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Introduction  
 
In 2014, prior to the adoption of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, the UN Economic 
and Social Council (ECOSOC) initiated a transparent and inclusive dialogue involving Member 
States and all relevant stakeholders to address the prospective role of the United Nations 
development system (UNDS) and its related longer-term positioning.  In the first phase of the 
dialogue, there was broad agreement that the current UNDS funding architecture is unsustainable. 
Given shrinking levels of core (unrestricted) funding from too few donors, the UNDS has become 
increasingly dependent on non-core (restricted) funding for its functioning and related operations, 
challenging its ability to effectively discharge its mandated responsibilities.   
 
In July 2015, the General Assembly (GA) adopted1 the Addis Ababa Action Agenda, which 
underlines “the important role and comparative advantage of an adequately resourced, relevant, 
coherent, efficient and effective United Nations system in its support to achieve the sustainable 
development goals and sustainable development, and support the process on the longer-term 
positioning of the United Nations development system in the context of the 2030 Agenda for 
Sustainable Development”. The Agenda further elaborates the need “to strengthen national 
ownership and leadership over the operational activities for development of the United Nations 
system in programme countries, United Nations coherence, relevance, effectiveness and efficiency, 
to improve coordination and results, including through achieving further progress on the 
‘Delivering as one’ voluntary approach, among other operational modalities and approaches, and to 
improve United Nations collaboration with relevant stakeholders and partners”.  
 
The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development2, adopted on 25 September 2015 by Heads of State 
and Government and High Representatives at the UN Summit in New York reinforced the Addis 
Ababa Action Agenda. It reiterates the important role and comparative advantage of an adequately 
resourced, relevant, coherent, efficient and effective UN system in supporting the achievement of 
the sustainable development agenda and the related sustainable development goals (SDGs). It also 
expresses support “for the ongoing ECOSOC Dialogue on the longer-term positioning of the United 
Nations development system”.     
 
Against this background, it will be critical for the UNDS to address how it can best become fit for 
purpose and fulfill its roles3 in the post-2015 era, as well as achieve an adequate and predictable 
level of core funding and complementary non-core funding from a broader donor base. While core 
funding is essential to the ability of UNDS entities to deliver on their respective mandates, it is 
complemented by non-core funding so long as related full cost recovery mechanisms are in place. 
Increasing levels of complementary non-core funding from diverse resources during the post-2015 
period – including through the UNDS, will also be essential to responding to the enormous 
development needs under the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. Having a strong 
foundation will in turn enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of UNDS and its entities in carrying 
out relevant mandates more comprehensively, as well as in the optimal utilization of all resources 
entrusted. As such, there is an urgent need to explore ways that could enhance core funding to the 
UNDS including in broadening the contributor (donor) base.  
 

                                                      
1 Paragraph 74 of the Outcome document of the Third International Conference on Financing for 
Development and A/RES/69/313 of July 2015 
2 Paragraph 46 
3 Encompassing convening, coordinating, normative and standard settling, global policy coherence, and the 
related  operational implementation activities 
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This paper begins by providing a brief evolution and state of current UNDS funding, as well as the 
changing international development cooperation and funding environment going into the post-
2015 period. It then explains the need for an adequate and predictable level of core funding and a 
broader contributor (donor) base for the UNDS and its entities, followed by a review and analyses 
of current UNDS funding practices. The paper concludes by presenting some issues, including those 
related to funding, that the UNDS and Member States will need to address as they work to make the 
UNDS fit for purpose for the post 2015 period. 
 

I. Context 
 

Since the UN began its development activities, the international development cooperation 
environment has evolved considerably, both in terms of its funding and its overall approach. The 
UNDS has found ways to adapt to the best of its ability, but at a price. Since over 75 percent of UNDS 
funding now comes from earmarked non-core resources, the system, to a great extent, has become 
more of another implementing agent (or development contractor) for specific programmes with 
less and less recognition of its other broader mandated global responsibilities. This has, in turn, also 
led to competition and fragmentation within the system, particularly with respect to funding to 
carry out some of those unfunded mandated activities.  

 
A. A brief evolution and state of current UN development funding 
 
In the spirit of the UN Charter’s goal of promoting the economic and social advancement of all 
peoples, the UN Secretary-General initiated a set of specific development activities in a few poor 
countries in 1948. To fund these activities, the UN General Assembly decided to appropriate funds 
under the UN regular (core) budget. Specialized Agencies4 that had existed prior to the 
establishment of the UN, and were now brought into a relationship with the UN based on specific 
provisions under the Charter, had their own core funding through separate assessed contributions. 
 
As demand from other poor countries for development assistance grew, a central, separate and 
voluntarily funded account was established to finance not only the development activities of the UN 
Secretariat, but also some of those of the Specialized Agencies. This was, in essence, the beginning 
of voluntary non-core funded UN development activities. The distribution of resources between the 
UN itself and the Specialized Agencies was initially on the basis of fixed shares, and then 
subsequently changed by ECOSOC to reflect country programming needs. Two organizational units, 
the EPTA5 and the Special Fund, had now been established within the UN Secretariat with 
responsibility for the UN’s operational development activities.  
 
In 1965, the EPTA and the Special Fund were merged to form the United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP)6 as a fully voluntarily funded entity. UNDP became the UN’s principal source of 
technical assistance funding. Rather than allocating funding on the basis of country programme 
needs, funding was based on agency percentage shares of available resources. In 1968 a major 
study - the “Capacity Study” was commissioned, resulting in most of its  recommendations agreed 
to by UNDP’s Governing Council (now Executive Board) in its decision referred to as “the 1970 
Consensus”, and formally adopted through GA resolution 2688 (XXV).   
 

                                                      
4 Such as ILO, ITU, UPU and WMO  
5 Expanded Programme of Technical Assistance 
6 ECOSOC Resolution 1020 (XXXVII) and GA Resolution 2029 (XX) 
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This resulted in UNDP becoming the central funding entity for all UN technical assistance, with 
Specialized Agencies as executing agents. UNDP continued to be principally funded by voluntary 
core contributions until around 1980, with 90 per cent of UNDP funded activities being executed 
principally by the Specialized Agencies (agency execution). The Specialized Agencies continued to 
receive their core funding through separate assessed contributions, while all Funds and 
Programmes established by the GA were principally funded through voluntary core contributions.  
 
Subsequently, with declining UNDP voluntary core funding, and the increasing role of national 
execution as well as execution by UNDP’s Office of Project Execution (OPE), agency execution began 
declining. This resulted in Specialized Agencies beginning to mobilize voluntary non-core 
contributions to fund their own activities. By the 1990s, the main funding for the UN’s technical 
assistance activities7 was a combination of core and non-core resources. Non-core resources or 
earmarking had begun to show signs of growth. Such funding came through either Trust Funds or 
project cost sharing. Government or local cost sharing at the developing country level had also 
taken root during this period. 
 
In September 2000, the birth of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) provided a framework 
of clear goals for the world community. This led to a further shift towards non-core or earmarked 
funding, as donors found it easier to make the case to their respective constituencies for funding 
specific goals through earmarking (non-core or restricted) as opposed to providing increasing 
levels of core resources (unrestricted and flexible). The stagnant levels of core resources were 
already beginning to have an impact on the broader mandated activities of UNDS entities in the 
programme countries they were assisting, with funding now being targeted to areas as well as 
countries of specific interest to individual donors. While non-core resources (from diverse sources) 
did play a vital role in enabling the UNDS to respond effectively in those specific areas where 
funding was available, there remained unfunded programmatic and institutional needs in many 
mandated areas.    

 
By 2014, total funding for UNDS operational activities for development (UN-OAD) amounted to 
US$28.4 billion, which was around 114 per cent more in real terms than in 1999. During the same 
period, as shown in Figure 1, non-core funding for both development and humanitarian assistance 
related activities roughly tripled, compared to a much smaller increase in core funding for the same 
activities. Annex 2 provides information on core and non-core contributions for UN-OAD, by entity 
and type of funding during the years 2006-2014. 
 
