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Closure Stage Quality Assurance Report

Form Status: Approved

Overall Rating: Highly Satisfactory

Decision:

Portfolio/Project Number: 00072521

Portfolio/Project Title: Renf. Resilience Moyens D'Existance Communaurés GKM

Portfolio/Project Date: 2013-02-01 / 2019-03-31

Strategic Quality Rating:  Exemplary

1. Did the project pro-actively identified changes to the external environment and incorporated them into the project
strategy?

Evidence:

Il est ressorti lors des comités de pilotage du projet 
et des évaluations à mi-parcours et finale que des ré
sultats appréciables et réplicables ont été atteints et 
il manquait un besoin fondamental des communauté
s qui n'était pris en compte notamment la  réalisatio
n de points d'eau qui sont nécessaires pour la péren
nisation des activités. Compte tenu des résultats obt
enus, l'une des recommandation de l'évaluation final
e est de mettre un accent sur la durabilité des acqui
s. l'une des actions de cette recommandation est le 
développement d'une note conceptuelle pour une mi
se à l'échelle du projet. 

 

3: The project team identified relevant changes in the external environment that may present new opportunities
or threats to the project’s ability to achieve its objectives, assumptions were tested to determine if the project’s
strategy was valid. There is some evidence that the project board considered the implications, and documented
the changes needed to the project in response. (all must be true)
2: The project team identified relevant changes in the external environment that may present new opportunities
or threats to the project’s ability to achieve its objectives. There is some evidence that the project board
discussed this, but relevant changes did not fully integrate in the project. (both must be true)
1: The project team considered relevant changes in the external environment since implementation began, but
there is no evidence that the project team considered these changes to the project as a result.



10/16/2019 Closure Print

https://intranet-apps.undp.org/ProjectQA/Forms/ClosurePrint?fid=1710 2/15

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 Prodoc-GKM_1710_301 (https://intranet.und
p.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/Pr
odoc-GKM_1710_301.pdf)

mamadou.kalidou.diallo@undp.
org

10/14/2019 1:14:00 PM

2. Was the project aligned with the thematic focus of the Strategic Plan?

Evidence:

Le projet est aligné à la composante 2 du plan straté
gique et aux signatures de solution: Éliminer la PAU
VRETÉ, Prévention des crises et renforcement de la 
RÉSILIENCE, Autonomisation des femmes et égalit
é des GENRES et ENVIRONNEMENT : des solution
s basées sur la nature.

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 Prodoc-GKM_1710_302 (https://intranet.und
p.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/Pr
odoc-GKM_1710_302.pdf)

mamadou.kalidou.diallo@undp.
org

10/14/2019 1:15:00 PM

Relevant Quality Rating:  Exemplary

3. Were the project’s targeted groups systematically identified and engaged, with a priority focus on the
discriminated and marginalized, to ensure the project remained relevant for them?

3: The project responded to at least one of the development settings as specified in the Strategic Plan (SP) and
adopted at least one Signature Solution .The project’s RRF included all the relevant SP output indicators. (all
must be true)
2: The project responded to at least one of the developments settings1 as specified in the Strategic Plan. The
project’s RRF included at least one SP output indicator, if relevant. (both must be true)
1: While the project may have responded to a partner’s identified need, this need falls outside of the UNDP
Strategic Plan. Also select this option if none of the relevant SP indicators are included in the RRF.

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/Prodoc-GKM_1710_301.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/Prodoc-GKM_1710_302.pdf
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Evidence:

Un focus a été mis sur les communautés agricoles v
ulnérables des préfectures de Gaoual, Koundara et 
Mali au Nord du pays durement affectées par les eff
ets du changement climatique.

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

4. Did the project generate knowledge, and lessons learned (i.e., what has worked and what has not) and has this
knowledge informed management decisions to ensure the continued relevance of the project towards its stated
objectives, the quality of its outputs and the management of risk?

Evidence:

Dans le cadre de la mise en œuvre du projet, des co
nnaissances ont été générées sur ce qui a marché e
t ce qui n'a pas marché et des mesures correctives 
sont apportées pour l’atteinte des résultats escompt
és. 
Les leçons apprises, les connaissances et les bonne
s pratiques sont capitalisées, un rapport de capitalis
ation est disponible.

