


















































I. ANNEXES 

 
1. Project Quality Assurance Report 

 
2. Social and Environmental Screening Template [English][French][Spanish], including additional Social 

and Environmental Assessments or Management Plans as relevant. (NOTE: The SES Screening is not 
required for projects in which UNDP is Administrative Agent only and/or projects comprised solely of 
reports, coordination of events, trainings, workshops, meetings, conferences, preparation of 
communication materials, strengthening capacities of partners to participate in international 
negotiations and conferences, partnership coordination and management of networks, or 
global/regional projects with no country level activities). 

 
3. Risk Analysis. Use the standard Risk Log template. Please refer to the Deliverable Description of the 

Risk Log for instructions 

 
4. Capacity Assessment: Results of capacity assessments of Implementing Partner (including HACT 

Micro Assessment) 

 
5. Project Steering Committee Terms of Reference and TORs of key management positions 

 
6. On-granting Clause 

 

http://www.un.org/sc/committees/1267/aq_sanctions_list.shtml
https://intranet.undp.org/global/documents/ppm/FINAL%20Risk%20Log%20Deliverable%20Description.doc
https://intranet.undp.org/global/documents/ppm/FINAL%20Risk%20Log%20Deliverable%20Description.doc






Annex 1: PQA report 
 
 

Design & Appraisal Stage Quality Assurance Report 

 

 

  

Form Status: Approved 

Overall Rating: Highly Satisfactory 

Decision: Approve: The project is of sufficient quality to continue as planned. Any management actions must be addressed in a timely manner. 

Portfolio/Project Number: 00117198 

Portfolio/Project Title: Strengthening CSOs 

Portfolio/Project Date: 2019-01-01 / 2023-06-30 

 



Strategic Quality Rating:  Exemplary 

1. Does the project specify how it will contribute to higher level change through linkage to the programme’s Theory of Change? 

3: The project is clearly linked to the programme’s theory of change. It has an explicit change pathway that explains how the project will contribute to outcome level change and 

why the project’s strategy will likely lead to this change. This analysis is backed by credible evidence of what works effectively in this context and includes assumptions and risks. 

2: The project is clearly linked to the programme’s theory of change. It has a change pathway that explains how the project will contribute to outcome-level change and why the 

project strategy will likely lead to this change. 

1: The project document may describe in generic terms how the project will contribute to development results, without an explicit link to the programme’s theory of change. 

Evidence: The project has a well-elaborated theory of change, specifying how the expected change will be attained (see 
attachment).  

  

 

List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Modified By Modified On 

1 CSO_TheoryofChange_2083_101  gertie.steukers@undp.org 10/31/2019 9:33:00 AM 
 

2. Is the project aligned with the UNDP Strategic Plan? 

3: The project responds to at least one of the development settings as specified in the Strategic Plan1 and adapts at least 

one Signature Solution2. The project’s RRF includes all the relevant SP output indicators. (all must be true) 

2: The project responds to at least one of the development settings as specified in the Strategic Plan4. The project’s RRF includes at 

least one SP output indicator, if relevant. (both must be true) 

1: The project responds to a partner’s identified need, but this need falls outside of the UNDP Strategic Plan. Also select this option 

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/CSO_TheoryofChange_2083_101.pdf
javascript:void(0);
javascript:void(0);
javascript:void(0);


if none of the relevant SP indicators are included in the RRF. 

Evidence: Areas of alignment: eradicate poverty in all its forms and dimensions, and accelerate 
structural transformations for sustainable development. Signature solution: strengthen 
effective, inclusive and accountable governance. 

  

 

List of Uploaded Documents 

# File 
Name 

Modified 
By 

Modified 
On 

No documents available. 

 

3. Is the project linked to the programme outputs? (i.e., UNDAF Results Group Workplan/CPD, RPD or Strategic Plan IRRF for global projects/strategic interventions not part of a programme) 

Yes 

No 

Evidence: The project is aligned to the 
CPD/UNDAF outputs, and activities are 
part of the joint workplan of the UN 
Results Groups on Transformational 
Governance.  

