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Operationalizing the One Impact Framework:
UNEP's Impact Measurement Initiative

Secretariat Briefing | 11t June 2026
Dr. Jo Puri, Direction of Policy-and Programme Division, UNEP
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/UNEP's New MTS & PoW - stronger focus on Impact

Strategic Shifts, One Impact Framework, Updates to baselines and targets

- J

UNEP's Impact Measurement Initiative

Targets, framework, indicators, methodology, and implementation.

e ™
Investing in Impact Measurement

Why funding matters, what it enables, and how it strengthens credibility.
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UNEP’'s New MTS & PoW -
stronger focus on impact
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Strategic Shifts in the 2026-2029 MTS

Strategic \

objectives

/‘ Impact focus \ /‘ Fewer indicators\

®

One Impact
Framework as an
organizing device

for results and
impact.

Reduced number of
outcomes and
indicators, with
clearer targets.

Addition of water,
desertification, land
degradation and
drought in SP2.
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In-country \

emphasis

®

More focus on in-
country impacts,
especially in LDCs,
LLDCs, and SIDS.
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MEA \

collaboration

‘®

Stronger
collaboration with
MEAs, including
indicator
measurement.




ONE IMPACT FRAMEWORK
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For healthy, prosperous, and resilient people and planet U N W
environment
programme
Vision =
Living in Harmony with
Climate Stability Nature: Land, Ocean and A Pollution-Free
Freshwater; and Achieving Planet
Land Degradation Neutrality
To halt and reverse biodiversity g
Strategic To reduce emissions and loss to address desertification, To reduce po]lutnon anc:
Obijectives enhance adaptation and land degradation and drought; enhance environmenta
. resilience and conserve and restore quality and health for people End of
terrestrial, marine and and planet strategy
freshwater ecosystems - Period
-
2029 ; -
Impact Impact 2
Outcome 1 Increased use of environmental science and digital solutions, including Al in decision-making
Outcome 2 Strengthened governance to meet international environmental commitments, promote
environmental law and support implementation of national obligations to MEAs
Outcome 3 Sustainable management and restoration of natural and productive ecosystems and enhanced
pollution prevention and control, including in areas affected by disasters and conflict 12-monthly
PPR on
Outcome 4 Increased adoption of sustainable consumption and production and circular economy Outcome
approaches in sectors indicators,
Outcome 5 Increased adoption and implementation of integrated solutions for sustainability re::;t: a
Outcome 6 Finance leveraged - re-directed for long-term sustainability
Outcome 7 UNEP is strengthened to advocate for the global environment and fit for purpose to
deliver and influence
-~ 5}
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Indicators and targets
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m Indicator(s) Baselines Targets
e N [ N A

o
gp—

=
s

Reduced greenhouse Projected greenhouse gas emission -3.5 million MtCO,eq
gas emissions reductions in supported countries Progress by December 2029: 3.5 MtCO,eq
L JAN ) (unit of change updated to million tons of CO, equivalent, from metric tons of CO, equivalent)
4 N~ Direct beneficiaries of UNEP N\ o )
Enhanced resilience @ adaptation and resilience initiatives +1,000,000 beneficiaries
and adaptation to Number of countries with multi- +12 countries
climate change @ hazard monitoring, forecasting and Progress by Dec 2029: beneficiaries ' . .
\ J \ early Warning systems / \ (vs 480,443 baseline (previously 480,682)) and countries (vs 119 baseline (previously 101)) /
¢ N [ N [ I
Enhanced stability o
land and water y @ Extent of land- and seascapes under +8,531,000 ha
improved eCOSyStem management Progress by Dec 2029: under improved ecosystem management (above 28,112,645 ha
ecosystems baseline (previously 11,205,281 ha))
AN NS - 4
N [ N [ I
Reduced exposures to Reduction in releases of pollutants .
harmful chemicals and @ and waste to the environment 4,000 metric tons
P0||Uti0n avoided Progress by Dec 2029: reduced or avoided (vs 3,399 metric ton baseline (previously 3,298))
AN /L J
p 6



Updates to baselines and targets: Overview

Paragraph 8 on page 4 of the PoW: “UNEP will issue an amendment of the baselines and targets in the first half of 2026, upon completion of the
programme performance verification exercise for the programme of work and budget for 2022-2025.