3: Systematic and structured feedback was collected over the project duration from a representative sample of
beneficiaries, with a priority focus on the discriminated and marginalized, as part of the project’s monitoring
system. Representatives from the targeted groups were active members of the project’s governance
mechanism (i.e., the project board or equivalent) and there is credible evidence that their feedback informs
project decision making. (all must be true)
2: Targeted groups were engaged in implementation and monitoring, with a priority focus on the discriminated
and marginalized. Beneficiary feedback, which may be anecdotal, was collected regularly to ensure the project
addressed local priorities. This information was used to inform project decision making. (all must be true to
select this option)
1: Some beneficiary feedback may have been collected, but this information did not inform project decision
making. This option should also be selected if no beneficiary feedback was collected
Not Applicable

3: Knowledge and lessons learned from internal or external sources (gained, for example, from Peer Assists,
After Action Reviews or Lessons Learned Workshops) backed by credible evidence from evaluation, corporate
policies/strategies, analysis and monitoring were discussed in project board meetings and reflected in the
minutes. There is clear evidence that changes were made to the project to ensure its continued relevance.
(both must be true)
2: Knowledge and lessons learned backed by relatively limited evidence, drawn mainly from within the project,
were considered by the project team. There is some evidence that changes were made to the project as a
result to ensure its continued relevance. (both must be true)
1: There is limited or no evidence that knowledge and lessons learned were collected by the project team.
There is little or no evidence that this informed project decision making.
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List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 RAPPORTFinal_Capitalisation_1710_304 (ht
tps://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFo
rmDocuments/RAPPORTFinal_Capitalisation
_1710_304.pdf)

mamadou.kalidou.diallo@undp.
org

10/14/2019 1:33:00 PM

2 FasciculessurlesBonnesPratiquesduREMEC
CGKM_1710_304 (https://intranet.undp.org/a
pps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/Fascicule
ssurlesBonnesPratiquesduREMECCGKM_1
710_304.pdf)

mamadou.kalidou.diallo@undp.
org

10/14/2019 1:34:00 PM

3 PhototèquecapitalisationREMECCGKM.doc_
1710_304 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Pro
jectQA/QAFormDocuments/Phototèquecapit
alisationREMECCGKM.doc_1710_304.pdf)

mamadou.kalidou.diallo@undp.
org

10/14/2019 1:34:00 PM

4 PIR-2016-GEFID-PIMS4615_1710_304 (http
s://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/PIR-2016-GEFID-PIMS4615_1
710_304.docx)

mamadou.kalidou.diallo@undp.
org

10/14/2019 1:35:00 PM

5 2017-PIR-PIMS4615-GEFID4692_1710_304
(https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QA
FormDocuments/2017-PIR-PIMS4615-GEFI
D4692_1710_304.docx)

mamadou.kalidou.diallo@undp.
org

10/14/2019 1:35:00 PM

6 2018-GEF-PIR-PIMS4615-GEFID4692_1710
_304 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQ
A/QAFormDocuments/2018-GEF-PIR-PIMS4
615-GEFID4692_1710_304.docx)

mamadou.kalidou.diallo@undp.
org

10/14/2019 1:35:00 PM

7 RapportfinalGKM_1710_304 (https://intranet.
undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocument
s/RapportfinalGKM_1710_304.docx)

mamadou.kalidou.diallo@undp.
org

10/14/2019 1:36:00 PM

8 RapportEvaluationMPREMECCGKM2016_Fr
ancais-Final_1710_304 (https://intranet.und
p.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/R
apportEvaluationMPREMECCGKM2016_Fra
ncais-Final_1710_304.pdf)

mamadou.kalidou.diallo@undp.
org

10/14/2019 1:37:00 PM

9 EvaluationFinale_RapportREMECC._1710_3
04 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/
QAFormDocuments/EvaluationFinale_Rappo
rtREMECC._1710_304.pdf)

mamadou.kalidou.diallo@undp.
org

10/14/2019 1:37:00 PM

5. Was the project sufficiently at scale, or is there potential to scale up in the future, to meaningfully contribute to
development change?

3: There was credible evidence that the project reached sufficient number of beneficiaries (either directly
through significant coverage of target groups, or indirectly, through policy change) to meaningfully contribute to
development change.
2: While the project was not considered at scale, there are explicit plans in place to scale up the project in the
future (e.g. by extending its coverage or using project results to advocate for policy change).
1: The project was not at scale, and there are no plans to scale up the project in the future.

