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Summary

Contributions
General

Total contributions to operational activities falevelopment of the United
Nations system in 2011 amounted to some $22.9billa decrease of 7 per cent in
real terms compared to 2010, and accounted for talhBuper cent of total official
development assistance (ODA) (excluding debt rekefreported by the Development
Assistance Committee of the Organization for EcomonCooperation and
Development (DAC).

Decrease in funding for development-related adigitin 2011

About 67 per cent of funding was directed to longggm development-related
activities as against 33 per cent directed to @otiy with a humanitarian assistance
focus. Contributions for development-related adids decreased by some 8 per cent
in real terms in 2011, while funding for humanitari assistance, a volatile item,
decreased by 3 per cent in real terms.
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Growing imbalance between core and non-core funding

Some 73 per cent of total funding for operatioaealivities for development in
2011 was non-core and thus characterized by vardiegrees of restrictions with
regard to its application and use. Core funding development-related activities
declined in real terms for the second consecutigaryin 2011. Currently some 68
per cent of development-related contributions ava-nore, compared to 40 per cent
in 1996.

Longer-term funding trends positive, but since 2@@&wth has stagnated

In the period from 1996 to 2011, overall trendvdédeen positive for both
development- and humanitarian assistance-relatéigitaes. In this 15-year period,
funding for development-related activities grew W@2 per cent; humanitarian
assistance-related activities by 108 per cent; aod-core development-related
contributions by 239 per cent, all in real terms.

Overall, contributions for United Nations operat#d activities for development
grew at a faster rate during this 15-year perioahthotal ODA as reported by DAC.
However, almost all of this growth was in the foohnon-core resources, resulting
in the core ratio for operational activities forvedopment declining from 50 per cent
in 1996 to 28 per cent in 2011.

However, in the most recent 3-year period (20020a1), funding for operational
activities for development has stagnated. Sin@82Mhd in real terms, overall funding has
dropped by 2 per cent and core resources havenddcby 8 per cent. During the same
period, overall funding for development-relatediaties increased slightly, or 2 per cent,
but core funding dropped by 6 per cent, both in telans. During the 2008-2011 period,
total funding for operational activities for devptoent has declined by 2 per cent, in real
terms, while total ODA (excluding debt relief), seported by DAC, has grown by 8 per
cent.

Funding base broadened

The funding base for operational activities fovelpment has seen general
broadening between 1995 and 2011, with the share caofitributions from
non-governmental organizations, public-private parships and other multilateral
institutions (including global funds) increasingiin 7 per cent in 1995 to 15 per cent
in 2011. This share is even higher or 20 per cearten looking at development-
related activities only. While the absolute volumg direct contributions of DAC
countries increased by 86 per cent in real ternrinduhis period, their overall share
of total funding for operational activities for dgdepment declined from 71 to 62 per
cent.

United Nations system the largest multilateral pent of DAC countries

Some 30 per cent of all direct contributions te thultilateral system in 2010,
as reported by DAC, were channelled through theté¢hiNations development
system, making the Organization the largest mu#iial partner of DAC countries.
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Contributions from developing countries growing

Contributions from developing countries (excludifdgcal resources) for
operational activities for development were $728liomi in 2011 and have increased
by some 80 per cent in real terms between 200620id.. In addition, developing
countries contributed some $1.2 billion in the foohnon-core local resources for
programming in the contributing country itself.

Non-core funding highly fragmented

Some 91 per cent of non-core funding for developtrelated activities in
2011 was single donor and programme- and projeeti$ig, thereby contributing to
the fragmentation of resources flows, with a comssg impact on overall
programme coherence, efficiencies and transactiostsc Contributions to pooled
funding arrangements such as multi-donor trust &ynthcluding “One United
Nations” funds and thematic funds of entities, aoded for the remaining 9 per cent
of non-core resource flows and have decreased Iyesb8 per cent compared to
2010.

Burden-sharing among DAC countries

DAC countries accounted for 84 per cent of totalrec resources for
development-related activities in 2011, with a sfiglant difference in individual
contributions if measured as a share of gross natimcome. If in 2011, the median
core development-related funding/gross nationabme (DEV/GNI) ratio were to be
set as a minimum target for a system of negotigtedges, total core contributions
would increase by some $2.6 billion or 52 per den$7.4 billion.

Expenditures
General

Some 70 per cent of the total expenditures of $2dillion for operational
activities for development in 2011 concerned progme activities at the country
level, of which 47 per cent or $8.0 billion wereAfrica. The remaining 30 per cent
of total expenditures related to global and reglopaogramme activities and
programme support and management activities.
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Expenditures on development-related activitiescheal $16.6 billion in 2011,
an increase of 15 per cent in real terms since 2@@®ut half of development-
related expenditures (excluding local resources)hat country level were spent in
low-income countries.

Core resources subsidize support costs of non-tumding

There is a significant difference between core and-core funding sources in
the distribution of the total programme support amshnagement costs of
organizations. Consequently, the remaining shafeavailable resources for actual
programme activities differ greatly as well: only# er cent for core funding as
against 90 per cent for non-core funding in 20101(R figures not yet available).
Applying a full cost recovery rate in the order 1 per cent across the board would
result in a release of some $556 million core reses for programme activities, or
the equivalent of some 23 per cent of the curremel of core programme activities
(see A/67/94-E/2012/80 for further detail).

Recommendations
The General Assembly may wish to:

1. Stress that core resources, because of their untied naturecontinue to be the
bedrock of operational activities for development bthe United Nations system.
In this regard, the General Assembly may wish taeaffirm the importance of

adequate, stable and predictable core resources fagnhancing the coherence,
effectiveness and efficiency of United Nations opational activities for

development;

2. Note with concern the declining trend in total contributions to the United
Nations development system in the 2008 to 2011 ped, as well as the ever
growing imbalance between unrestricted core and higy fragmented restricted
non-core funding for operational activities for dewelopment and the manner in
which such imbalance may distort overall programmepriorities that flow from
the established mandates and priorities of the regztive United Nations entities;

2b) Acknowledges the efforts undertaken by the Exative Boards of funds and
programmes and the governing bodies of the speciaid agencies to increase the
flexibility of non-core resources, while avoiding rcessive fragmentation, by
creating and promoting alternatives to tightly earmarked non-core funding such
as thematic funds, multi-donor trust funds and othe loosely-earmarked funding
mechanisms linked to their strategic plans;

3. Request the President of the Assembly to organize in therft half of 2014 a
high-level policy dialogue on funding of operationhactivities for development of
the United Nations system within the broader contex of the upcoming
intergovernmental discussions on the post-2015 ddepment agenda. In this
connection, the General Assembly may wish to:

a. Request the Executive Boards of the funds and programmesna the
governing bodies of the specialized agencies, aspappriate, to undertake a
structured dialogue on how to finance the developnm results to be achieved
in the new strategic planning cycle of the respecté entities with a view to
addressing core/non-core imbalances, making non-cer resources more
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predictable and less restricted, broadening the daor base, and improving the
adequacy and predictability of resource flows;

b. Encourage OECD/DAC member governments and other Member State in
a position to do so, to undertake consultations omow to enhance burden-
sharing of core funding for development-related advities of the United
Nations system and how in particular a more equal brden-sharing can be
achieved by donors shifting single-donor, programme and project-specific
non-core contributions to pooled funding mechanismsr core resources. In
this regard, the General Assembly may wish toencourage OECD/DAC
member governments and other Member States in a pi®n to do so, to
consider the possibility of adopting an alternative funding model for
providing core resources to the funds and programm& such as “voluntary
indicative scale of contributions”;

c. Request the funds and programmes to propose a definitionfahe concept of
“critical mass” of core resources to achieve priotty development results and
maintain core organizational capacities in the streegic plans of the entities
and present a specific proposal in this regard tohe respective Executive
Boards at the fall session in 2013;

d. Encourage the implementation of joint programming among membes of
the United Nations development system through these of core funds. [not
delete]

4. Encourage OECD/DAC member governments and other Member Statetn a
position to do so, to increase contributions to mtitpartner trust funds and One
UN Funds at the global and country level with a vi to enhancing the
coherence, effectiveness and efficiency of the sugp of the United Nations
development system to programme countries. In thig€onnection, the General
Assembly may wish torequest the United Nations development system to
develop an option paper highlighting existing pooleé and joint funding
mechanisms applied at the global, regional and coty level, including a full
review of the role played by One UN Funds at the amtry level and the future
role they might be expected to play in the fundingof the One Programmes
particularly in the countries adopting the delivering-as-one approach,;

5. Request that as a standard practice, all available and pragcted financial
contributions for operational activities for develgpment of the United Nations
system at the country level be consolidated withina common budgetary
framework which would not constitute a legal constaint on the spending
authority of funds, programmes and specialized agemes, and to use the
frameworks to strengthen the quality of system-wideresources planning in
support of the UNDAFs. In this regard, the GeneralAssembly may also wish to
request resident coordinators, in support of their leaderfip role of resource
mobilization efforts at the country level, to mainain a record of all
contributions received from all funding sources foroperational activities for
development of the United Nations system in the rpgctive programme country,
including those provided in non-financial terms, am provide this information in
the resident coordinators’ annual reports. In thisregard, the General Assembly
may also wish to request the funds and programmes andencourage the
specialized agencies and other relevant entities ofhe United Nations
development system to provide the necessary inforrtian on contributions to
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the resident coordinator;

6. Request the Executive Boards of the funds and programmes and thgoverning
bodies of specialized agencies, as appropriate, &mlopt by the end of 2013 cost
recovery rates that ensure that the use of core resrces to cover costs related to
the management of non-core funds and their programm activities is avoided. In
this regard, the General Assembly may wish toequest the Executive Boards of
funds and programmes to consider adopting harmoniz# differentiated cost
recovery rates that provide incentives to donors tancrease core funding and/or
more flexible, and less earmarked, use of non-coreontributions at the
programme or sector level;