 
  

                                                      
7 Excluding UNICEF, WFP, IFAD and emergency, humanitarian and disaster relief operations which did not 
engage other entities as executing agents 
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Figure 1 
Real change over time of funding for UN-OAD, 1999-2014 

(with percentage change relative to 1999) 
 

 
 
The MDGs had a significant influence on development cooperation and its funding, giving rise to 
new development actors and funding models, and providing donors with more channels for their 
funds. While greater scrutiny on core funding for UNDS entities was expected, its specific roles in 
international development cooperation were also being challenged.   The system now has to 
grapple with this changing environment as it prepares for the post-2015 period, the subject of 
which is addressed in the remaining sections of this report. 
 
 
B. The changing international development cooperation and funding environment, and the 

potential implications for UNDS in the post-2015 period  
 

It has been seventy years since the establishment of the United Nations. The world has changed 
considerably since the early post-war period when key aspects of the current international 
development cooperation model were established. The changing landscape has given rise to new 
actors in the field of international development cooperation, as well as new ideas that challenge 
existing approaches and arrangements. 
 
International development is already beginning to be more about enabling and supporting, rather 
than driving. It is also about engaging a growing range of development actors, including those with 
considerable knowledge and/or funding, in a range of customized partnerships. Development 
challenges and solutions will also be found everywhere. International development financing is also 
broadly moving from giving to investment, with the exception of the special needs of least 
developed countries (LDCs) and for humanitarian crises. The MDGs that are yet to be fully met – 
some more advanced than others, had clearly demonstrated that focusing on a set of goals did rally 
the global community to coalesce around specific development priorities. The Sustainable 
Development Agenda covers a wider range of themes and is universal, with goals and 
responsibilities for all countries in the world – developed, emerging and developing. The evolution 
of approaches to international development since the establishment of the MDGs is broadly framed 
in Figure 2. These changes will no doubt impact the 2030 Agenda, as well as further evolve, with 
the ultimate objective of improving human well-being globally. 
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Figure 28: Shifts taking place in the approach to international development 

 

 
 
The Secretary-General, in his Synthesis Report on the 2030 Agenda, highlighted the complex 
challenges of sustainable development, the urgent needs, as well as the enormous financing 
requirements. It has been estimated that the agenda could possibly require around US$3.5 trillion 
to US$5 trillion annually (with greater amounts required for infrastructure development) over the 
next 15 years. In their report to the General Assembly in 2014, the Intergovernmental Committee of 
Experts on Sustainable development financing presented as shown in Figure 3 the expected 
diverse sources of financing for sustainable development, and the intermediaries that such 
financing would go through. The Experts at the same time highlighted in their illustration the 
criticality of having sound international and domestic enabling environments, and related policy 
frameworks.  
 
Furthermore as seen in Figure 3, domestic public and private funding are expected to be the 
principal source for development financing for the SDGs at the national level. At the same time 
when it comes to international public finance, the OECD/DAC9 group will remain a key player and 
funder for international development cooperation. The role of South-South as well as triangular co-
operation, along with regional public sector initiatives will continue to grow. International private 
sources as well as innovative financing mechanisms are also expected to play varied growing roles 
in international development cooperation. It will be critical that development initiatives financed 
by international public and private sources play an instrumental role in targeting those areas that 
would stimulate the increase of available domestic funding levels towards effective and efficient 
national development.  
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
8 Source: Post 2015: Framing a new approach to sustainable development – Policy paper by the Independent 
Research Forum, March 2013 
9 Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development/Development Assistance Committee 
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Figure 310: Flows of funds from international and national financing sources to sustainable 
development 

 

 
 
The recently released MDG Gap Task Force Report 2015 – Taking Stock of the Global Partnership 
for Development recognizes that ODA has been central to the Partnership in assisting developing 
countries in their development efforts towards achievement of the MDGs. ODA in constant 2013 
dollars increased over the past 15 years from US$80.7 billion in 2000 to US$145 billion in 201311, 
reversing an almost decade-long decline in aid flows. In 2013, US$59 billion of ODA (41 percent) 
was channeled through multilateral organizations, that included the European Union (22 percent), 
the World Bank Group (22 percent), the UNDS (31 percent), Regional development Banks (8 
percent), and other multilateral channels (17 percent)12.  

ODA while dwarfed by the level of resources that are expected to be available from diverse sources 
during the post-2015 period, has the potential to play a significant catalytic and leveraging role in 
attracting the additional resources required, and thereby having a multiplier effect. This would 
entail targeting ODA to assist developing countries especially in creating the needed enabling 
environment and related partnerships for attracting investments from the various sources as seen 
in Figure 3 for national development.  Supporting capacity development across all sectors, 

                                                      
10 Source: Report of the Intergovernmental Committee of Experts on Sustainable development Financing, 
A/69/315, August 2014  
11 Latest data from the Report: Multilateral Aid 2015 – Better Partnerships for a post-2015 world, OECD 
12 See Figure IV of SG report on the implementation of the QCPR. 
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improving domestic revenue collection systems, as well as in addressing other critical development 
needs, would be essential towards creating the enabling environment to attracting the development 
investments from various sources.     

The UN system through UNDS has the global legitimacy and comparative advantages to play a 
pivotal role towards enabling the effective and efficient leveraging of ODA, as well as in advancing 
South-South and triangular cooperation. The UNDS offers the most credible and impartial 
multilateral framework, the legitimacy for convening multiple development actors to pursue 
common objectives, and the best position to link operations to the implementation of 
normative/standard setting by Member States through the UN. 
 
It will be essential for the UNDS as a leading multilateral system to become fit for purpose 
substantively and operationally for the post-2015 period, in order to enhance its ability to acquire 
adequate and predictable levels of core funding, increasing levels of complementary non-core 
funding, and a broader contributor (donor) base.   
 

II. Making the case for UNDS core funding and in broadening its contributor (donor) 
base  

 
The continuing erosion of UNDS core funding and the resulting dependence on non-core resources 
to finance even its basic mandated activities may undermine the multilateral character and 
democratic nature of the system as per its Charter. 
 
Core funding provides the foundation for UNDS and its entities towards delivering on their 
respective mandates and related expectations, complemented by non-core funding towards its 
overall programme activities with related full cost recovery mechanisms in place. Having a strong 
foundation will in turn enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of UNDS and its entities in carrying 
out relevant mandates more comprehensively, as well as in the optimal utilization of all resources 
entrusted. A strong foundation for UNDS and its entities will be critical given the enormous 
development challenges towards meeting the SDGs.  
 
A. Making the case for core funding (unrestricted or flexible) 
 
Over the years core funding has been underscored to be the bedrock in consecutive Governing and 
Executive board decisions of UNDS entities, and in ECOSOC and GA resolutions.  GA Resolution 
67/226, in reiterating the concept of critical mass of core funding, expressed concern that the 
Governing/Executive Boards of the Funds and Programmes have yet to define what that represents 
for each of the entities.  
 
At the outset, it should be noted that the distinction between core and non-core funding for both 
the UN Secretariat and the Specialized Agencies, related to assessed contributions (core) and 
voluntary contributions (non-core). It was not until the establishment of the Funds and 
Programmes that were fully voluntary funded, that the concepts of core and non-core voluntary 
contributions came to be applied to these entities. Annex 1 reflects the different terms used by 
UNDS entities for core and non-core contributions. A common approach on terminology by UNDS 
will eventually be needed.  Let us now focus on the critical role of core (unrestricted) funding for 
UNDS entities. 
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There is broad agreement from the first phase of the ECOSOC dialogue that the current UNDS 
funding architecture is unsustainable. With shrinking levels of core funding and that too from a few 
donors, the system had now become basically dependent on non-core funding for its functioning 
and related operations, challenging its ability to effectively discharge its mandated responsibilities. 
While UNDS entities did their best to cope with this changing funding environment they did so at a 
price, resulting in competition for non-core funding leading to fragmentation and in some cases 
duplication of activities. UNDS entities were also now being perceived more as competitors in the 
market place for funding, rather as partners of choice for their specific expertise.  
 
In the face of budgetary challenges and calls for greater accountability in their countries, many 
donors have increasingly channeled their ODA through earmarking and as such non-core funding. 
This approach enabled them to garner higher visibility and therefore greater support from their 
citizens, as well as more direct control in terms of ease of evaluation, visibility of results, and in 
obtaining more donor specific involvement and recognition. In parallel, UNDS entities also began to 
be seen by many donors as predominantly “partners of choice in the market place” for the 
implementation of specific programmes through such earmarking and, as such, contractors similar 
to many other development actors with less and less recognition of the system’s other broader 
mandated global responsibilities.     
 