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/RAPPORTFinal_Capitalisation_1710_304.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/FasciculessurlesBonnesPratiquesduREMECCGKM_1710_304.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/Photot%C3%A8quecapitalisationREMECCGKM.doc_1710_304.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/PIR-2016-GEFID-PIMS4615_1710_304.docx
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/2017-PIR-PIMS4615-GEFID4692_1710_304.docx
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/2018-GEF-PIR-PIMS4615-GEFID4692_1710_304.docx
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/RapportfinalGKM_1710_304.docx
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/RapportEvaluationMPREMECCGKM2016_Francais-Final_1710_304.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/EvaluationFinale_RapportREMECC._1710_304.pdf
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Evidence:

Le projet a touché beaucoup de bénéficiaires notam
ment  les services techniques  au niveau central, pré
fectoral et communal, les communautés agricoles vu
lnérables affectées par les effets du changement cli
matique. Des résultats appréciables et réplicables o
nt été atteints et constituent changement positif des 
bénéficiaires dans le domaine de la résilience des c
ommunautés.  
Une étude de capitalisation et une note conceptuelle 
sont disponibles pour une mise à l'échelle du projet.

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 RAPPORTFinal_Capitalisation_1710_305 (ht
tps://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFo
rmDocuments/RAPPORTFinal_Capitalisation
_1710_305.pdf)

mamadou.kalidou.diallo@undp.
org

10/14/2019 1:38:00 PM

2 NCmiseechelleREMECCGKMdraft0_1710_3
05 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/
QAFormDocuments/NCmiseechelleREMEC
CGKMdraft0_1710_305.docx)

mamadou.kalidou.diallo@undp.
org

10/14/2019 1:38:00 PM

Principled Quality Rating:  Satisfactory

6. Were the project’s measures (through outputs, activities, indicators) to address gender inequalities and empower
women relevant and produced the intended effect? If not, evidence-based adjustments and changes were made.

3: The project team gathered data and evidence through project monitoring on the relevance of the measures
to address gender inequalities and empower women. Analysis of data and evidence were used to inform
adjustments and changes, as appropriate. (both must be true)
2: The project team had some data and evidence on the relevance of the measures to address gender
inequalities and empower women. There is evidence that at least some adjustments were made, as
appropriate. (both must be true)
1: The project team had limited or no evidence on the relevance of measures to address gender inequalities
and empowering women. No evidence of adjustments and/or changes made. This option should also be
selected if the project has no measures to address gender inequalities and empower women relevant to the
project results and activities.

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/RAPPORTFinal_Capitalisation_1710_305.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/NCmiseechelleREMECCGKMdraft0_1710_305.docx
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Evidence:

Les interventions ont permis de réduire les inégalité
s, et favoriser l’automatisation des femmes à travers 
des activités de renforcement des capacités, la sécu
risation et la valorisation des parcelles agroforestièr
es et la création d’activités génératrices de revenu.

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

7. Were social and environmental impacts and risks successfully managed and monitored?

Evidence:

Pendant la phase de mise en œuvre le projet a fait u
ne analyse des normes sociales et environnemental
es (SESP).Les risques sociaux et environnementau
x sont suivis dans le journal des risques sur Atlas. L
e projet est classé comme présentant un risque mod
eré par le biais du SESP. 

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 SESPREMECC_1710_307 (https://intranet.u
ndp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/
SESPREMECC_1710_307.docx)

mamadou.kalidou.diallo@undp.
org

10/14/2019 1:39:00 PM

3: Social and environmental risks were tracked in the risk log. Appropriate assessments conducted where
required (i.e., Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) for High risk projects and some level of
social and environmental assessment for Moderate risk projects as identified through SESP). Relevant
management plan(s) developed for identified risks through consultative process and implemented, resourced,
and monitored. Risks effectively managed or mitigated. If there is a substantive change to the project or change
in context that affects risk levels, the SESP was updated to reflect these changes. (all must be true)
2: Social and environmental risks were tracked in the risk log. Appropriate assessments conducted where
required (i.e., Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) for High risk projects and some level of
social and environmental assessment for Moderate risk projects as identified through SESP). Relevant
management plan(s) developed, implemented and monitored for identified risks. OR project was categorized as
Low risk through the SESP.
1: Social and environmental risks were tracked in the risk log. For projects categorized as High or Moderate
Risk, there was no evidence that social and environmental assessments completed and/or management plans
or measures development, implemented or monitored. There are substantive changes to the project or changes
in the context but SESP was not updated. (any may be true)

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/SESPREMECC_1710_307.docx
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8. Were grievance mechanisms available to project-affected people and were grievances (if any) addressed to
ensure any perceived harm was effectively mitigated?

