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Annex
COMMENTS OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITTEE ON CO-ORDINATION

i I. GENERAL
- The report JIU/REP/B8/6 _entitled "Evaluation of the
] United Nations Technical Co-cperation proiject évaluation
g i systems" Parts I and IT encompasses a wide variety of issues
.| under the rubric of "project evaluation systems". The report
is in two parts:- Part I, as defined by the author, "could be
K. considered a diagnosis of the situation prevailing in the
o complex domain. of the evaluation of U.N. technical co-operatien
4 project evaluation system" (Part II paragraph l). The second
o part ‘'proposes certain solutions as to the improvement of the
I procedures of evaluation and the reorganisation of its
. institutional structures (Part II para.l).

t
| H
T The report originally +titled "Evaluation of projects in
T Asia and the Pacific" was reviewed extensively by the
‘ : organizations principally addressed (UNDP, FAO, UNESCO, UNIDO,
e —————{NICEF ~and-UNHCR)~— Much-of the first draft was speculative in
de. 1o - .-nature and sweeping in its conclusions. In their review of the
oo final report the organisations 1/ recognise the efforts of the
JIU to +take into account the variety of critical. comments made
= on the earlier draft. .They welcome the fact that  as a result
i of this_ effert the major recommendations of the Report have
] thereby been rendered more realistic. Organisations however
A neted that the title of the report had been enlarged to provide
| a global perspective without any apparent increase in the data
i used in its- analysis. The ESCAP secretariat in their response
pointed out that although ESCAP is particularly included in the
review, no discussion is evident on the evaluaticn of regional
of prejects and programmes.

! Without exception all the responding secretariats welcome
! - the essential-purpose—of —the-analysis—which seeks to keep
i —monitoring-——an ﬁfﬁfevaiuatibn““““ﬁfﬁﬁfiﬁéﬁT“““*pfbgedures. and
L philosophies in the UKR system under continuing review. The
w role of the JIU in strerigthening evaluation work has been an
|

|

important one and organisations wish to see it sustained.

In general however, the Secretary-General recognises
thHat = many of the ' responding. . organisations found  the
Report . disappointing as to its method and its substance.
The analysis by the JIU was felt to be innoccent of
the  diversity and variety of the organisational
management and evaluation systems reviewed. This persistent

X/ The 15  organisations responding to the Final Report are,-
at date, FAQ, UNESCO, UNCHS, UNHCR, UNIDO, TIAEA, UNDP,
WFP, IMO, ILO, UNCTAD, ITU, ESCAP, WHO and ICAO.
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tendaency toc treat all existing systams as one, %
value of the Report, aven when it touchss
significant issues" (Fao response). The report, |
conclusions, improved asg they ars, does not in tha
overcome the inconsistency -in. the mesgages ang

detracts fron the
on  petentially
L8 analysis ang
final analyaig

emerging from it.

° II. QIHR REPORT
‘The report and its contents can for the pur oge of +
analysis be grouped togethsr undar five topics. puEp his

A. Limitations of project oriented evaluation approaches; the
impcrtance'of:country spacific evaluations and the holistic

© approach., - : SR '
B. Strengthening monitdring préctides at all-lavels of tachnical

co-operation; the two-"achalaon® approach.
c. -Enhan-cinq éfféctivaness of currantly. opefational monitoring
and evaluaticn systems. \

| B;;_Fsﬁgéﬁééﬁéhing governments' evaluatien capabllity,

E. Eh‘hancing the. \ca-pacitvyf‘ p!----'—ava'luat:i:cﬂ " offices through
- increamsing resources (human and £inancisal) throughout various
organisations, : . BT

Overall, the Sscretary-General wishea to emphasize the fact
that all thege igzaues have heen actively and systematically
reviewad by the organisations and their aevaluaticn managers,
individually and cellectively at inter-governmental and varicus
i—nter-agancy--*fora":""fThﬁef‘*argaih‘i“z“i'ﬁiErTéé"ilaq_glg_ggmgtha_t, the process
of inatalling change in &valuation and monitoring practices
requires longer time frames than for.other procedurs changas, DpPart
©f the reason lies in the genuinely decentralised environment that
technical co-operation works in. .Anothnrtpart'lias-in-the.intagral

hature ~Qf-.fcrmulation,;'appraisnl,:-mohitorinq .and evaluation

practicaq@:_yygmgpgpga_hga to be at all lavels;