  

 



List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Modified By Modified On 

No documents available. 

 

Relevant 

4. Do the project target groups leave furthest behind? 

3: The target groups are clearly specified, prioritising discriminated, and marginalized groups left furthest behind, identified through a rigorous process based on evidence. 

2: The target groups are clearly specified, prioritizing groups left furthest behind. 

1: The target groups are not clearly specified. 

Evidence: The project focuses on strengthening capacities of CSOs to advocate for their communities, including the most 
marginalized. Through the micro-grant programme there is a deliberate focus on persons with disabilities, women, 
youth, and the poorest districts of Rwanda.  

 

 

List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Modified By Modified On 

No documents available. 

 



5. Have knowledge, good practices, and past lessons learned of UNDP and others informed the project design? 

3: Knowledge and lessons learned backed by credible evidence from sources such as evaluation, corporate policies/strategies, and/or monitoring have been explicitly used, 

with appropriate referencing, to justify the approach used by the project. 

2: The project design mentions knowledge and lessons learned backed by evidence/sources but have not been used to justify the approach selected. 

1: There is little, or no mention of knowledge and lessons learned informing the project design. Any references made are anecdotal and not backed by evidence. 

Evidence: Yes, the project builds on lessons learnt during the implementation of the first phase of the project, and the 
evaluation of this project. There is a specific section in the project document outlining these lessons.  

 

 

List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Modified By Modified On 

No documents available. 

 

6. Does UNDP have a clear advantage to engage in the role envisioned by the project vis-à-vis national / regional / global partners and other actors? 

3: An analysis has been conducted on the role of other partners in the area where the project intends to work, and credible evidence supports the proposed engagement  

of UNDP and partners through the project, including identification of potential funding partners. It is clear how results achieved by partners will complement the project’s intended  
results and a communication strategy is in place to communicate results and raise visibility vis-à-vis key partners. Options for south-south and triangular cooperation have been considered,  
as appropriate. (all must be true) 

2: Some analysis has been conducted on the role of other partners in the area where the project intends to work, and relatively limited evidence supports the proposed 



 engagement of and division of labour between UNDP and partners through the project, with unclear funding and communications strategies or plans. 

1: No clear analysis has been conducted on the role of other partners in the area that the project intends to work. There is risk that the project overlaps and/or does not  

coordinate with partners’ interventions in this area. Options for south-south and triangular cooperation have not been considered, despite its potential relevance. 

Evidence: Other DPs in Rwanda engage with civil society, however due to corporate requirements they cannot always 
reach the smaller community based CSOs. This UNDP CSO project’s primary focus is therefore on strengthening 
capacities of these community based CSOs. In this regard, UNDP and other DPs complement each other when it comes 
to supporting civil society in Rwanda.  

 

 

List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Modified By Modified On 

No documents available. 

 

Principled Quality Rating:  Highly Satisfactory 

7. Does the project apply a human rights-based approach? 

3: The project is guided by human rights and incorporates the principles of accountability, meaningful participation, and non-discrimination in the project’s strategy. The 

project upholds the relevant international and national laws and standards. Any potential adverse impacts on enjoyment of human rights were rigorously identified and 
assessed as relevant, with appropriate mitigation and management measures incorporated into project design and budget. (all must be true) 

2: The project is guided by human rights by prioritizing accountability, meaningful participation and non-discrimination. Potential adverse impacts on enjoyment of human 

rights were identified and assessed as relevant, and appropriate mitigation and management measures incorporated into the project design and budget. (both must be true) 

1: No evidence that the project is guided by human rights. Limited or no evidence that potential adverse impacts on enjoyment of human rights were considered. 



Evidence: Human rights is a key focus area of the programme and HRBA is mainstreamed in all the activities of the 
programme. The programme supports efforts that prevent all forms of inequalities and exclusion, in particular 
inequalities based on sex, disability, age or geographic location. Through this programme, UNDP also supports the 
domestication of the International Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities 

 

 

List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Modified By Modified On 

No documents available. 

