	PROJECT QA ASSESSMENT: IMPLEMENTATION

	OVERALL PROJECT 
	

	EXEMPLARY

	HIGH

	SATISFACTORY

	NEEDS IMPROVEMENT

	INADEQUATE


	At least four criteria are rated Exemplary, and all criteria are rated High or Exemplary. 
	All criteria are rated Satisfactory or higher, and at least four criteria are rated High or Exemplary 
	At least six criteria are rated Satisfactory or higher, and only one may be rated Needs Improvement. The Principled criterion must be rated Satisfactory or above.  
	At least three criteria are rated Satisfactory or higher, and only four criteria may be rated Needs Improvement.
	One or more criteria are rated Inadequate, or five or more criteria are rated Needs Improvement. 

	DECISION

	· CONTINUE AS PLANNED – the project is of sufficient quality to continue as planned. All management actions must be addressed in a timely manner. 
· TAKE REMEDIAL ACTION – the project has issues that must be addressed, or the project may be suspended. If the Principled criterion is below satisfactory, the project may be suspended if the deficiencies are not addressed.  All management actions must be addressed in a timely manner.
· TAKE URGENT ACTION – the project has significant issues that require urgent management attention, or the project may be cancelled. If the Principled criterion is Inadequate, the project may be cancelled.  

	RATING CRITERIA
Select the option that best reflects the project

	STRATEGIC
	

	1. Is the project pro-actively identifying changes to the external environment and incorporating them into the project strategy? 
· 3: The project team has identified relevant changes in the external environment that may present new opportunities or threats to the project’s ability to achieve its objectives, and the assumptions have been tested to determine if the project’s strategy is still valid. There is evidence that the project board has considered the implications, and documented any changes needed to the project in response. (all must be true)
· 2: The project team has 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 may not have been fully integrated in the project. (both must be true)
· 1: The project team may have considered relevant changes in the external environment since implementation began, but there is no evidence that the project team has considered changes to the project as a result. 
	3
	2

	2. 
	1

	3. 
	Evidence
The project monitors regularly country contextual changes such as floods, cyclones, insecurity, and political volatility and adjusted implementation accordingly. During the rainy and cyclonic season tropical cyclones Chido (Dec. 2024), Dikeledi (Jan. 2025), and Jude (Mar. 2025) disrupted the project implementation, particularly training activities, causing postponements and rescheduling in coordination alignment with INGD. Additionally, upsurge of insecurity in Cabo Delgado and Niassa required 
adjustment of the project pilot districts in coordinated consultation with INGD and KOICA in response to conflict-related mobility restrictions.
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	4. Is the project aligned with the UNDP Strategic Plan? 
· 3: The project responds at least one of the development settings[footnoteRef:1] as specified in the Strategic Plan (SP) and adopts at least one Signature Solution[footnoteRef:2]. and the project’s RRF includes at all the relevant SP output indicators. (all must be true)  [1:  The three development settings in UNDP’s 2018-2021 Strategic Plan are: a) Eradicate poverty in all its forms and dimensions; b) Accelerate structural transformations for sustainable development; and c) Build resilience to shocks and crises]  [2:  The six Signature Solutions of UNDP’s 2018-2021 Strategic Plan are: a) Keeping people out of poverty; b) Strengthen effective, inclusive and accountable governance; c) Enhance national prevention and recovery capacities for resilient societies; d) Promote nature-based solutions for a sustainable planet; e) Close the energy gap; and f) Strengthen gender equality and the empowerment of women and girls.] 

· 2:  The project responds to one of the three areas of development work1 as specified in the Strategic Plan. The project’s RRF includes at least one SP output indicator, if relevant. (both must be true)
· 1: While the project may respond to a partner’s identified need, this need falls outside the UNDP Strategic Plan. Also select this option if none of the relevant SP indicators are included in the RRF. 
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for score of 1. 
	3
	2

	5. 
	1

	6. 
	Evidence
The project is in alignment with the United Nations Sustainable Development Cooperation Framework (UNSDCF) (2022-2026). Outcome 1 aligns with UNSDCF Outcome 1 (access to inclusive, resilient, and gender-responsive social protection and services) and uses the relevant UNSDCF Indicator 1.1.2 (number of strengthened institutions and community actors addressing harmful norms, preventing violence, and improving women's socio-economic assets). Outcome 2 aligns with UNSDCF Outcome 3 (resilience to climate change and disasters)