- The other part lies in a senzible ‘desire not tao overburden

organisational practitioners. with yet: more dirsctives and

chacklists than they currently have to .deal with. The most

important aspect is that ths undersgtanding of governments is

Critical to the real success of monitoring and evaluation. Given

the extrasrdinary range of aid modalities governments have to deal

with it is not surprising that they desire sufficient time to—
¢omprehand yet another variation in procedurs. :

Taking the iésues'individually:_
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: i‘ T _ The principal point of departure for this entira study is that
i I\ Project based evaluation is'a prisocner of its own search, isclating

., itsal? frem "socic-cultural "contaxts; the lavel of developmant |

Il . already achieved and from tha orientation of the eccnonic refinen
’j |‘ (Paragraph 22, Part I). It is then argued that an svaluation

H ! system sc designed does not offer the advantages of a country level

comprahensive impact avaluation which "portrays the gltuation in

! its trus light before continuing, intensifying or abandeoning the

’ . sndeavour .(Paragraph 64, . Part I} - o

i . - .

i I Evaluators (and indaed any person) concerned with devalopment
i issues have always sought to .attain affective correspondencs
I Betwean the abstractions of the project mode and the "tzruth" of the

| circumstances in which the anticipated development occurs. This
, ' i gsearch for a projectised rapresentation of the variables and data
! ‘ that accurately reflect the eszantial elements and patterns that
technical co-opsration influances, is 2 continuing cona.. As

gir— —————"—tachnical ce-operatien snters newer and more compleX areas of
ﬂ - development this search becomes more . difficuilt. The  simpler

b | earlier vision of technical co-operation as a ena-way didactic
process is baing rapidly displaced with the recognitien that
. netwithstanding-continuing emphasis orn ‘techiiology transfer, mutual
I.\ [ ~invelvement of recipient and provider in defining both the problen
B and_ its solution is the basis for complax technical assistance.
- It therefore comes as a surprise “that the JTIU centrasts project
T/ oriantad evaluation with country oriented approachas”, Not only
} are both types of avaluation necexgary they (along witk other

approaches - sector reviews, country studies, etc.) are also
complamentary in functien and purpesa. Any system concernad with
both the effectivenasss and the management of aid will employ hoth
and the others as wall. B S S

- Evaluations are purposivV, Gostly activities; and their

| 77 brocess aspects are as. important as the comprehensive attitude with
o which their tasks are approached.. Algo, the categories of
| evaluation are not confined to country oriented and projact.
oriented ones.  Thematic .evaluations, ex-post evaluations  and-

3 evaluations of a ‘group. of projects in-a. given country context
. (cross-cutting in nature) are mome of the othar ‘instrumentalities
T Tavailable. UNDP has consigtently urged that evaluation planning
.. consider country level evaluation of project cluaters so that a
hiqher__laysl._‘aqgregation—offucomp-r-—ehen-aive information for decizion
maxers is availabla, This:urging is part of a general exhortation
to see individual monitoring and evaluation responaibilities as
mutually supportive elamants in a systematic whole., '

. T Amongst the statad shortcomings of project based svaluations——-
: is the misinterpretation that UNDP policy provides £finanaial lavels
: for selecting projecta for evaluation. Routina applicaticon ot such .
- - Tormal g¢ritaria te identify project evaluations to be undertaken

Y
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hag been discouraged by UNDP and othaer organisatisns.
is not evaluated automatically

‘ A project
because it has a budgat of over one

millien dellars, The availability of menitoring data, the nature

of the project and country lavel igsues algo determine evaluability

of UNDP projaects. In fact many projects balow the $1 millidn_ level.

arae also evaluated. Every encouragement is given to approaching

evaluation as a managed not a routine activity. °

. In responding, the various organisation have algo. peointed out
that evaluations systematically address external factora outsida

the project frame; and furthermore thay meek to understand why
- those factors were not paid more heed to at time of formulation or

implementation. Rather than meraly generata mora "procedures" to
ensure compliance with this comprehensive approach UN organisations
are relying on programme. and ' projact ‘advisory feadback
communications which bring a . variaty of infermation on
circumgtancea that influence projact processes to tha attention of
project planners and implementsrs. ' o o L