With most of the MDGs still to be fully met, along with a 2030 Agenda that is integrated and 
universal, a key question is what the global community should do differently towards meeting the 
SDGs. The considerable challenges that are expected to be faced in delivering on the 2030 Agenda – 
encompassing a complex set of goals requiring innovative solutions and support from various 
development actors, as well as increasing levels of funding that are expected to come from diverse 
sources, does require leadership at many levels. In the spirit of the “Addis Ababa Action Agenda” 
and “The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development”, the UNDS is a critical and indispensable 
partner in helping lead the charge on behalf of the global community towards delivering on the 
SDGs. 
  
The UN Charter in its preamble includes amongst its stipulations the following: “to promote social 
progress and better standards of life in larger freedom” and to “employ international machinery for 
the promotion of the economic and social advancement of all peoples”. This is further expanded in 
Articles 55 through 60 of the Charter. The responsibility for discharging these functions is vested in 
ECOSOC, under the authority of the GA.  Various GA resolutions over the decades brought to life the 
expectations of the Charter, including some amendments. They have provided the basis for the 
establishment and related mandates of UNDS entities that includes under its wings, the Funds and 
Programmes, the various Specialized Agencies that were established by intergovernmental 
agreement, as well as those established prior to the formation of the United Nations. 
 
As per the Charter13, the UN system unquestionably remains the truly globally representative 
organization recognizing its impartiality and credibility towards: the maintenance of international 
peace and security; the achievement of international cooperation in solving international problems 
of an economic, social, cultural, or humanitarian character; promoting and encouraging respect for 
human rights; and, for fundamental freedoms.  Beginning with the Charter and over the years 
through related GA and ECOSOC resolutions, the UNDS has been entrusted with various roles 
encompassing convening, coordinating, advocating for and supporting normative and standard 
setting, and global policy coherence, and the related operational activities in responding to these 
responsibilities.  

                                                      
13 UN Charter: Chapter 1 – Purposes and Principles  
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As such, the UNDS is an international public sector system, with global responsibilities entrusted to 
it by Member States who in turn govern the system. In essence, the entities of the system are, to a 
great extent, analogous to National Government Ministries or Departments, each entrusted by 
Member States with specific global responsibilities in the interest of the global community.   
National Government Ministries or Departments are provided adequate and predictable levels of 
funding for carrying out their mandated functions, fully recognizing that they do face budgetary 
challenges at times. Why then is the UNDS not seen in this manner, and what needs to be done to 
reverse the current trend of the system being perceived as being predominantly that of another 
contractor, implementing earmarked non-core funded programmes with less and less recognition 
of its other broader mandated global responsibilities? 
 
A way forward is for the UNDS and its entities, in consultation with Member States, to consider 
developing a new Operating Model for the system in the context of the 2030 Agenda.  Considering 
the magnitude and complex nature of the 2030 Agenda, its success will involve a diverse group of 
development actors and funding sources. It will also require successful partnerships working 
towards common purposes and related development outcomes that effectively and efficiently 
optimize available resources.  
 
An approach for consideration in developing such a new Operating Model could be found in an 
article “Shaping Global Partnerships for a Post-2015 World14” in which the authors cite that the 
most important condition towards successful partnerships is the need for “a backbone structure 
that acts as the glue, holding the partners together and ensuring that the other four conditions are 
in place”. The other conditions being coherence around a common agenda, shared measurement 
and learning systems, mutually reinforcing activities of the different partners, and facilitating 
continuous communication.  
 
Figure 4 shows the key roles of a potential backbone structure towards ensuring success in the 
context of the 2030 Agenda, one that provides “strong leadership for the initiative while building 
ownership among the different partners like a conductor of a symphony allowing each participating 
organization to bring their particular strengths to the joint effort”. It further stresses that “the 
prerequisite of having a functioning support infrastructure is adequate funding,” and that “funders 
of collective impact efforts have understood that it is precisely by investing sufficiently into the 
right backbone support that the partners will be able to achieve - more with less”.  
 
Consistent with the UN Charter, the UNDS has the global legitimacy and potential to play such a 
central role in enabling coherence in the broader international development context. The system, 
guided by Member States, could develop a new Operating Model to fulfill this role in support of the 
2030 Agenda. The Model would need to reflect the specific roles of the system and its entities at the 
Global, Regional and National (Local) levels, the associated functions and the related core and non-
core funding requirements.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
14 Article in Stanford Social Innovation Review, Feb 2014 by Sonya Patscheke, Angela Barmettler, Laura 
Herman, Scott Overdyke and Mark Pfitzer 
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Figure 4 
 

 
 
 
Table 1 attempts to illustrate some emerging UNDS functions based on current mandates and their 
proposed funding sources in the post 2015 period. The functions entrusted to UNDS and its entities 
in the post-2015 period consistent with relevant mandates, will have a critical role in attracting its 
funding – core and non-core. The table attempts to identify those mandated functions that need to 
be core funded through assessed or voluntary core contributions in ensuring the multilateral 
character of UNDS is not compromised. It also recognizes that differing levels of core funding will 
be needed for the other functions, to be complemented by increasing levels of non-core funding.  

 

Core funding in essence provides the foundation for UNDS entities towards delivering on their 
overall respective mandates. It finances far more than the overhead of UNDS entities. It 
encompasses UNDS activities that include its convening and coordination activities, its advocacy for 
and support to normative, standard setting, and global policy coherence activities entailing 
technical and substantive functions (referred to by some UNDS entities as development 
effectiveness or programme support), as well as related programme implementation activities that 
are increasingly catalytic in nature towards attracting non-core funding, to its management 
functions.  
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Table 1 
Some emerging UNDS functions and proposed funding sources in the post 2015 period  

 
Some emerging functions15 Proposed funding sources 16 

UN’s convening role Core funding 
Coordination of development and 
humanitarian activities within the system 
– and in certain cases beyond the system 
based on specific authorities 

Core funding 

Advocating for and Support to 
implementation of norms and standards 

Core Funding  

Global Policy coherence Core funding  
Regional and sub-regional Policy 
Coherence 

Core funding complemented by non-core funding for programme activities 
through voluntary grant contributions, South-South (SSC) and triangular 
cooperation (TC), innovative financing mechanisms,  foundations, NGOs  - 
with full cost recovery applied              

National: Policy coherence and  
Integrated policy advice  

Core funding complemented by non-core funding for programme activities 
through voluntary grant contributions, SSC and TC, innovative financing 
mechanisms,  foundations, NGOs  - with full cost recovery applied              

Providing critical support to international 
and national agreements 

Core funding (including catalytic programme resources) complemented by 
non-core funding for programme activities through voluntary grant 
contributions, SSC and TC, innovative financing mechanisms,  foundations, 
NGOs  - with full cost recovery applied              

Providing support at national level, 
coordination of development and 
humanitarian coordination 

Core funding (including catalytic programme resources) complemented by 
non-core funding for programme activities through voluntary grant 
contributions, SSC and TC, targeted appeals, foundations, NGOs - with full 
cost recovery applied               

Normative and technical support Core funding (including catalytic programme resources) complemented by 
non-core funding for programme activities through voluntary grant 
contributions, SSC and TC, foundations, NGOs, innovative financing 
mechanisms - with full cost recovery applied                     

Support to capacity development Core funding (including catalytic programme resources) complemented by 
non-core funding for programme activities through voluntary grant 
contributions, SSC and TC, private sector, foundations, NGOs, innovative 
financing mechanisms - with full cost recovery applied                              

Support to poverty eradication Core funding (including catalytic programme resources) complemented by 
non-core funding for programme activities through voluntary grant 
contributions, SSC and TC, innovative financing mechanisms, NGOs, private 
sector, foundations - with full cost recovery applied                               

Integrated policy advice  Core funding (including catalytic programme resources) complemented by 
non-core funding for programme activities through voluntary grant 
contributions, SSC and TC, foundations  - with full cost recovery applied               

Direct Services Support  
[with special emphasis on  LDCs and 
crisis/post-crisis countries] 

Core funding complemented by non-core funding for programme activities 
through voluntary grant contributions, South-South and triangular 
cooperation, private sector, foundations, NGOs, innovative financing 
mechanisms - with full cost recovery applied                     

Management: that includes executive 
direction, oversight, audit, evaluation, 
information technology, finance, human 
resources, legal, administration, security, 
external relations and partnerships, and 
corporate communications. 