 

8. Does the project use gender analysis in the project design? 

3: A participatory gender analysis has been conducted and results from this gender analysis inform the development challenge, strategy and expected results sections of 

the project document. Outputs and indicators of the results framework include explicit references to gender equality, and specific indicators measure and monitor results to 
ensure women are fully benefitting from the project. (all must be true) 

2: A basic gender analysis has been carried out and results from this analysis are scattered (i.e., fragmented and not consistent) across the development challenge and 

strategy sections of the project document. The results framework may include some gender sensitive outputs and/or activities but gender inequalities are not consistently 
integrated across each output. (all must be true) 

1: The project design may or may not mention information and/or data on the differential impact of the project’s development situation on gender relations, women and 

men, but the gender inequalities have not been clearly identified and reflected in the project document. 

Evidence: Gender concerns are taken into account throughout the programme. The results framework includes specific 
activities on gender, and gender is a cross-cutting issue throughout the implementation framework. In addition, the 
programme builds on the CCA’s gender analysis that portrayed key gender related issues and explained immediate, 

 



underlying and root causes; it is also informed by the UN Gender Strategy. 

 

List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Modified By Modified On 

No documents available. 

 

9. Did the project support the resilience and sustainability of societies and/or ecosystems? 

3: Credible evidence that the project addresses sustainability and resilience dimensions of development challenges, which are integrated in the project strategy and 

design. The project reflects the interconnections between the social, economic and environmental dimensions of sustainable development. Relevant shocks, hazards and 
adverse social and environmental impacts have been identified and rigorously assessed with appropriate management and mitigation measures incorporated into project 
design and budget. (all must be true) 

2: The project design integrates sustainability and resilience dimensions of development challenges. Relevant shocks, hazards and adverse social and environmental 

impacts have been identified and assessed, and relevant management and mitigation measures incorporated into project design and budget. (both must be true) 

1: Sustainability and resilience dimensions and impacts were not adequately considered. 

Evidence: SESP has been duly carried out and is signed by relevant authorities. The project activities have no adverse 
impact on the environment. In the micro-grant programme, it has been emphasized that CSOs need to consider 
environmental impact as a crosscutting issue throughout the implementation of their projects. In addition, Climate 
change and environmental protection is also one of the 11 thematic areas of the micro-grant programme.  

 

 



List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Modified By Modified On 

No documents available. 

 

10. Has the Social and Environmental Screening Procedure (SESP) been conducted to identify potential social and environmental impacts and risks? The SESP is not required for 
projects in which UNDP is Administrative Agent only and/or projects comprised solely of reports, coordination of events, trainings, workshops, meetings, conferences and/or 
communication materials and information dissemination. [if yes, upload the completed checklist. If SESP is not required, provide the reason for the exemption in the evidence 
section.] 

Yes 

No 

SESP not required because project consists solely of (Select all exemption criteria that apply) 

 1: Preparation and dissemination of reports, documents and communication materials   

 2: Organization of an event, workshop, training   

 3: Strengthening capacities of partners to participate in international negotiations and conferences   

 4: Partnership coordination (including UN coordination) and management of networks   

 5: Global/regional projects with no country level activities (e.g. knowledge management, inter-governmental processes)   

 6: UNDP acting as Administrative Agent   

Evidence: The SESP was duly carried out and approved by project stakeholders.    

 



List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Risk Category Risk Requirements Document Status Modified By Modified 
On 

1 PPM_SocialandEnvironmentalScreeningChecklist_CSO_2083_110  Low Human Rights Final gertie.steukers@undp.org 10/31/2019 
9:47:00 AM 

 

Management & Monitoring 

11. Does the project have a strong results framework? 

3: The project’s selection of outputs and activities are at an appropriate level. Outputs are accompanied by SMART, results-oriented indicators that measure the key expected 

development changes, each with credible data sources and populated baselines and targets, including gender sensitive, target group focused, sex-disaggregated indicators where 
appropriate. (all must be true) 

2: The project’s selection of outputs and activities are at an appropriate level. Outputs are accompanied by SMART, results-oriented indicators, but baselines, targets and data 

sources may not yet be fully specified. Some use of target group focused, sex-disaggregated indicators, as appropriate. (all must be true) 

1: The project’s selection of outputs and activities are not at an appropriate level; outputs are not accompanied by SMART, results-oriented indicators that measure the expected 

change and have not been populated with baselines and targets; data sources are not specified, and/or no gender sensitive, sex-disaggregation of indicators. (if any is true) 

Evidence: The Results Framework is clear and contains indicators and targets that allow to measure progress against 
expected results.  

