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Closure Stage Quality Assurance Report

Form Status: Approved

Overall Rating: Satisfactory

Decision:

Portfolio/Project Number: 00112789

Portfolio/Project Title: Enhancement of National Prevention Mechanism in Kazakhst

Portfolio/Project Date: 2019-01-01 / 2021-12-31

Strategic Quality Rating:  Exemplary

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.



3/3/22, 10:09 AM Closure Print

https://intranet-apps.undp.org/ProjectQA/Forms/ClosurePrint?fid=10563 2/18

Evidence:

During the 3-year project period the team watched o
ver the changing external environment, also includin
g the challenges riased by COVID-19 pandemic, an
d adjusted annual work plans to respond the change
s and use new opportunities to strengthen the Natio
nal Preventive Mechanism and ensure rights of peo
ple in the closed institutions. 

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 2021AWP_NPM_ENGFINAL_10563_301 (ht
tps://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFo
rmDocuments/2021AWP_NPM_ENGFINAL_
10563_301.pdf)

gulmira.tulesbayeva@undp.org 12/29/2021 2:41:00 PM

2 Minutes_12.02.21_NPM_PBM_engPRI_105
63_301 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Projec
tQA/QAFormDocuments/Minutes_12.02.21_
NPM_PBM_engPRI_10563_301.pdf)

gulmira.tulesbayeva@undp.org 12/29/2021 2:50:00 PM

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

Evidence:

The project responded to SP development setting "A
ccelerate structural transformations for sustainable d
evelopment" and SP Output  2.2.3 "Capacities, funct
ions and financing of rule of law and national human 
rights institutions and systems strengthened to expa
nd access to justice and combat discrimination, with 
a focus on women and other marginalized groups" 

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/2021AWP_NPM_ENGFINAL_10563_301.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/Minutes_12.02.21_NPM_PBM_engPRI_10563_301.pdf
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List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 Актприема-передачиПРООН-ЦНПЧ_ИСНП
Мsigned_10563_302 (https://intranet.undp.or
g/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/Актпр
иема-передачиПРООН-ЦНПЧ_ИСНПМsign
ed_10563_302.pdf)

gulmira.tulesbayeva@undp.org 12/29/2021 7:25:00 PM

Relevant Quality Rating:  Satisfactory

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:

The project targeted groups are NPM particpants th
at visit places of detention and monitor situation with 
human rights in regard to detainees. The recommen
dations of NPM particpants in regard to project imple
mentation process were regularly used and incorrpo
rated in project activities. As an example, NPM parti
cipants advice on incraesed awarenes raising and p
ublications on NPM work has been considered and i
ncluded in the project workplan with engagement of 
media organization for implementaton purposes

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

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/%D0%90%D0%BA%D1%82%D0%BF%D1%80%D0%B8%D0%B5%D0%BC%D0%B0-%D0%BF%D0%B5%D1%80%D0%B5%D0%B4%D0%B0%D1%87%D0%B8%D0%9F%D0%A0%D0%9E%D0%9E%D0%9D-%D0%A6%D0%9D%D0%9F%D0%A7_%D0%98%D0%A1%D0%9D%D0%9F%D0%9Csigned_10563_302.pdf
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List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 ИТОГОВЫЙ_ОТЧЕТ_НПМ_ANT_2020_105
63_303 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Projec
tQA/QAFormDocuments/ИТОГОВЫЙ_ОТЧЕ
Т_НПМ_ANT_2020_10563_303.pdf)

gulmira.tulesbayeva@undp.org 12/29/2021 7:45:00 PM

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:

The project continuously studied external and intern
al sources to assess the relevance of undertaken pr
oject activities, and assess if revision of plans was r
equired. Specifically, pandemic environment pushed 
towards acceleration of online format of the meeting
s of NPM Coordination Council and allowed for reall
ocation of resources from travel expenses to the incr
eased budget of Ombudsman's annual report and N
PM consolidated report preparation 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 NPMConsolidatedreport2020eng_10563_30
4 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/Q
AFormDocuments/NPMConsolidatedreport2
020eng_10563_304.docx)

gulmira.tulesbayeva@undp.org 12/29/2021 7:59:00 PM

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.