7. Request the Secretary-General to continue to strengthen # analytical quality
of system-wide reporting on funding for United Natbns operational activities
for development including the coverage, timelinessreliability, quality and

comparability of system-wide data, definitions andclassifications;

8. Request UNDG to develop a common standard for reporting orfinancial data
based on the UNDG Results Reporting Principles adaed in 2011. Upon
completion of the new standard, the relevant goveing bodies of all United
Nations entities could consider adopting this starard for all their agency-
specific reports and a United Nations system-wideirfancial data warehouse
should be established.
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CEB United Nations Chief Executives Board for @dioation
DAC Development Assistance Committee

ECA Economic Commission for Africa

ECE Economic Commission for Europe
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ESCAP Economic and Social Commission for Asia #raPacific
ESCWA Economic and Social Commission for WestesigA

FAO Food and Agriculture Organization of the WtNations
GEF Global Environment Facility

GNI gross national income

IDA International Development Association

IAEA International Atomic Energy Agency

ICAO International Civil Aviation Organization

IFAD International Fund for Agricultural Developmie

ILO International Labour Organization
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ITU International Telecommunication Union

ODA official development assistance

OECD Organization for Economic Cooperation and &epment
OHCHR Office of the United Nations High Commissésrfor Human Rights
UNAIDS Joint United Nations Programme on HIV/AIDS

UNCDF United Nations Capital Development Fund

UNCTAD United Nations Conference on Trade and Depment
UNDP United Nations Development Programme

UNEP United Nations Environment Programme

UNESCO United Nations Educational, Scientific @dltural Organization
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UNHCR Office of the United Nations High Commisserfor Refugees
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UNIFEM
UNODC
UNRWA

UNV
UNWTO
UPU
WFP
WHO
WIPO
WMO

United Nations Development Fund for Women
United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime

United Nations Relief and Works Agency foalBstine Refugees in
the Near East

United Nations Volunteers

World Tourism Organization

Universal Postal Union

World Food Programme

World Health Organization

World Intellectual Property Organization

World Meteorological Organization
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Introduction

Structure and coverage of the report

1. The present report focuses on the 37 United dvatisystem entities (funds,
programmes and agencies) that received funding dperational activities for
development in 2011. These entities constitute whajenerally referred to as the
United Nations development system and together atiea for over 95 per cent of
all United Nations system-wide operational actiedtifor development. Detailed
statistical data used as the basis for the prefentaand analyses in the present
report are contained in the statistical annex, Whgcavailable on the website of the
Development Cooperation Policy Branch of the Offiime Economic and Social
Council Support and Coordination of the DepartmefntEconomic and Social
Affairs.2

System-wide reporting: opportunities and challengs

2. There are currently three main actors who repartfunding for the United
Nations system: the Department of Economic and &o&ffairs (the Department),
the United Nations Chief Executives Board for Caonadion and the Development
Assistance Committee of the Organization for EcoimonCooperation and
Development. The Department and DAC focus on opemat activities for
development, each from a different perspective. GaBises more generally on the
overall budgetary and financial situation of thetig@s of the United Nations
system.

3. With regard to access to information, in resont 63/311, the General
Assembly requested the Secretary-General to estabdi central repository of
information on United Nations operational activitiéor development. This central
repository became operational earlier this year ardome part of the financial
statistics database and reporting system that iisgbdeveloped by CEB. Through
collaboration, the Department and CEB have achievationalization and
harmonization of data collection. This collabooatihas also enhanced timeliness of
reporting of information which has allowed the Depsent to present provisional
2011 data in this report. The Department has abtsveiased its collaboration with
DAC to enhance the comparability and complementarftdata and information.

4. Annex | contains a technical note on issues ahdllenges pertaining to
system-wide reporting. These relate to the usewhinology, sources and coverage,
as well as comparability of data and informationtvieen the different United
Nations entities.

Operational activities for development

5. Operational activities for development of theitdd Nations system are
activities that United Nations entities carry ouittwthe promotion of development
as the primary objective. A number of entities hapecific mandates in this regard.
Operational activities for development cover baihder-term development activities
and those with a shorter-term humanitarian asstgtdocus.

a http://www.un.org/esa/coordination/dcpb_stat.htm
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6. With regard to the distinction between developtneand humanitarian
assistance-related activities, no harmonized systése classification exists. For
purposes of the current report and pending theothiction of such a classification
system, all activities of UNHCR, UNRWA and the Q@f#i for the Coordination of
Humanitarian Affairs, the emergency operations &flIOEF (some 26 per cent of all
activities) and the humanitarian operations of W{&ddme 91 per cent of all
activities) are considered to be humanitarian &sste-related. Accordingly, all
other activities are treated as being developmelated. Many of the more detailed
analyses contained in the current report conceneldpment-related activities in
particular.

7. As reflected in figure | below, operational aifiies for development in 2011
accounted for about 63 per cent ($22.9 billion)atif United Nations system-wide
activities ($36.2 billion). Peacekeeping operatioascounted for 20 per cent
($7.1billion) and the global norm and standard-settimmplicy and advocacy
functions of the United Nations system accounted tfte remaining 17 per cent
($6.2 billion).

Figure |
Financing of United Nations system-wide activitig, 2011

$36.2 billion

Global norms,

standards,
policy and
advocacy
17% Development
Operational focus
activities for 67%

development
63%

Humanitarian
assistance focus

Peacekeeping 33%

20%

Core and non-core resources

8. Operational activities for development are futhdey a combination of so-

called core and non-core resources. Core resowaaeghose that are commingled
without restrictions and whose use and applicatare directly linked to the

multilateral mandates and strategic plans of thities, which are approved by the
respective governing bodies as part of an intergowental process.

9. In contrast and as determined by the contritytaron-core resources are
mostly earmarked and thus restricted with regardh&r use and application. The
degree to which the use and application of non-a@sources are subject to and
aligned with the strategic plans approved by gowgrodies is not direct.

10. Core or unrestricted aid is generally seen asoee efficient way of building
relevant and effective partnerships with programaoaintries in the delivery of
operational activities for development. Core resaesr provide the highest quality
and flexibility of pooled funding. They are critictor ensuring the capacity of the
entities to deliver on their multilateral mandatesd provide continued substantive
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leadership and innovation around specific goalsyoadcy and policy work, in
addition to programmatic implementation on the grduCore resources are central
to ensuring their independence, neutrality and rdetrusted partner in a rapidly
changing development cooperation landscape. Résdrigid in the form of non-core
resources, on the other hand, is often seen asntpaltg distorting programme
priorities by limiting the proportion of funding a&h is directly regulated by
intergovernmental governing bodies and processestriRted aid is further seen as
contributing to fragmentation, competition and dapramong entities and providing
a disincentive for pursuing a United Nations systeide focus, strategic
positioning and coherence. In addition restrict&tlia found to increase transaction
costs, especially because of its predominantly Isirdpnor and programme-and
project-specific nature.

11. Financing of operational activities for devetognt in the form of non-core
resources has grown significantly over time andoaoted for some 72 per cent of
total resources in 2011 as compared to 50 periceb®96. Looking at development-
related activities alone, non-core resources actalifor some 68 per cent of total
resources in 2011 as compared to 40 per cent i6.199

12. Some 7 per cent of non-core resources is in fdren of so-called local
resources, or resources that programme countriestribate to entities for
programming in the country itself. Whenever so acaded and deemed appropriate,
this component is excluded in some of the analysesented in the current report.

Official development assistance and other aid

13. The report makes several references to ODA wdralyses are undertaken to
compare operational activities for development wither development assistance.
Two versions of ODA (excluding debt relief) are bgiused, both as defined by
DAC: (a) ODA provided by DAC Governments only ($18%illion in 2011); and
(b) total ODA ($151.9 billion in 2011). Total ODAn¢ludes aid flows that are
reported to DAC by countries that are not membdr®AC. It is understood that
neither one of the above versions of ODA captures totality of development
assistance.

Current versus real terms

14. In the present report, comparisons and treradyans in “real terms” are based
on amounts expressed in constant 2010 United Sthadars by applying deflators

published by DAC. These deflators take into accotilt combined effect of

inflation and exchange rate movements.

b In this connection, it was estimated that in 2@ti¥ate flows amounted to some $30 billion and
South-South development cooperation to some $1bbi(see E/2012/78), expanding the
notion of total development assistance to rougHly4billion in 2011, assuming private flows
and South-South development cooperation did nohgaaignificantly in 2011.

12-37230 13
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Overview

15. This section provides a general overview oéstld aspects of the funding for
operational activities for development. Subsequsstttions provide more detailed
analyses, including of key trends, issues and patéypes.

Contributions

16. Total contributions for operational activitider development amounted to
$22.9 billion in 2011, a decrease of 7 per centeial terms compared to 2010. Some
67 per cent ($15.2 billion) was directed towardselepment-related activities and
33 per cent ($7.6 billion) to humanitarian assisenelated activities (see figure |l
below). Some 68 per cent of development-relatedirdmutions and 81 per cent of
humanitarian assistance-related contributions werecore and thus earmarked.

