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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 to the ext
ernal environment and incorporated them into the pr
oject strategy. Changes in the external environment

during project implementation was identified and sha
red with the project board. These points were discus
sed on a periodic basis and were reflected to the pro
ject final report. Depending on the reactions of the e

xternal environment the project strategy was adjuste
d.

To give a few examples, when the project started it
was a GEN2 project with some emphasis on wome
n's empowerment. In dialogue with Bar Association
s, that focus increased which led to a more dedicate
d project for catering legal aid services for women. T
he second phase is a GEN3 project. Another exampl
e is the performance criteria. At the start of the proje
ct, the expectation was that these criteria would be a
dopted by Bars without resistance. However, it turne
d out that they did not want to be evaluated accordin
g to criteria of not their choosing. So a better commu
nication plan was put in place all the while not pushi
ng the adoption too hard. These are just some exam
ples of the project adapting to realities on the groun
d.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 SILAI-FinalReport_1531_301 (https://intrane  orhun.yurtvermez@undp.org 10/4/2019 2:16:00 PM
t.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocume
nts/SILAI-FinalReport_1531_301.doc)

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.
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Evidence:

The project was aligned with thematic focus of the U
NDP Strategic Plan (2014 - 2017) which was:

Outcome 3: Countries have strengthened institutions
to progressively deliver universal access to basic ser

vices

Output 3.4. Functions, financing and capacity of rul
e of law institutions enabled, including to improve ac
cess to justice and redress

The details of the RRF could be found in the attache
d project document.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On
1 ProDocLegalAid20July2015_1531_302 (http orhun.yurtvermez@undp.org 10/4/2019 2:24:00 PM
s://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/ProDocLegalAid20July2015_1
531_302.doc)
Relevant Quality Rating: Highly Satisfactory

3. Were the project’s targeted groups systematically identified and engaged, with a priority focus on the
discriminated and marginalized, to ensure the project remained relevant for them?

3: Systematic and structured feedback was collected over the project duration from a representative sample of
beneficiaries, with a priority focus on the discriminated and marginalized, as part of the project’s monitoring
system. Representatives from the targeted groups were active members of the project’s governance
mechanism (i.e., the project board or equivalent) and there is credible evidence that their feedback informs
project decision making. (all must be true)

2: Targeted groups were engaged in implementation and monitoring, with a priority focus on the discriminated
and marginalized. Beneficiary feedback, which may be anecdotal, was collected regularly to ensure the project
addressed local priorities. This information was used to inform project decision making. (all must be true to
select this option)

1: Some beneficiary feedback may have been collected, but this information did not inform project decision
making. This option should also be selected if no beneficiary feedback was collected

Not Applicable
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Evidence:

Project's targeted groups was systematically identifi
ed and engaged during implementation. In compone
nt 2, the problems of targeted groups were examine
d and legal practitioners were provided with training
for capacity development. Also in component 5, refu
gees rights were exercised and assessments were
made for ensuring better access to justice for refuge
es. However, it has to be stated that the first point of
contact in acquiring information related to refugees
were lawyers who had contact with marginalized gro
ups. So the information is indirect. However this was
compensated during the preparations of the second
phase where NGOs were directly contacted and con
sulted.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

4. Did the project generate knowledge, and lessons learned (i.e., what has worked and what has not) and has this
knowledge informed management decisions to ensure the continued relevance of the project towards its stated
objectives, the quality of its outputs and the management of risk?

