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Closure Stage Quality Assurance Report

Form Status: Approved

Overall Rating: Highly Satisfactory

Decision:

Portfolio/Project Number: 00060499

Portfolio/Project Title: Justice and Security Trust Fund

Portfolio/Project Date: 2010-01-01 / 2022-03-31

Strategic Quality Rating:  Exemplary

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

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:

The project pro-actively identified changes and incor
porated them into the project strategy. For instance, 
in the wake of UNMIL draw down and GOL/ UNMIL 
Transition Plan, thirteen (13) capacity building projec
ts were identified as priorities by the Justice and Sec
urity Institutions which the Donor, Sida agreed to fun
d. (See Page 3, JSTF Board Meeting Minute June 2
3, 2015, Page 3; JSTF Board Meeting Minutes Octo
ber 2, 2015, Page 5). 

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 MinutesforJune232015BoardMeeting_6598_
301 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQ
A/QAFormDocuments/MinutesforJune23201
5BoardMeeting_6598_301.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/14/2020 1:17:00 PM

2 JSTFBoardMeetingminutesOct2-2015_6598
_301 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQ
A/QAFormDocuments/JSTFBoardMeetingmi
nutesOct2-2015_6598_301.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/14/2020 1:22:00 PM

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

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/MinutesforJune232015BoardMeeting_6598_301.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/JSTFBoardMeetingminutesOct2-2015_6598_301.pdf
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Evidence:

Yes, the project was aligned with the thematic focus 
of the strategic plan. The project supported the strat
egic reconstruction and development of the justice a
nd security institutions of the Government of Liberia 
within the framework of the Poverty Reduction Strat
egy (PRS);  the Government’s Agenda for Transform
ation (AfT);  and the Government/UNMIL Transition 
Plan. The project was also aligned with the United N
ations Development Assistance Framework (UNDA
F) and the Country Programme Action Plan (CPAP). 
In addition, the Program was also aligned with the Li
beria Peacebuilding Priority Plan. (Project Documen
t, Page 4; AWP 2015, Page 2; AWP 2016

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 JSTFProjectDocument_6598_302 (https://intr
anet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocu
ments/JSTFProjectDocument_6598_302.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/14/2020 2:07:00 PM

2 JSTFAWPfor2015Signed_6598_302 (https://i
ntranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDo
cuments/JSTFAWPfor2015Signed_6598_30
2.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/14/2020 2:16:00 PM

3 JSTFAWPfor2016Signed_6598_302 (https://i
ntranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDo
cuments/JSTFAWPfor2016Signed_6598_30
2.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/14/2020 2:17:00 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?

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/JSTFProjectDocument_6598_302.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/JSTFAWPfor2015Signed_6598_302.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/JSTFAWPfor2016Signed_6598_302.pdf
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Evidence:

Yes, the projects targeted groups were systematicall
y identified and engaged. For instance, there were r
egular board meetings held and changes were mad
e where necessary to ensure the project remained r
elevant. Moreover, members of the project’s board c
omposed of beneficiaries of the project. (See Board 
Meeting Minutes, Project Documents, Perception Su
rvey Reports) 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 JusticeSecurityPublicPerceptionSurveyBong
LofaNimbacountiesLiberia2014_finalreport_6
598_303 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Proj
ectQA/QAFormDocuments/JusticeSecurityP
ublicPerceptionSurveyBongLofaNimbacounti
esLiberia2014_finalreport_6598_303.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/14/2020 3:14:00 PM

2 JusticeandSecurityPublicPerceptionSurveyS
outh-EastLiberia2013FinalReport_6598_303
(https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QA
FormDocuments/JusticeandSecurityPublicPe
rceptionSurveySouth-EastLiberia2013FinalR
eport_6598_303.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/14/2020 3:24:00 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?

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/JusticeSecurityPublicPerceptionSurveyBongLofaNimbacountiesLiberia2014_finalreport_6598_303.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/JusticeandSecurityPublicPerceptionSurveySouth-EastLiberia2013FinalReport_6598_303.pdf
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Evidence:

Yes, the project generated knowledge and lessons l
earned as evidenced from the various Board and Se
ctor Finance Committee (SFC) Meetings. The result 
from those meetings led to the realignment of the pr
oject's activities which made the project remained re
levance. (See Board and SFC Meeting Minutes)

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 LessonLearnedWorkshopReport_6598_304
(https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QA
FormDocuments/LessonLearnedWorkshopR
eport_6598_304.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/14/2020 3:02:00 PM