Figure Il
Contributions to operational activities for devebpment, 2011, by type

Total contributions $22.9billion

non-core

45% non-core

27% Humanitarian

assistance
/ related

related
\ 21% ’

6%

Development

17. Figure Ill below provides an overview of theak¢erm growth of funding for
operational activities for development over theiperl996 to 2011. While overall
trends have been positive for both development{auntanitarian assistance-related
activities, growth in core resources has been mabtirmompared to growth in
non-core resources. This development and the camsdggmbalance between the
two sources of financing are central to the distussabout the critical mass
required for United Nations entities to maintaindacontinually develop capacities
to deliver on their multilateral mandates, incluglicore programme activities on the
ground, to provide substantive leadership and imtiow, and ensure their
independence, neutrality and strategic positionasgtrusted partner in a rapidly
evolving development environment. The concept dfiacal mass is further explored
in section E of chapter 1V of the previous repadirtlee Secretary-General on funding
(AI67/94-E/2012/80).
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Figure 11

Real change over time in funding for operationahctivities for development,

1996-2011 (percentage change relative to 1996)

Billions of constant 2010 United States dollars

250

200 +149% non-corg

15.0 — I e

100 +— +239% non-core
I

5.0 —

0.0 + T T T

1996 2001 2006 2011

Share of multilateral aid and total official devéopment assistance

18. The United Nations development system remdinssingle largest channel for
direct multilateral funding when core and non-caantributions are combined, as
reported by DAC (see figure IV below). This sharaswestimated at some 30 per
cent in 2010. The relatively large share of mutéital aid flows confirms the importance
of the United Nations system in multilateral deyetent cooperation.

Figure IV
Channels of multilateral aid, 2010

Total $54.5 billion

Other
14% United Nations
World Bank development
Group system
2% 30%
Regional European
Development Commission
Banks 25%
7%

19. Funding for operational activities for develogmh (excluding local resources)
in 2011 represented some 15 per cent of total Obbwg (excluding debt relief) and
funding for those activities from DAC countries acaited for 11 per cent of ODA

flows from those countries.

assistance related
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Sources of contributions

20. As shown in figure V below, some 77 per centahl contributions in 2011
were made by Governments directly, both DAC and-BaYC. This includes the
contributions made to the so-called United Natiomslti-donor trust funds that are
covered by the fund administration services of tiéDP Multi-Partner Trust Fund
Office on behalf of the United Nations developmegstems The remaining 22 per
cent is accounted for by the European Commissiod by non-governmental
organizations, public-private partnerships and othaultilateral institutions
(including global funds), which themselves are rodinanced by Governments.
Since 1995 there has been a general broadeningeofunding base with the share
of contributions from non-governmental organizatipmpublic-private partnerships
and other multilateral institutions (including ghlbfunds) increasing from 7 per
centin 1995 to 15 per cent in 2011.

Figure V
Sources of funding for operational activities for &velopment, 2011

Total contributions $22.9 billion

OECD/DAC
(multi-partner
trust funds)
4%
Others 15%
OECD/DAC
64%
European
Commission non-OECD/DAC
7% 10%

21. Table A-3 of the online statistical annex pdes a complete list of
contributions by contributor, type of activity (dgepment-and humanitarian
assistance-related) and type of funding (core amutcore). Figure VI below shows
this information for the group of main contributdisat together account for 96 per
cent of total funding. Information on individual mwibutors excludes their
contributions to multi-donor trust funds, which asrelatively new and evolving
type of pooled non-core funding are shown sepayatel

¢ Multi-donor trust funds were 85 per cent finandgdDAC Governments in 2011 and are
reflected separately.
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Figure VI

Main contributors to operational activities for development, 2011: comparison of
core, non-core and total funding

(Millions of United States dollars)
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22. Total contributions from developing countriex¢luding local resources) were
some $725 million in 2011 and increased by som@&0cent in real terms between
2006 and 2011. In addition, developing countriestdbuted some $1.2 billion in

the form of non-core local resources for programgnin the contributing country

itself. This type of contribution to operational tivities for development is

equivalent to some 8 per cent of the estimatedl t8@uth-South development
cooperation.

Largest United Nations entities

23. Funding for operational activities for develogmh is concentrated in a
relatively small humber of United Nations entitiegth the top ten, namely, UNDP,
WFP, UNICEF, WHO, UNHCR, FAO, UNRWA, UNFPA, ILO antd/NESCO,
accounting for some 88 per cent of all contribusom 2011. The top three
accounted for some 54 per cent and UNDP alonedaores21 per cent. The non-core
component of funding for all main entities exceIRWA and UNFPA exceeds the
core component (see figure VIl below). The othere2tities, or 73 per cent of those
covered by the present report, accounted for timeareing 12 per cent of funding.
Table A-2 of the online statistical annex provigefull list of contributions over the
last five years, by entity and type of funding (€@nd non-core).
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Figure VII

Main entities carrying out operational activities for development, 2011:
comparison of core, non-core and total funding

(Millions of United States dollars)

Contributions $22.9 billion

5000 -

4500 -

4000 -
v 3500
o
o
5 3000 -
=]
@ 2500 -
=
w -
] 2000 UNHCR
9
g 1500 -

non-core > core
Z 1000 - @
UNFPA _
500 - “UN-RW}&' core > non-core
UNESGOp
C\Q-ILO
0 = - T T T T 1

0 250 500 750 1000 1250
Core resources

Expenditures

24. Some 70 per cent of the $24.5 billion in expgamés for operational activities
for development in 2011 (including local resourceshcerned programme activities
at the country level (see figure VIII below), of igh 47 per cent or $8.0 billion
were in Africa. Accordingly, some 30 per cent oftaio expenditures related to
programme activities at the regional and globalelsy programme support and

management and activities that could not be atteibwo any of the above categories.

12-37230



A/67/xx

Figure VI
Operational activities for development, 2011, by rgion
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25. Figure IX below shows the distribution and dsgof concentration of 2011
development-and humanitarian assistance-related ntcplevel programme
expenditures among the top 50 programme countfiBese together accounted for
82 per cent of total programme expenditures. Thettwee countries accounted for
some 20 per cent and the top nine countries/tereisd for some 41 per cent of total
country-level programme expenditure.

Figure 1X
Programme expenditures for the top 50 programme cauiries, 2011
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26. Table B-2 of the online statistical annex pd®s a full list of programme
expenditures by programme country and by type dfivdg (development-and
humanitarian assistance-related).

27. Disaggregated data on the allocation of ODMAdd yet available for 2011,
however a comparative analysis of total operaticalvities for development and
total ODA at the country level in 2010 (see figuXebelow) shows that those

d Afghanistan, Democratic Republic of the Congdyi&pia, Haiti, Kenya, Occupied Palestinian
Territories, Pakistan, Somalia and Sudan.
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activities accounted for more than 40 per centodélt ODA in 13, or 9 per cent, of
programme countriesThese 13 countries combined accounted for somge?ent
of total country-level ODA. At the other end of tkpectrum, operational activities
for development accounted for less than 10 per oérnbtal ODA in 61, or 41 per
cent, of programme countries. This group of 61 d¢des accounted for some 11 per
cent of total country-level activities. Most of @ activities (58 per cent) were in
programme countries where they accounted for betwigkand 30 per cent of total
ODA.

Figure X
Country-level programme expenditures (excluding loal resources) on
operational activities for development, 2010, as share of total ODA
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e Barbados, Chad, Democratic People’s Republic ofelq, Lebanon, Libya, Malaysia, Niger,
Peru, Somalia, Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand Zimbabwe.
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A.

Detailed analysis

Contributions

General

28. Figure Il above and table 1 below show thatgiderm funding trends for

operational activities for development have beewotmable. Total funding more

than doubled in real terms between 1996 and 201l won-core contributions

increasing to nearly three times the level in 1996e average annual growth in
total funding during this 15-year period was som2 per cent in real terms. The
growth has been particularly strong for developmetated non-core contributions.
In 2011 and in real terms, these reached a levalmbst three and a half times than
in 1996, corresponding to an average annual graaté of some 8.5 per cent. This
very strong growth in non-core resources standstamk contrast to a very modest
average annual growth of some 0.5 per cent in eesdurces. Contributions for

humanitarian assistance-related activities, althougenerally more subject to

change from year to year, also experienced sigaitigrowth of some 108 per cent
in real terms between 1996 and 2011, with non-daneling increasing by 149 per
cent.

Table 1
Contributions to operational activities for development, 1996-2011

Change, 1996-2011
Current United States dollars (billions) (percentage)

1996 2001 2006 2011 Nominal terms Real terms

Total operational activities for development

Core 4.2 3.6 5.0 6.3 52 11
Non-core 4.1 6.1 12.6 16.5 299 198
Total 8.3 9.7 17.6 22.9 175 104

Development-related

Core 3.2 2.9 4.2 4.9 50 8
Non-core 2.2 3.6 8.4 10.4 364 239
Total 54 6.6 12.5 15.2 177 102

Humanitarian assistance-related

Core 0.9 0.7 0.9 1.4 59 22
Non-core 1.9 2.5 4.2 6.2 224 149
Total 2.8 3.1 5.0 7.6 170 108

Share of Development Assistance Committee multiieral aid and total official
development assistance

29. Operational activities for development were igglent to some 15 per cent of
total ODA flows reported by DAC (excluding debtied) in 2011. Figure XI below
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compares average annual real-term growth ratetal bperational activities for

development and its development-and humanitariazisece-related components
(excluding local resources) with those of total O@Ad core multilateral ODA

(excluding debt relief).

Figure XI

Average annual real-term growth rates over time inofficial development
assistance and operational activities for developmeé (excluding debt relief
and local resources) , 1996-2011
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30. Between 1996 and 2006, contributions to openati activities for
development grew faster in real terms than botllt@DA and core multilateral
ODA. This was particularly the case during the pdri996 to 2001. However, since
2006, total funding for those activities has grofar the first time at a slightly
lower pace than total ODA flows.