Core funding with full cost recovery for all such support attributed to non-
core funded programme activities 

                                                      
15 The functions have been reflected at an aggregated level recognizing the common roles cutting across all  
UNDS entities, and will need to be unpacked based on the specific roles of each entity in the post-2015 era 
16 Core funding through assessed contributions for specialized agencies, and through voluntary contributions 
for Funds and Programmes. The levels of core funding required for those functions that are proposed for 
complementary non-core funding, would depend on the specific post-2015 role of each UNDS entity.  
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It is suggested that in addition to full cost recovery, a percentage levy be applied by every UNDS 
entity on all non-core contributions that will be utilized towards their respective overall mandated 
activities. Such a percentage levy could be established against a scale based on the levels of core 
funding provided by the specific contributor (donor) – that being higher levels of core funding 
results in a lower levy and vice versa. With greater levels of non-core contributions expected in the 
post-2015 era, the levy would help contribute to the broader mandated activities of UNDS entities, 
with those contributors providing lower levels of core contributions paying the higher levy.  
 
 
B. Broadening the contributor (donor) base 
 
The challenge remains as to what measures could be taken to broaden and diversify the donor base 
of UNDS, to both core and non-core. The UNDS as a multilateral system has 193 Member States, yet 
only 3 state donors currently provide 45 per cent of the total funding from Governments for UN-
OAD. Together with the next 7 state donors, they provide a total of 73 per cent of the total funding 
from Governments.  
 
Figure 5 shows the group of main core and non-core contributors that together accounted for 87 
per cent of the funding for UN-OAD in 2014.  It also shows the substantially increasing role of non-
core resources for UNDS activities compared to core, and that the majority of the funding comes 
from the same group of OECD/DAC donors who contribute increasing amounts to non-core in 
comparison with core funding. In addition they contribute indirectly through other channels, such 
as Multi-donor trust funds (MDTF’s) and the European Commission (EC).  It does also show 
developing countries beginning to provide an increasing level of resources to the UNDS around 
US$700 million with a greater portion as core funding. This is in addition to the US$1.3 billion in 
non-core local resources for funding their own respective development activities through UNDS 
entities. The funding from the private sector, foundations and NGOs while sizable to both core and 
non-core, funding is largely limited to UNICEF and WHO, and remains to be tapped by the broader 
UNDS family. 
 
Broadening the donor base as called for in a number of UN General Assembly (UNGA) resolutions 
continues to remain a challenge. With a well-resourced UNDS being critical to the success of the 
post-2015 agenda, it will be crucial that all Member States recognize their mutual responsibilities 
towards contributing both core and non-core resources. An adequate and predictable level of core 
funding in this regard will be critical with complementary levels of non-core funding from all 
Member States and other development partners. Central to this would be a clear understanding of 
the specific role that the UNDS would be playing in the post-2015 agenda and that it is well 
equipped to deliver.  
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Figure 517 
Main contributors: 2014 

 

 
 
 
The ability to broaden the donor base will require considerable persuasion by UNDS as well as 
between all Member States and other development partners. It will need to be recognized that the 
post-2015 period will be one where the global development landscape has evolved, moving to a 
vision that development challenges and solutions can be found everywhere. We have already 
moved into a universal development cooperation model from the concept of aid – except for LDCs 
and humanitarian purposes, to one of development cooperation/partnerships and related 
investments. The 2030 Agenda is universal. As such, it is hoped that contributions to the UNDS 
would also result in diversifying and broadening its core and non-core contributor base based on 
the ability of every Member State to contribute. It will be critical that the donor base expand far 
beyond the traditional ODA contributor countries. Innovative funding practices will need to be 
explored for broadening as well as diversifying the contributor base of UNDS.  
 
This will require the proactive engagement in building trust with all Member States and other 
prospective partners in the most transparent manner, towards making the case for adequate and 
predictable levels of core funding and complementary non-core funding during the post-2015 
period. Member States that have the wherewithal to contribute - but so far have not, as well as 
those that have the potential to contribute more, will require special attention.  
 
 

III. UNDS funding practices today and lessons learnt, and a review of those practices 
that have shown their potential towards enhancing core funding 
 

As highlighted above, stagnant levels of core funding from a few donors have resulted in the system 
becoming dependent on non-core funding for its functioning and related operations. This, in turn, 

                                                      
17 Source: SG 2016 report on the implementation of the QCPR [A/71/63-E/2016/8] 
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led to the development of various funding practices by UNDS entities for increasing resources from 
traditional, as well as new and emerging development actors. While resource mobilization efforts of 
UNDS entities have been guided by the principles of alignment, predictability, flexibility, 
transparency and in broadening the donor base, success on them by all UNDS entities have been 
mixed for both core and non-core funding.   
 
A. UNDS funding practices today 
 
Today UNDS entities broadly obtain their funding through:  

 
 Assessed contributions: the core contributions of the UN Secretariat and the Specialized 

Agencies,  based on a specific formula determined for each country and agreed to by treaty, that 
become mandatory commitments and therefore legally enforceable;  

 
 Voluntary core contributions: the core contributions mainly of the Funds and Programmes, 

through annual and possibly multi-year pledges. The bulk of the funding comes through 
traditional contributions from governments on the basis of strategic plans and integrated 
budgets. Organizations such as UNICEF do also receive a certain level of private sector 
contributions under this category. 
 

 Negotiated replenishments: this approach is followed by IFAD for its core funding, and is carried 
out every three years. It’s a year-long consultation which has three objectives being: the 
mobilization of its core resources; an exercise in accountability by which IFAD reports to its 
Member states on its strategy, reform, and performance; and, in obtaining feedback and 
strategic guidance from Member States.18 It’s a rather complex mechanism, which includes a full 
review and assessment of the Fund, encompassing the policies it has pursued, the results of its 
performance based resource allocation system, as well as the results and impact of its 
operations. There is a voting structure based partly on the contributions paid by donors. 
Developing countries are ensured a certain number of votes, while the votes for donor 
countries shift based on the volume of funds provided. Decisions are normally by consensus. 
The World Bank’s International Development Association (IDA) and some Global Funds also 
follow a similar replenishment process, with some differences;  

 
 Negotiated pledges: in addition to its core assessed contributions WHO has also adopted, a 

system of voluntary as-if core negotiated pledges. Through a series of dialogues between the 
UNDS entity and its funding partners, a greater commitment is gained to contribute to the 
entity’s budget beyond its core assessed contributions. The guiding principles underpinning the 
dialogue process are: addressing alignment, predictability, flexibility, transparency, and 
broadening the donor base. The process encompasses: a strategic planning and preparation 
phase that sets the framework for dialogue; two milestone dialogue meetings with its partners 
that includes members states, as well as non-state actors such as foundations, UN agencies, and 
global partnerships (GAVI, GFATM, etc.); bilateral meetings with a group of its partners that 
includes member states and non-state actors; followed by briefings with the missions of 
member states based in Geneva; as well as regional committee meetings. At the end of the 
process, funding partners have the option of making funding commitments in the form of 
negotiated pledges;  

 

                                                      
18

 Source: IFAD’s website. 
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 Voluntary indicative scale of contributions (VISC): this approach is followed by UNEP for 
contributions to its Environment Fund, which is its main source of core funding for carrying out 
its operations. It is in addition to the small core supplement budget it gets from the UN’s regular 
budget towards the cost of its Secretariat. The VISC entails Member States being requested to 
contribute at least to the UN assessed scale. All countries already contributing at or above the 
UN scale are requested to at least maintain their high level of contribution, while those that are 
contributing below their highest ever levels are encouraged to return to that level of funding. 
Finally, minimum and maximum rates are applied as per governing board UNEP decisions, 
including a maximum for least developed countries; 19  

 
 “As if core” Trust Funds: funded through voluntary non-core contributions, Member states 

together with some UNDS entities have begun to establish “as if core” trust funds that are 
reasonably flexible for use within a specific area of mandated programme related activities, 
either by a specific UNDS entity or by the system as whole through a pooled trust fund 
approach; and,  

 
 Voluntary non-core contributions: non-core contributions of all UNDS entities through 

earmarking.  
 