Uhder this title the report dizcusses an extracrdinary range
of issues, The management. of projacts by gevernments, shortcomings
in application of fiscal procedures for government aexecuted
projects, lnadequacy of back-stopping, the importanca of audit
controls and finally monitering. for 1likely impact and
sustainability are all discussed and reviewed, A two-tiered
monitering system with increased centralisation as a conseguance
is 2180 proposed. The first lavel of nenitoring or achelon at the
field or grase racts level iz then subject ta further raview at a
second -level  in the headquarters of the organisation concarned.

B,

The advantages claimed for sscond lavel monitoring are that these

managers in headguarters have greater freedom to make asssssments

| .in . regard to -proposals then-those-at-country levels. The prasumad

shortcomings -of - self-evaluation-are~linked to “inadequacies: in
menitoring and discussed extensivély. The conclusion .is that.

" project monitoring {on which avaluation to be effactive nust rely) -

is often itself not performed (dus to a wida variety of competing
priorities ‘at the ‘field laevel) or even not attempted  (due t&
resource limitaticna). o B e L

Tha "importé.n'cre of sustained syél-te‘mat ic ménitoring and the need
to continucusly improve it ig fully racognised by: tha organisations
“responding e this &tudy. But as noted by IAEA, they also

recognise the human and financial regourcdas needed to irpleéement the

reports "proposals. Cost apart there are several aspscts to
gtrengthening menitoring. ~ As the wvaristies of tachnical co-

 _operation increasa, beth in terms of the modalitias and inputs -

employed, revised systems of moniteoring need to ba dovisad and

implaemanted. Twoe recent thematic evaluations (Aquaculture =

UNDP/FAOQ/Government of Nerway: Rural Small Industrial Enterprises -

UNDP/ILO/UNIDO /Government of Netherlands) beth identified the need

/9,--
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_}; to menitor impact of project results on benseficisries. To davise

: and implement cost-effective monitoring systems without adding
| | layers of control, inspecticn and confidentiality is = challange
| that clearly needs to be and' is being addressed. Monitoring. is.
o essentially a "first-echalen" function and it is most ugaful at-
l ; that level. Monitoring the performance of field level informatien

| gathering and analysis is important. It should assist field
: personnsl -in performing their tasks better not necassarily lead to
) a formal second-level control function. | |

| J .. .A second challenge to devising monitering systems is that they—
T ghould not imposa multiple burdens on already busy national
5| managers. Essential principles of monitoring need to be harmonized
' at a common level, whilst the demandsg of apecitic
| sectcrs/actiyitiqs/organisational neads should be respectad and.
d suitable monitoring practices ahould ba daevelopad to respond to
b thesa sgpeclally identifiasd needs. I£ would therefore  be
| regressive to develop a supervisory monitoring system to be used
by the UN system which axcludes governments from the process. The
w———-MOonitoring systems of today .must be the development information
...natworks of tomorrow. :

|

i i . . Organisations using comprehensive evaluation systems endeavour
‘. to keep the variouz systemal elements continuously under raviaw.
They share good practices with their operational collsaguas and

highlight inadequate practices. The Sacretary-General welccmes the

: varicus suggestions t¢ strengthen existing practices provided by

g the JIU in the Report. In this instance UNIDC, FAC and UNESCO
| reitarate the desirakility of strengthening the existing mechanisms
Qf the gelf evaluation process by project managemant t¢ be. used in

- conjunction.with-the-tripartite review-as the primary approach to
- deal with implementation— issues+——UNDP;-which has neted with
interest .tha. greater emphasis now bheing given to terminal
evaluations, wilch address sustainability and impact issues, is
considearing using a technical review approach as a mid-course
correction modality. Along with FAO it is reviewing the values of
b shifting tha timing of evaluation towards a mere terminal exsrcise
i 8o that project's likely impact and contributiecn to a varisty of
o development efforts can be more easily scrutinised. The mid point
indepth tripartite evaluation however should continue tc be usad

~ where major implementation difficulties have arisen.

