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Closure Stage Quality Assurance Report

Form Status: Approved

Overall Rating: Satisfactory

Decision:

Portfolio/Project Number: 00110934

Portfolio/Project Title: Prevention of Violent Extremism in Central Asia

Portfolio/Project Date: 2018-03-01 / 2021-03-31

Strategic Quality Rating:  Satisfactory

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

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.
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Evidence:

During implementation of project activities, the proje
ct faced such unforeseen challenge as COVID-19 o
utbreak in March 2020. Due to the pandemic and re
strictions caused (travel etc), it became impossible t
o organise some initiatives offline at national and reg
ional levels (e.g. youth camps and exchanges, regio
nal dialogues, trainings, final evaluation of the projec
t). Despite the challenge and existing opportunities p
rovided by UNDP (ZOOM platform, for example), the 
project managed to transfer the above-mentioned ini
tiatives to the virtual platform. All planned activities h
ave been implemented successfully. 

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 ToC_UNDP_PVE_6718_301 (https://intranet.
undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocument
s/ToC_UNDP_PVE_6718_301.docx)

dana.oraz@undp.org 12/17/2020 12:30:00 PM

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

Evidence:

The project corresponded to SP Output 1.1.2  "Marg
inalised groups, particularly the poor, women, peopl
e with disabilities and displaced are empowered to g
ain universal access to basic services  and financial 
and non-financial assets to build productive capaciti
es and benefit from sustainable livelihoods and jobs 
". Project RRF fully contributed to SP Indicator 1.1.2.
3  "Number of countries with an improved enabling e
nvironment for expansion of decent work and liveliho
ods" .

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/ToC_UNDP_PVE_6718_301.docx
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List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

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?

Evidence:

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
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Project ‘casted the net wide’ by targeting a range of 
youth with different experiences and exposures to e
xclusion and/or radicalisation, while attempting to tail
or the Projects’ activities to specific needs of each gr
oup. A group targeting was being prioritised (arrang
ed by specific groups of youth undergoing similar ex
periences; or mixed groups who could realistically fo
rm and benefit from peer-to-peer support groups; et
c.).  
During implementation of project activities, project st
aff had regular meetings with local authorities, benef
iciaries and stakeholders on the ground to adjust act
ivities according to their needs.  
The Project specifically targeted those communities 
already suffering from violent extremism, or at-risk of 
being influenced by radicalised groups and extremist 
ideologies and narratives. Based on the assessment
s conducted in four countries, the following localities 
were prioritised:  
Kazakhstan: Aktobe oblast (Shubarkuduk, Shalkar, 
Kandyagash) and Karaganda oblast (Zhezkazgan, S
atpayev, Balkhash)  
Kyrgyz Republic: Nariman and Check-Abad in Osh o
blast, Suzak and Bazar-Korgon in DjalalAbad oblast, 
Kara-Balta and Archabeshik in Chui oblast, Balykch
y City in Issyk-Kul oblast, Kochkor, in Naryn oblast, 
Karabura in Talas oblast, and Isfara City in Batken o
blast 
Tajikistan: Khatlon province (Farkhor, J. Balkhi, Qab
odiyon, Shahrituz, Vakhsh, Kulyab), Sughd province 
(Isfara, Spitamen, Khujand), GBAO (Vanj), DRS (Nu
robod, Rudaki, Vahdat) and City of Dushanbe (Ismoi
li Somoni District)  
Turkmenistan: Ashgabat and Tedjen city in Ahal vela
yat, Turkmenabat city in Lebap velayat, Mary city in 
Mary velayat, Turkmenbashy city in Balkan velayat a
nd Dashoguz city in Dashoguz velayat  
Selection of individuals to take part in activities was 
also to be heavily influenced by national authorities 
– entirely so in some countries. At the same time the
re was a need to develop empirical reasoning as to 
why the project was implemented in particular areas 
over others, and to continually assess sensitivity to t
he dangers of stigmatizing communities or individual
s through reaching out to them through the project. 
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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:

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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The project generated knowledge and lessons learn
ed. This information was included as a part of the pr
oject report to the donor.  
The four CO interventions across two output areas 
were complemented by a regional component that b
oth enriches the community-level results (through pr
ovision of regional exchange and other opportunities 
for beneficiaries), and enabled a series of wider pote
ntial positive impacts related to regional cooperation 
and regional awareness and understanding of differ
ent aspects of VE and PVE. The project represented 
an important opportunity for UNDP to demonstrate t
hat the case it has been making for development sol
utions to VE ‘works’ in terms of programming, at a ti
me when potentially expanded opportunities in this a
rea are also under discussion including in Central As
ia. 
Baseline assessment for each community was cond
ucted during the Project implementation. The results 
were shared with project counterparts to inform futur
e policy making, but also with other communities par
ticipating in the sub-regional Project. The efforts was 
made to apply a multi-method approach (micro-narr
atives, experimental, other qualitative and quantitativ
e methods) to generating evidence for the impact of 
the programme. 
Technical Working Groups (TWG) took place on a re
gular basis where all project participating COs discu
ssed the implementation process, challenges and co
llective actions were defined to tackle problems.  

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 PVE_KnowledgeLessonsLearnt_6718_304
(https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QA
FormDocuments/PVE_KnowledgeLessonsLe
arnt_6718_304.pdf)

dana.oraz@undp.org 12/17/2020 12:51:00 PM

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

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/PVE_KnowledgeLessonsLearnt_6718_304.pdf
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Evidence:

The project contributed to transformative changes in 
the sphere of peace and security in project target loc
alities by creating new opportunities for vulnerable y
outh through grants programmes, capacity building t
rainings, Apprenticeships Schemes, etc. The project 
achieved set targets and indicators prescribed by th
e project document. There is definitely a potential to 
scale up the project through Kazakhstan and project 
participating countries covering more cities and villa
ges in the region.  

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

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: 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.

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.
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Evidence:

During the implementation of the project activities, th
e project team has paid close attention for women to 
participate in project activities in the four Central Asi
an countries. Female project beneficiaries have rece
ived equal opportunities alongside with male ones to 
take advantages and benefits from the project activit
ies – apprenticeship programmes, grant schemes, st
rengthening soft and hard skills, etc. 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 AWP_revised_PVE_2020_6718_306 (https://
intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormD
ocuments/AWP_revised_PVE_2020_6718_3
06.pdf)

dana.oraz@undp.org 12/20/2020 6:30:00 PM

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

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/AWP_revised_PVE_2020_6718_306.pdf
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Evidence:

The project team managed and monitored all the ris
ks during implementation of the project activities. Ris
ks have been tracked and updated in the risk log on 
a regular basis. Special attention was paid to politica
l risks - various types of sensitivities that occurred in 
some of participating COs.  
According to the SESP procedure/screening, the pro
ject has been categorized as low risk. 

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

8. Were grievance mechanisms available to project-affected people and were grievances (if any) addressed to
ensure any perceived harm was effectively mitigated?

Evidence:

The project did not have any grievances during impl
ementation of the project activities. Each project loc
ality was represented by project specialists who rem
ained ready to resolve all possible concerns on hum
an rights and gender issues, though such cases did 
not take place during project implementation.  

 

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)
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List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

Management & Monitoring Quality Rating:  Satisfactory

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

Evidence:

M&E plan was implemented on a regular basis to ref
lect and monitor actual project progress and project 
activities such as monitoring visits, project board me
etings, project indicators, etc. 
Additionally, CO Senior Management visited project 
sites as part of monitoring activities.

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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List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

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

Evidence:

The project's governance mechanism operated effec
tively on a regular basis and as planned. The project 
board meetings took place annually to discuss the pr
evious project progress and approve the plan of acti
vities for the upcoming year both by donor and UND
P. 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

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

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.
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Evidence:

The project monitored risks annually. Risk Log in Atl
as has been regularly updated.