Total number of  Number of indicators with updated

indicators baselines and/or targets Note
ImpaCt 5 5 Unit of measure updated for |1
Indicators (reduced GHG emissions).
Subprogramme Indicators for all subprogrammes

. 1 9 1 4 updated except for Digital
Indicators Transformations.
Corporate

P 1 8 1 3 All sections updated.

Indicators
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Pivoting operationally

Project Closures

* GEF projects: 420 of 489 “aged”
projects closed (86%)
Non-GEF projects: 85 of 128 “aged”
projects closed (66%)

Implementing Audit

Recommendations
- JIU, 010S, MOPAN
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Results Based Budgeting

« Applies RBB for Regular Budget in
2027 as per UN Secretariat overall
framework.

Strengthened Programme

Coordination

» Ongoing discussion on a new set of
projects for enabling activities for
seven Subprogrammes and the ONE
Impact Framework.
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UNEP’s Impact Measurement
Initiative
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programme

Why is UNEP prioritizing impact measurement? une

It is over & above UNEP’s continuous effort for results-based management and budgeting

CAN WE DO IT BETTER?

ARE WE BEING ACCOUNTABLE?
ARE WE MAKING A DIFFERENCE? LEARNING AND INNOVATION:
GLOBAL URGENCY: CLIMATE, IMPROVING DELIVERY, ADAPTING TO RESPONDING TO MEMBER
NATURE, POLLUTION, RESILIENCE CONTEXTS, SCALING EFFECTIVELY STATES'S DEMAND FOR
TRANSPARENCY AND

ACCOUNTABILITY

Narrating impacts
(e.g. UNEP Annual
Report) and
Subprogramme
reporting with outcome
monitoring (e.g. PPR)
will continue.

ARE WE KEEPING UP?

GLOBAL SHIFT IN EVIDENTIARY
STANDARDS: WORLD BANK,
BILATERALS, IMPACT
INVESTING
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The core questions of impact measurement  DMN°

Did UNEP's support cause measurable additional change in environmental
conditions, behaviour, policy uptake, institutional performance, and the
protection of people and ecosystems?

Three core questions:

1. Change: What changed?

2. Counterfactual: Would have happened anyway?
3. Contribution: What was UNEP’s role?

(CHANGE - COUNTERFACTUAL) x CONTRIBUTION = IMPACT
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Attributing impact to UNEP’s work A

Outcome monitoring Impact measurement
Attribution analysis Attributable impact

Delivery 1. Change 2. Counterfactual 3. Contribution Impact

Were activities completed, What was the mmm | What would have What was = What was UNEP’s
outputs delivered, targets change in key happened without UNEP’s role? additional effect?
achieved, in line with original outcomes, relative UNEP?

project design? to baseline?

Mechanism Complementarities Cost-effectiveness External validity

What was the impact ° Did the project have other Are there cheaper ways Can the impact be

pathway? impacts? to achieve the same replicated elsewhere?
impact?

12
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l.a. UNEP’s methods are
state of the art.



Measuring impact using quasi-experimental UN@®
methods

programme

|mpa°ft N Counterfactual Quasi-experiments
What is the additional » What would have happened » Creative ways of finding the
effect of this intervention?

without this intervention? counterfactual when pure experiments
aren't possible

Control Treated

DIFFERENCE-IN- SYNTHETIC CONTROL MATCHING REGRESSION DISCONTINUITY
DIFFERENCES Weighted composite of comparison Pair treated with closest controls Jump at a threshold cutoff
Before/after x treated/control units

HEEEEENEEETEETEEENO "
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Impact of REDD+ on tree cover loss in Guyana  Une

environment
programme

REDD+ program o _/_L Guyahe

Suriname

Implemented in 2010 through bilateral o
agreement between Norway, the largest
donor of global REDD+ climate finance, and
Guyana, a high forest cover, low
deforestation (HFLD) country