 

 

List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Modified By Modified On 

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/PPM_SocialandEnvironmentalScreeningChecklist_CSO_2083_110.DOCX


1 CSO_ResultsFramework_2083_111  gertie.steukers@undp.org 10/31/2019 10:26:00 AM 
 

12. Is the project’s governance mechanism clearly defined in the project document, including composition of the project board? 

3: The project’s governance mechanism is fully defined. Individuals have been specified for each position in the governance mechanism (especially all members of the project 

board.) Project Board members have agreed on their roles and responsibilities as specified in the terms of reference. The ToR of the project board has been attached to the project 
document. (all must be true) 

2: The project’s governance mechanism is defined; specific institutions are noted as holding key governance roles, but individuals may not have been specified yet. The project 

document lists the most important responsibilities of the project board, project director/manager and quality assurance roles. (all must be true) 

1: The project’s governance mechanism is loosely defined in the project document, only mentioning key roles that will need to be filled at a later date. No information on the 

responsibilities of key positions in the governance mechanism is provided. 

Evidence: Section on implementation and management arrangement is clearly defined. The TORs of the project board 
are part of the project document and define the role and responsibilities of the board members.  

 

 

List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Modified By Modified On 

No documents available. 

 

13. Have the project risks been identified with clear plans stated to manage and mitigate each risk? 

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/CSO_ResultsFramework_2083_111.pdf


3: Project risks related to the achievement of results are fully described in the project risk log, based on comprehensive analysis drawing on the programme’s theory of change, 

Social and Environmental Standards and screening, situation analysis, capacity assessments and other analysis such as funding potential and reputational risk. Risks have been 
identified through a consultative process with key internal and external stakeholders, including consultation with the UNDP Security Office as required. Clear and complete plan in 
place to manage and mitigate each risk, including security risks, reflected in project budgeting and monitoring plans. (both must be true) 

2: Project risks related to the achievement of results are identified in the initial project risk log based on a minimum level of analysis and consultation, with mitigation 

measures identified for each risk. 

1: Some risks may be identified in the initial project risk log, but no evidence of consultation or analysis and no clear risk mitigation measures identified. This option is also 

selected if risks are not clearly identified, no initial risk log is included with the project document and/or no security risk management process has taken place for the project. 

Evidence: A risk analysis was done and is annexed to the programme document 
 

 

List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Modified By Modified On 

1 CSO_RiskLog_2083_113  gertie.steukers@undp.org 10/31/2019 10:30:00 AM 
 

Efficient Quality Rating:  Exemplary 

14. Have specific measures for ensuring cost-efficient use of resources been explicitly mentioned as part of the project design? This can include, for example: 
i) Using the theory of change analysis to explore different options of achieving the maximum results with the resources available. 
ii) Using a portfolio management approach to improve cost effectiveness through synergies with other interventions. 
iii) Through joint operations (e.g., monitoring or procurement) with other partners. 
iv) Sharing resources or coordinating delivery with other projects. 
v) Using innovative approaches and technologies to reduce the cost of service delivery or other types of interventions. 

Yes 

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/CSO_RiskLog_2083_113.pdf


No 

Evidence: A section on Cost Efficiency and Effectiveness is elaborated in the project document. Resource efficiency is 
considered in the project, for example, some of the project staff (coordinator, accountant, driver etc) at the level of the 
IP is shared between two UNDP governance projects. This also helps to create synergies between the two projects.  

  

 

List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Modified By Modified On 

No documents available. 