Core funding practices of individual entities of the UNDS were initially adopted when each entity 
was established. As the demand from developing countries for assistance increased, it was 
voluntary non-core funding that increasingly financed these programme activities. At the same 
time, the wherewithal of UNDS entities in responding to this increasing demand was dependent on 
the soundness of their respective mandated roles and related functions of their underlying 
foundation (refer Table 1) that relied on core funding. With the decline of core funding UNDS 
entities began to gradually rely on non-core funding to financing some of these functions that were 
integral to the respective mandates based on their very establishment. 
 
When core funding for both assessed and voluntary funded UNDS entities began facing challenges 
over the years, some new funding practices emerged. While helping provide some financing to the 
unfunded mandated activities of some UNDS entities, in most cases they also contributed to the 
competition between UNDS entities for non-core funding.  
 
At the same time, the above practices provided many lessons towards far greater engagement and 
transparency with Member States and other potential partners in building trust, and a far better 
understanding of common interests, needs and challenges. 
 
 
B. A review of those practices that have shown their potential towards enhancing core 

(unrestricted or flexible) funding and in broadening the donor base for consideration in 
the post-2015 period  

 
Over the years, with changes in the development cooperation environment, funding challenges and  
increased demand for greater efficiency, accountability, transparency and demonstrated results, the 
UNDS and its individual entities embarked on a series of reforms, resulting in the adoption of 
various planning and funding approaches.  
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 Source: UNEP’s website 
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UNDS entities at different levels had begun to adopt organizationally some form of integrated 
strategic planning and budgeting frameworks covering a certain number of years (eventually four 
as per the QCPR) encompassing both core and non-core resources. This coherent approach of 
presenting the functions and related activities and funding requirements as per their mandates in 
an integrated framework with targeted results did enable an improvement in the dialogue with 
funding partners.  
 
At the country level the UN Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) and related results and 
budgetary frameworks in most programme countries, along with the adoption by an increasing 
number of countries of the Delivering as one (DAO) approach, have helped contribute towards 
strengthening the quality of system-wide resource planning, including enhanced engagement with 
funding partners at the local level.  
 
These changes began to provide clearer frameworks with the related resources needed by UNDS 
entities, covering both core and non-core, for the planned and projected activities to be carried out 
during the same period. New funding practices were introduced by some UNDS entities. While 
some of these practices did help in many ways in enhancing the relationship with donors, the 
increased funding for most entities continued to be predominantly in non-core as can be seen in 
Annex 2. At the same time the new funding practices did provide as noted earlier many lessons 
towards far greater engagement and transparency with Member States and other potential 
partners in building trust, as well as a far better understanding of common interests, needs and 
challenges.  
 
A more recent welcome change was GA Resolution 67/226 on the Quadrennial Comprehensive 
Policy Review (QCPR), providing the framework for the operational activities of the UN for the 
period 2012-2015. It initiated, in essence, a new reform process within the UNDS, by addressing the 
system as a whole and not just its individual parts. To start with, UNDS entities governed by QCPR 
resolutions had to synchronize their planning periods with the QCPR, while for others (basically the 
Specialized Agencies) were encouraged to do the same voluntarily.  
 
The JIU in its report20 on the resource mobilization function within the UN stated that “resource 
mobilization is no longer looked upon in purely transactional terms; it is perceived as attentive 
nurturing of a lasting relationship with donors as partners, requiring effective communication 
strategies and continuous dialogue and back-end servicing”. Most UNDS entities are already 
practicing this approach at different levels. This process has in turn helped initiate series of 
constructive dialogues with funding partners as to the activities to be carried out, the expected 
results and related funding needed towards their achievement.  
 
Let us now address some of the specific practices that have shown their potential towards 
enhancing core (unrestricted or flexible) funding and in broadening the donor base for 
consideration in the post-2015 period.  
 
For voluntary funded entities, UNDP’s concept of ‘as if core” that is the least restricted of non-core 
resources, also adopted by some other UNDS entities, provides some level of flexibility within 
specific parameters.  In addition UNEP’s voluntary indicative scale of contributions has on other 
hand helped to begin broadening the donor base, with the possibility of increasing core 
contributions.  

                                                      
20 An analysis of the resource mobilization functions within the United Nations system, JIU, 2014. 
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For assessed contribution entities such as WHO that faced core budget challenges, its new practice 
of negotiated pledges in the context of its 2014-2015 budget did provide more flexible funding 
through a new “voluntary core contribution” account. Certain aspects of the practice of negotiated 
replenishments but with less complexity than that followed by IFAD could be perhaps useful in the 
broader discussion of negotiated core funding in the post-2105 period.  
 
WHO’s structured dialogue process is one that other UNDS entities could adopt, in improving their 
current practices towards improving the level and predictability of core funding. It also has the 
potential of making a stronger case for those areas that are essential to the mandates of the entities, 
but are challenged for adequate levels of funding.  
 
For Funds and Programmes that have already embarked on a structured strategic planning process 
along with integrated budgets, a structured dialogue process on the lines of WHO’s approach for 
core funding, as well as for “as if core” is a way forward in further strengthening their current 
practices with donors at the headquarters and developing country levels. A similar approach would 
also be useful for humanitarian entities such as WFP and UNHCR that have different approaches to 
funding their respective core financing that includes immediate response needs, complemented by 
targeted appeals in specific crisis situations.   
 
UNEP obtains its core funding through a supplementary allocation from the UN regular budget, and 
through its practice of a voluntary indicative scale of contributions (VISC) for its core Environmental 
Fund. Though the major increase in 2014 relates to the more than doubling of the UN regular 
budget allocation, the VISC approach did show a modest increase. Broadening its donor base 
remains critical for UNEP similar to many other UNDS entities, as it continues to depend on 10 
donors for 80 percent of its overall income. The VISC approach has already begun to help towards 
broadening its donor base, with an increasing number of its member states making some level of 
contribution to the Environment Fund.  As such for UNDS entities that are fully voluntary funded, 
exploring the possibility of such a voluntary scale of contributions as an additional approach for 
core funding towards broadening its donor base, is worth considering.  
 
UNICEF’s approach remains unique to its specific brand, obtaining part of its core budget through 
private fund raising through its national committees, individuals and its sales activities, which, 
together, are estimated to have brought in around US$572 million in 2014. Other UNDS entities 
established National Committees, but their ability to attract funding from private sources have been 
limited. These committees have, however, played a role in making the UNDS entity more visible in 
the countries where they are located. Consideration should also be given to whether the UNDS as a 
system could benefit from such an approach more broadly and, if so, address what this would 
entail.            
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WHO’s Practice of Negotiated Pledges 

WHO’s practice of negotiated pledges has helped set the stage for a more structured approach to 
the interaction with existing and potential funding partners through a series of dialogues between 
itself and the partners towards making the case for contributions to its budget beyond its core 
assessed contributions – that being through a voluntary core contribution account. It involves a 
strategic planning and preparation phase that sets the framework for dialogue, two milestone 
financing dialogue meetings, bilateral meetings, mission briefings and meetings at the regional 
level. Following the guiding principles underpinning this dialogue process of alignment, 
predictability, flexibility, transparency, and in broadening the donor base, WHO has already 
witnessed some positive results emerging from this practice that have included: 
 
 An improved alignment of funding related to its 2014-2015 budget, with five of its six budget 

categories financed to at least 75% of the approved level, considering that at the same point in 
the previous biennium there were several funding gaps in all budget categories;  

 
 An improvement in the level of predictability at the beginning of the 2014-2015 biennium by 70 

percent compared to 62 percent for 2012–2013 and 52 percent for 2010–2011; and, 
 
 A significant improvement in the transparency of its funding situation and needs by programme 

area and major office through its budget web portal. 
 