Quasi-experiment: Synthetic control

Synthetic matching to estimate tree cover
loss that would have occurred in the

. A 08 DRC 0450 — = Synthetic Guyana —— Guyana
absence of the national REDD+ program g
Findings e (O

g o § PaymemssmmeJM ! ! \\

Norway-Guyana REDD+ program reduced i / =
tree cover loss by 35% during the 0 P /o | gom A |
imp!ementation periqq (2010 to 2015), N \ AL /\\ WA /’Y S P /A Wl E
equivalent to 12.8 million tons of avoided - \ ...... Sl Lo AL
CO, emissions. A N /\/ﬂ/\
Gains were wiped out after end of REDD+ pj| T o B s
implementation_ - 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2000 ZQIOSNGUMENEUIZESUISERSUISERENONL01S 2017

A. Roopsind, B. Sohngen, & J. Brandt, Evidence that a national REDD+ program
reduces tree cover loss and carbon emissions in a high forest cover, low

o deforestation country, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 116 (49) 24492-24499,
EEEEENEEEEEECEEEEO |55 s
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Impact of the Dar es Salaam Bus Rapid Transit system

Does the Dar BRT L
« Reduce travel times? s

* Improve safety and security of
commuters?

« Create jobs and boost income?

« Encourage firm productivity, trade
and growth?

* |Improve property values?

 Increase the health, wealth and
happiness of Dar residents —
especially the poor?

. . . . . & C.Balboni, G. Bryan, M. Morten, C. O'Connor, & B. Siddigi. Impacts of 16
L infrastructure: People vs Place. Amer. Econ. Rev. (R&R), 2026.




l.b. Implementin
the approach and
sampling
approaches




Implementing the initiative A

|. DESIGN

Portfolio review Sample selection
Internal consultations, Project sampling,

resource mobilization representativeness checks

Il. MEASUREMENT

Data collection 0 Project-level analysis

Data collection, research Impact estimates and
design and implementation insights

lll. SYNTHESIS & LEARNING

Meta-analysis Projection Reporting and learning
Aggregate impacts across Extrapolate to full portfolio

Briefs, dashboards, lessons

projects and subprogrammes using sampling weights for UNEP & governing bodies

19
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Sample is representative of global portfolio e

Statistical testing shows no difference
between distribution of sampled
projects and global portfolio in terms of

* Project type
» Region

e Duration

« Start/end year

|_______Region KAl samplef Population

Africa

Africa, Asia & the Pacific

Africa, Asia & the Pacific, Europe
Africa, Asia & the Pacific, Europe
Africa, Asia & the Pacific, Europe
Africa, Europe and Central Asia,
Asia & the Pacific

Asia & the Pacific, Latin America
Europe and Central Asia

Europe and Central Asia, Unassij
Global/Interregional

Latin America and the Caribbear
Multiple categories

West-Asia

L I e S S S R N S T S <)

65
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48

0w

24
55

Sample (%)
21.6%
2.7%
2.7%
2.7%
5.4%
2.7%
21.6%
2.7%
2.7%
2.7%
2.7%
21.6%
2.7%
5.4%

Population: End Year Distribution Sample: End Year Distribution

Projects
Projects

Population: Start Year Distribution sample: Start Year Distribution

Projects
Projects

Population (%) 2

Population: Project Duration Sample: Project Duration
28.3% Fail to reject HO; no significant difference.
1.3% Fail to reject HO; no significant difference.
0.4% Reject HO; significant difference.
1.7% Fail to reject HO; no significant difference. -
0.9% Reject HO; significant difference.
0.9% Fail to reject HO; no significant difference. . .
20.9% Fail to reject HO; no significant difference.
0.4% Reject HO; significant difference. Population: Project Type sample: Project Type
3.9% Fail to reject HO; no significant difference.
0.4% Reject HO; significant difference.
10.4% Fail to reject HO; no significant difference.
23.9% Fail to reject HO; no significant difference.
3.5% Fail to reject HO; no significant difference.
3.0% Fail to reject HO; no significant difference.