Evidence:

Ce projet n'a pas encore connu de griefs ou risques 
environnementaux. Tous les paramètres liés aux qu
estions sociales et environnementales sont prises e
n compte.

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

Management & Monitoring Quality Rating:  Exemplary

9. Was the project’s M&E Plan adequately implemented?

3: Project-affected people actively informed of UNDP’s Corporate Accountability Mechanism (SRM/SECU) and
how to access it. If the project was categorized as High or Moderate Risk through the SESP, a project -level
grievance mechanism was in place and project affected people informed. If grievances were received, they
were effectively addressed in accordance with SRM Guidance. (all must be true)
2: Project-affected people informed of UNDP’s Corporate Accountability Mechanism and how to access it. If the
project was categorized as High Risk through the SESP, a project -level grievance mechanism was in place
and project affected people informed. If grievances were received, they were responded to but faced
challenges in arriving at a resolution.
1: Project-affected people was not informed of UNDP’s Corporate Accountability Mechanism. If grievances
were received, they were not responded to. (any may be true)

3: The project had a comprehensive and costed M&E plan. Baselines, targets and milestones were fully
populated. Progress data against indicators in the project’s RRF was reported regularly using credible data
sources and collected according to the frequency stated in the Plan, including sex disaggregated data as
relevant. Any evaluations conducted, if relevant, fully meet decentralized evaluation standards, including
gender UNEG standards. Lessons learned, included during evaluations and/or After-Action Reviews, were
used to take corrective actions when necessary. (all must be true)
2: The project costed M&E Plan, and most baselines and targets were populated. Progress data against
indicators in the project’s RRF was collected on a regular basis, although there was may be some slippage in
following the frequency stated in the Plan and data sources was not always reliable. Any evaluations
conducted, if relevant, met most decentralized evaluation standards. Lessons learned were captured but were
used to take corrective actions. (all must be true)
1: The project had M&E Plan, but costs were not clearly planned and budgeted for, or were unrealistic.
Progress data was not regularly collected against the indicators in the project’s RRF. Evaluations did not meet
decentralized evaluation standards. Lessons learned were rarely captured and used. Select this option also if
the project did not have an M&E plan.
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Evidence:

Le projet a élaboré un dispositif de suivi évaluation e
t communication.

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 DispositifSuiviEvaluation_CommunicationRE
MEECGKM_1710_309 (https://intranet.undp.
org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/Dis
positifSuiviEvaluation_CommunicationREME
ECGKM_1710_309.pdf)

mamadou.kalidou.diallo@undp.
org

10/14/2019 1:40:00 PM

10. Was the project’s governance mechanism (i.e., the project board or equivalent) function as intended?

Evidence:

Le projet a été bien géré avec une unité de gestion 
en étroite collaboration avec les services déconcentr
és concernés. Les comités de pilotage ont été tenus 
régulièrement et les activités sont mises en œuvres 
conformément aux différents PTAs.

3: The project’s governance mechanism operated well, and was a model for other projects. It met in the agreed
frequency stated in the project document and the minutes of the meetings were all on file. There was regular (at
least annual) progress reporting to the project board or equivalent on results, risks and opportunities. It is clear
that the project board explicitly reviewed and used evidence, including progress data, knowledge, lessons and
evaluations, as the basis for informing management decisions (e.g., change in strategy, approach, work plan.)
(all must be true to select this option)
2: The project’s governance mechanism met in the agreed frequency and minutes of the meeting are on file. A
project progress report was submitted to the project board or equivalent at least once per year, covering results,
risks and opportunities. (both must be true to select this option)
1: The project’s governance mechanism did not meet in the frequency stated in the project document over the
past year and/or the project board or equivalent was not functioning as a decision-making body for the project
as intended.