 

15. Is the budget justified and supported with valid estimates? 

3: The project’s budget is at the activity level with funding sources, and is specified for the duration of the project period in a multi-year budget. Realistic resource mobilisation 

plans are in place to fill unfunded components. Costs are supported with valid estimates using benchmarks from similar projects or activities. Cost implications from inflation and 
foreign exchange exposure have been estimated and incorporated in the budget. Adequate costs for monitoring, evaluation, communications and security have been incorporated. 

2: The project’s budget is at the activity level with funding sources, when possible, and is specified for the duration of the project in a multi-year budget, but no funding plan is in 

place. Costs are supported with valid estimates based on prevailing rates. 

1: The project’s budget is not specified at the activity level, and/or may not be captured in a multi-year budget. 

Evidence: A multi-year budget at activity level is available, with realistic resource mobilization targets. Estimated costs 
are defined using benchmarks from similar project activities. Adequate costs for M&E and communication have been 

  



included.  

 

List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Modified By Modified On 

No documents available. 

 

16. Is the Country Office / Regional Hub / Global Project fully recovering the costs involved with project implementation? 

3: The budget fully covers all project costs that are attributable to the project, including programme management and development effectiveness services related to strategic 

country programme planning, quality assurance, pipeline development, policy advocacy services, finance, procurement, human resources, administration, issuance of contracts, 
security, travel, assets, general services, information and communications based on full costing in accordance with prevailing UNDP policies (i.e., UPL, LPL.) 

2: The budget covers significant project costs that are attributable to the project based on prevailing UNDP policies (i.e., UPL, LPL) as relevant. 

1: The budget does not adequately cover project costs that are attributable to the project, and UNDP is cross-subsidizing the project. 

Evidence: All running and projects costs have been included in the budget.  
 

 

List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Modified By Modified On 



No documents available. 

 

Effective Quality Rating:  Highly Satisfactory 

17. Have targeted groups been engaged in the design of the project? 

3: Credible evidence that all targeted groups, prioritising discriminated and marginalized populations that will be involved in or affected by the project, have been actively 

engaged in the design of the project. The project has an explicit strategy to identify, engage and ensure the meaningful participation of target groups as stakeholders throughout 
the project, including through monitoring and decision-making (e.g., representation on the project board, inclusion in samples for evaluations, etc.) 

2: Some evidence that key targeted groups have been consulted in the design of the project. 

1: No evidence of engagement with targeted groups during project design. 

Not Applicable 

Evidence: One of the marginalized groups strongly supported by the programme are Persons with Disabilities. This 
priority focus was included following prior engagement with Persons with Disabilities through the predecessor 
programme.  

  

 

List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Modified By Modified On 

No documents available. 

 

18. Does the project plan for adaptation and course correction if regular monitoring activities, evaluation, and lesson learned demonstrate there are better approaches to 



achieve the intended results and/or circumstances change during implementation? 

Yes 

No 

Evidence: Following the project's monitoring and evaluation plan, results and project interventions will be monitored 
regularly, allowing for flexibility and adjustments of the project plan.  

  

 

List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Modified By Modified On 

No documents available. 

 

19. The gender marker for all project outputs are scored at GEN2 or GEN3, indicating that gender has been fully mainstreamed into all project outputs at a minimum. 

Yes 

No 

Evidence: Gender concerns are taken into account throughout the programme. The results framework includes specific 
activities on gender, and gender is a cross-cutting issue throughout the implementation framework. In the micro-grant 
programme, it has been emphasized that CSOs need to consider gender equality as a crosscutting issue throughout the 

 



implementation of their projects. In addition, Gender equality is also one of the 11 thematic areas of the micro-grant 
programme.  

 

List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Modified By Modified On 

No documents available. 

 

Sustainability & National Ownership Quality Rating:  Highly Satisfactory 

20. Have national / regional / global partners led, or proactively engaged in, the design of the project? 

3: National partners (or regional/global partners for regional and global projects) have full ownership of the project and led the process of the development of the project 

jointly with UNDP. 