2 SFCMinutesAugust52015_6598_304 (https://
intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormD
ocuments/SFCMinutesAugust52015_6598_3
04.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/14/2020 3:51:00 PM

3 SFCMeetingMinutesAugust102015_6598_30
4 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/Q
AFormDocuments/SFCMeetingMinutesAugu
st102015_6598_304.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/14/2020 3:52:00 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: 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/LessonLearnedWorkshopReport_6598_304.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/SFCMinutesAugust52015_6598_304.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/SFCMeetingMinutesAugust102015_6598_304.pdf
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Evidence:

The project was sufficiently at scale that made mean
ingful contribution to development change. There is 
credible evidence that the project reached sufficient 
number of beneficiaries as shown in the reports to th
e donors (See Donors Reports). 

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 IrishFinalReport2011-2012Part1November22
2012_6598_305 (https://intranet.undp.org/ap
ps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/IrishFinalR
eport2011-2012Part1November222012_659
8_305.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/14/2020 5:03:00 PM

2 IrishFinalReport2011-2012Part2November22
2012_6598_305 (https://intranet.undp.org/ap
ps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/IrishFinalR
eport2011-2012Part2November222012_659
8_305.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/14/2020 5:03:00 PM

3 FinalReporttotheGovernmentofJapan2011-20
12_6598_305 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/
ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/FinalReportto
theGovernmentofJapan2011-2012_6598_30
5.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/14/2020 4:30:00 PM

4 JSTSidaAnnualReport2014_6598_305 (http
s://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/JSTSidaAnnualReport2014_65
98_305.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/14/2020 4:32:00 PM

5 JSTFAnnualReport2015-Jan-Dec_6598_305
(https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QA
FormDocuments/JSTFAnnualReport2015-Ja
n-Dec_6598_305.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/14/2020 4:33:00 PM

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/IrishFinalReport2011-2012Part1November222012_6598_305.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/IrishFinalReport2011-2012Part2November222012_6598_305.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/FinalReporttotheGovernmentofJapan2011-2012_6598_305.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/JSTSidaAnnualReport2014_6598_305.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/JSTFAnnualReport2015-Jan-Dec_6598_305.pdf
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6 JSTFAUSAIDFinalReport_6598_305 (https://i
ntranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDo
cuments/JSTFAUSAIDFinalReport_6598_30
5.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/14/2020 4:35:00 PM

7 JSTFSida2016AnnualReportFinal_6598_305
(https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QA
FormDocuments/JSTFSida2016AnnualRepo
rtFinal_6598_305.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/14/2020 4:36:00 PM

8 JSTFSIDAReportfor2013_6598_305 (https://i
ntranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDo
cuments/JSTFSIDAReportfor2013_6598_30
5.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/14/2020 4:37:00 PM

9 SIDAAnnualReportfor2011-2012_6598_305
(https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QA
FormDocuments/SIDAAnnualReportfor2011-
2012_6598_305.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/14/2020 4:39:00 PM

Principled Quality Rating:  Exemplary

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.

Evidence:

The project gathered data and evidence to address 
gender issues and women empowerment (See SGB
V Baseline Report, Donor Reports)

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/JSTFAUSAIDFinalReport_6598_305.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/JSTFSida2016AnnualReportFinal_6598_305.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/JSTFSIDAReportfor2013_6598_305.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/SIDAAnnualReportfor2011-2012_6598_305.pdf
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List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 BaselineStudyReport2015_6598_306 (http
s://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/BaselineStudyReport2015_659
8_306.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/14/2020 5:16:00 PM

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

Evidence:

Yes, the project identified low capital investment cap
acity of national institutions as the main rationale for 
the critically important complementary support role o
f UNDP and international donors during the initial ye
ars of the state- building process (See Project Docu
ment, Page 6; Donors Reports).

 

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?

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/BaselineStudyReport2015_6598_306.pdf


3/4/22, 6:43 PM Closure Print

https://intranet-apps.undp.org/ProjectQA/Forms/ClosurePrint?fid=6598 9/21

Evidence:

Yes. During the Programme Board Meetings, in addi
tion to reporting on progress made; results achieve; 
and challenges and lessons learned during program
me implementation, discussion around grievances b
y project-affected people, if any, were also held and 
a way forward sought to ensure programme implem
entation was on track. (See Board Meeting Minutes)

 

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

1 ApprovedBoardMinutes31January2014_659
8_308 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Project
QA/QAFormDocuments/ApprovedBoardMinu
tes31January2014_6598_308.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/15/2020 9:38:00 AM