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/DispositifSuiviEvaluation_CommunicationREMEECGKM_1710_309.pdf
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List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 RapportRéunionduCPPGKMDEC2018vp_17
10_310 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Projec
tQA/QAFormDocuments/RapportRéuniondu
CPPGKMDEC2018vp_1710_310.docx)

mamadou.kalidou.diallo@undp.
org

10/14/2019 1:41:00 PM

2 RAPPORTCTRPOCTOBRE2017_1710_310
(https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QA
FormDocuments/RAPPORTCTRPOCTOBR
E2017_1710_310.doc)

mamadou.kalidou.diallo@undp.
org

10/14/2019 1:43:00 PM

3 RapportReunionCPPREMECCGKM_1710_3
10 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/
QAFormDocuments/RapportReunionCPPRE
MECCGKM_1710_310.docx)

mamadou.kalidou.diallo@undp.
org

10/14/2019 1:44:00 PM

11. Were risks to the project adequately monitored and managed?

Evidence:

Les risques du projet sont renseignés et suivi réguliè
rement dans Atlas.

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 IdentificationdesrisquespostprojetREMECCG
KM_1710_311 (https://intranet.undp.org/app
s/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/Identificatio
ndesrisquespostprojetREMECCGKM_1710_
311.pdf)

mamadou.kalidou.diallo@undp.
org

10/14/2019 1:45:00 PM

Efficient Quality Rating:  Exemplary

12. Adequate resources were mobilized to achieve intended results. If not, management decisions were taken to
adjust expected results in the project’s results framework.

3: The project monitored risks every quarter and consulted with the key stakeholders, security advisors, to
identify continuing and emerging risks to assess if the main assumptions remained valid. There is clear
evidence that relevant management plans and mitigating measures were fully implemented to address each
key project risk and were updated to reflect the latest risk assessment. (all must be true)
2: The project monitored risks every year, as evidenced by an updated risk log. Some updates were made to
management plans and mitigation measures.
1: The risk log was not updated as required. There was may be some evidence that the project monitored risks
that may affected the project’s achievement of results, but there is no explicit evidence that management
actions were taken to mitigate risks.

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/RapportR%C3%A9unionduCPPGKMDEC2018vp_1710_310.docx
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/RAPPORTCTRPOCTOBRE2017_1710_310.doc
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/RapportReunionCPPREMECCGKM_1710_310.docx
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/IdentificationdesrisquespostprojetREMECCGKM_1710_311.pdf
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Evidence:

Les ressources mobilisées ont permis d'atteindre les 
résultats escomptés du projet. La Note globale de la 
réalisation du projet issue de l'évaluation finale est d
e 5 points (Satisfaisant).

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

13. Were project inputs procured and delivered on time to efficiently contribute to results?

Evidence:

Le projet dispose d'un plan d'achat qui est mis à jour 
régulièrement. 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

14. Was there regular monitoring and recording of cost efficiencies, taking into account the expected quality of
results?

Yes
No

3: The project had a procurement plan and kept it updated. The project quarterly reviewed operational
bottlenecks to procuring inputs in a timely manner and addressed them through appropriate management
actions. (all must be true)
2: The project had updated procurement plan. The project annually reviewed operational bottlenecks to
procuring inputs in a timely manner and addressed them through appropriate management actions. (all must be
true)
1: The project did not have an updated procurement plan. The project team may or may not have reviewed
operational bottlenecks to procuring inputs regularly, however management actions were not taken to address
them.
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Evidence:

Le plan d’achat des biens et services est mis en œu
vre conformément aux procédures régulières du PN
UD. Ainsi, un effort est fait pour une gestion efficient
e et une synergie d'action avec d’autres projets ou a
cteurs institutionnels.  

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

Effective Quality Rating:  Exemplary

15. Was the project on track and delivered its expected outputs?

Evidence:

Le projet a délivré les outputs attendus.

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

16. Were there regular reviews of the work plan to ensure that the project was on track to achieve the desired
results, and to inform course corrections if needed?

3: There is evidence that the project regularly reviewed costs against relevant comparators (e.g., other projects
or country offices) or industry benchmarks to ensure the project maximized results delivered with given
resources. The project actively coordinated with other relevant ongoing projects and initiatives (UNDP or other)
to ensure complementarity and sought efficiencies wherever possible (e.g. joint activities.) (both must be true)
2: The project monitored its own costs and gave anecdotal examples of cost efficiencies (e.g., spending less to
get the same result,) but there was no systematic analysis of costs and no link to the expected quality of results
delivered. The project coordinated activities with other projects to achieve cost efficiency gains.
1: There is little or no evidence that the project monitored its own costs and considered ways to save money
beyond following standard procurement rules.