2: The project has been developed by UNDP in close consultation with national / regional / global partners. 

1: The project has been developed by UNDP with limited or no engagement with national partners. 

Evidence: The IP, RGB has been proactively engaged in the design of the project jointly with UNDP.    

 

List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Modified By Modified On 



No documents available. 

 

21. Are key institutions and systems identified, and is there a strategy for strengthening specific / comprehensive capacities based on capacity assessments conducted? 

3: The project has a strategy for strengthening specific capacities of national institutions and/or actors based on a completed capacity assessment. This strategy includes 

an approach to regularly monitor national capacities using clear indicators and rigorous methods of data collection, and adjust the strategy to strengthen national capacities 
accordingly. 

2: A capacity assessment has been completed. There are plans to develop a strategy to strengthen specific capacities of national institutions and/or actors based on the 

results of the capacity assessment. 

1: Capacity assessments have not been carried out. 

Not Applicable 

Evidence: The project is a capacity strengthening programme and has a clear strategy to do so. These include capacities 
of the IP, RGB, as well as capacities of civil society organizations and umbrellas.  

  

 

List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Modified By Modified On 

No documents available. 

 

22. Is there is a clear strategy embedded in the project specifying how the project will use national systems (i.e., procurement, monitoring, evaluations, etc.,) to the extent possible? 



Yes 

No 

Not Applicable 

Evidence: The project will be implemented through the NIM modality. Through the IP, national systems will be used for 
recruitment, procurement, financial management, monitoring, etc.  

  

 

List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Modified By Modified On 

No documents available. 

 

23. Is there a clear transition arrangement / phase-out plan developed with key stakeholders in order to sustain or scale up results (including resource mobilisation and 
communications strategy)? 

Yes 

No 

Evidence: A section on sustainability and scaling up is included in the prodoc. The programme will promote ownership of 
the interventions by national partners to ensure sustainability of the results achieved. In addition, UNDP will support 
RGB to institutionalise/document the programme activities such as CSO capacity assessment, capacity building training, 

  



guidance on reporting and accounting, etc. Resource mobilization targets have been defined.  

 

List of Uploaded Documents 

# File Name Modified By Modified On 

No documents available. 

 

QA Summary/LPAC Comments 

After integration of minor comments and revisions, the LPAC endorsed the CSO project document and recommended it for signature.  

 



Annex 2: SES Report  
 



 



Annex 4: HACT Assessment 



 
Annex 5: ToRs of PSC members 
 

• Meeting regularly to deliberate on the Project’s progress and revising the Quarterly Progress Reports. The Project Steering Committee has a decision-making role within 
the Project and thus will deliver direction and recommendations to ensure that the agreed deliverables are produced satisfactorily in line with the Project Document. This 
also means that the Project Steering Committee can make changes to the project based on the progress reports and recommendations from project staff and partners 
alike;  

• Revising and assessing the detailed Project Plan and AWP, including Atlas reports covering activity definition, quality criteria, issue log, risk log and the monitoring and 
communication plan;  

• Providing overall guidance and direction to the project;  

• Addressing any project-related issues as raised by the Project Manager;  

• Providing guidance and agreeing on possible countermeasures/management actions to address specific risks;  

• Agreeing on the Project Manager’s milestones in the Annual Work Plan and quarterly plans when required;  

• Reviewing Combined Delivery Reports (CDR) prior to certification by the Implementing Partner(s);  

• Reviewing each of the Annual Work Plan upon completion, and approving continuation to the next AWP;  

• Appraising the Project Annual Progress Report, and making recommendations for the next AWP;  

• Providing ad-hoc direction and advice for exceptional situations when tolerances of parties are exceeded;  

• Providing strategic orientation and recommendations to the project manager and implementers;  

• Ensuring full implementation of the project and assuring that all Project deliverables have been produced satisfactorily by the end of the project;  

• Reviewing and approving the final project report, including lessons learnt;  

• Commissioning a project evaluation (based on a consensus by the Project Board). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Annex 6:  
 
On-Granting Provisions Applicable to the Implementing Partner 

 
 

Whereas the Implementing Partner (“IP”) has been selected by UNDP and the Government to undertake grant-making activities under the Agreement in accordance with the 
Project Document (Annex A), the IP agrees to be bound by the following additional provisions:  
 
1. Grant Award Process 

 

1.1 The IP shall be fully accountable for the completion of all grant making activities in accordance with its financial regulations, rules and policies, to the extent that they are 

consistent with UNDP’s grant policies and Financial Regulations and Rules. If they are not consistent, UNDP's grant policies and Financial Regulations and Rules must be 

followed. 