Projects
Projects

Projects
Projects

&
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l.c. Learning
from others.




We used counterfactuals and meta-analyses.

IFAD beneficiaries
had 23% higher
income than the

comparison group

Country - Project

Lesotho - SADP

Nigeria - VCDP

Mauritania - PASK Il

Mali - PMR

Nicaragua - NICADAPTA
Djibouti - PRAREV
Tanzania - MIVARF
Pakistan - training - SPPAP
Bolivia - ACCESOS
Argentina - PRODERI
Solomon islands - RDP Il
Peru - PSSA

Malawi - SAPP

Vietnam - AMD

Zambia - S3P
Mozambique - PROSUL
Ethiopia - RUFIP Il

Ghana - REP Il

Kenya - UTaNRMP

Tunisia - PRODESUD | a
Pakistan - livestock - SPP.
Papua New Guinea - PPAP
Tajikistan - LPDP 1l
Kyrgyzstan - LMDP 1l

India - PTSLP

Overall, DL (I’ = 77.9%, p = 0.000)

Income

- b - - -
t

0

exp(b) (95

0.87 (0.71
0.89 (0.80
0.93 (0.67
096 (084
0.98 (0.81
1.05 (081
1.09 (0.99
1.11 (093
1.13(1.02
1.16 (1.02
1.19(0.79
123 (114
1.28 (0.96
128(1.03
1.40 (1.20
141 (114
143 (126
1.50 (1.20
1.56 (1.32
1.71(1.03
2.00(1.14
2.09(1.40
210(1.20
225(1.21
2.30(0.96
123(1.13

%

% Cl) Weight
. 1.06) 464
. 1.00) 568
. 1.30) 3.1
_1.11) 5338
. 1.20) 465
1.35) 393

. 1.20) 586
. 1.32) 490
1.25) 583

. 1.31) 559
. 1.79) 244
. 1.34) 6.01
1.71) 3.50

. 1.60) 437
. 1.64) 518
. 1.74) 445
. 1.62) 557
. 1.87) 435
. 1.84) 505
. 2.85) 1.80
3.50) 157

. 3.12) 249
. 367) 157
4.17) 134

. 552) 075
. 1.33) 100.00
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IFAD'S EVIDENCE ON ATR - INFORMED IFAD REPLENISHMENT
DISCUSSION AND SUSTAINABLE BONDS.

Recovery from shocks

%

Country - Project exp(b) (95% ClI) Weight

° ° . Tajikistan - LPDP Il < - 0.82 (0.54, 1.22) 1.80
Strategic Objective -
ol e Ghana - REP Il —&- - 0.89 (0.61, 1.29) 2.06
Ablllty to recover from Kyrgyzstan - LMDP II —_— 0.92 (0.72, 1.18) 373
Nigeria - VCDP — 0.94 (0.80, 1.10) 5.88

S h oC k S Malawi - SAPP - 0.96 (0.69, 1.32) 257

Bolivia - ACCESOS 1.03 (0.98, 1.07) 9.13

India - PTSLP 1.05 (0.91, 1.21) 6.31

Peru - PSSA 1.06 (0.93, 1.21) 6.62

Ethiopia - RUFIP II 1.07 (1.01, 1.13) 8.38

. Mali - PMR 1.12 (0.86, 1.46) 3.39

Average Effect Slze Vietnam - AMD 1.13(0.98, 1.31) 6.13
Tanzania - MIVARF 1.15(0.90, 1.46) 382