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/%D0%98%D0%A2%D0%9E%D0%93%D0%9E%D0%92%D0%AB%D0%99_%D0%9E%D0%A2%D0%A7%D0%95%D0%A2_%D0%9D%D0%9F%D0%9C_ANT_2020_10563_303.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/NPMConsolidatedreport2020eng_10563_304.docx
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5. Was the project sufficiently at scale, or is there potential to scale up in the future, to meaningfully contribute to
development change?

Evidence:

The project was initially planned to ensure sustainab
ility and institutional strengthening of NPM. Elaborati
on of training materials and training of NPM participa
nts scaled up to annual upgrade of skills of NPM par
ticipants representing all regions of the country and 
ensured effectiveness of monitoring visits to the plac
es of detention across the country. 

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 ProjectProgressReport_2021_NPM__10563
_305 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQ
A/QAFormDocuments/ProjectProgressRepor
t_2021_NPM__10563_305.pdf)

gulmira.tulesbayeva@undp.org 1/27/2022 7:39:00 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: 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/ProjectProgressReport_2021_NPM__10563_305.pdf
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Evidence:

The project has monitored activities with gender disa
ggregation, to ensure equal participation of women a
nd men among NPM participants in project activities. 
It also stressed upon improved conditions for convict
ed women with children in prisons based on best int
ernational practices as reflected in the report of Pen
al Reform International. 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 АНАЛИЗ-ОБЗОРподетямвИУ_10563_306
(https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QA
FormDocuments/АНАЛИЗ-ОБЗОРподетямв
ИУ_10563_306.docx)

gulmira.tulesbayeva@undp.org 12/30/2021 4:25:00 AM

2 АНАЛИЗТЮРЕМНЫХЯСЛЕЙмеждународн
ыйопыт_10563_306 (https://intranet.undp.or
g/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/АНАЛ
ИЗТЮРЕМНЫХЯСЛЕЙмеждународныйоп
ыт_10563_306.docx)

gulmira.tulesbayeva@undp.org 12/30/2021 4:23:00 AM

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

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/%D0%90%D0%9D%D0%90%D0%9B%D0%98%D0%97-%D0%9E%D0%91%D0%97%D0%9E%D0%A0%D0%BF%D0%BE%D0%B4%D0%B5%D1%82%D1%8F%D0%BC%D0%B2%D0%98%D0%A3_10563_306.docx
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/%D0%90%D0%9D%D0%90%D0%9B%D0%98%D0%97%D0%A2%D0%AE%D0%A0%D0%95%D0%9C%D0%9D%D0%AB%D0%A5%D0%AF%D0%A1%D0%9B%D0%95%D0%99%D0%BC%D0%B5%D0%B6%D0%B4%D1%83%D0%BD%D0%B0%D1%80%D0%BE%D0%B4%D0%BD%D1%8B%D0%B9%D0%BE%D0%BF%D1%8B%D1%82_10563_306.docx
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Evidence:

Social and environmental risks were assessed as Lo
w at the project design stage. Identified risks were in
cluded in the Project Risk Log and have been regula
rly monitored. 

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 NPM_Annex3_RiskManagement_10563_307
(https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QA
FormDocuments/NPM_Annex3_RiskManage
ment_10563_307.docx)

gulmira.tulesbayeva@undp.org 12/30/2021 4:29:00 AM

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

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)

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)

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/NPM_Annex3_RiskManagement_10563_307.docx
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Evidence:

Project counterparts were informed of UNDP’s Corp
orate Accountability Mechanism and ways to access 
it. There was no necessity to apply it as there were n
o grievances.

 

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:

The project had developed a costed M&E Plan, with 
populated baselines and targets. The project regular
ly provided progress data on RRF indicators and us
ed lessons learned for corrective actions. 

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.



