various units will comment 

on the TOR, hold meetings to listen to, and guide the review team on process-

and methodology-related issues,  and read and comment on the draft report. 

Tidligere udgave: “The review will be managed by BCPR/CSPC who will 

engage the BCPR technical and programme teams and Regional Bureaux CPR 

counterparts. The Evaluation Office (EO) will be invited to comment on the 

TOR and the draft report”. 

STATEMENT OF WORK 
Review Time frame 

 

Task Duration 

Desk review of project related 

documentation and  

engagement with BCPR and other HQ 

Units (with CDG facilitation) 

 

4 Weeks 

Missions to programme countries for 

project visits and 

consultations/interviews with 

stakeholders (UNDP COs, national 

counterparts, UN System and donor 

partners; etc..)  

 

8 Weeks 

First draft synthesis report + 9 cases 4 weeks 

Initial feedback to BCPR TASC and 

POSC teams 

1 day + travel 

Finalization of report incorporating 

comments  

2 weeks (including time to 

incorporate BCPR comments) 

Participation in CPR/CD workshop to 

present and discuss report 

2 days + travel 
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Appendix D Evaluation Matrix 

                                                                                                       

Key issues 

 

 

Generic review questions 

 

Questions for country studies 

 

Indicators 

Cross-cutting: Cooperation, coordination and division of labour between BCPR, Country Offices and Regional Bureaux 

Design 

What determines effective project 

design in crisis settings, and to what 

extent are design considerations 

responsible for project success or 

failure? 

 What sources are used to inform 
design processes? 

 To what extent are baseline analysis 
conducted and what type of content 
do they have?  

 What is the quality of baseline 
analysis and to what extent do BCPR 
interventions build on them? 

 How do issues such as political 
prioritisation, public attention, 
demand for speed and visibility 
influenced programme planning and 
implementation? 

 Was a risk analysis/conflict analysis 
prepared? 

 Was strategic planning / log frame 
methodology used?  

 What, in your estimation, could be 
improved upon in the programme 
design process and in the 
programme design itself? 

 Was local capacity to carry out the 
project taken into consideration? 

 

 Programme preparation 
process 

 Structures of planning and 
implementation within 
UNDP/BCPR 

 

 

To what extent has BCPR assistance 

been integrated into CO programming 

and portfolios or led to separate 

additional projects? 

 How are BCPR activities initiated and 
by whom – e.g. CO, RB, BCPR or? 
Are programmes designed with due 
consideration of CO priorities? 

  How effective is the coordination 
with COs and regional bureaus? 

 Do long term considerations shape 
options for interventions and are 
steps taken to strengthen/develop 
long term processes?  

 Are CPR strategies and analysis 

 How was the programme design 
process structured?  

 Who participated from UNDP 
(BCPR and other UNDP) and who 
were the in country partners? 

 How much input did in country 
partners have into design?  

 How is relevance ensured? 

 How is monitoring and evaluation 
incorporated into the overall 
programme design? 

 Evidence of needs 
assessments 

 Appropriateness of targeting 
and choice  
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Key issues 

 

 

Generic review questions 

 

Questions for country studies 

 

Indicators 

Cross-cutting: Cooperation, coordination and division of labour between BCPR, Country Offices and Regional Bureaux 

mainstreamed into CO 
programming? What are the main 
obstacles and conducive factors to 
an integrated approach? 

 Have exit strategies been planned? 

Relevance    

How relevant has BCPR assistance 

proved in addressing CPR country 

challenges? How well did project 

designers base their programme and 

projects on assessments?  

 Is BCPR support responsive to key 
challenges identified in the various 
regions and countries?  

 How are BCPR interventions 
generated/initiated?  

 Are there any mechanisms to ensure 
that baseline analysis is used in 
design of interventions? 

  

 What is the comparative advantage 
of BCPR? 

 Are baseline analyses reflected in 
programme documents? 

  What was the analysis of pre-
disposing and dynamic causes 
behind the crisis? 

 What is the programme intended to 
address and achieve? 

 Was the analysis ahead of the 
programme start correct? 

 

 

 Decision making mechanisms 
regarding different types of 
support modalities 

 Procedures to identify and 
analyse evolution in needs 

 Procedures for monitoring and 
capitalizing on lessons learned 

How relevant are programmes to the 

national and UNDP capacities to 

deliver? 

 Do national partners and COs have 
sufficient capacity to ensure timely 
delivery of planned programmes?  

 What kind of capacity building is 
provided to COs and national 
partners?  

 To what extent are interventions 
coordinated with priorities of regional 
bureaus? 

 How well do programming mix and 
support modalities match the needs 

 Do you get feedback, formal or 
informal, from in country partners or 
programme beneficiaries? If yes, 
how is it used? 

 Do you believe the programme is 
addressing a real need? 

 Can you provide evidence of the 
capacity building support provided 
by BCPR?  

 What are your recommendations for 
increasing the relevance of the 

 Evidence of factors influencing 
programme planning and 
implementation 

  Inclusion of long term 
development  considerations in 
the context of planning of 
programme activities 
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Key issues 

 

 

Generic review questions 

 

Questions for country studies 

 

Indicators 

Cross-cutting: Cooperation, coordination and division of labour between BCPR, Country Offices and Regional Bureaux 

of COs and national partners? programme? 

 (For beneficiaries): What is the 
purpose of this programme? Do you 
find it useful/effective? What have 
you learned? What has changed as 
a result? Do you believe the 
programme is addressing a real 
need? What are your 
recommendations for increasing the 
relevance of the programme? 
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Key issues 

 

 

Generic review questions 

 

Questions for country studies 

 

Indicators 

Cross-cutting: Cooperation, coordination and division of labour between BCPR, Country Offices and Regional Bureaux 

Implementation    

How have programming and 

procurement modalities within UNDP 

influenced the successful outcome of 

projects/programmes assessed? 