At the same time challenges remain in the dialogue process that the WHO is pushing to address. 
With only twenty donors providing around 80 percent of WHO’s funding, the organization has 
initiated a study towards broadening and deepening the contributor basis that will subsequently 
inform the next dialogue process, and is engaging with emerging countries. There has also been 
limited improvement in the flexibility of funding from some donors especially in underfunded 
areas. The WHO is also increasing the transparency of its budget and related instruments through 
its web portal. 

21An independent evaluation of WHO’s financing dialogue process found that 90 percent of survey 
respondents overwhelmingly supported the process. It however recommended that towards 
further improving the impact of the financing dialogue process that it: 

 Be integrated in a strategic framework that defines clearly WHO’s mission, strategy, mission 
and mandate; 

 Be embedded in a centrally coordinated resource mobilization approach which leverages 
existing funding successes across the Organization; 

 Benefit from investments to increase resource mobilization capacity including personal 
engagement by senior management in funding activities: 

 Identifies the purpose and function of each meeting, including reconsidering the format and 
length of the financing dialogue meetings; and, 

 Broadens the audience including prospective donors and scientists to provide their inputs in 
the discussion around the major health challenges and the key role that WHO will continue to 
play.    

 

 

                                                      
21 WHO Financing Dialogue Evaluation, Final Report – PWC, April 2014 
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The UNDS does need to come together far more collaboratively than it is today, towards a more 
coherent approach to funding the system, making the case for both core and non-core funding. A more 
collaborative approach to funding by UNDS entities will enable the system to leverage optimally the 
effectiveness and efficiencies it has to offer collectively, as well as in the broader positioning and 
relevance of the UNDS.   
 
A possible approach would be following the approval of the Strategic Plans of UNDS entities by 
their respective governing boards, consideration be given to eventually having an aggregated 
document on the approved Integrated Results and Resource Frameworks of all UNDS entities to be 
shared with a representative Member State group  – possibly drawn from ECOSOC. The objective is 
to have discussions with this group towards gaining enhanced political commitments from a 
broader perspective for the overall funding needs of UNDS and its entities - recognizing the system 
holistically. The group would cover all regions representing developed, developing and emerging 
countries, which includes the major core funding contributor countries to UNDS.  Different 
approaches could be followed in developing such a document, and below is one example:  
 
1. A common one page template be developed in the context of the QCPR exercise, that will enable 

each UNDS entity to provide at the aggregated level: its over-arching role within the system in 
the context of the post-2015 agenda, the targeted development outcomes and management 
results during the QCPR period referenced to the specific SDGs being supported, the UNDS 
entities it will significantly collaborate with, and ultimately the related core and non-core 
resource needs22.  
 

2. Initially the document for submission and discussion with the proposed group could contain the 
individual templates submitted by each UNDS entity, with some aggregated analyses that 
includes bringing out the critical support of the UNDS during the period, along with any specific 
guidance to be requested from the group. Subsequent sessions as determined with the group 
will incorporate further analyses for discussion.  

 
3. In this regard the initial group of UNDS entities to participate in this approach could be those 

directly under the purview of the UN Secretary-General, with the other entities encouraged to 
join in as early as possible.     

 
4. The periodicity of updates on the status of funding and related issues/challenges being faced 

will need to be agreed to, with a view to seeking guidance and support from the group.  
 

5. The approach could be carried out under the auspices of UNDG with UNDS entities sharing 
related costs from preferably existing resources.       

 
The approach should also help further inform and strengthen the subsequent discussions in the 
respective governing boards of UNDS entities on funding matters, as well as the dialogue processes 
with contributors, while ensuring consistency with priorities agreed at the multilateral governance 
levels. Ultimately in the medium to longer term such an approach should help in overcoming the 
current fragmentation and related competition for funding between UNDS entities.   The approach 
will continuously need to be refined and updated based on experience and lessons learnt.  

                                                      
22 Annex 3 containing UNDP’s aggregated one page Integrated Results and Resource Framework in the 
context of its 2014-2017 Strategic Plan could provide some guidance in developing such a template. 
 



QPCR 2016/Core Funding paper 
  

21 

 

 
Furthermore for the longer term, it is also suggested that a broader replenishment system for UNDS 
encompassing its QCPR period be explored for its feasibility as a UN Development system wide 
approach for contributing to the system’s funding needs. Lessons could be obtained from IFAD’s 
replenishment approach as well as that of the World Bank’s International Development Association 
(IDA), and by some Global Funds.  
 
 

IV. Implications for UNDS and its entities as well as Member States in having a UNDS 
that is fit for purpose towards enhancing UNDS core (unrestricted) funding in the 
post-2015 period 

 
OECD’s report on Multilateral Aid 2015 – Better Partnerships for a post-2015, recognizes that the 
SDG agenda will require inclusive partnerships, cross-border solutions for eradicating absolute 
poverty and fostering a new era of economic progress, environmental sustainability and peaceful 
and inclusive societies. In this regard it underscores the critical role of multilateral organizations in 
delivering on this agenda. It recognizes the multilateral system as “neutral political conveners of 
global partnerships, vehicles for upstream pooling of resources, facilitators for multi-stakeholder 
cross-border operations, and setters of global standards and norms”. It also states that multilateral 
organizations “will need to implement a challenging change agenda to both address the unfinished 
business of ongoing internal improvements and adapt their skills and toolkits to respond to a fast-
changing global environment”, and will need the support of donors through: 
 
 Ensuring predictable funding linked to the multi-year strategic plans of multilateral 

organizations; 
 Providing more core funding and less transaction-heavy earmarked funding; 
 Supporting governance reforms within existing multilateral organizations; and,  
 Encouraging greater transparency and co-operation among existing and emerging institutions.  
 
A. The call for a relevant, vibrant and robust UNDS  
 
The UNDS as a system, and its individual entities, will need to become fit for purpose substantively 
and operationally for the post-2015 period, and move towards a system that is coherent and 
integrated, streamlined, efficient, effective, accountable, transparent and results oriented. It is 
proposed that the UNDS and its entities consider developing a new Operating Model in consultation 
with Member States towards positioning the system in the context of the post-2015 period.  This 
will no doubt entail rationalization of functions within the system and who does what, its related 
funding and how such resources could optimally be utilized to deliver on respective mandates 
recognizing expectations of UNDS’s emerging role in the post-2015 period.   
 
The last comprehensive review of UNDS activities was carried out by the High-level Panel on United 
Nations System-wide Coherence in the areas of development, humanitarian assistance and the 
environment. The recommendations of the Panel in 2007 called for a UN that would be: “flexible 
and coherent enough to respond to the operational and policy needs of developing countries; 
advocating global standards and norms in each country; and, one that focuses on delivering results 
in line with country needs”. The Panel recognized that the UN was not optimally configured and 
noted that “the Organization urgently needs more coherence and synergy so it can perform as one 
and be more than the sum of its parts”, utilizing its “unique universality, neutrality and capacity to 
operate in the security, development and humanitarian spheres”. It noted that the UN needed to 
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“more successfully perform its roles of convener, standard-setter, advocate, expert, monitor, 
coordinator and manager of programmes”, responding “to the diverse needs of countries and 
perform as one at the country level, and having “the governance, management and funding 
practices in place to support those efforts”. 
 
One of the Panel’s recommendations that was implemented and made progress over the years has 
been the “Delivering as One” approach. It brought UNDS entities operating at the developing 
country level under one leader – the UN Resident Coordinator, and in working more coherently 
with governments. The Panel’s recommendations also led to streamlining operational procedures 
at the country level reducing many bureaucratic processes, as well as bringing all UN entities in 
some countries under one roof – a common UN House. Further reforms especially at the country 
level towards strengthening the “one UN approach” have continued to advance. Other 
recommendations that have been implemented include the upgrading of UNEP in the context of 
improving international environmental governance, the establishment of UN Women as a dynamic 
UN entity focused on gender equality and women’s empowerment, as well as in advancing results 
based management within the system.  
 