Finally, while the JIU's very broad finding that follow-up to
i tripartite review "ig.oftan vary poor" (Paragraph 36 Part II) is -
[ noted, UNDP has expressed concern at this finding as its repeated
 M ‘acrutiny of this issua indicates that oparational cenclusiocns of
; tripartits raviews are effsctivaly followed up, whilst policy lavel
1 ~decisiona taks considerably longer tc be implemented, It seems

VA
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that follow=-up iz not poor per se. It is that different decisions
at different levels take more or less time to bs implementad.

overall the Secratary-Genaral recognises that.aince the first
JIU study of 1877 considarable- improvement has taken place in
monitoring and evaluatien practices of the UN -erganisatioen.
JIU/Report/85/11 on tha ' = onsg__ i
: fully recognised the advances made
in the intervening period (1977-1985). It also recognized tha
increasing attention being given to integrating evaluation inte
- ——' decision making processes.  Paragraph 9 of the Report under review
(JIU/Report/88/6 Part I) .alsc states that evaluation is now =a
normal and effective project management tool in UN organisations.
The importance of enhancing the inatitutional role of evaluation
and making it more responsive to the needs of governments is fully

recognised. _
D. Strangthaning Goverpmenta' Evaluation Capabilitigs

_ The overall experience of the organisations concerned does not
'“ coincida with the JIU view in this Raeport that governments have
1ittle interast in evaluation (Paragraph 43, Part II). FAQ reports
that distinct progress can be discovered at the 2 lavels urged by
earliar JIU reportd, viZ g | icination in evaluation of
technical —co-operation projects and secondly govarnment at.

theni : thalr capability to .avaluate davslopment.
programmes. UNDP's data also supports this~view: " FAO, UNESCO,"
UNIDC and UNDP provide considerahle direct tralning to government.
officials in monitoring and evaluatiscn. L

 UNDP's experience to date suggests that it ls not so much. lack
of interest that inhibits davelopment in this field. It is the
shortage of human rasources, unegual strengths as betweemr diffarant
__sectoral evaluation capabilities, inadeguacies of central planning
and implementation methodologiss and  absence of inastitutional
experience that are commen obstacles to increasing systematic usage
e - of avaluation- as—a-tcol, rather than simpls disinterest that
affects rapid development in this area. - .. . 3 .

2

'ITn 1985 JIU/Rep/85/11 identified that a  kay constraint
limiting rigour and uniformity in dealing with avaluation was ths

— —rpasource -and- time limitations-imposed by small evaluation units
seeking to cepe with significant and-ccmpleX work programmaa. In
echoing the thoughtful emphasie of earlier JIU reports on this -

o issue, the report clearly underlines in Part II, paragraphs 78-85,

__© _the-disparity -‘between ‘objactives  and means™. The - S8Cretary~
General whilast broadly ‘supporting the necessary amphasis, alse .
racognises the claima of competing prioritiss on rescurcas for
staff in the multilateral system as a whole. _
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i P. Futurs Role of the JIU

organisations that commentad on this proposal of the ITU ag
to its likely future - rols " (Paragraphs 116 and 117, Part I1).
¥ _andorsed the approach .suggested, and welcomed the harmonised and
systematic co-operation betwaen UN Agencies and the JIU,

1 . o III. THE REC Yy
| ' . g _

: The Report offers.4 recommandaticns,- They were ‘andorsed o
m ‘their intent by the majority of the responding organisations. More
i specifically howavar: - | , .

l .

Recommandation I

The recommendation suggesting the institutiona.—lising of the
Inter-Agency Working Group in ‘Evaluation (Iawe) is welcomed, The
organisations however stressed a flexibla approach to strengthening

— —Collakoration which did. not. eatail.staff-intensive secretariats.
FAC proposes that conzideration be given to tha chairmanship of the
- IAWG be on a rotational hagis; and that the proposal to establish .
- the secretariat unit at the UNDP cantral avaluation office bae

S raviswed -for -itg- cost/effectiveanese and in Terms of a flexible
. ingtitutional location., UNDP which is currently planning the Sixth
g IAWG (since 1983) welcomes comprehengzive review of the issues and
institutional arrangements which will promste guallty evaluation
worX in the UM system. The Sacratary-General takes dus nota of the
- various toplcs proposed by the JIU for study by the IAWG. He also
i recognises that some aspects of these different proposals have heen
- or will be reviewsd by the IAWG at their forthcoming mesting in