 

1.2 The IP shall conduct an assessment of grant recipient proposal(s) against set selection criteria established in the Project Document or in the call for proposals, and shall 

submit eligible grant proposal(s) to the Project Board or designated grant selection committee for consideration and final selection.  

 

1.3 The IP shall ensure that: 

 
a. the grant award process is organized in a fully transparent manner that guarantees impartiality and equal treatment to all applicants; 

b. all stages of the grant award process are formally documented through standardized checklists and forms; 

c. grants are awarded in accordance with formal rules of procedure, including adequate due diligence policies and processes; 

d. the evaluation process is based solely on the established criteria for eligibility, selection and exclusion as indicated in the call for proposals; 

e. the grant recipient is duly organized and in good standing in its state/country of organization, as well as the eligibility of activities to be carried out with the grant 

award;  

f. all applicants are notified in writing of the grant award outcome; 

g. the grant award decision is made public within a reasonable timeframe following its issuance; 

h. grant funds are channeled transparently and effectively to grant recipients; 

i. no grant is awarded retroactively for activities already started or completed at the time of the application; and  



j. procedures are in place (and set forth in any agreements the IP enters into with grant recipients pursuant to this Agreement) to: 

i. recover grant funds unduly paid, and/or to prevent and address irregularities and fraud by the grant recipient; and 

ii. suspend, reduce or terminate the grant if the grant recipient fails to comply with its obligations. 

1.4 Funding provided by the IP to any individual grant recipient shall not exceed $150,000 per individual grant and $300,000 on a cumulative basis within the same programme 

period. 

 

2. Managing and Monitoring Performance of Grant Recipient(s) 

 
2.1 The IP shall supervise and monitor the grant recipient’s activities and its achievement of specified results pursuant to the grant proposal selected by the Project Board or 

designated grant selection committee, including the schedules set forth therein. 

 
2.2  The IP shall measure the grant recipient’s performance based on results achieved against agreed performance targets in the grant agreement. Performance shall be 

monitored and assessed through the progress narrative and financial reports specified in Section 3 below. 

 

2.3 The IP shall ensure that each deliverable for which a grant recipient is responsible for achieving has an effective performance target against which the grant recipient must 

report periodically and which the IP will monitor through regular reporting, at least on an annual basis.  

 
2.4 UNDP may, during the term of the Agreement, undertake various independent assurance measures (such as spot checks or audits) regarding the IP’s activities that are the 

subject of this Agreement, including monitoring and oversight, as well as independent assurance measures of the Responsible Party (where applicable) and grant recipients’ 

programmatic and financial activities. 

 

3. Reporting and Audit  

3.1 The IP shall have in place its own systems to assess and monitor the grant recipient’s activities and use of grant funds, including reporting and audit requirements.  
 
3.2 The IP shall ensure the timeliness and accuracy of the grant recipient’s reporting in relation to the grant and shall be responsible for the management of the grant 

recipient’s audits. The IP shall determine the frequency of audits of grant recipient(s), evaluate audit quality, and monitor  audit findings and any corrective measures to 
ensure resolution. Notwithstanding the above, UNDP shall have the right to audit or review the IP’s and the grant recipient’s related books and records as it may require. 



3.3 The IP shall consolidate the reporting from grant recipient(s) and submit annual financial and narrative progress reports to UNDP no later than 30 days after the end of 
the year. In the event that the IP engages a Responsible Party to undertake its grant-making obligations and responsibilities (as further described in Section 5 below), the 
IP shall cause the RP to consolidate the annual financial and narrative progress reports from grant recipient(s) and submit the aforementioned to the IP no later than 30 
days after the end of the year. The IP will in turn review and submit the consolidated reports to UNDP no later than 45 days after the end of each year. 