Yes
No
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Evidence:

Le projet a organisé régulièrement les revues semes
trielles et annuelles, les comités de pilotages, les co
mités techniques restreintes, les évaluations à mi-pa
rcours et finale pour apporter des mesures correctiv
es dans l'atteinte des résultats escomptés.

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

17. Were the targeted groups systematically identified and engaged, prioritizing the marginalized and excluded, to
ensure results were achieved as expected?

3: Quarterly progress data informed regular reviews of the project work plan to ensure that the activities
implemented were most likely to achieve the desired results. There is evidence that data and lessons learned
(including from evaluations /or After-Action Reviews) were used to inform course corrections, as needed. Any
necessary budget revisions were made. (both must be true)
2: There was at least one review of the work plan per year with a view to assessing if project activities were on
track to achieving the desired development results (i.e., outputs.) There may or may not be evidence that data
or lessons learned were used to inform the review(s). Any necessary budget revisions have been made.
1: While the project team may have reviewed the work plan at least once over the past year to ensure outputs
were delivered on time, no link was made to the delivery of desired development results. Select this option also
if no review of the work plan by management took place.

3: The project targeted specific groups and/or geographic areas, identified by using credible data sources on
their capacity needs, deprivation and/or exclusion from development opportunities relevant to the project’s area
of work. There is clear evidence that the targeted groups were reached as intended. The project engaged
regularly with targeted groups over the past year to assess whether they benefited as expected and
adjustments were made if necessary, to refine targeting. (all must be true)
2: The project targeted specific groups and/or geographic areas, based on some evidence of their capacity
needs, deprivation and/or exclusion from development opportunities relevant to the project’s area of work.
Some evidence is provided to confirm that project beneficiaries are members of the targeted groups. There was
some engagement with beneficiaries in the past year to assess whether they were benefiting as expected. (all
must be true)
1: The project did not report on specific targeted groups. There is no evidence to confirm that project
beneficiaries are populations have capacity needs or are deprived and/or excluded from development
opportunities relevant to the project area of work. There is some engagement with beneficiaries to assess
whether they benefited as expected, but it was limited or did not occurred in the past year.
Not Applicable
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Evidence:

L'établissement de la situation de référence a permi
s d'affiner le ciblage des bénéficiaires qui sont partie
s intégrantes de la mise en œuvre. Les résultats mo
ntrent que les groupes cibles ont bénéficié des inter
ventions du projet et des ajustements nécessaires o
nt été apportés pendant toute la phase de mise œuv
re pour respecter les quotas fixés. 
 

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 SituationdeRéférenceREMECC-GKM_1710_
317 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQ
A/QAFormDocuments/SituationdeRéférence
REMECC-GKM_1710_317.pdf)

mamadou.kalidou.diallo@undp.
org

10/14/2019 1:52:00 PM

2 ResumedesetudesREMECCGKM_1710_317
(https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QA
FormDocuments/ResumedesetudesREMEC
CGKM_1710_317.pdf)

mamadou.kalidou.diallo@undp.
org

10/14/2019 1:53:00 PM

Sustainability & National Ownership Quality Rating:  Exemplary

18. Were stakeholders and national partners fully engaged in the decision-making, implementation and monitoring of
the project?

Evidence:

Le projet qui est mis sous la modalité d'exécution na
tionale (NEX), la partie nationale est fortement impli
quée dans la planification, la mise en œuvre et le sui
vi évaluation pour une meilleure  appropriation.

3: Only national systems (i.e., procurement, monitoring, evaluation, etc.) were used to fully implement and
monitor the project. All relevant stakeholders and partners were fully and actively engaged in the process,
playing a lead role in project decision-making, implementation and monitoring. (both must be true)
2: National systems (i.e., procurement, monitoring, evaluation, etc.) were used to implement and monitor the
project (such as country office support or project systems) were also used, if necessary. All relevant
stakeholders and partners were actively engaged in the process, playing an active role in project decision-
making, implementation and monitoring. (both must be true)
1: There was relatively limited or no engagement with national stakeholders and partners in the decision-
making, implementation and/or monitoring of the project.
Not Applicable

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/SituationdeR%C3%A9f%C3%A9renceREMECC-GKM_1710_317.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/ResumedesetudesREMECCGKM_1710_317.pdf
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List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

19. Were there regular monitoring of changes in capacities and performance of institutions and systems relevant to
the project, as needed, and were the implementation arrangements  adjusted according to changes in partner
capacities?