Qctohar 1989,

===~ The first parft of the recommendation urges that existing
| quidalines espacially those prescribed in the UNDF manual be
1 further streamlined and supplemented. FAO, UNESCQ, UNIDO and UNDP
endorsa the need for continuing review of axisting guidelines and
' implementing changes whare necessary. Howevar all organisations

{ viewed with concern the counter-preductive nature of a raview that
I T proliferatsz guidelines r Chacklists and manuals. - It is alsc
hooL important to recognige that “improvements in menitering and
b avaluation must also be an integral part of an overall pregramme
i and project design and management reform. As ragards the gpecific
' chacklistz and supplementary data suggested, tinkering wita
individual aspacts lessans the overall effect of the -development.
management cycle for the development of specific checklists. fThe

ﬂ - organisations responding,  found the more datailed proposals-eithar—
T too vaguely formulated or peripheral  to practical aims of
o evaluation. | .

L : /e
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Raccmmendation IIX

The thrae aspects of this raecommendation seek to- improve
monitoring practices. .In general efforts to strengthan monitoring
practices are always suppdrtad. Howsver "Emphasizing monitoring

(or readjusting of priorities) at the expanse of self=-svaluatiocn -

or any other form of avaluation was felt by the various
organisationa to be less than fully effactive. It is important to
gee the monitoring/evaluation dimension ag a continuum rather than
baing composed of only discrete and aeparate units. They arse
ditferent yet overlapping in approach and content. Operational

- -conasiderations will .naturally emphasisa diffaring activities, as
petween monitoring and evaluation thus distinguishing the two for
practical rather than formal reasons. '

The restructuring of the manaéement of monitoring hy
introducing a second echelon is not specifically supportad by any

of the responding Agencies. UNESCO fron whom the medel is derived

had the following ~comment “Regarding the restructuring of
monitoring activities, it is clear that spacialized agencies can
benefit snormously from tlhe experience of sister agencies, but it
i lass avident that gystams &and étructures can be transplanted
affactively duas to .the diversity of exiating structures and
objectives. FAO also indicated that "Although FAO- concurs with

. the desgirability of strangthening its monitoering funections-both at
. the field -and headquartars levels, the Director-General cannot
gupport.the specific means suggestad. As indicated, the guiding
principle in this respect should be that each agency evelve its own
institutional °~arrangement moat appropriately suitad to its
management reguirements. Im particular, the point raised in sub—
saction (¢} &£ the Recommendation doss not apply to FAQ sor far ag
 monitoring of field projects in FAQ already involves technical
units, project operations units as well as. country/ragional
pregramme. offices". UNDP has alsc brought to tha atteantior of the
 JIU the problems of over-centralising supsrvision in a rapidly
decentralising development contaXt., —~ WHO, ~amongst many others
stressed - the importance of Iinstitutional arrangemsnts for
R . mcn,itcring a_ndevaluation .. r'fl.cting ) unique’- &n¢ . SPECiflc
institutional structures and regquirements of the varicus

organisations. ] ‘ ' o S

. . __.The regponding organisaticns all point out that the 3rd aspect
o of the recommandation involving deployment/tranafer of staff'to tha
field level to strengthen monitering is not nacessary as progranme

— ——managers ars already—-field-lIccateds - ' .

Tha three parts of this recommendaticn are all intended to

ragponsibility and access direct to the higheat level in thelir
organisations.  All organisations welcome the spirit of tha

e

' gtraengthen the role of the central evaluation gervices and render _
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b recommendation in seeking to give status and strength to evaluation

: ‘activity. The Director-General of FAQ "considars that the existing
- gtatus of FAO's Evaluation - -Service is already in line with tha
. _Buggestions. in the first twe parts of the. recommendation, asg .
- confirmed. by earlier JIU studies. Regarding the third part of the

racommandation, however, the Director-General has ragervations on
. two accounts: first, the role” and relation of tha cantral

| evaluation unit vis-a-vis the second-echelon monitoring should be
deternmined within the- context of the avarall structure of the
R i monitering and evaluation systam of each agency; and secondly, for
the reasons given aboves, FAQ cannct acceapt. the references in this
context te adoption of specific means such as the Inspectorate-
General. - and Reglonal Offices nor the referance o +the
Recommendation III". :