2 ApprovedMinutes28March2014_6598_308 (h
ttps://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAF
ormDocuments/ApprovedMinutes28March20
14_6598_308.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/15/2020 9:39:00 AM

3 ApprovedMinutes09May2014_6598_308 (htt
ps://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/ApprovedMinutes09May2014_
6598_308.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/15/2020 9:41:00 AM

4 ApprovedMinutes16Jan15.150515_6598_30
8 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/Q
AFormDocuments/ApprovedMinutes16Jan1
5.150515_6598_308.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/15/2020 9:43:00 AM

5 MInutesforMay152015BoardMeeting_6598_3
08 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/
QAFormDocuments/MInutesforMay152015B
oardMeeting_6598_308.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/15/2020 9:58:00 AM

6 MinutesforJune232015BoardMeeting_6598_
308 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQ
A/QAFormDocuments/MinutesforJune23201
5BoardMeeting_6598_308.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/15/2020 9:59:00 AM

7 MinutesforOctober192015BoardMeeting_659
8_308 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Project
QA/QAFormDocuments/MinutesforOctober1
92015BoardMeeting_6598_308.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/15/2020 10:01:00 AM

Management & Monitoring Quality Rating:  Exemplary

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

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/ApprovedBoardMinutes31January2014_6598_308.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/ApprovedMinutes28March2014_6598_308.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/ApprovedMinutes09May2014_6598_308.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/ApprovedMinutes16Jan15.150515_6598_308.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/MInutesforMay152015BoardMeeting_6598_308.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/MinutesforJune232015BoardMeeting_6598_308.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/MinutesforOctober192015BoardMeeting_6598_308.pdf
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Evidence:

During the inception period of implementation of the 
programme's approved projects, a monitoring table 
was created that elaborated a set of indicators which 
were measured on a quarterly basis based on outpu
ts and activities (substantive and financial) which fed 
the quarterly report to the Project Outcome Board. In 
addition, UN and MoJ exercised its monitoring/advisi
ng agent function over each program/project compo
nent. Furthermore, in  2015 and  2016, M&E Plans 
were developed  to support oversight functions with t
he timely collection and analysis of data for internal 
performance assessments and the substantive repor
ting on results (See Project Document, Page 8, M&E 
Plan 2015, M&E Plan 2016, BTORs, Monitoring Rep
orts).

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

1 JSTFMEplan-2015-hub1_6598_309 (https://i
ntranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDo
cuments/JSTFMEplan-2015-hub1_6598_30
9.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/15/2020 12:00:00 PM

2 2016JSTFMEPlan_6598_309 (https://intrane
t.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocume
nts/2016JSTFMEPlan_6598_309.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/15/2020 12:01:00 PM

3 JointOutcomeMonitoringReportJSPandReco
ncilliation_6598_309 (https://intranet.undp.or
g/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/Joint
OutcomeMonitoringReportJSPandReconcillia
tion_6598_309.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/15/2020 12:01:00 PM

4 BTOR13-21Nov2015jstf_6598_309 (https://in
tranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDoc
uments/BTOR13-21Nov2015jstf_6598_309.p
df)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/15/2020 12:02:00 PM

5 BTOR22-24Oct2015jstf_6598_309 (https://int
ranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDoc
uments/BTOR22-24Oct2015jstf_6598_309.p
df)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/15/2020 12:02:00 PM

6 BTOR-JSTandLTM30May-2June2016_6598_
309 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQ
A/QAFormDocuments/BTOR-JSTandLTM30
May-2June2016_6598_309.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/15/2020 12:03:00 PM

7 BTOR19Jun-03Jul2016_6598_309 (https://in
tranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDoc
uments/BTOR19Jun-03Jul2016_6598_309.p
df)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/15/2020 12:03:00 PM

8 BTOR-JSPandLTM29May-4June2016_6598
_309 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQ
A/QAFormDocuments/BTOR-JSPandLTM29
May-4June2016_6598_309.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/15/2020 12:09:00 PM

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

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/JSTFMEplan-2015-hub1_6598_309.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/2016JSTFMEPlan_6598_309.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/JointOutcomeMonitoringReportJSPandReconcilliation_6598_309.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/BTOR13-21Nov2015jstf_6598_309.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/BTOR22-24Oct2015jstf_6598_309.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/BTOR-JSTandLTM30May-2June2016_6598_309.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/BTOR19Jun-03Jul2016_6598_309.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/BTOR-JSPandLTM29May-4June2016_6598_309.pdf
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Evidence:

Yes. To provide overall gradience for implementation 
of the programme, a Project Outcome Board (POB) 
was established with representatives of all the main 
stakeholders which included MoJ, DSRSG (RoL), Th
e Judiciary, LNP, BIN, BCR, MPEA, MF, UNPOL Co
mmissioner, UNDP, three representatives of develop
ment partners, and other observers (See Project Do
cument, Page 5; Board Meeting Minutes)

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.