*ProDoc
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	RELEVANT
	

	3.  Are the project’s targeted groups being systematically engaged, with a priority focus on the discriminated and marginalized, to ensure the project remains relevant for them?
· 3:  Systematic and structured feedback has been collected over the past two years 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 are 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 have been engaged in implementation and monitoring, with a priority focus on the discriminated and marginalized. Beneficiary feedback, which may be anecdotal, has been collected over the past year to ensure the project is addressing local priorities. This information has been used to inform project decision making. (all must be true)
· 1: Some beneficiary feedback may have been collected over the past year, but this information has not been used to inform project decision making. This option is also selected if no beneficiary feedback has been collected.
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
The project target provinces include Cabo-Delgado, Nampula, Niassa, Sofala, and Manica, prioritizing IDPs (affected by both climate-induced disasters and/or conflict) and host communities. Project beneficiaries are actively engaged in the monitoring, and their feedback has been collected to inform decision-making. For example, the project conducted 2 Training of Trainers sessions covering the 5 priority provinces with a total of 76 participants and 5 capacity building training sessions for technical government focal points members of the Technical Council for Disaster Risk Management, with 214 participants. Additionally, beneficiary selection for livelihood kits prioritizes IDPs and host communities. 

*2024 Annual and 2025 Bi-annual report

	4. Is the project generating 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: 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 have been 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, have been 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 have been collected by the project team. There is little or no evidence that this has informed project decision making.
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	5. 
	1

	6. 
	Evidence
knowledge and lessons learned are actively being sought and used to inform project design and implementation. Every capacity building session incorporates an evaluation form that every participant is invited to anonymously respond.  The second Training of Trainers (ToT) session held in Chimoio (June 2025) was reviewed and adjusted to incorporate improvements based on lessons learned from the previous ToT conducted in Pemba (February 2025). Peer discussions and consultations with UNDP stabilization, UNDP Myanmar and UNDP Nigeria were held to review lessons learned from social cohesion interventions.
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	5. Is the project sufficiently at scale, or is there potential to scale up in the future, to meaningfully contribute to development change? 
· 3: There is credible evidence that the project is reaching a 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 is currently not 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 is not at scale, and there are no plans currently to scale up the project in the future.
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
The project supports national-level systems (CENOE, COEs, CTGD) in five provinces: Sofala, Manica, Nampula, Niassa, and Cabo-Delgado. The total number of estimated beneficiaries is 344,278 people. The launch of the Policy and Strategy for Internal Displaced people (PEGDI) action plan provide a comprehensive, country-wide policy framework for managing internal displacement, which is a significant systemic contribution. Additionally, UNDP and KOICA PMC have regular coordination meetings and in one of them discussed the possibility to explore potential synergies between the project's early warning-system work and KOICA’s ongoing "flooding prevention project".
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*PEGDI AP

	PRINCIPLED

	6. Are the project’s measures (through outputs, activities, indicators) to address gender inequalities and empower women relevant and producing the intended effect? If not, evidence-based adjustments and changes have been made. 
· 3: The project team has systematically 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 has 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 has 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. 
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	7. 
	1

	8. 
	Evidence
Gender is an important indicator for the project and indeed integrated through the various project activities and monitoring in line with the project indicators. Furthermore, gender-disaggregated data have been collected and analyzed as ToT in Pemba (17 women out of 40) and in Chimoio (7 out of 36). The capacity building of the technical focal points 62 women has been trained out of 214 participants. The project focus are the communities and priority are youth and women (vocational trainings, livelihood activities)

*Training report 
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	[bookmark: _Hlk500165037]7.  Are social and environmental impacts and risks being successfully managed and monitored? 
· 3:  Social and environmental risks are 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 has been a substantive change to the project or change in context that affects risk levels, the SESP is updated to reflect these changes. (all must be true)
· 2:   Social and environmental risks are 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 is categorized as Low risk through the SESP. 
· 1:  Social and environmental risks have not been tracked in the risk log. For projects categorized as High or Moderate Risk there is no evidence that social and environmental assessments have been completed and/or management plans or measures development, implemented or monitored. There have been substantive changes to the project or changes in the context, but SESP has not been updated. (any may be true)
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence

The project actively tracks social and environmental risks and their impacts. Risks are identified with specific countermeasures. For example, following Tropical Cyclone Chido, UNDP and INGD assessed the stability of project sites and rescheduled and conducted capacity-building training in safe and accessible locations. conflict risks were tracked, including insurgencies in Cabo Delgado, Nampula and Niassa, prompting ongoing coordination with UNDSS and OCHA for safe implementation. Additionally, the Social and Environmental Screening (SES) has been prepared
*2024 Annual and 2025 Bi-annual report
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	[bookmark: _Hlk500165049]8.   Are grievance mechanisms available to project-affected people and are grievances (if any) addressed to ensure any perceived harm is effectively mitigated? 
· 3: Project-affected people have been actively informed of UNDP’s Corporate Accountability Mechanism (SRM/SECU) and how to access it. If the project is categorized as High or Moderate Risk through the SESP, a project -level grievance mechanism is in place and project affected people informed. If grievances have been received, they are effectively addressed in accordance with SRM Guidance. (all must be true)
· 2: Project-affected people have been informed of UNDP’s Corporate Accountability Mechanism and how to access it. If the project is categorized as High Risk through the SESP, a project -level grievance mechanism is in place and project affected people informed. If grievances have been received they are responded to but face challenges in arriving at a resolution.
· 1: Project-affected people not informed of UNDP’s Corporate Accountability Mechanism. If grievances have been received they are not responded to. (any may be true)
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
The INGD has an official “green line” for complains and suggestions box where communities are invited to report. The green line is free-of-charge. Beneficiary feedback can also be channeled to the local authorities. The project target communities and the number of participants in the project activity, such as capacity building, social cohesion activities, were addressed through collaborative selection criteria with INGD
*INGD Brochure for the Green line

	MANAGEMENT & MONITORING

	9. Is the project’s M&E Plan sufficient and adequately implemented? 
· 3: The project has a comprehensive and costed M&E plan. Baselines, targets and milestones are fully populated. Progress data against indicators in the project’s RRF is being 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, including during evaluations and/or After Action Reviews, are used to take corrective actions when necessary. (all must be true)
· 2: The project has a costed M&E Plan, and most baselines and targets are populated. Progress data against indicators in the project’s RRF is collected on a regular basis, although there may be some slippage in following the frequency stated in the Plan and data sources are not always reliable. Any evaluations conducted, if relevant, meet most decentralized evaluation standards. Lessons learned have been captured but may not have been used to take corrective actions yet. (all must be true)
· 1: The project has an M&E Plan, but costs are not clearly planned and budgeted for or are unrealistic. Progress data is not being regularly collected against the indicators in the project’s RRF. Evaluations may not meet decentralized evaluation standards. Lessons learned are rarely captured and used. Select this option also if the project does not have an M&E plan.
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
The project uses a results-based management framework and conducts regular UNDP–INGD meetings to monitor progress. The project developed monitoring and evaluation tools with baseline, target and milestones in line with indicators populated in the ProDoc. The project progress is reported in the bi-annual, annual report and monitoring framework against outputs and outcomes. Gender disaggregated data collection frequency is provided.  Mid-term and final evaluations are planned. 

*2024 Annual and 2025 Bi-annual report
*Monitoring framework

	10. Is project’s governance mechanism (i.e., the project board or equivalent) functioning as intended? 
· 3: The project’s governance mechanism is operating well and is a model for other projects. It has met in the agreed frequency stated in the project document and the minutes of the meetings are on file. There is 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 reviews and uses 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 has met in the agreed frequency and the minutes of the meeting are on file. A project progress report has been submitted to the project board or equivalent at least once in the past year, covering results, risks and opportunities. (both must be true to select this option)
· 1: The project’s governance mechanism has not met in the frequency stated in the project document over the past year and/or the project board or equivalent is not functioning as a decision-making body for the project as intended.
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
Regular coordination and guidance meetings take place between UNDP and INGD, and technical discussions and coordination meetings with KOICA and KOICA HQ are held. The Project Steering Committee Meeting with INGD and KOICA is held annually with the objective of assessing the project's annual accomplishments in 2024 and approved the 2025 Annual Working Plan

*2024 Annual and 2025 Bi-annual report
*PSC minutes

	11. Are risks to the project adequately monitored and managed? 
· 3: The project has actively monitored risks every quarter including consulting with key stakeholders, including security advisors, to identify continuing and emerging risks and to assess if the main assumptions remain valid. There is clear evidence that relevant management plans and mitigating measures are being fully implemented to address each key project risk, and have been updated to reflect the latest risk assessment. (all must be true)
· 2: The project has monitored risks every year, as evidenced by an updated risk log. Some updates have been made to management plans and mitigation measures.
· 1: The risk log has not been updated as required. There may be some evidence that the project has monitored risks (including security risks or incidents) that may affect the project’s achievement of results, but there is no explicit evidence that management actions have been taken to mitigate risks. In the case of a deteriorating security environment, no consultation has occurred with the UNDP Security Office on appropriate measures.
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
Security, climate, programme, and coordination risks are closely monitored in coordination with INGD and OCHA/UNDSS. Climate-induced disaster monitoring includes weather pattern monitoring and regular interactions with provincial INGD offices and other relevant Government institutions involved in the early warning flow of information. Also, risks and challenges such as training costs, taxes/customs on ICT, high LAN/WLAN bids were identified and monitored with mitigation measures such as combined training, ToT model, tax-exemption request, and re-tendering
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	EFFICIENT
	