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

Efficient Quality Rating:  Satisfactory

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.

Evidence:

Adequate resources have been mobilized to achieve 
intended results. 

 

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.

Yes 
No
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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:

The project inputs have been procured and delivere
d on time to efficiently contribute to results. The proc
urement Plan has been updated regularly. 

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?

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.

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.
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Evidence:

The project monitored the costs on a regular basis t
o ensure value for money for each particular procure
ment case. 

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

Effective Quality Rating:  Highly Satisfactory

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

Evidence:

The Project delivered expected outputs as planned 
and in accordance with the Project Document and A
nnual Work Plans. 

 

Yes 
No
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List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 EN-PVEReport2018-2020_6718_315 (http
s://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/EN-PVEReport2018-2020_671
8_315.pdf)

dana.oraz@undp.org 2/25/2021 5:22:00 AM

2 PVE2020ProcurementPlan_6718_315 (http
s://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/PVE2020ProcurementPlan_67
18_315.pdf)

dana.oraz@undp.org 2/25/2021 5:33:00 AM

3 PVEProject-EvaluationReport_6718_315 (htt
ps://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/PVEProject-EvaluationReport_
6718_315.pdf)

dana.oraz@undp.org 4/14/2021 6:33:00 PM

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?

Evidence:

The Project proceeded with regular reviews of work 
plans so that the project is on track to deliver the pla
nned results. Relevant corrections to the work plans 
have been made.  

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

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.

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/EN-PVEReport2018-2020_6718_315.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/PVE2020ProcurementPlan_6718_315.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/PVEProject-EvaluationReport_6718_315.pdf
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17. Were the targeted groups systematically identified and engaged, prioritizing the marginalized and excluded, to
ensure results were achieved as expected?

Evidence:

The project targeted vulnerable youth aged 18-35 fr
om project selected localities. The target localities h
ave been identified with support of national partners 
- President's Administration and the General Prosec
utor's Office. After identifying project localities, a sco
ping mission has been initiated to better understand 
the needs  and beliefs of the local communities. Duri
ng the project implementation, target groups have b
een directly engaged into project activities as benefi
ciaries receiving opportunities on awareness raising. 
capacity building and employment. 

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

Sustainability & National Ownership Quality Rating:  Satisfactory

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

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:

The project’s stakeholders and national partners hav
e been engaged in decision – making during the proj
ect implementation and monitoring of the project. Th
e project discussed with national partners the conten
t of the activities, jointly prepared for the project eve
nts etc.  

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?

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

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
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Evidence:

In 2019, NGO Kameda went through the micro-asse
ssment process and was selected as a responsible 
parter to implement the Apprenticeship Programme. 
According to the micro-assessment, the overall risk r
ating was identiied as low.  
During the implementation of the initiative, the projec
t team regularly monitored the changes in capacities 
and performance of the NGO. The project activities l
ed to improvement of capacities of the NGO staff, an
d promoted opportunities for project target groups – 
vulnerable youth and front-line service providers. 

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).

Evidence:

The transition and phase – out arrangements have b
een reviewed by the project team. The project jointly 
with national partners reviewed the project's arrange
ments for phase-out. National partner explicitly requ
ested to consider continuation of project activities. S
ubsequently, a project proposal for Phase 2 has bee
n submitted to the donor.  In the meantime, key proj
ect initiatives continued being financed by other don
ors. 

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.
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List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 PVEFinalSCmtgminutes_annex_26.03.21_6
718_320 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Proj
ectQA/QAFormDocuments/PVEFinalSCmtg
minutes_annex_26.03.21_6718_320.pdf)

dana.oraz@undp.org 11/10/2021 1:22:00 PM

QA Summary/Final Project Board Comments

• To consider the project as successfully completed. 
• To transfer the project assets to local authorities and other UNDP projects (Annex 1) in order to provide sustain
ability of the activities implemented within the Project and to support PVE related UNDP projects.  

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/PVEFinalSCmtgminutes_annex_26.03.21_6718_320.pdf