Attention is drawn to two matters raised specifically
concerning FAC. In para. 56 ¢f Part II of the Report, having
| cbserved that thé inapection funhcticon, management monitering and
. v __the auditing are performed. by-one unit within the Office of the
. Diresctcr-General,; the report proposes that more autonomy ba given
' to the auditing function, or aven to ssparate it from the cther two
as practiced in Uneaco. Howsevay, no evidence is given that FAQ has
HE - favored the financiasl aspects of projects to the datriment of the
_‘f other two aspects, and findas . that there is no basia for tha
] ‘suggestion., It ia also notad that the wide-ranging discussion of
| such functions as audit and inspaction in the context of menitoring
! and evaluation of field programmes. is somawhat centusing and
' . 'inappropriate. In paragraph 71, also in Part. II of the Report, it

- is indicated that the FAO O0ffice of Internal Audit; Inspection and
Management Control is reaponsible to the Deputy Directoxr-Genaral:
b this is not correct and that office is directly responsible to the
Fo Director-General. . _ '

- _

‘ -~ .UNESCO!'g . responsa notes.-that the organisation was cited . as
-———having the  optimal arrangement,—with--an -independent Central
l .Evaluation Unit reporting diraectly to the Director-Ganeral.
" “Hewever, gince the JIU report was written, the nama of the unit has
" basn changaed tg the Central Programme Evaluation Unit and, along
g with the Bureau of the Budget and the Bursau of Programme Planning,
it has been transfarred to the Offica for Planning, Budgeting and
————E2valuation— which- reports. - to +the Director-General. Such a
. rastructuring appeared to UNESCO to be indispensable in order to
better co-ordinate tha functionz of _the thres ssrvices and to
B anabla the Directorate +o prepare decisicns concerning the
|- Qrganisation's general policy, +o draw up the appropriats
: strategies, and tc follow up and evaluate tha progranmes that are
implemented. . e ' . e -

|

e
|
|
|
|
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ESCAP alsc mentionad (with regard to Part II Paragraphs 75-77
and 81) that "there is no organisational inconsistency because the
Evaluation Unit has bssn sstablished in ths office of the Executive
‘Secretary. It is only by coincidence that the co=-ordinater is in
his own right Chiaf-of-the Technical Co-speration Division',

Othar organisations responding espaecially UNDP have dealt with
this issue in considerable detail baforas and have nec operational
diffigulty in accessing the highesat levels of management in their
crganisation. The location of cantral avaluation units is less o

— guestion of independence and oftan nore a question cf best usze of
scarce resaources. Indspendence, objectivity, utility and acceas
tc infexrmation and experlience are some of the key variablas that
organisations have conaidered in locating central svaluation unita.

IV.  CONQLUBTON

" In conclusicn, therefora the Secretary-Geéneral agress with the
“intent of the study in its wide ranging ssarch to examine the
various environments and conditiona. in which monitoring and
evaluation operata. For evaluation asg a whole the Xey sat of
questions address the igsue of "whit arae the fundamiental conditions
-o0f etfectiveness”., The anawerg will then llluminate the issues as
to what works and does not work in the task of developmant co—
operaticn. Notwithstanding some ambiguities in the analysis and
a paucity of data the concerns expressed ara important, Evaluaticn
is neither a fatish nor a deogmar and its assumptions have to ba
pariocdically analysed and changes made.

It ig however egqually impertankt to place avaluatiomr ang snv

changes in approaching it in context -~ within the changing nature
.. .of technical co-oparationm, the various organisational structuxes -

" the varying needs. of governments, and_the different purposes iIE
perves at different levals of usage and to recognise the fimancixl.

o - and—human—rasource—allocationg necessary for it to play 'z mores
extensive rola. There ia a particular nesed tc recogniss that any

system in use within the UN system must constantly and parsistantly

evolve as governments davelep their capacity to collect, anzlyse

— . . .__and_use information about thair own davelcopment.” As such the

concerns expressad in the JIU report may be: very valuable in

alerting managars about ilmplementation of the current systems, not

e - e—go-much-as—gquidance-as—-to—the—path—that lies ahead, '

——