Sources of funding

31. Figure Il above provides a general overview thé real-term growth of
funding for operational activities for developmemter the period 1996 to 2011,
broken down by development- and humanitarian assts-related activities.
Figure V above shows the current main sourcesrrting.

Development-related activities

32. Figure XlI below further examines changes ie thain sources of financing
solely for development-related activities (67 pentof total operational activities
for development). By the end of the period 19952611, four distinct groups of
contributors had emerged, which indicates a broadgmwf the funding base for
development-related operational activities for depenent over time. While DAC
countries increased their contributions by 86 pamtdan real terms to $9.5 billion in
2011, their corresponding share of total resoudssdined from 71 per cent in 1995
to 62 per cent in 2011.
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Figure XII
Main sources of funding for development-related opmtional activities,
1995-2011
(Billions of constant 2010 United States dollars)
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33. Increased funding by multilateral organizationsn-governmental and private
sources is the most significant funding trend other past 15 years. In 2011, some 6
per cent of development-related non-core contrimgi came from the European
Commission while another 20 per cent, or $3.0 dilli were contributed by other
multilateral organizations, non-governmental andvagte sources. This “Others”
category includes global funds as well as contidng from the national
committees of UNICEF.

34. Similarly to figure VI above, figure XlIl belowrovides further comparative
information on contributions by total and type afnfling (core and non-core) by
main contributors that together account for 95 ment of total funding for
development-related activities. The core componehftcontributions by DAC
Governments for development-related activities [(edimg contributions to
multi-donor trust funds) increased from 43 per ci@n2010 to 45 per cent in 2011.
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Figure Xl

Main contributors to development-related operationd activities, 2011:
comparison of core, non-core and total funding

(Millions of United States dollars)
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35. Contributions from developing countries for dmpment-related activities

(excluding local resources) were some $448 miliior2011 and increased by some
34 per cent in real terms between 2005 and 201bufb6 per cent of this funding

was in the form of core resources. In addition, am&l shown separately in

figure Xl above, developing countries contributedme $1.2 billion in the form of

non-core local resources for development-relatdi/igies in their own countries.

36. Figure XIV below shows contributions for devetoent-related activities by
main entities, with the top 10, namely, UNDP, UNIEEWHO, FAO, UNFPA,
UNESCO, ILO, IFAD, WFP and UNAIDS, accounting foorae 88 per cent of all
contributions for development-related activities2@l11. The top four accounted for
some 70 per cent and UNDP alone, as by far theelrgntity, for some 33 per cent.
The other 27 entities, or 73 per cent of those cedeby the current report,
accounted for the remaining 12 per cent. The nam-ammponent of funding for
almost all entities exceeds the core component,esiomes by a significant margin.
In the case of UNDR non-core contributions in 2011 accounted for sd8deper
cent of total contributions. Of these about 22 pent was accounted for by local
resources.

f Including funds administered by UNDP in 2011, sias UNCDF, UNV, UNDP energy account.
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Figure XIV
Main entities carrying out development-related opeational activities, 2011:
comparison of core, non-core and total funding
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37. Figure XV below shows that since the 2007 tmiah comprehensive policy

review of the General Assembly, funding for devetmmt-related activities,

excluding local resources, has seen modest gain®,per cent in real terms. These
gains are roughly evenly split between DAC donorg all other sources of

funding. However all the gains are in the formnai-core resources, implying the
imbalance between core and non-core has grown $60&.

38. Table 2 below shows the percentage increase®creases in contributions of
key donors for development-related activities ie 2007 to 2011 period. The data
would seem to suggest that the recent economic fanahcial crisis has been an
important contributing factor in explaining the diee in the contribution level of
some major donor countries.
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FigureXV

Real change in funding for development-related divities, 2007-2011 (percentage

change relative to 2007, excluding local resources)
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2008
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2010

Other funding

+ 22% non-corg sources

T e +10% Total
- +8%
+11% on-core
DAC donors
+8%

core

2011

Top movers in development-related contributions, 207-2011

Core development-related contributions

Total development-related contributions

(excluding local resources)

2011

(millions of United Real change since
Donor States dollars) 2007(percentage) Donor

2011

(millions of United Real change since
States dollars) 2007 (percentage)

Largest increases

Largest increases

Australia 133 +152.6 Australia 383 +113.2
Luxembourg 27 +119.2 Einland 211 +46.1
Belgium 112 +103.8 Belgium 188 +42.8
United States of
Korea, Republic ¢ 43 +89.0 America 1501 +39.7
) European
Finland 141 +47.6 Commission 956 +33.0
United States of
America 624 +22.1 Korea, Republic of 84 +32.7
Largest declines Largest declines
Austria 20 -41.6 Italy 262 -48.8
Japan 353 -29.5 Austria 34 -41.9
Ireland 51 -29.4 Ireland 81 -41.7
|taly 126 -21.1 New Zealand 34 -34.9
Greece 8 -19.9 Spain 343 -30.4
New Zealand 26 -16.6 Luxembourg 62 -30.1
Developing Developing
countries 239 -4.8 countries 416 +9.6
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Core development-related contributions

Total development-related contributions

(excluding local resources)

2011

(millions of United Real change since

Donor States dollars) 2007(p

ercentage) Donor

2011

(millions of United Real change since

States dollars)

2007 (percentage)

Overall 4863

-4.8 Overall

14080

+7.1

39. Table 3 below shows some of the top contribaitorthe 18 replenishment of
the International Development Association (IDA) mdpwith their contributions to
development-related activities of the United Natiosystem over the past 3 years
(excluding local resources). Since donors repkenBA funds every 3 years, the
table uses 3-year averages to make the data cobiparahe 18 replenishment,
which was finalized in December 2010, resulted ineaord high pledge of $49.3
billion to finance projects over the 3-year periettding June 30, 2014. By
comparison, total contributions for developmenttetl activities of the 37 entities
comprising the United Nations system totalled $4dilGon during the 3-year period
starting in 2009 (excluding local resources).

Table 3

Top contributors to the International Development Association (IDA): 16" replenishment

Top 10 contributors

Top 10 non-DAC contributors

Contributions to

Average annual

contribution to

Contributions to

Average annual

contribution to

IDA - 3 year United Nations IDA - 3 year United Nations
Donor average system (2009-2011)Donor averagesystem (2009-2011)
(Millions of United States dollars) (Millions of United States dollars)

United States of America 1359 1531 Russian Federation 58 45
United Kingdom 1350 868 China 54 65
Japan 1223 963 Saudi Arabia 37 51
Germany 725 420 Brazil 33 43
France 565 213 Mexico 33 38
Canada 455 486 Kuwait 26 11

Spain 345 493 Argentina 23 13
Netherlands 336 680 Singapore 16 5
Sweden 332 587 South Africa 12 12

Italy 265 256 Chile 12 4

12-37230
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Non-core funding modalities
General

40. Figure XVI below provides an overview of the imanon-core funding

modalities for development-related operational \dtiis that together cover some
68 per cent of all funding for development-relateglerational activities. In 2011,
some 91 per cent of such non-core funding, inclgdiocal resources, was single
donor and programme-and project-specific. Contidng to pooled funding

arrangements like multi-donor trust funds, incluglitOne United Nations” funds

and thematic funds of entities, accounted for theaining 9 per cent of non-core
resource flows and have decreased by some 18 mercoenpared to 2010. Pooled
funding remains therefore a small share of totah-nore resource flows. The
dominance of single donor and programme-and pregpetific contributions, in

particular, reflects the high degree of fragmemtatdf non-core funding.

Figure XVI
Non-core funding modalities for development-relatedperational activities, 2011
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41. Many reviews in the past have highlighted trectfthat the growth in

fragmented non-core funding has resulted in a gpwading increase in transaction
costs. Negotiating individual funding agreementsd aseparate programme and
financial reporting for hundreds or even thousaofisndividual projects according

to widely varying sets of requirements adds sigmifit costs. Specific support and
reporting requirements often fall outside the sw&mdd operating systems and
managerial processes of the entities concerneduiker discussed in the previous
report on funding (see chapter 4, section C of A987E/2012/80), core resources
subsidize the cost of supporting activities finashdeom non-core resources. As a
result, the share of core contributions availabbe programme activities at the
country level is significantly lower than the cosponding share of non-core
funding.

Multi-donor trust funds and thematic trust funds

42. Both multi-donor trust funds and thematic trdishds are forms of pooled
resources and thus a more flexible form of non-coomtributions. While the
thematic trust funds are specific to, and admimedeby, an individual entity, the
multi-donor trust funds concern multi-entity opdoaits and are administered by the
dedicated fund administration services of the UNDRIti-Partner Trust Fund
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Office, on behalf of the United Nations developmsgstem. The increased use of
multi-donor trust funds in recent years can be sasna result of efforts by the

international community to promote enhanced ai@@ff;eness, counterbalancing a
high degree of fragmentation as a result of thedpnginantly single donor, single

programme and project-specific nature of non-c@sources flows.

43. Table 4 provides information on main contribmgtéo multi-donor trust funds
in 2011 and main participating entities based om amounts that the Multi-Partner
Trust Fund Office, as administrative agents, trangfd to them in 2011 for
programme implementation. Contributions to mulbirdr trust funds increased by
55 per cent in 2011 compared to 2010. This suggésat transfers to United
Nations entities in the form of pooled funding magrease significantly in 2012.