At the same time some of the Panel’s recommendations were not pursued. This included: the 
establishment of a UN Sustainable Development Board to oversee the One UN Country Programme; 
having a Global Leader’s Forum within ECOSOC to upgrade its policy coordination role in economic, 
social and related issues; having a process to review, update and conclude formal agreements on 
the respective roles of the UN, World Bank and IMF at the global and country levels; as well as in 
establishing an independent taskforce to further eliminate duplication within the UN system and to 
consolidate UN entities where necessary.    
 
In this context there remain underlying challenges that need to be urgently addressed by the UNDS 
as a system with the full support of Member States. This includes the following critical challenges 
some of which are also captured in an external report23 on UN development cooperation reform:   
 
 The UN’s development profile needs a stronger focus; 
 Other actors, such as the World Bank, the European Union (EU), the Global Funds in various 

sectors, etc., are entering the core fields of the UN’s development work – with some roles now 
overlapping; 

 The trend towards new financing modalities raises questions about how UN actors can be 
involved; 

 The UNDS remains fragmented, which leads to overlaps and problems in cooperation and 
prevents system-wide priorities from being clearly enforced; 

 The UNDS’s formal multilateral governance is insufficient. Along with formal governance 
structures, many donors use informal mechanisms to realize their priorities, with many 
developing countries concerned that some of their critical priorities are not being addressed; 
and, 

 That not everyone is convinced that the UN’s development-cooperation work is effective and 
efficient. Indeed, the general skepticism of donor countries towards multilateral development 
organizations seems to be particularly strong in the case of the UN. 

 

                                                      
23 Reforming development cooperation at the United Nations - An analysis of policy position and actions of 
key states on reform options, by Silke Weinlich, German Development Institute, Bonn 2011 
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In a recent series of articles in “the Guardian” on “the United Nations at 70” notes that while the UN 
continues to be seen as “the great hope of mankind”, that “its numbing bureaucracy” and 
“fragmentation” remains its biggest challenges. At the same time, it notes that a significant obstacle 
for reform also comes from UN Member States themselves. The current ECOSOC dialogue and the 
2016 QCPR provide an excellent opportunity to address these challenges.  
 
 
B. Adhering to the principles for good governance (internal and stakeholder) as an 

international public sector system     
 
Establishing trust will be critical for UNDS and its entities in its positioning for the post-2015 
period, especially in ensuring that the system is fully accountable and transparent at all times with 
its various constituencies, including for the resources that have been entrusted to carrying out 
relevant mandated activities. Providing accurate, complete and publically available information on 
all activities demonstrates accountability and stewardship, reinforces credibility, and provides clear 
and comprehensive information on the consequences of all decisions taken in the utilization of 
resources that have been entrusted. In this connection the Chartered Institute of Public Finance and 
Accountancy (CIPFA) and the International Federation of Accountants (IFAC) have developed 
jointly an International framework for “Good governance in the public sector” as shown in Figure 
6, which provides an excellent guide for UNDS and its entities.  

 
 

Figure 6: Relationships between the Principles for Good Governance in the Public Sector24 
 

 

                                                      
24 Source: International Framework: Good Governance in the Public Sector -Supplement  
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In presenting the above framework CIPFA and IFAC recognize that the purpose of internal good 
governance in the public sector is in having the necessary arrangements put in place to ensure that 
the intended outcomes for stakeholders are defined and achieved, with the ultimate objective to 
ensuring that entities achieve their intended outcomes while acting in the public interest at all 
times.  
 
Acting in the public interest, and to strengthen good governance, the UNDS and its individual 
entities would need, in addition to applying the cross-cutting principles of behaving with integrity, 
demonstrating strong commitment to ethical values, and respect the rule of law and ensuring 
openness and comprehensive engagement in working with in its governing bodies, to put in place 
effective arrangements for the following 5 principles (C through G):  
 
 Defining outcomes in terms of sustainable economic, social, and environmental benefits;  
 Determining the interventions necessary to optimize the achievement of the intended outcome; 
 Developing the capacity of UNDS and its entities, including the capability of leadership and the 

individuals within it; 
 Managing risks and performance through robust internal control and strong public financial 

management; and.  
 Implementing good practices in transparency, reporting, and audit, to deliver effective 

accountability. 
 
Annex 4 provides a more detail description of each of these principles. 

  
This model also illustrates how the various principles for good governance in the public sector 
relate to each other. It also shows that good governance is dynamic, and that an entity as a whole 
should be committed to improving governance on a continuing basis through a process of 
evaluation and review. While the focus in this section is towards enhancing internal governance 
within UNDS and its entities, the quality and strength of its stakeholder governance (Member 
States) will be critical to the system’s overall success.    
 
While more needs to be done by UNDS entities in good internal governance , progress has been 
made by most UNDS entities in strengthening their accountability, oversight, transparency as well 
as in implementing other organizational reforms. This includes at different levels the adoption of 
results based management and budgeting, having independent audit and evaluation functions, 
implementing IPSAS25, as well as in presenting timely, comprehensive and forward looking 
developing cooperation information electronically – based on the agreed International Aid 
Transparency Initiative26 (IATI) common and open standards.  
 
It should be noted that the IATI common and open standard is a framework for publishing 
information on development cooperation activities in a timely, comprehensive and forward-looking 
manner. The IATI organisational standard is used to describe one or more organisations involved in 
any stage of development cooperation (funding, implementation, etc.). It is designed to report 
forward-looking aggregate budget information for the reported organisations, and planned future 
budgets to recipient institutions or countries. The IATI organisational standard is also used to 
report links to relevant public documents. The information is updated at least annually.  

                                                      
25 International Public Sector Accounting Standards 
26 http://www.aidtransparency.net/ 
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In conclusion, the UN Secretary-General recently noted that “the United Nations of today is hugely 
different from the United Nations of 70 years ago, and therefore it is very important the United 
Nations changes and adapts itself to changing circumstances.” For this adaptation to occur, the 
funding architecture needs to be restructured.  There must be a move away from the current ad-hoc 
nature that dominates the current funding architecture and a move towards more predictable and 
flexible resources which allows for longer-term planning and stronger system-wide coherence.  The 
second phase of the ECOSOC dialogue on the longer-term positioning of the UN development 
system provides an opportunity to discuss ways to achieve this.  
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Annex 127 

 
 

Terms used by different entities  
for core and non-core contributions 

 
Core Entity Non-core Entity 

Regular  resources UNDP,a  UNCDF, UN- Other  resources UNDP, UNCDF, UN- 

 Women, UNV, UNICEF,  Women, UNV, UNICEF, 

 UNFPA  UNFPA 
Multilateral  contribution WFP Directed  multilateral WFP 

  contribution  
Regular  budget UNRWA, UNDESA,  UN- Projects  and emergency UNRWA 

 Habitat, UNCTAD, ITC appeals  
Regular  budget ILO   
Supplementary account 
Un-earmarked 

 

UNHCR,a   OCHA,a   IFAD, 
 

Earmarked  contribution 
 

IFAD, OCHA, UNEP, UN- 
Contribution OHCHR  Habitat,  OHCHR 

  Tightly  earmarked UNHCR,  OECD/DAC 
 

Environment  Fund 
 

UNEPa 

Lightly  earmarked UNHCR,  OECD/DAC 

Core  resources UNAIDS Extra-budgetary UNAIDS,  UNCTAD, 

  contribution Department of  Economic 

   and Social Affairs, ITC, 

   FAO, IAEA, ICAO, ILO, 

   IMO, ITU, UNESCO, 

   UNIDO, UPU,  UNWTO, 

   WHO, WIPO, WMO, ECA, 

   ECE, ECLAC, ESCAP, 
 

General purpose fund 
 

UNODCa 

 

Special purpose  fund 
ESCWA 
UNODC 

Assessed budget FAO, ICAO, ILO, ITU,   
 UNESCO, UNIDO, UPU,   
 UNWTO, WHO,  WIPO,   
 WMO, ECA, ECE, ECLAC,   
 ESCAP, ESCWA  

Technical  Cooperation 
 

IAEA,a   IMOa 

  Fund  
Voluntary   contributions WHO Voluntary   contributions WHO 
– core  – specified  
    

a 

Also receives a regular budget contribution. 
 