3/3/22, 10:09 AM Closure Print

https://intranet-apps.undp.org/ProjectQA/Forms/ClosurePrint?fid=10563 9/18

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 NPM_MEPlan_10563_309 (https://intranet.u
ndp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/
NPM_MEPlan_10563_309.docx)

gulmira.tulesbayeva@undp.org 1/4/2022 4:14:00 PM

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

Evidence:

There was a developed project governance mechani
sm that operated well and relevant. Project board m
etings were called and conducted depending on proj
ect planning and prioritiy issues, changing environm
ent and need for revision of the project work plan. Pr
oject reporting was supported with regular progess r
eports that reflected project activities and outcomes 
achieved

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.

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/NPM_MEPlan_10563_309.docx
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Evidence:

The project team ensured adequate risk monitoring, 
and discussed the emerging risks with the key proje
ct partners and UNDP management if situations req
uired, also considering COVD-19 restrictions that co
uld affect project activities. Specifically, the issues of 
delivery have been discussed, including on-line form
at of training events, round tables and think tank dis
cussion to support effectiveness of the new modality 
along with the funds disbursements.

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.

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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Evidence:

The project team watched to mobilize adequate reso
urces within the existing funds to respond to project 
priorities in changing environment. As an example, t
he project assisted government partner in reviewing 
the draft law on Ombudsman by Asian Pacific Foru
m of national human rights institutions. The law has 
been successfully passed through the Parliament an
d signed by the President on 30  December 2021.

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 APFAdvicetoCommissionerofNationalCentref
orHumanRightsofKazakhstan-June2021_105
63_312 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Projec
tQA/QAFormDocuments/APFAdvicetoCommi
ssionerofNationalCentreforHumanRightsofKa
zakhstan-June2021_10563_312.docx)

gulmira.tulesbayeva@undp.org 1/4/2022 4:46:00 PM

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

Evidence:

The project had regularly updated procurement plan 
and advised the procurement team if there have bee
n any changes or delays with procurement dependin
g on discussion and approval of TORs by the govern
ment partner.

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.

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/APFAdvicetoCommissionerofNationalCentreforHumanRightsofKazakhstan-June2021_10563_312.docx
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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?

Evidence:

The project regularly compared the costs to maximiz
e project cost effectiveness, also through market an
alysis before annual work planning and procurement 
actions, consulting with similar UNDP and other UN 
agencies' projects. As an example, on-line lectures 
on human rights for students and NGOs were delive
red without the costs upon agreement with human ri
ght experts and OHCHR staff on a volutary basis.

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 Концепцияонлайнтренингов_10563_314 (ht
tps://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFo
rmDocuments/Концепцияонлайнтренингов
_10563_314.docx)

gulmira.tulesbayeva@undp.org 1/4/2022 5:01:00 PM

2 Программавебинаров_правачеловека_ПР
ООН_НЦПЧ_10563_314 (https://intranet.un
dp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/
Программавебинаров_правачеловека_ПР
ООН_НЦПЧ_10563_314.docx)

gulmira.tulesbayeva@undp.org 1/4/2022 5:01:00 PM

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.

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/%D0%9A%D0%BE%D0%BD%D1%86%D0%B5%D0%BF%D1%86%D0%B8%D1%8F%D0%BE%D0%BD%D0%BB%D0%B0%D0%B9%D0%BD%D1%82%D1%80%D0%B5%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BD%D0%B3%D0%BE%D0%B2_10563_314.docx
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/%D0%9F%D1%80%D0%BE%D0%B3%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%BC%D0%BC%D0%B0%D0%B2%D0%B5%D0%B1%D0%B8%D0%BD%D0%B0%D1%80%D0%BE%D0%B2_%D0%BF%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B2%D0%B0%D1%87%D0%B5%D0%BB%D0%BE%D0%B2%D0%B5%D0%BA%D0%B0_%D0%9F%D0%A0%D0%9E%D0%9E%D0%9D_%D0%9D%D0%A6%D0%9F%D0%A7_10563_314.docx
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Effective Quality Rating:  Satisfactory

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

Evidence:

The project was always on track and delivered expe
cted outputs despite the changing environment and r
estrictions associated with COVID-19 (changes in th
e government, on-line format of project events, natio
nal currency depreciation)

 

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?