1 40/ Zambia - S3P 1.17 (1.04, 1.31) 747

o Tunisia - PRODESUD | and I 1.22(0.81, 1.83) 1.81

Lesotho - SADP 1.24 (0.96, 1.60) 3.56

Nicaragua - NICADAPTA 1.26 (0.95, 1.67) 3.15

Mauritania - PASK I 1.29 (1.03, 1.62) 413

Solomon Islands - RDP I 1.38(1.10, 1.73) 409

Papua New Guinea - PPAP 1.41(1.21, 1.64) 6.01

Pakistan - training - SPPAP 1.49(1.09, 2.04) 269

Pakistan - livestock - SPPAP 1.54 (1.08, 2.20) 220

Kenya - UTaNRMP 2.03(1.49,2.77) 275

Overall, DL (I" = 66.0%, p = 0.000) 1.14 (1.07, 1.21) 100.00

24
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UNEP MTS cycle and UN Secretariat cycle UN®

environment
programme

A continuous cycle from readiness to impact and back to better decisions

PPB 2029 preparation

UNEA-9 17t session
6-10 Dec 26 Feb-2 March of ASC

Strategic alignment
and system readiness
END: CONTINUOUS USE

+ Policy alignment

« Baseline and data / 2
architecture / 4 / \ / QP
. Measurementsystem DR ) @ ..........‘ ./_/ R Y ) p\] TEEEREEEE ! _..—._'-—.] ........--o/ Geecsned
and capacity setup 7 ' \ I_Q / \ - '@ \ \ /\/||
. -~ N—
« Institutional readiness \ / o : o A I l :
MTS implementation Preparation for the UNEP-wide Impact MTS 2030-2033 Reporting and Strategic use
begins PoW 2028-2029 Measurement begins preparation strategic learning of evidence
+ Updating policy, programme,  « Refining results framework + Generating and analyzing + Using evidence to set + Reporting on results + Evidence-informed
and delivery readiness « Aligning indicators and targets evidence priorities » Resource allocation and decisions and resource
+ Setting up impact « Strengthening data systems « Tracking progress and results + Strengthening planning and adaptive management allocation
measurement system + Continuous learning resource alignment + Strengthening donor + Institutional learning

confidence and transparency « Designing the next
MTS cycle (2034+)

\f Impact evidence informs future programming, resource allocation and institutional learning.

— 4“'9
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Investing in Impact Measurement:
Why? What?
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Why Funding for Impact Measurement Matters UN®

programme

Rigorous measurement is the bridge between project activity and institutional credibility

@.

7

Eliminates Over-claiming

Moves beyond "gross
headcounts" to identify the
net impact specifically
attributable to UNEP's
intervention.

Q.

Reduces Risk

Provides early detection of
underperforming pathways,
allowing for adaptive management and
resource optimization.

Trust is built on results, not
ANECDOTES.

g
£
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s ’
-

7

==

=
Attracts Investment

Donor confidence relies on
empirical proof. Causal
evidence justifies long-term
investments.

28



environment
programme

Budget Category Amount
| Robust Impact Measurement (USD)

What Funding Will Enable UN®

Staffing 77,060
?.a/il Consultants 120,000
Improved Data Systems Travel 90,000
_ Budget Contractual Services 58,940
T@T Build Capacity Required Equipment / Software 4,000
£83 for the First Licenses
— 18 Months Grants & Contributions 250,000
E @\ Generate Evidence Total excluding PSC 600,000
Programme Support Costs 78,000
é Mobilize Resources (13%)
Total including PSC 678,000

P
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from Member States

Secretariat Briefing 11 June 2026

Agenda Item 2: Operationalizing UNEP’s Impact
Measurement

30



What We Heard: One Impact Framework

Comments & Questions from Delegations
— Welcomed the Framework

Recognised the One Impact Framework as an important step toward strengthening
UNEP’s credibility in a crowded environmental space.

— Methodology & Transparency

Requested detail on how baselines and targets were determined, including data
sources, assumptions, causal pathways, indicator reference sheets, quality assurance
and the handling of reporting burdens.

% Resource Needs

Sought clarity on longer-term resource needs beyond the first 18 months, and
queried the extent to which Environment Fund resources should cover impact
measurement as a core function.

- Capacity & Country Support

Emphasized that PoW indicators should remain practical for countries with limited
capacity and asked how the framework will strengthen national capacities and
incorporate lessons learned from country implementation. 31




Thank you

Dr. Jo Puri

Director

Policy and Programme Division
jo.puri@un.org

United Nations Avenue, Gigiri
PO Box 30552 - 00100 GPO Nairobi, Kenya
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