 
3.4 The IP shall provide progress reports (“Performance Reports”) including financial and narrative information, to UNDP at least 30 days before the expected release of the 

next tranche or at least annually within 30 days after the end of each year until the activities have been completed.  In the event disbursement of funds from UNDP to 
the IP is to be made quarterly, Performance Reports should be submitted to UNDP on a quarterly basis. The Performance Reports should include a dated certification by 
the IP’s representative with institutional responsibility for financial reporting. 

3.5 The IP shall ensure that the grant recipient(s) are audited in accordance with the terms of the relevant agreements. Upon request, the IP shall furnish or cause to be 
furnished to UNDP a copy of audit reports of the grant recipient(s). 

 

4. Responsibility of the IP  

 
4.1 The IP shall be solely liable for claims by third parties arising from the grant recipient’s acts and/or omissions in the course of performing activities under the agreement 

entered into with the IP pursuant to this Agreement. UNDP shall assume no responsibility for the actions of grant recipients and shall in no way be held liable for third 

party claims arising therefrom. 

 

 
5. Engagement of a Responsible Party to Undertake the IP’s Grant-Making Responsibilities and Obligations 

In the event that the IP engages a Responsible Party (“RP”) to undertake its grant-making responsibilities, the IP agrees to the following additional provisions: 
 
5.1 In selecting an RP to undertake the grant-making activities, the IP shall use the same capacity assessment process and due diligence standards applied by UNDP to assess 

the IP’s financial and grant management skills prior to signing this Agreement.1 The IP shall select the RP in consultation with the Project Board, as such term is defined in 

the Project Document, and which includes UNDP and the IP. 

 
5.2 The IP shall sign an agreement with the RP, the terms of which shall be subject to, and construed in a manner that is fully in accordance with, all of the provisions of this 

Agreement. The IP shall remain responsible for the acts and omissions of the RP in relation to the on-granting activities as if they were the acts and omissions of the IP.   

 
1 The UNDP Partner’s Capacity Assessment tool is available here - Partner Capacity Assessment. 

 

https://popp.undp.org/UNDP_POPP_DOCUMENT_LIBRARY/Public/Consolidated%20Risk-Based%20Partner%20Capacity%20Assess%20Tool.xlsm


 
5.3 The IP shall ensure that all provisions, commitments and performance standards that apply to the IP in Paragraphs 1 – 3 above shall apply to the RP unless otherwise 

agreed by UNDP. 

 
5.4 The IP shall ensure that each responsibility contracted to the RP has an effective performance indicator against which the RP must report periodically and which the IP 

will monitor through regular reporting and spot-checking, at least on an annual basis.  

 
5.5 Funding provided by the RP to any individual grant recipient shall not exceed $60,000 per individual grant and $120,000 on a cumulative basis within the same 

programme period. 

 
5.6 The disbursement of grant-making funds from UNDP to the IP shall be made quarterly and in arrears upon submission to and acceptance by UNDP of the quarterly 

narrative and financial reports provided in Paragraph 3.4 above.   

 
5.7 Payments from the IP to the RP must be made as Performance-Based Payments and contingent solely upon or subject to the achievement of specific results. The RP shall 

self-finance all or a significant portion of the grant funds necessary to achieve the required measurable results until the pre-agreed performance measures are achieved 

by the RP and the grant recipients, as measured and approved by UNDP.   

 
5.8 The IP shall ensure that the RP is audited in accordance with the terms of the relevant agreements. Upon request, the IP shall furnish or cause to be furnished to UNDP a 

copy of audit reports of the RP. 

 
5.9 Any attempted or purported assignment, delegation or other transfer of obligations of the IP set forth in the above on-granting Provisions shall be void and have no 

effect, except with the prior written consent of UNDP. 

 

 
 
 