	12. Adequate resources have been mobilized to achieve intended results. If not, management decisions were taken to adjust expected results in the project’s results framework.
	Yes
(3)
	No
(1)

	13. Are project inputs procured and delivered on time to efficiently contribute to results? 
· 3:  The project has an updated procurement plan. Implementation of the plan is on or ahead of schedule. The project quarterly reviews operational bottlenecks to procuring inputs in a timely manner and addresses them through appropriate management actions. (all must be true)
· 2:  The project has an updated procurement plan. The project annually reviews operational bottlenecks to procuring inputs in a timely manner and addresses them through appropriate management actions. (all must be true)
· 1:  The project does not have an updated procurement plan. The project may or may not have reviewed operational bottlenecks to procuring inputs in a timely manner, however management actions have not been taken to address them. 
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
The project has an updated procurement plan and regularly reviews the bottlenecks in close coordination with the UNDP procurement unit and INGD, to expedite procurement cases in the challenges of security, access to target provinces (inaccessibility due to climate hazards and/or conflict)

*Procurement plan 
*Updated procurement plan 

	14.  Is there regular monitoring and recording of cost efficiencies taking into account the expected quality of results? 
· 3: There is evidence that the project regularly reviews costs against relevant comparators (e.g., other projects or country offices) or industry benchmarks to ensure the project maximizes results that can be delivered with given resources. The project actively coordinates with other relevant ongoing projects and initiatives (UNDP or other) to ensure complementarity and seek efficiencies wherever possible (e.g. joint activities.) (both must be true)
· 2: The project monitors its own costs and gives anecdotal examples of cost efficiencies (e.g., spending less to get the same result,) but there is no systematic analysis of costs and no link to the expected quality of results delivered. The project coordinates activities with other projects to achieve cost efficiency gains.
· 1: There is little or no evidence that the project monitors its own costs and is considering ways to save money beyond following standard procurement rules.

	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
The project monitors its own costs, and cost-saving measures are put in practice to maximize cost efficiency, for example combining trainings at the provincial level and using ToT methodology to reduce training costs as trainees were gathered in the capital cities (Pemba for the Northen participants coming from Nampula, Niassa and Cabo-Delgado Districts). Benchmarks and market assessment for livelihood, emergency preparedness kits, modular office, LAN, internet, and VTC installation were conducted to assess the necessary cost and optimal options for procurement. Additionally, UNDP and KOICA PMC discussed potential synergies with KOICA’s ongoing "flooding prevention project," which involves 27 new hydrological monitoring stations, to assess if this broader system can be applied to the project’s Early Warning System (EWS) component.

*2024 Annual and 2025 Bi-annual report
*TOR of VTC, LAN, Internet and modular office. 


	EFFECTIVE
	

	15. Is the project is on track to deliver its expected outputs?
	Yes
(3)
	No
(1)

	16.  Have there been regular reviews of the work plan to ensure that the project is on track to achieve the desired results, and to inform course corrections if needed? 
· 3:  Quarterly progress data has informed regular reviews of the project work plan to ensure that the activities implemented are most likely to achieve the desired results. There is evidence that data and lessons learned (including from evaluations and/or After Action Reviews) have been used to inform course corrections, as needed. Any necessary budget revisions have been made. (both must be true)
· 2: There has been at least one review of the work plan per year to assess if project activities are on track to achieving the desired development results (i.e., outputs.) There may or may not be evidence that data or lessons learned has been 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 are delivered on time, no link has been made to the delivery of desired development results. Select this option also if no review of the work plan by management has taken place over the past year.
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
The project work plan is developed annually and monitored the progress on a regular basis.  The major outputs, such as PEGDI development, capacity building training, and ICT procurement, are on track. However, infrastructure development at the community level, EWRS, CRD, and database system remain pending in line with the 2025 work plan, mainly due to climate-induced disasters and security challenges. UNDP has consulted with the KOICA HQ delegation regarding a possible one-year no-cost extension of the project to ensure the full delivery of intended project outputs 

*2024 Annual and 2025 Bi-annual report
*Training evaluation report.
*Workplan.