Table 4
Multi-donor trust funds, 2011
Main contributors Main entities
Contributions Transfers receive

(millions of United Share of tota (millions of United Share of total
Donor States dollars) (percentage) Entity States dollars) (percentage)
United Kingdom 260 31.8 UNDP 356 33.0
Norway 116 14.2 UNICEF 126 11.6
International Development
Association 111 135 FAO 76 7.0
Sweden 97 11.8 OCHA/NGO 65 6.0
Netherlands 53 6.5 IOM 49 45
Australia 39 4.7 WFP 47 4.4
Denmark 34 4.2 UNOPS 46 4.2
Ireland 21 2.5 WHO 33 3.1
Spain 18 2.3 UNFPA 30 2.7
Japan 17 2.1 ILO 28 2.6

44. In response to General Assembly resolution 83/@n system-wide coherence,
information on all existing multi-donor trust fundand thematic trust funds,
including information on their mandates, performarend governance structures,
was made available in 2010. This comprehensivermé&iion can be found on the
website of the Development Cooperation Policy Btao€ the Office for Economic

and Social Council Support and Coordination of Bepartment of Economic and
Social Affairs (www.un.org/esa/coordination/dcphatshtm).

“One United Nations” funds

45. “One United Nations” funds are multi-donor trdisnds that were established
specifically to support the “Delivering as one” giil initiatives by providing
principally unearmarked resources to cover fundigags in “One United Nations”
programmes. These funds represent an innovatiGupport system-wide coherence
of the work of the United Nations development systat the country level. In
response to resolution 64/289, an independent atialu of the “Delivering as one”
experience, including the “One United Nations” fgndvas submitted at the sixty-
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seventh session of the Assembly as part of the mpmandal comprehensive policy
review in 2012.

46. Table 5 below shows the amounts channelledugito‘One United Nations”
funds in the eight “Delivering as one” pilot couiess, with an indication of their
share of total development-related expenditureshefUnited Nations system. The
share of “One United Nations” funds of developmegiated expenditures in the
eight countries combined was about 14 per cent2@rper cent if Pakistan is
excluded. The success of the “One United Nationsidls in support of the concept
of an integrated funding framework for the Unitedtdns development system has
therefore been moderate.

Table 5
“One United Nations” fund expenditure in pilot countries, 2011

“One United Nations” Total development-related “One United Nations”

fund expenditure expenditure fund share of total

Recipient (millions of United States dollars) (percentage)
Albania 7 24 30.6
Cape Verde 4 17 22.9
Mozambique 16 116 14.1
Pakistan 15 321 4.7
Rwanda 14 63 21.8
United Republic of Tanzania 25 121 20.3
Uruguay 1 29 4.0
Viet Nam 25 99 25.3

Total 107 789 13.6

Expenditures
Total expenditure

47. Table 6 below provides an overview of expendisuover the period 2006 to
2011 by total and by type of activity (developmeatated and humanitarian
assistance-related). Figure VIII above shows tlahes 70 per cent of expenditures
for operational activities for development in 20ddncerned programme activities at
the country level, of which 47 per cent, or $8.0ibn, were in Africa. Accordingly,
some 29 per cent of total expenditures related togm@mmme activities at the
regional and global levels, programme support armhagement and activities that
could not be attributed to any of the above catisgor

48. Development-related expenditures grew by soBedr cent in real terms, or
3 per cent annually on average, between 2006 aridl.2Most of this growth
occurred in 2009 when expenditures increased bgeticent in real terms compared
to 2008. This illustrates that the United Natiorevelopment system is able to scale
up its operations sizeably when called upon by ititernational community to do
so.
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Table 6
Expenditure on operational activities for developmat, 2006-2011
Current United States dollars (billions) Percentage change
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Nominal Real
Development-related 122 13.2 13.9 15.1 16.1 16.6 36 15
Humanitarian
assistance-related 4 g 5.2 6.6 7.1 7.9 7.9 62 36
Total 170 184 205 222 239 245 44 21

49. As shown in figure XVII below, 10 United Nati®mntities accounted for some
88 per cent of total expenditures for operationaivaties for development in 2011,
with the remaining 12 per cent spent by 27 entities

Figure XVII
Expenditure by main entities on operational activites for development, 2011
Total expenditures $24.5 billion
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50. Figure IX above shows the distribution and eegrof concentration of
development-and humanitarian assistance-related ntoplevel programme

expenditures in 2011 among the top 50 programmentcims. Together, these
countries accounted for 82 per cent of total progree expenditures. Table 7 below
shows the top 10 programme countries/areas, whigiether accounted for some
43 per cent of total country-level expenditures 2011, with an indication of

expenditures per capita. Table B-2 of the onlinatistical annex provides a
complete list of programme expenditures by programecountry and by type of
activity (development-and humanitarian-assistaralated).
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Table 7
Expenditure on operational activities for developmat in the top 10 programme
countries/areas, 2011

Expenditure (millions of United States dollars)

Expenditure per
Humanitarian  capita (United

Total Development assistance States dollars)

Afghanistan 1347 1040 307 38
Sudan 1018 373 645 30
Pakistan 968 321 647 5

Ethiopia 722 232 490 9

Democratic Republic of the Congo 696 419 277 10
Somalia 652 376 276 68
Kenya 620 171 450 15
Occupied Palestinian Territory 493 56 437 123
Haiti 405 78 327 40
Chad 372 85 287 32

Development-related activities

51. While figure VIII above analyses expenditurempmnents for operational
activities for development as a whole, figure XVhelow shows the analysis for
development-related expenditures (including locasaurces) only. Some 61 per
cent of development-related expenditures in 20Iiceoned programme activities at
the country level, of which 44 per cent, or $4.4ibn, were in Africa. Accordingly,
some 39 per cent of total expenditures concernezgramme activities at the
regional and global levels, programme support armhagement and activities that
could not be attributed to any of the above catisgor

Figure XVIII
Expenditure on development-related operational actiities, 2011
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Overall distribution of development-related programme expenditures

52. Figure XIX below provides an overview of thengeal distribution and degree
of concentration of development-related programmeeaditures in 2011 by
country, ranked according to decreasing total extene. The top programme
country, Afghanistan, accounts for about 10 per tcefh total country-level
expenditure. Table 8 shows the top 10 programment@es, which together
accounted for close to 40 per cent of total expemds on development-related
activities in 2011, with an indication of expend#uper capita and expenditures as a
percentage of GNI.

Figure XIX
Programme expenditure on development-related operainal activities in the top
50 programme countries, 2011
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Table 8
Programme expenditure on development-related operainal activities in the top
10 programme countries, 2011

Per capita
expenditure Expenditure as
(United States  percentage of

Total dollars) GNI (percentage)
Afghanistan 1040 295 7.30
Dem Rep of the Congo 419 6.2 3.19
Somalia 376 39.3
Sudan 373 10.9 0.68
Pakistan 321 1.8 0.16
Bangladesh 282 1.9 0.24
India 276 0.2 0.02
Nigeria 237 15 0.12
Ethiopia 232 2.7 0.69
Zimbabwe 171 13.4 2.11
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Development-related programme expenditure by couny groupings in 2010

53. In reviewing operational activities for devefopnt and development
assistance in general, reference is often madeuatcy groupings that are based on
certain common attributes and characteristics. Sofm#he groupings are based on
defined, authoritative lists while others are riblhe latter is the case with regard to
groupings based on attributes such as conflictipostflict, crisis/post-crisis and
different forms of transition stemming from disaste The groupings used for
analysis in the current report are those that argetd on: (a) the income brackets
defined by the World Bank for 2010: 35 for low-irmoe countries, 57 for lower-
middle income countries, 53 for upper-middle incopmuntries and 11 for high-
income countries; (b) formal United Nations catdgations: 49 least developed
countries, 31 landlocked developing countries ar®d s3nall island developing
States; (c) informal United Nations categories, tsuas 18 integrated mission
countries/areas and the human development index for 2011, whiclowsh 47
countries in the low human development index catggé7 in the medium human
development index category and 43 in the high huhkevelopment index category;
and (d) generally accepted categorizations thatturap different states of
vulnerability: 31 countries in fragile situationg/érld Bank) and 45 fragile States
(OECD)! Groupings generally overlap in that a country €alhinto more than one
category. Annex Ill contains the full lists of cdues in the different groupings
used.

54. Figure XX below provides an overview of how atny-level programme
expenditures were distributed among the differemtirtry groupings by different
income levels (World Bank 2010). Low-income couesriaccounted for some 50 per
cent and middle-income countries for some 48 pert of total expenditures. Least
developed countries accounted for some 55 per oénbtal expenditures, 80 per
cent of which were in low-income countries and 20 pent in lower-middle income
countries. Countries with a low human developmemdex accounted for some
65 per cent of expenditures, 73 per cent of whidrewin low-income and 27 per
cent in lower-middle income countries. Since 20@5,number of programme
countries have graduated from the low-income grouphe middle-income groups.
Some $2.0 billion, or 21 per cent of 2010 developtrelated expenditures,
concerned the group of countries that have gradusitece 2005.

g9 Where United Nations peace operations and deveéoyp activities are pursued in an integrated
manner.

h Harmonized list of the World Bank, the African @#opment Bank and the Asian Development
Bank.

i Expanded list based on the World Bank list of mimies in fragile situations.
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Figure XX
Development-related operational activities by majorcountry groupings, 2010

Country-level programme expenditure - $9 .3 billion
(excluding local resources)
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55. Figure XXI below provides a different view obWw country-level programme
expenditures were distributed among the differesurdry groupings by examining
how total expenditures for each group and the twainnsources of funding (core
and non-core) compare. The figure shows that thsremo marked difference
between the core/non-core ratio for groupings suash landlocked developing
countries, low-income countries, least developedntdes, low human development
index countries and fragile States (OECD). The oraitt markedly lower for

groupings such as countries with a United Natiom®drated mission and fragile
situations (World Bank) and somewhat higher for theedium-level human

development index and middle-income groupings.
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Figure XXI