Yes 
No

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.
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Evidence:

There were budget revisions during the year to adju
st the course changes and review the work plan bas
ed on policy priorities. In 2021 the work plan was rev
ised to cancel development of methodological guida
nce for NPM participants due to availability of on-line 
guidance and to increase the budget for preparation 
of analytical reports on work of NPM and Ombudsm
an. 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 ПРООН_Протокол_пересмотрмероприяти
йENG_2021_10563_316 (https://intranet.und
p.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/П
РООН_Протокол_пересмотрмероприяти
йENG_2021_10563_316.pdf)

gulmira.tulesbayeva@undp.org 1/4/2022 7:05:00 PM

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

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

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/%D0%9F%D0%A0%D0%9E%D0%9E%D0%9D_%D0%9F%D1%80%D0%BE%D1%82%D0%BE%D0%BA%D0%BE%D0%BB_%D0%BF%D0%B5%D1%80%D0%B5%D1%81%D0%BC%D0%BE%D1%82%D1%80%D0%BC%D0%B5%D1%80%D0%BE%D0%BF%D1%80%D0%B8%D1%8F%D1%82%D0%B8%D0%B8%CC%86ENG_2021_10563_316.pdf
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Evidence:

The project regularly engaged with the targeted grou
ps including the regional representatives of NPM to 
discuss training needs and areas of improving their 
monitoring skills, including their capacity in using the 
digital Information Platform that UNDP developed for 
NPM participants' data storage, reporting and analys
is.

 

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?

Evidence:

National stakeholders were engaged in project imple
mentation process, and played an active role in form
ulation of annual work plans, project concept docum
ents, training agenda, and terms of reference.

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
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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:

The project ensured monitoring over the government 
and SCO institutions' capacity and provided required 
adjustments depending on specific needs. In particul
ar, with the start of COVID19 and quarantine restricti
ons the project advised the partners on importance 
of continuation of NPM monitoring of detention place
s and assisted with arranging online meetings of NP
M Coordination Council and and interviewing of deta
inees.

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 SPTAdviceStatePartiesCoronavirusPandemi
c2020_10563_319 (https://intranet.undp.org/
apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/SPTAdv
iceStatePartiesCoronavirusPandemic2020_1
0563_319.pdf)

gulmira.tulesbayeva@undp.org 2/8/2022 4:59:00 AM

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

javascript:void(0);
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/SPTAdviceStatePartiesCoronavirusPandemic2020_10563_319.pdf
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20. Were the transition and phase-out arrangements were reviewed and adjusted according to progress (including
financial commitment and capacity).

Evidence:

The project’s governance mechanism allowed for re
viewing the project’s sustainability plan and arrange
ments for transition and phase-out. The phase-out w
as implemented as planned by the end of the projec
t, including the transfer of project developed training 
materials, handing over digital Information System fo
r NPM participants, passing all links to awareness ra
ising publications.

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 Minutes_final2022_NPM_PBM_eng_10563_
320 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQ
A/QAFormDocuments/Minutes_final2022_N
PM_PBM_eng_10563_320.docx)

gulmira.tulesbayeva@undp.org 2/8/2022 5:19:00 AM

QA Summary/Final Project Board Comments

All project deliverables have been produced satisfactorily. Project meets UNDP quality standards. The final Project B
oard was conducted with overview of project results including legislative changes in human rights area, enhanced ca
pacity of NPM participants, increased awareness of citizens of importance of NPM work and prevention of torture in t
he closed institutions, development of NPM digital platform/Information System, UNDP and National Human Rights 
Center agreed on continuing partnership focused at ensuring human rights standards in Kazakhstan, also through ini
tiation of a new tied grant proposal to support Ombudsman's institution at national and regional levels.

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.

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/Minutes_final2022_NPM_PBM_eng_10563_320.docx
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