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.
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Evidence:

Yes. In addition to the programme highlighting the ri
sks and management in the various reports submitte
d to the donors, the programme actively monitored a
nd managed the risks and updated in ATLAS during 
every quarter (See ATLAS, Donors Reports).

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

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.

Evidence:

Yes. Initially, between 2010 to 2011, approximately 
9.9 million was mobilized to establish the Justice an
d Security Trust Fund. In 2015,  as a result of GOL/ 
UNMIL Transition Plan, thirteen (13) capacity buildin
g projects were identified as priorities by the Justice 
and Security Institutions which the Donor, Sida agre
ed to fund and thereby provided additional fund ( (S
ee ATLAS, Board Meeting October 2, 2015)

 

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:

Yes. The programme developed and submitted proc
urement plans to the Procurement Unit for timely im
plementation (See JSTF Procurement Plan 2015, JS
TF Procurement Plan 2016).

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 JSTF-2015procurementplan_6598_313 (http
s://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/JSTF-2015procurementplan_6
598_313.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/15/2020 2:06:00 PM

2 JSTF-2016procurementplan_6598_313 (http
s://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/JSTF-2016procurementplan_6
598_313.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/15/2020 2:07:00 PM

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.

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/JSTF-2015procurementplan_6598_313.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/JSTF-2016procurementplan_6598_313.pdf
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Evidence:

Yes. For the acquisition of goods and/or services, Th
e Procurement Unit used the applicable procuremen
t process to ensure best value for money using the p
rogramme's procurement plans as guide (See Procu
rement Plans).

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

Effective Quality Rating:  Satisfactory

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

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:

The project was on track and delivered its expected 
outputs as evidenced in the donors reports which hi
ghlighted achievements and results from 2011 to 20
15. However, as a result of the realignment of projec
t activities due to GOL/UNMIL Transition Plan, a no-
cost extension was sought and approved to complet
e outstanding activities (See Donors Reports, No-Co
st Extension Request).

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 JSTFNo-CostExtensionLetter_6598_315 (htt
ps://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/JSTFNo-CostExtensionLetter_
6598_315.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/15/2020 4:29:00 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:

Yes. Due to GOL/UNMIL Transition Plan, during one 
of the board meetings, the board approved the realig
nment of the programme activities as priorities for th
e beneficiaries. (See Board meeting minutes) 

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/JSTFNo-CostExtensionLetter_6598_315.pdf
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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?

Evidence:

Yes. the targeted groups for the project were system
atically engaged which contributed to the achieveme
nt of results as evidenced by the perception survey, 
Board Meetings, and Donor Reports. 

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

Sustainability & National Ownership Quality Rating:  Satisfactory

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

Evidence:

Yes. All relevant stakeholders and partners were full
y and actively involved in the decision-making, imple
mentation and monitoring of the Programme. This is 
evidenced by the development of the AWPs and thei
r approvals by the national partners during the Progr
amme Board Meetings during which time decisions 
were made and monitoring visits carried out during t
he Programme's implementation (See AWPs, Projec
t Document, Monitoring Reports, BTORs, SFC Meeti
ngs, Board Meeting Minutes).

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

javascript:void(0);
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Evidence:

Yes. Micro-Assessments were carried out on the Pro
gramme's national partners in 2016. As a result, so
me changes were made to implementation arrange
ments where applicable (See Micro-Assessment Re
ports for MOJ, Judiciary).

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 MOJ2016MicroAssessmentReport_6598_31
9 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/Q
AFormDocuments/MOJ2016MicroAssessme
ntReport_6598_319.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/16/2020 8:04:00 AM

2 Judiciary2016MicroAssessmentReport_6598
_319 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQ
A/QAFormDocuments/Judiciary2016MicroAs
sessmentReport_6598_319.pdf)

emmanuel.kollie@undp.org 12/16/2020 8:05:00 AM

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

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.

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/MOJ2016MicroAssessmentReport_6598_319.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/Judiciary2016MicroAssessmentReport_6598_319.pdf
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Evidence:

Yes. The project document provided a pointer on the 
Programme's sustainability plan, including arrangem
ents for transition and phase-out which was discuss
ed during board meetings. (See Project Document, 
Page 6, Board Meeting Minutes)

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

QA Summary/Final Project Board Comments