Country-level programme expenditure (excluding locaresources) on
development-related operational activities, by majocountry groupings, 2010:
comparison of core, non-core and total funding

(Millions of United States dollars)
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Core resources

Correlation between core and non-core resources

56. Examining the possible correlation between tistribution of core and
non-core resources is of interest if the distribntiof core resources is seen as
reflecting the totality of the multilateral mandatend strategies of the United
Nations development system which were approved dyeoing bodies as part of
intergovernmental processes. For purposes of thaysis, a perfect correlation
would mean that for all countries, their individughare of non-core resources
would be the same as their share of core resoutndhis regard figure XXIl below
provides an overview of the general distributiondasbegree of concentration of
development-related programme expenditures in 2@EMeluding local resources)
by country and by type of funding (core and none)prbut now with countries
sorted according to decreasing total core expengstul he cumulative share of total
core expenditures is shown as well. For presemaparposes, expenditures in
excess of $300 million are again not shown. Tableh®ws the top 10 programme
countries, in terms of core resources, which togettcounted for some 30 per cent
of core and 35 per cent of non-core developmerdteel country-level programme
expenditures in 2010, excluding local resources.
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Figure XXII

Programme expenditure (excluding local resources)rodevelopment-related

operational activities in the top 120 countries, 200 (ranked by core expenditures)
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Expenditure on development-related operational actiities, 2010, in the top
10 programme countries in terms of core resources

Development-related expenditure
(millions of United States dollars)

Core expenditure
per capita (United

Core Non-core Total States dollars)
India 99 177 276 0.1
Bangladesh 88 196 284 0.6
Democratic Republic of the Congo 86 260 346 1.3
Nigeria 85 138 223 0.5
Ethiopia 81 146 227 1.0
Pakistan 69 259 328 0.4
Afghanistan 66 956 1022 1.9
Uganda 56 61 117 1.7
Kenya 54 123 177 1.3
China 46 89 135 0.0

57. The 2010 correlation, based purely on finandath, is shown in figure XXIII,

which shows, on logarithmic scales, the relatiopshetween core and non-core
components of expenditures for each of the top pPdgramme countries. The
Pearson product-moment correlation is coefficiehtysed as an indicator, would
suggest that the correlation for the United Natidlevelopment system as a whole

can be considered as moderate.

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficieRNFC): 0.62 (PPMC of 1 would indicate a

perfect correlation).
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Figure XXIII

Country-level programme expenditure on developmentelated operational
activities, 2010: correlation between core and nonere components
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58. This correlation can be further examined fog tmpact of income and special
development situations. The analysis shows thatciveelation is stronger if the
31 countries in fragile situatiohsre excluded.

59. It is important to note that the correlation @sculated (a) applies to the
United Nations development system as a whole; glgurely financial in character;
and (c) does not necessarily indicate a causatiogslship between the amount of
core and non-core resources. Given the composibbnthe United Nations

development system with over 37 individual entiteasd the fragmented nature of
non-core funding, causal relationships would beyveruch dependent on how
activities form part of a deliberately interrelatemhd coherent system-wide
programming and resource mobilization framework hsus the United Nations
Development Assistance Framework.

60. Similar analysis for individual agencies aldwows that there are material
differences in correlation factors thus calculatdebr example, the financial
correlation is stronger in the case of UNICEF tliitUNFPA and UNDP, both when
countries in fragile situations are included andclagded! The usefulness and
applicability of correlation reviews, such as theeaused above, will continue to be
explored and refined in future reports.

k World Bank harmonized definition.
I The respective PPMCs are: UNICEF — 0.73/0.85; BAF— 0.59/0.49 and UNDP — 0.39/0.62.
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IV. Selected issues
A. Burden-sharing

61. Figure Xlll above and table A-5 in the onlin¢atsstical annex provide
information about 2011 development-related contiidms (DEV) by main source
and type of funding (core and non-core). Some 59ce@t of total contributions for
development-related activities were made by DAC ntoes™ This share is the
combined result of the DAC countries contributing ®er cent of total core
resources and 47 per cent of total non-core ressurc

62. In order to examine the issue of burden-sharishgvelopment-related core
contributions by individual DAC countries were rewied relative to their GNI as
expressed by a core DEV/GNI ratio. Figure XXIV stowhe outcome of this
review, including how country-specific core DEV/GRdtios compare to the median
ratio of 0.0129 per cent for the group of DAC caied as a whole. It should be
noted that a logarithmic scale is used on the lmtal axis in figure XXIV. As a
result, countries that provide significantly diféet amounts of core contributions
may appear relatively close to each other in thaphgr The analysis confirms that
burden-sharing is uneven. The 11 countries thatwshocore DEV/GNI ratio in
excess of the median ratio (group A) together dbated $2.0 billion, or 50 per
cent, of total DAC core contributions, while thainare of total DAC GNI was only
15 per cent. The 11 countries that show a core [Ni/ratio below the median
ratio (group B) also contributed some 47 per centotal DAC core contributions,
but their share of total DAC GNI was 83 per certhis uneven burden-sharing has
added importance in view of the fact that core teses are found to subsidize the
support to, and management of, activities finanfrech non-core resources. This is
further reviewed in chapter 1V, section C of theeyious funding report (A/67/94-
E/2012/80).

m Excluding contributions to multi-donor trust fundrigure XIl above shows the OECD/DAC

share when multi-donor trust funds are included.
n The remaining 3 per cent of contributions ande? gent of total GNI is accounted for by the
country with the median ratio.
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Figure XXIV
Contributions by DAC countries to core resources fodevelopment-related
operational activities, 2011, relative to GNI (coreDEV/GNI ratio)
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63. Based on the information above, a number ohades can be reviewed to
frame further discussions on the issue of burdearisly:

Contributions based on the median core-DEV/GNI réio as a “rate of assessment”

64. |If the 2011 median core DEV/GNI ratio were te Iset as a “rate of
assessment” and all DAC countries contributed atioglly, total core contributions
would increase by some $1.3 billion, or 27 per ¢eéot$6.2 billion® Contributions
by group A countries would decrease by $1.2 billion 61 per cent to some
$0.8 billion and contributions by group B countrie®uld more than double and
increase to $4.4 billion.

Contributions based on the median core DEV/GNI rto as a “rate for
negotiated pledging”

65. If the 2011 median DEV/GNI ratio were to be kg as a minimum target for
a system of negotiated pledges, total core contidlns would increase by some
$2.6 billion, or 52 per cent, to $7.4 billion. Coibuutions by group A countries
would remain the same and contributions by groupoBntries would, as in the first
scenario, more than double and increase to $4libtil

Covering shortfalls by switching non-core contrilutions to core contributions

66. An analysis was made of the extent to whichrgalhs in core contributions by
group B countries in either one of the scenariasosg above could be covered by
those countries switching existing non-core conttibbns to core contributions. The
outcome of the analysis shows that of the totalrgabh of $2.6 billion, some
$1.8 billion, or close to 70 per cent, could inddexlcovered by shifting all or part
of existing non-core contributions to core conttibas.

o The table in annex Il shows how these figureseadearived.
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67. On a number of occasions, various governingidsdave called for or
discussed the desirability of a major shift of dormmuntry contributions from

non-core to core. Achieving such a shift may pradifficult. As the strategic

priorities of the United Nations system have becomere complex over the
decades, so have those of the major donor countmegeneral, donor country aid
policies are much more carefully targeted todayntihrathe past — either by theme
or beneficiary, or by some combination of the tvbmnor aid ministries have also
over the years added many new targeted fundingslitee their institutional and

budgetary structures. Core resources generally cbrom a budget line used to
sustain long-term strategic partnerships with nhatéral organizations. Here, the
competition for resources has increased dramayicalith the European Union and
the global funds being but two examples.

68. While further research is necessary to continendetails, most of the non-core
funding does not come from these same multilatdratiget lines, but from
“country-targeted” or “theme-targeted” funding Isyéhat may even be controlled by
different line ministries. Most of these budgetdinhave very clear legislative or
regulatory conditions that govern their use, withm& combination of beneficiary or
thematic targeting. Whether purpose-limited by #afion or internal ministry
regulation, these funds do not easily cross budiges. A parallel can be found in
the United Nations system. Despite the considemagortance of “One United
Nations” funds to “Delivering as one” approachestire field, no major United
Nations entity has been able to contribute fullparmarked funds to any of the
“One United Nations” funds. The funds of a Unite@&thns organization cannot,
without serious policy or regulatory problems, gasser into the budget of another
entity to be used for purposes different from thémewhich they were contributed.

69. In the near future, a survey is planned for Déd@hor countries in an attempt
to understand more fully the nature and importaoicethese legislative or regulatory
restrictions. The report of the Secretary-General fonding to be submitted to
ECOSOC in 2013 will provide further details on firedings of this survey.
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Annex |

Technical note on definitions, sources and covega

For the purposes of the present report, the Unlitatons development system
is defined as the 37 entitiesvhich reported funding for operational activitifs
development in 2011 (this does not include the ®retVoods institutions).

Among the entities that constitute the United Nas development system,
there has been no commonly agreed definition of te&ayns such as “operational
activities for development” and “contributions”.

This report begins to address this shortcoming dwsfining operational
activities for development as those activities bé tUnited Nations development
system entities which promote the sustainable dgmknt and welfare of
developing countries and countries in transitiorhey¥ cover both longer-term
development-related activities as well as thoséwaithumanitarian assistance focus
and relate to the work of those United Nations faingrogrammes, specialized
agencies, departments and offices which have aifsp@etandate in this regard.