 What major factors are contributing 
to achievement or non achievement 
of objectives?  

 How have institutional management 
and administrative efficiency 
including resource mobilisation 
issues affected implementation and 
results? 
 

 What are the measurable results of 

the programme? How have they 

been measured?  

 Are there any internal (i.e. 

procurement) challenges to 

implementation?  

 What measures have been taken 

during the planning and 

implementation to ensure that timely 

interventions and efficient 

administration of resources? 

 Are there any negative impacts or 

unintended consequences of the 

programme? 

 Strengths/weaknesses of the 
BCPR implementation 
modalities 

Which are the other main influences on 

successful implementation?  

 What are the underlying assumptions 
for successful implementation?  

 Which channels and sources of 
funding are applied for the various 
programmes /activities and which 
constraints are encountered? 

 

 Are there qualitative results that are 

hard to measure that lead you to 

perceive the programme a success? 

Please explain. 

 What changes have you seen since 
the programme began that you can 
attribute to the programme?  

 What were the obstacles to 

 Strengths/weaknesses of the 
BCPR approach  

 Main channels and sources of 
funding  and provision of 
assistance 
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Key issues 

 

 

Generic review questions 

 

Questions for country studies 

 

Indicators 

Cross-cutting: Cooperation, coordination and division of labour between BCPR, Country Offices and Regional Bureaux 

successful implementation (i.e. 
government, security, spoilers) and 
how did BCPR overcome them?  

 Are there any other issues in 
implementation that are important to 
address? 

How important is alignment of BCPR 

supported programmes with other 

agency/donor programmes? 

 

 What is the added value of BCPR 
interventions compared to other 
agencies and organisations?  

 Are synergies and overlaps occurring 

between BCPR interventions and 

other agencies? If so, how are they 

addressed and capitalised on? 

 

 Is there coordination between BCPR 
and other UNDP departments and 
other agencies active in country?  

 If yes, how does this coordination 
impact programme success?  

 If there is little or no coordination, 
does it impact programme success?  

 

 Procedures for assessment of 
aid effectiveness 

Monitoring and evaluation 

How well do projects define, monitor 

and evaluate results and what 

determines how well M&E is integrated 

into the project planning and 

implementation stages? 

 Do clear M&E mechanisms exist to 
assess the “quality” of the 
intervention/ support and are they 
applied? 

 What are the main challenges in 
measuring results? 
 

 Were the programme objectives 
clear and how were they translated 
into activities? 

 What is the M&E plan for the 
programme? 

 What is being measured, how often, 
and how? 

 Regularity and quality of 
monitoring and evaluation  

 Quality of output, outcome and 
impact indicators 

What is the correlation between strong 

M&E and development success? 

 What are the main challenges in 

achieving tangible results and how 

are these addressed? 

 How are M&E results incorporated 
into the programme?   

 Is there flexibility for adjustments 
built into the programme? Have 

 Procedures to identify and 
analyse evolution in needs  
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Key issues 

 

 

Generic review questions 

 

Questions for country studies 

 

Indicators 

Cross-cutting: Cooperation, coordination and division of labour between BCPR, Country Offices and Regional Bureaux 

 Are assessments regularly updated?  

 Are activities adjusted in response to 

changes in context? 

there been changes to a pro-
gramme as a result of M&E?   

 Who is the M&E reports made 
available to?  

 

Impact and environment 

Where projects were judged to be 

successful - vis-a-vis having positive 

development impacts - what is the 

relative influence of this positive 

success of: good design, effective 

delivery, contingent factors? 

 Which internal and external factors 
determine the planning, management 
and results of the programme?  

 What are the key lessons learned 
with regard to successful intervention 
in the different intervention areas? 

 Have there been any unanticipated 
consequences, positive or negative, 
of the programme? 

 

 

 Evidence of analysis of long 
term development in the 
implementation of support 
interventions 

What was the impact of absorptive 

capacity in country, and how well were 

absorptive capacity issues taken into 

account in project design, 

implementation and partnership? 

 Are capacity assessments conducted 
and what kind of assistance is 
provided to COs and national 
partners to address weaknesses? 

 To what extent have recurrent CPR 
concerns been tackled by CO and 
national partners? 
 

 

 Have recipient governments built in 
CPR dimensions in their national 
strategies and budgets? Is there in 
country capacity to continue the 
programme without BCPR support? 
(Is there such a need?)  

 Is there need to build this capacity?  

 If yes, is this taken into account in 
the programme design?  

 Evidence of improved capacity 
in COs and national institutions 
in dealing with CPR concerns 
after support ceased 

Partnerships 

How well were partnerships and 

dialogue initiated and developed 

 Are the various actors willing and able 
to engage actively in partnerships? 

 Were you or your organization 
partners in the programme? If yes, 

 Involvement in coordination 
activities with other 
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Key issues 

 

 

Generic review questions 

 

Questions for country studies 

 

Indicators 

Cross-cutting: Cooperation, coordination and division of labour between BCPR, Country Offices and Regional Bureaux 

throughout all stages of project 

design and implementation with (a) 

national authorities and stakeholders, 

(b) other international actors?  

 What tools are seen as the most 
effective in terms of  promoting 
increased coordination?  

 To what extent are local stakeholders 
involved in planning, decision-making 
and implementation of BCPR support 
in the various phases? 

how did this partnership manifest 
itself throughout the life of the 
programme? 

 Were there any plans to conduct 
joint reviews/evaluations of 
programmes with other partners? 

 Was there a formal or informal 
system for your voice to be heard 
regarding programme design, 
implementation and results? 

 Who was your main point of contact 
at BCPR? Was it sufficient? 

programmes, agencies and 
national partners  

 