	17. Are targeted groups being systematically identified and engaged, prioritizing the marginalized and excluded, to ensure results are achieved as expected? 
· 3: The project is targeting 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 are being reached as intended. The project has engaged regularly with targeted groups over the past year to assess whether they are benefiting as expected and adjustments were made if necessary to refine targeting. (all must be true)
· 2:  The project is targeting 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 has been some engagement with beneficiaries in the past year to assess whether they are benefiting as expected. (all must be true)
· 1: The project does 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 may have been some engagement with beneficiaries to assess whether they are benefiting as expected, but it has been limited or has not occurred in the past year.
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
The project explicitly targets women and youth in conflict and climate-affected areas. For livelihood and social cohesion activities, the project is primarily focused on Internally Displaced People (IDPs) either affected by climate-induced disasters or conflict. The livelihood kit and beneficiary selection are prioritized for IDPs and host communities, and the emergency preparedness kit beneficiaries are designed for local disaster risk management committees (LDRMCs) at the community level. 
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	SUSTAINABILITY & NATIONAL OWNERSHIP

	18. Are stakeholders and national partners fully engaged in the decision-making, implementation and monitoring of the project? 
· 3: Only national systems (i.e., procurement, monitoring, evaluation, etc.) are used to fully implement and monitor the project. All relevant stakeholders and partners are 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.) are used to implement and monitor the project, but other support (such as country office support or project systems) may also be used if necessary. All relevant stakeholders and partners are fully and actively engaged in the process, playing an active role in project decision-making, implementation and monitoring. (both must be true)  
· 1: There is relatively limited or no engagement with national stakeholders and partners in the decision-making, implementation and/or monitoring of the project. 
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
The project utilizes only national systems for implementation and monitoring, with additional support from the country office as needed. The national partners are fully and actively engaged in decision-making, implementation, and monitoring. High-frequency meetings took place with INGD divisions (DPC, DPM, DARIDAS, CENOE, DICORD) as well other relevant Government institutions. Additionally participatory engagement is always followed to ensure ownership and engagement from all relevant stakeholders. Engagement with KOICA and PMC also facilitates technical exchanges on the project activities.

*2024 Annual and 2025 Bi-annual report
*PSC minutes

	19. There is regular monitoring of changes in capacities and performance of institutions and systems relevant to the project, as needed. The implementation arrangements[footnoteRef:3] have been adjusted according to changes in partner capacities.  [3:  Responsible Parties, Direct Country Office Support (DCOS), MOUs/LOAs] 

· 3: In the past two years, changes in capacities and performance of institutions and systems have been comprehensively assessed/monitored using clear indicators, rigorous methods of data collection and credible data sources including relevant HACT assurance activities. Implementation arrangements have been formally reviewed and adjusted, if needed, in agreement with partners according to changes in partner capacities. (both must be true) 
· 2:  In the past two years, aspects of changes in capacities and performance of relevant national institutions and systems have been monitored by the project using indicators and reasonably credible data sources including relevant HACT assurance activities. Some adjustment has been made to implementation arrangements if needed to reflect changes in partner capacities. (both 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.
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
This is a DIM project, but nevertheless the capacities and performance of key national institutions have been closely monitored. Although a new country government administration was established in 2025 following the presidential election, the structure of INGD, our main counterpart, has remained unchanged. However, INGD’s capacity was weakened, and its assets were damaged due to vandalism during the political unrest. In response, UNDP continues to support INGD’s operations by providing ICT equipment. In addition, the project identified that the INGD COE office in Nampula has insufficient workspace and inadequate security. To address these issues, the project has allocated funds for office rehabilitation.
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	20. The transition and phase-out arrangements are reviewed regularly and adjusted according to progress (including financial commitments and capacity). 
· 3: The project’s governance mechanism has reviewed the project’s sustainability plan, including arrangements for transition and phase-out, to ensure the project is on track in meeting the requirements set out by the plan. The plan has been adjusted according to progress as needed. (both must be true)
· 2: There has been a review of the project’s sustainability plan, including arrangements for transition and phase-out, to ensure the project is on track in meeting the requirements set out by the plan.
· 1: The project may have a sustainability plan, but there has not been a review of this strategy since it was developed. Also select this option if the project does not have a sustainability strategy.
*Note:  Management Action must be taken for a score of 1
	3
	2

	
	1

	
	Evidence
Given the complexity in some project target areas, including climate vulnerability and armed conflict, the project's governance mechanism has regularly discussed with partners on the sustainability and transition plan. All ICT equipment, EWS, and infrastructure will ultimately be handed over to INGD, but no sustainability/transition plan or governance review of phase-out arrangements is documented yet. This discussions should start in the second half of 2026.

*N/A