The specialized agencies have adopted coefficiemtmmeasure the share of
assessed or regular budget contributions considerdek for operational activities
for development based on consultations with DACr Rgencies such as UNIDO,
WHO, ILO, UNESCO and FAO, this share is very siggaht, as shown in the
following table:

Percentage of assessed or regular budget contrithons of specialized agencies
defined as being for operational activities for deglopment

Entity Percentage
FAO 51
IAEA 33
ICAO 0
ILO 60
IMO 0
ITU 18
UNESCO 60
UNIDO 100
UNWTO 0
UPU 16
WHO 76
WIPO

WMO

kel

ECA, ECE, ECLAC, ESCAP, ESCWA, FAO, IAEA, ICACKAD, ILO, IMO, ITC, ITU,
OHCHR, UNAIDS, UNCTAD, UNODC, Department of Econagzrand Social Affairs, UNDP
(including UNV, UNIFEM and UNCDF), UNEP, UNESCO, UARPA, UN-Habitat, UNHCR,
UNICEF, UNIDO, Office for the Coordination of Humiarian Affairs, UNRWA, UNWTO,
UPU, WFP, WHO, WIPO, WMO.
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Many United Nations entities do not use the terfosre” and “non-core”
when classifying contributions. For example, WFResughe terms “multilateral
contribution” and “directed multilateral contriboti” to define “core” and
“non-core” resources, respectively. UNHCR uses térens “unrestricted”, “tightly
earmarked” and “lightly earmarked” to classify @sntributions.

Specialized agencies have assessed contributioasregular budget which is
supplemented by “extrabudgetary resources”. Fotesysvide reporting purposes,
all the above terms are grouped under “core” andnnore” resources, with the
former referring to unearmarked funding that is dis¢ the sole discretion of the
respective United Nations entity and its governimgard and the latter meaning
earmarked funding that is directed by donors towasgecific locations, themes,
activities and operations.

Harmonization of the terms “core” and “non-coreftiwn the United Nations
development system is difficult to achieve, owirgthe different business models
adopted by funds, programmes and specialized agenas illustrated in the

following table:

Terms used by different entities for core and noitore contributions

Core Entity Non-core Entity
Regular resources  UNDRJNCDF, Other resources UNDP, UNCDF,
UNIFEM,? UNV, UNIFEM, UNV,
UNICEF, UNFPA UNICEF, UNFPA
Multilateral WFP Directed WFP
contribution multilateral
contribution
Regular budget UNRWA, Projects and UNRWA

Unearmarked
contribution

Environment Fund

Core resources

Department of
Economic and
Social Affairs,
UN-Habitat,

UNCTAD, ITC

UNHCR? Office
for the
Coordination of
Humanitarian
Affairs,® IFAD,
OHCHR

UNEP
UNAIDS, DAC

emergency appeals

Earmarked
contribution

Tightly earmarked
Lightly earmarked

Extrabudgetary
contribution

IFAD, Office for
the Coordination
of Humanitarian
Affairs, UNEP,
UN-Habitat,
OHCHR

UNHCR, DAC
UNHCR, DAC

UNAIDS,
UNCTAD,
Department of
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Core Entity Non-core Entity

Economic and
Social Affairs,

ITC, FAO, IAEA,
ICAO, ILO, IMO,
ITU, UNESCO,
UNIDO, UPU,
UNWTO, WIPO,
WMO, ECA,
ECE, ECLAC,
ESCAP, ESCWA
General purpose  UNODC? Special purpose UNODC
fund fund
Assessed budget FAO, ICAO, ILO, Voluntary WHO
ITU, UNESCO, contributions —
UNIDO, UPU, core
UNWTO, WHO,
WIPO, WMO,
ECA, ECE,
ECLAC, ESCAP,
ESCWA
Technical IAEA,? IMO? Voluntary WHO
Cooperation Fund contributions —
specified

@ Also receives a regular budget contribution.
® Superseded by UN-Women.

Instead, a more pragmatic approach is proposed eimehese terms are mapped
against those used in the present report so thigt ¢tear how they relate to each
other.

Data on contributions and expenditures are obthid@ectly from United
Nations funds and programmes (UNDP (including UN&dministered funds,
i.e., UNCDF and UNV), UN-Women, UNEP, UNFPA, UNHCRINICEF, WFP,
UNCTAD, ITC, UN-Habitat, UNODC and UNRWA), IFAD, UAIDS, the
Department of Economic and Social Affairs, the oegil commissions and the
specialized agencies (FAO, ICAO, ILO, UNESCO, UNID®EA, IMO, UNWTO,
UPU, WIPO and WMO). Data on the contributions axgenditures of OHCHR as
well as the Office for the Coordination of Humamitan Affairs are gathered using
the annual financial statements produced by thaganizations. A country-level
breakdown of WHO expenditures for 2011 was not ladé. Instead, a previous
country-level expenditure breakdown was used anargted against WHO total
expenditures in 2011. In addition, IAEA, ITC ITU,AW, WIPO and WMO did not
provide expenditure data broken-down by programmentry. Thus, the 2010
expenditure allocation by country was used and gext against the total
expenditures reported by these entities in 2011lataDon official development
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assistance are derived from DAC annual reportsalbmat multi-donor trust funds
were obtained directly from the UNDP Multi-Donorugt Funds Office gateway.

In this report, the term “real terms” refers tonstant 2010 United States
dollars computed using the DAC deflators, whichetdhto account both inflation
and exchange rate movements.

Data on contributions refers to actual funding fgyerational activities for
development received in a given calendar year f@@avernments and other public
and private sources by organizations in the UnNedions system. Data on resource
transfers from one agency of the system to ancéherexcluded wherever possible.
Data on expenditures represent the support provis\edhe organizations of the
United Nations system for operational activities filevelopment in developing
countries. Contributions and expenditures are esg@é in current United States
dollars, unless otherwise stated.

The designations employed and the presentatiothef information in the
report do not imply the expression of any opiniohatsoever on the part of the
Secretariat of the United Nations concerning thgalestatus of any country,
territory, city or area, or of its authorities, eoncerning the delimitation of its
frontiers or boundaries. The term “country” as usdadthe report also refers, as
appropriate, to territories or areas. A hyphen et dates representing years
signifies the full period involved, including theginning and end years.
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Annex Il
Burden-sharing

2011 Contributions

Actual development-related contributions

Core levels based on
median core/GNI

Making up core shortfalls
with existing non-core

GNI Core Non-core Total Core/GNI Non-c&(‘ell Total/GNI Core Non-core Total Core Non-core Total

Donor (Millions of United States dollars) (Perceg) (Millions of United States dollars)
Australia 1,030,268 133 249 383 0.0129 0.0242 0.0372 133 249 383 133 249 383
Austria 406,643 20 14 34 0.0049  0.0035  0.0083 53 14 67 34 0 34
Belgium 508,092 112 75 188 0.0221 0.0148 0.0369 66 75 141 112 75 188
Canada 1,570,886 167 376 542 0.0106  0.0239  0.0345 203 376 579 203 339 542
Denmark 336,626 174 119 293 0.0517 0.0353 0.0870 44 119 163 174 119 293
Finland 260,831 141 70 211 0.0541  0.0269  0.0810 34 70 104 141 70 211
France 2,775,664 152 76 228 0.0055  0.0028  0.0082 359 76 436 228 0 228
Germany 3,594,303 229 179 408 0.0064 0.0050 0.0113 465 179 645 408 0 408
Greece 282,976 8 1 10 0.0030  0.0005  0.0034 37 1 38 10 0 10
Ireland 173,120 51 30 81 0.0293 0.0176 0.0468 22 30 53 51 30 81
Italy 2,146,998 126 137 262 0.0059  0.0064  0.0122 278 137 415 262 0 262
Japan 5,774,376 353 687 1040 0.0061  0.0119  0.0180 747 687 1434 747 292 1040
Luxembourg 1,038,981 43 40 84 0.0042 0.0039 0.0080 134 40 175 84 0 84
Netherlands 40,393 27 35 62 00670  0.0863  0.1532 5 35 40 27 35 62
New Zealand 830,219 308 302 611 0.0372 0.0364 0.0736 107 302 410 308 302 611
Norway 124,177 26 8 34 0.0210  0.0061  0.0271 16 8 24 26 8 34
Portugal 440,185 380 425 805 0.0864 0.0966 0.1830 57 425 482 380 425 805
Republic of Korea 226,021 9 5 14 0.0040  0.0020  0.0061 29 5 34 14 0 14
Spain 1,432,813 165 178 343 0.0115  0.0124  0.0239 185 178 363 185 158 343
Sweden 503,188 350 255 605 0.0695  0.0507  0.1203 65 255 320 350 255 605
Switzerland 603,917 119 70 189 0.0197  0.0117  0.0314 78 70 149 119 70 189
United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland ; 366544 347 679 1025 0.0146  0.0287  0.0433 306 679 985 347 679 1025
United States of America 1 497083 624 877 1501  0.0041  0.0058  0.0099 1954 877 2831 1501 0 1501

DAC countries 41,564,303 4,064 4,889 8953  0.0098 00118 0.0215 5380 4,889 10,269 5845 3,107 8953
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Annex Il

Country groupings

List of countries/areas by income group

Low-income Low-middle-income Upper-middle-income ghHincome
Afghanistan Angola Albania Andorra
Bangladesh Armenia Algeria Australia
Benin Belize Antigua and Barbuda Austria
Burkina Faso Bhutan Argentina Bahamas
Burundi Bolivia (Plurinational Azerbaijan Bahrain