Evidence:

Les capacités des partenaires de mise en œuvre so
nt renforcés régulièrement pour une meilleure appro
priation du projet. Des micro évaluations des parten
aires d’exécution sont tenus pour corriger leurs faibl
esses concernant la maitrise les modalités de mise 
en œuvre (NIM).

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

20. Were the transition and phase-out arrangements were reviewed and adjusted according to progress (including
financial commitment and capacity).

8

3: Changes in capacities and performance of national institutions and systems were assessed/monitored using
clear indicators, rigorous methods of data collection and credible data sources including relevant HACT
assurance activities. Implementation arrangements were formally reviewed and adjusted, if needed, in
agreement with partners according to changes in partner capacities. (all must be true)
2: Aspects of changes in capacities and performance of relevant national institutions and systems were
monitored by the project using indicators and reasonably credible data sources including relevant HACT
assurance activities. Some adjustment was made to implementation arrangements if needed to reflect changes
in partner capacities. (all must be true)
1: Some aspects of changes in capacities and performance of relevant national institutions and systems may
have been monitored by the project, however changes to implementation arrangements have not been
considered. Also select this option if changes in capacities and performance of relevant national institutions and
systems have not been monitored by the project.
Not Applicable

3: The project’s governance mechanism regularly reviewed the project’s sustainability plan, including
arrangements for transition and phase-out, to ensure the project remained on track in meeting the requirements
set out by the plan. The plan was implemented as planned by the end of the project, taking into account any
adjustments made during implementation. (both must be true)
2: There was a review of the project’s sustainability plan, including arrangements for transition and phase-out,
to ensure the project remained on track in meeting the requirements set out by the plan.
1: The project may have had a sustainability plan but there was no review of this strategy after it was
developed. Also select this option if the project did not have a sustainability strategy.

javascript:void(0);
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Evidence:

Les activités sont portées par les services technique
s pour assurer la pérennité du projet. C'est un projet 
de démonstration, les résultats obtenus montrent à s
uffisance qu'une mise à l'échelle dans d'autres zone
s avec plus de domaines d'intervention sont possibl
es si des ressources supplémentaires sontmobilisée
s.

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

QA Summary/Final Project Board Comments

Le projet a réussi à intégrer le changement climatique dans les plans de développement local (PDL), les plans d'inv
estissement annuels (PAI) et les budgets annuels (BCA) de 16 communes de développement rural (CRD). L’acquisit
ion de 9 stations météorologiques automatiques, 16 pluviomètres normalisés et 190 pluviomètres individuels dans le
s villages et les fermes agroforestières soutenus par le projet ont permis de renforcer les capacités de la Direction n
ationale de la météorologie (DNM) à collecter des données météorologiques, à les traiter et à produire des bulletins 
agrométéorologiques, des produits et services d’information climatologique (CIPS) largement diffusés par les radios 
rurales dans les langues locales. Le projet a aussi renforcé les capacités de 3 000 personnes (1% de la population t
otale des communes ciblées contre 1 500 initialement ciblées), sur la gestion des exploitations agroforestières en ta
nt que stratégie d’adaptation face à l’augmentation de la fréquence et de l’intensité des épisodes de sécheresse dan
s la région. Cela inclut la plantation d’arbres fruitiers et d’arbres forestiers dans les parcelles agricoles, l’utilisation de 
fumier naturel, l’installation de ruches, l’élevage de chèvres et de moutons, l’utilisation de l’irrigation au goutte-à-gout
te et l'utilisation de  l’information agrométéorologique dans la gestion des terres, des fermes agroforestières telles qu
e les périodes de semis, d’irrigation, d’application de pesticides naturels, etc. Grâce au projet, des agriculteurs de 19
97 (dont plus de 50% sont des femmes et trois des personnes handicapées) sont engagés dans l’agriculture agrofor
estière et ont vu leur les rendements  augmenté en moyenne de 50% et l'augmentation de leurs revenus en conséq
uence. 