 
 

                                                      
27 Source: UNDESA 
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Annex 2  
Contributions for operational activities for development, by entity and type of funding  

(core and non-core): 2006-2014 
(Millions of current United States dollars) 

 
    

  
            

  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

     Entity 
Core  Non-core Core  Non-core Core  Non-core Core  Non-core Core  Non-core Core  Non-core Core  Non-core Core  Non-core Core  Non-core 

                                      

                        UNDP a/ 961 3 553 1 182 3 649 1 171 3 816 1 104 3 878  967 4 349 1 098 4 103 1 031 3 986  948 3 919  842 3 862 

     UN-Women 

              
 164  106  171  157 

     UNFPA  362  156  420  241  433  336  472  259  498  340  451  414  437  509  460  459  477  486 

     UNICEF 1 043 1 710 1 090 1 889 1 067 2 273 1 055 2 178  965 2 685 1 078 2 604 1 185 2 643 1 174 3 571 1 232 3 760 

     WFP  242 2 455  257 2 452  888 4 144  321 3 779  352 3 520  445 3 165  419 3 489  384 3 923  439 5 074 

     UNHCR  246  862  262 1 003  308 1 324  288 1 468  307 1 550  445 1 627  457 1 799  517 2 441  509 2 777 

     IFAD  223  37  291  197  143  136  399  144  354  94  238  109  580  98  416  101  353  94 

     ITC  14  31  23  18  16  31  16  31  17  41  20  44  34  20  37  26  58  24 

     UNAIDS  220  38  236  47  250  35  249  26  227  34  238  26  214  39  230  48  228  40 

     UNCTAD  1  29  1  37  0  31  2  32  2  32  2  43  3  34  4  32  4  32 

     UNEP  58  58  70  95  89  119  85  114  81  139  80  212  79  178  78  178  97  254 

     UN-HABITAT  10  92  18  119  18  73  7  126  7  161  17  185  11  143  21  178  20  170 

     UNODC/UNDCP  30  94  35  190  33  257  32  195  38  234  33  245  31  307  34  281  30  272 

     UNRWA  368  222  431  216  502  262  522  378  552  296  552  415  549  307  573  548  588  724 

     FAO  195  503  195  654  237  833  274  807  260  862  259  809  262  775  261  744  261  732 

     ILO  222  176  222  219  238  233  193  262  219  242  247  271  277  271  277  281  272  247 

     UNESCO  183  335  192  355  189  292  193  275  196  287  214  295  212  376  215  355  220  334 

     UNIDO  94  90  95  143  115  144  106  139  99  189  101  130  102  190  106  156  97  206 

     WHO  347 1 447  347 1 625  357 1 322  361 1 322  475 1 405  478 1 265  490 1 518  487 1 816  491 1 902 

       Other Specialized agencies b/  120  172  126  192  268  180  181  262  176  247  176  249  173  260  174  282  179  277 

     UNOCHA  65  95  68  106  77  190  77  94  96  104  128  98  132  112  126  122  128  129 

     UNDESA  5  48  8  82  5  53  7  71  11  58  5  36  11  35  7  37  7  37 

     OHCHR  20  34  26  35  41  35  42  33  38  32  36  35  37  33  42  35  38  41 

     Regional commissions c/  8  40  12  44  13  48  14  73  8  57  3  64  2  48  3  62  3  62 

                        Total 5 038 12 275 5 607 13 609 6 458 16 169 6 001 15 947 5 946 16 958 6 345 16 443 6 727 17 170 6 737 19 703 6 743 21 692 

                      In constant 2013 $US d/ 5 830 14 203 6 030 14 635 6 603 16 532 6 334 16 830 6 209 17 707 6 238 16 139 6 763 17 261 6 737 19 703 6 703 21 564 
Source: UNDESA/OESC/DCPB. 

                  a/ Includes UNCDF and UNV 
                  b/ Consists of IAEA, ICAO, IMO, ITU, UPU, WIPO, WMO and the World Tourism Organization. 

             c/ Consists of ECA, ECE, ECLAC, ESCAP, ESCWA. 
                 d/ Taking account of both inflation and exchange rate movements.  
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Annex 328 
 

                                                      
28 Source: DP/2013/40 Annex II 
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Annex 4 
 

Description of public sector good governance principles29 
 
 

A. Behaving with integrity, demonstrating strong commitment to ethical values, and 
respecting the rule of law  

 
The public sector is normally responsible for using a significant proportion of resources raised 
through taxation to provide services to citizens. Public sector entities are accountable not only for 
how much they spend, but also for how they use the resources under their stewardship. This 
includes accountability for outputs, both positive and negative, and for the outcomes they have 
achieved. In addition, they have an overarching responsibility to serve the public interest in 
adhering to the requirements of legislation and government policies. Public sector entities are 
accountable to legislative bodies for the exercise of legitimate authority in society. This makes it 
essential that each entity as a whole can demonstrate the appropriateness of all of its actions and 
has mechanisms in place to encourage and enforce adherence to ethical values and to respect the 
rule of law. 
 
B. Ensuring openness and comprehensive stakeholder engagement  
 
As public sector entities are established and run for the public good, their governing bodies should 
ensure openness in their activities. Clear, trusted channels of communication and consultation 
should be used to engage effectively with all groups of stakeholders, such as individual citizens and 
service users, as well as institutional stakeholders.  
 
C. Defining outcomes in terms of sustainable economic, social, and environmental benefits  
 
The long-term nature and impact of many of the public sector’s responsibilities mean that it should 
define and plan outcomes and that these should be sustainable. The governing body should ensure 
that its decisions further the entity’s purpose, contribute to intended benefits and outcomes, and 
remain within the limits of authority and resources. Input from all groups of stakeholders, including 
citizens, service users, and institutional stakeholders, is vital to the success of this process and in 
balancing competing demands when determining priorities for the finite resources available. 
 
D. Determining the interventions necessary to optimize the achievement of the intended 

outcomes  
 
The public sector achieves its intended outcomes by providing a mixture of legal, regulatory, and 
practical interventions. Determining the right mix of interventions is a critically important strategic 
choice that governing bodies of public sector entities have to make to ensure they achieve their 
intended outcomes. Public sector entities need robust decision-making mechanisms to ensure that 
their defined outcomes can be achieved in a way that provides the best trade-off between the 
various types of resource inputs while still enabling effective and efficient operations. Decisions 
made need to be reviewed continually to ensure that achievement of outcomes is optimized.  
 

                                                      
29 Source: International Framework: Good Governance in the Public Sector –Supplement  
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E. Developing the entity’s capacity, including the capability of its leadership and the 
individuals within it  

 
Public sector entities need appropriate structures and leadership, as well as people with the right 
skills, appropriate qualifications and mindset, to operate efficiently and effectively and achieve 
their intended outcomes within the specified periods. The governing body must ensure that it has 
both the capacity to fulfill its own mandate and to make certain that there are policies in place to 
guarantee that an entity’s management has the operational capacity for the entity as a whole. 
Because both individuals and the environment in which an entity operates will change over time, 
there will be a continuous need to develop the entity’s capacity as well as the skills and experience 
of the leadership of individual staff members. Leadership in public sector entities is strengthened 
by the participation of people with many different types of backgrounds, reflecting the structure 
and diversity of their communities. 
 
F. Managing risks and performance through robust internal control and strong public 

financial management  
 
The governing bodies of public sector entities need to ensure that the entities they oversee have 
implemented—and can sustain—an effective performance management system that facilitates 
effective and efficient delivery of planned services. Risk management and internal control are 
important and integral parts of a performance management system and crucial to the achievement 
of outcomes. They consist of an ongoing process designed to identify and address significant risks 
involved in achieving an entity’s outcomes. A strong system of financial management is essential for 
the implementation of public sector policies and the achievement of intended outcomes, as it will 
enforce financial discipline, strategic allocation of resources, efficient service delivery, and 
accountability. 
 
G. Implementing good practices in transparency, reporting, and audit to deliver effective 

accountability  
 
Accountability is about ensuring that those making decisions and delivering services are 
answerable for them, although the range and strength of different accountability relationships 
varies for different types of governing bodies. Effective accountability is concerned not only with 
reporting on actions completed, but also ensuring that stakeholders are able to understand and 
respond as the entity plans and carries out its activities in a transparent manner. Both external and 
internal audit contribute to effective accountability. 
 