State of)
Cambodia Cameroon Belarus Barbados
Central African Republic Cape Verde Bosnia and legmwvina Belgium
Chad Congo Botswana Brunei Darussalam
Comoros Cote d’lvoire Brazil Canada
Democratic People’s Djibouti Bulgaria Croatia
Republic of Korea
Democratic Republic of the Egypt Chile Cyprus
Congo
Eritrea El Salvador China Czech Republic
Ethiopia Colombia Denmark
Gambia Fiji Cook Islands Equatorial Guinea
Guinea Georgia Costa Rica Estonia
Guinea-Bissau Ghana Cuba Finland
Haiti Guatemala Dominica France
Kenya Guyana Dominican Republic Germany
Kyrgyzstan Honduras Ecuador Gibraltar
Liberia India Gabon Greece
Madagascar Indonesia Grenada Hungary
Malawi Iraq Iran (Islamic Republic of) Iceland
Mali Kiribati Jamaica Ireland
Mozambique Kosovo Jordan Israel

12-37230

a7



AI67/94

E/2012/80

Low-income Low-middle-income Upper-middle-income ghHincome

Myanmar Lao People’s Kazakhstan Italy
Democratic Republic

Nepal Lesotho Latvia Japan

Niger Marshall Islands Lebanon Kuwait

Rwanda Mauritania Libya Liechtenstein
Micronesia (Federated
States of)

Sierra Leone Mongolia Lithuania Luxembourg

Somalia Morocco Malaysia Malta

Tajikistan Nicaragua Maldives Monaco

Togo Nigeria Mauritius Netherlands

Uganda Niue Mexico New Zealand

United Republic of Occupied Palestinian Montenegro Norway

Tanzania Territory

Zimbabwe Pakistan Namibia Oman
Papua New Guinea Palau Poland
Paraguay Panama Portugal
Philippines Peru Qatar
Republic of Moldova Romania Republic of Korea

48

Samoa

Sao Tome and Principe
Senegal

Solomon Islands

Sri Lanka

Sudan

Swaziland

Syrian Arab Republic
Timor-Leste

Tonga

Russian Federation
Serbia

Seychelles

South Africa

Saint Kitts and Nevis

Saint Lucia

Saint Vincent and the

Grenadines

Suriname
Thailand

The former Yugoslav

Republic of Macedonia

San Marino

Saudi Arabia
Singapore
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain

Sweden

Switzerland
Trinidad and Tobago

United Arab Emirates
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Low-income Low-middle-income

Upper-middle-income

giHincome

Turkmenistan

Tuvalu
Ukraine

Uzbekistan

Vanuatu
Viet Nam
Yemen

Zambia

Tunisia

Turkey
Uruguay

Venezuela (Bolivarian

Republic of)

United Kingdom of

Great Britain and
Northern Ireland

United States of America

List of countries by United Nations categorization

Least developed countries Landlocked developinghtroes

Small island developing States/areas

Intégdamission countries/areas

Afghanistan Afghanistan

Angola Armenia

Bangladesh Azerbaijan

Benin Bhutan

Bhutan Bolivia (Plurinational
State of)

Burkina Faso Botswana

Burundi Burkina Faso

Cambodia Burundi
Central African Republic
Chad Chad
Comoros Ethiopia

Democratic Republic of the Kazakhstan
Congo

Djibouti Kyrgyzstan
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Anguilla

Antigua and Barbuda
Aruba

Bahamas

Bahrain

Barbados
Belize

British Virgin Islands

Central African Republic afe Verde

Comoros
Cook Islands

Cuba

Dominica

Afghanistan

Burundi

Central African Repabli
Cote d’lvoire

Democratic Republic of
the Congo

Guinea-Bissau
Haiti
Iraq
Lebanon
Liberia
Libya
Nepal

Sierra Leone
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Least developed countries

Landlocked developinghtroes

Small island developing States/areas

Intégdamission countries/areas

Equatorial Guinea

Eritrea
Ethiopia
Gambia

Guinea

Guinea-Bissau
Haiti

Kiribati

Lao People’'s Democratic

Republic
Lesotho
Liberia
Madagascar

Malawi

Maldives

Mali

Mauritania
Mozambique

Myanmar

Nepal

Niger

Rwanda

Samoa

Sao Tome and Principe
Senegal

Sierra Leone
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Lao People’s Democrati®ominican Republic

Republic
Lesotho
Malawi
Mali

Mongolia

Nepal
Niger
Paraguay

Republic of Moldova

Rwanda
Swaziland
Tajikistan

The former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia

Turkmenistan

Uganda
Uzbekistan
Zambia

Zimbabwe

Fiji
French Polynesia

Grenada

Guam
Guinea-Bissau
Guyana

Haiti

Jamaica
Kiribati
Maldives

Marshall Islands

Mauritius

Micronesia (Federated
States of)

Montserrat
Nauru
Netherlands Antilles
Niue

Palau

Papua New Guinea

Samoa

Sao Tome and Principe

Seychelles
Singapore

Solomon Islands

Somalia

Sudan
Timor-Leste
Kosovo

Occupied Palestinian
Territory
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Least developed countries

Landlocked developinghtroes

Small island developing States/areas Intégdamission countries/areas

Solomon Islands
Somalia

Sudan

Timor-Leste
Togo
Tuvalu
Uganda

United Republic of
Tanzania

Vanuatu
Yemen

Zambia

Saint Kitts and Nevis
Saint Lucia

Saint Vincent and the
Grenadines

Suriname
Timor-Leste

Tonga

Trinidad and Tobago

Tuvalu

Vanuatu

Classification of countries/areas by the human devgpment index

Low Medium High

Afghanistan Algeria Albania

Angola Bhutan Antigua and Barbuda
Bangladesh Bolivia (Plurinational State of) Armenia

Benin Botswana Azerbaijan

Burkina Faso Cambodia Belarus

Burundi Cape Verde Belize

Cameroon China Bosnia and Herzegovina
Central African Republic Congo Brazil

Chad Dominican Republic Bulgaria

Comoros Egypt Colombia

Cote d’lvoire El Salvador Costa Rica
Democratic Republic of the Congo Equatorial Guinea Cuba

Djibouti Dominica

Eritrea Fiji Ecuador

12-37230
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Low Medium High

Ethiopia Gabon Georgia
Gambia Ghana Grenada
Guinea Guatemala Iran (Islamic Republic of)
Guinea-Bissau Guyana Jamaica
Haiti Honduras Kazakhstan
Kenya India Kuwait
Lesotho Indonesia Lebanon
Liberia Iraq Libya
Madagascar Jordan Malaysia
Malawi Kiribati Mauritius
Mali Kyrgyzstan Mexico
Mauritania Lao People’s Democratic Republic  Montgie

Mozambique

Myanmar

Nepal

Niger

Nigeria

Pakistan

Papua New Guinea
Rwanda

Sao Tome and Principe

Senegal

Sierra Leone
Solomon Islands
Somalia

Sudan

Timor-Leste
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Maldives

Micronesia (Federated States of)

Mongolia
Morocco
Namibia

Nicaragua

Occupied Palestinian Territory

Paraguay
Philippines
Republic of Moldova

Samoa

South Africa
Sri Lanka
Suriname
Swaziland

Syrian Arab Republic

Palau

Panama
Peru
Saudi Arabia
Serbia
Seychelles
Saint Kitts and Nevis
Saint Lucia
Saintcdint and the Grenadines

The former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia

Tonga
Trinidad and Tobago
Tunisia
Turkey

Ukraine
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Low Medium High
Togo Tajikistan Uruguay
Uganda Thailand Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of)

United Republic of Tanzania

Turkmenistan

Yemen Uzbekistan
Zambia Vanuatu
Zimbabwe Viet Nam
List of countries/areas categorized by the Worl®ank and Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development as fragile
World Bank list of countries in fragile situations OECD list of fragile States
Afghanistan Afghanistan
Angola Angola
Bosnia and Herzegovina Bangladesh
Burundi Burkina Faso
Central African Republic Burundi
Chad Cameroon
Comoros Central African Republic
Congo Chad
Cote d’lvoire Comoros
Democratic Republic of the Congo Congo
Eritrea Cote d’'lvoire
Georgia Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
Guinea Democratic Republic of the Congo
Guinea-Bissau Eritrea
Haiti Ethiopia
Iraq Georgia
Kiribati Guinea
Kosovo Guinea-Bissau
Liberia Haiti
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World Bank list of countries in fragile situations

OECD list of fragile States

Myanmar

Nepal

Sao Tome and Principe
Sierra Leone
Solomon Islands
Somalia

Sudan
Tajikistan
Timor-Leste
Togo

Yemen

Zimbabwe

Iraq

Kenya

Kiribati

Lebanon

Liberia

Malawi

Myanmar

Nepal

Niger

Nigeria

Occupied Palestinian Territory
Pakistan
Papua New Guinea
Sao Tome and Principe
Sierra Leone
Solomon Islands
Somalia
Sri Lanka
Sudan
Tajikistan
Timor-Leste
Togo
Uganda
Uzbekistan
Yemen

Zimbabwe
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Annex IV

Statistical tables posted on the website of theeelopment
Cooperation Policy Branch of the Office for Econonms and
Social Council Support and Coordination of the
Department of Economic and Social Affairs

A. Contributions for operational activities for development
1. Contributions by entity: 2006-2011
2. Contributions by entity and type of funding (eand non-core): 2006-2011

3. Contributions by source, type of activity (demgment- and humanitarian
assistance-related) and type of funding (core amtteore): 2011

4.  Contributions by source, entity and type of fingd(core and non-core): 2011

Top contributors to development-related actesti2011

B. Expenditures on operational activities for devlpment
1. Expenditures by entity: 2006-2011

2.  Expenditures by recipient and type of activiigyelopment- and humanitarian
assistance-related): 2011

Expenditures by recipient and entity: 2011
4. Expenditures by region: 2011

& http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/oesc/pdfistizal_annex_to_funding_report(2011).xls.
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