® 3: Knowledge and lessons learned from internal or external sources (gained, for example, from Peer Assists,
After Action Reviews or Lessons Learned Workshops) backed by credible evidence from evaluation, corporate
policies/strategies, analysis and monitoring were discussed in project board meetings and reflected in the
minutes. There is clear evidence that changes were made to the project to ensure its continued relevance.
(both must be true)
2: Knowledge and lessons learned backed by relatively limited evidence, drawn mainly from within the project,
were considered by the project team. There is some evidence that changes were made to the project as a
result to ensure its continued relevance. (both must be true)
1: There is limited or no evidence that knowledge and lessons learned were collected by the project team.
There is little or no evidence that this informed project decision making.
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417



10/16/2019

E

vidence:

The project definitely generated knowledge about ac
cessing better legal counseling in the justice system.
Moreover the project was effective in terms of raisin

g awareness among legal practitioners and bar asso
ciations. There were challenges during implementati
on, but the project strategy was adjusted to ensure c
ontinued relevance. Performance criteria remained a
s a important subject and violence prevention for the
benefit of vulnerable groups, especially women and

children, became main priorities in the country's justi
ce sector agenda. Furthermore legal practitioners w

ere well informed about approaching people subject
ed to violence and providing better counseling servic
es. These are documented in the project final report
as well.

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name

SILAI-FinalReport_1531_304 (https://intrane
t.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocume
nts/SILAI-FinalReport_1531_304.doc)

2  SILAProject-LessonsLearned_1531_304 (htt

ps://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/SILAProject-LessonsLearned_
1531_304.doc)

Closure Print

Modified By Modified On
oyku.ulucay@undp.org 10/8/2019 10:22:00 AM
oyku.ulucay@undp.org 10/8/2019 10:22:00 AM

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

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.
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Evidence:

The project was at scale and definitely reached suffi
cient number of beneficiaries such as UTBA, MoJ, lo
cal bar associations, civil society organizations and
women NGOs. The strategy paper prepared during t
he implementation of SILA Project has significantly s
erved for the inclusion of some strategical points in J
udicial Reform Strategy Paper 2019. Details of the in
cluded parts can be found in the final project report.
Additionally this project led to a second phase that h
as 7 pilot provinces which is more diverse and has a
balanced geographical distribution which also shows
there is scale up already happening.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

Principled Quality Rating: Satisfactory

6. Were the project’'s measures (through outputs, activities, indicators) to address gender inequalities and empower
women relevant and produced the intended effect? If not, evidence-based adjustments and changes were made.

3: The project team gathered data and evidence through project monitoring on the relevance of the measures
to address gender inequalities and empower women. Analysis of data and evidence were used to inform
adjustments and changes, as appropriate. (both must be true)

© 2: The project team had some data and evidence on the relevance of the measures to address gender
inequalities and empower women. There is evidence that at least some adjustments were made, as
appropriate. (both must be true)
1: The project team had limited or no evidence on the relevance of measures to address gender inequalities
and empowering women. No evidence of adjustments and/or changes made. This option should also be
selected if the project has no measures to address gender inequalities and empower women relevant to the
project results and activities.
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Evidence:

Data was gathered during field missions and visiting
local authorities. Gender inequalities and women em
powerment were key priorities in this project. Further
more component 5 was dedicated to refugees and d
ata analysis was conducted there as well in terms of
legal aid functionality. The data gathered during last
phase of the project created statistics for the upcomi
ng project as well. As a result, data and information
gathered were used for establishment of violence pr
evention centers for the benefit of women and childr
en subjected to violence.

Additionally, gender was especially emphasized in al
| components and trainings of SILA.

However it has to be stated that the output indicator
called "Disaggregated data on disadvantaged group
s explored through updated Automation System" wa
s not achieved due to the fact that numerical, gende
r based, age-based data is very hard to collect from
bar associations and they are not willing to change t
he system fully, hence exploring the disadvantaged
groups benefiting from legal aid is very hard. In ord
er to prevent that, in the second phase, Violence Pre
vention Centers will become instrumental to collect g
ender disaggregated data

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

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

3: Social and environmental risks were tracked in the risk log. Appropriate assessments conducted where
required (i.e., Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) for High risk projects and some level of
social and environmental assessment for Moderate risk projects as identified through SESP). Relevant
management plan(s) developed for identified risks through consultative process and implemented, resourced,
and monitored. Risks effectively managed or mitigated. If there is a substantive change to the project or change
in context that affects risk levels, the SESP was updated to reflect these changes. (all must be true)

e 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-apps.undp.org/ProjectQA/Forms/ClosurePrint?fid=1531 7nm7
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Evidence:

This project's social and environmental impacts and

risks were successfully managed and monitored. Thi
s project is a low risk project in terms of social and e
nvironment impact. The SESP was completed previ

ously.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 00095761EnvironSocialScreaningLegalAid_1 = orhun.yurtvermez@undp.org 10/4/2019 3:05:00 PM
531_307 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Proj
ectQA/QAFormDocuments/00095761Environ
SocialScreaningLegalAid_1531_307.docx)

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

® 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)

Evidence:

The project was categorized as moderate risk level
and the project partners were informed about the sta
keholder response mechanism (SRM) guidance. Ho
wever SRM was never used or resorted since there
were no affected individuals or partners during proje
ct implementation.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 00095761EnvironSocialScreaningLegalAid_1 = orhun.yurtvermez@undp.org 10/4/2019 3:12:00 PM
531_308 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Proj
ectQA/QAFormDocuments/00095761Environ
SocialScreaningLegalAid_1531_308.docx)
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Management & Monitoring Quality Rating: Highly Satisfactory

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

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.

Evidence:

The project M&E plan was adequately implemented
as specified in the project document. The M&E plan
were divided into two parts, annually and semi annu
ally. ATLAS system was also used as a monitoring t
ool of the project and steering and advisory committ
ee meetings ensured a qualified implementation cycl
e. Details can be found in the project document.
However it has to be stated that the indicators formu
lated in this project could have been better since the
y were not exactly complying with the outputs. There
were many dynamics involved while achieving certai
n outputs, therefore future projects have been formul
ated in line with S.M.A.R.T (Specific, measurable, at
tainable, relevant and timebound) criteria.

This made it look as if most of the project outputs we
re not achieved mainly due to the lack of SMART ind
icators. This problem is remedied in the second pha
se with choosing of more realistic targets for the proj
ect.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

10. Was the project’'s governance mechanism (i.e., the project board or equivalent) function as intended?
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10/16/2019

Closure Print

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.

Evidence:

The project's governance mechanism operated in lin
e with the scheme presented in the project documen
t and it served a great purpose in terms of quality as
surance. The project steering committee and advisor
y committee decisions were helpful and supported a
good implementation modality.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

1.

Were risks to the project adequately monitored and managed?

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.

Evidence:

Risks were already set out in the risk log during the
designing the project. Moreover since the risks in th
e project was not categorized as high, mitigation wa
s easy and risks never created problems for success
ful implementation. Relationships were good with sta
keholders and periodically consultation sessions wer
e conducted for minimizing risks or to have a smoot
h implementation for future steps.

https://intranet-apps.undp.org/ProjectQA/Forms/ClosurePrint?fid=1531
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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.

® Yes
No
Evidence:

The project's RRF can be found in the above attach
ed project document. Both resources and managem
ent decisions were utilized to achieve results.

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?

©  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-apps.undp.org/ProjectQA/Forms/ClosurePrint?fid=1531

117



10/16/2019 Closure Print

Evidence:

Project procurement plan was updated on a regular
basis. Mobilization of consultants, training modules,
website and event organizations were all designed a
nd monitored on a regular basis. These plans were
also reported to the Procurement Unit of UNDP.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 SILALegalAid-UNDPTURKEYPROCUREME = orhun.yurtvermez@undp.org 10/8/2019 2:01:00 PM
NTPLAN_2019_1531_313 (https://intranet.un
dp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/
SILALegalAid-UNDPTURKEYPROCUREME
NTPLAN_2019_1531_313.xlsx)

14. Was there regular monitoring and recording of cost efficiencies, taking into account the expected quality of
results?

© 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.

Evidence:

The monitoring and recording of cost efficiencies we
re done on a regular basis. Coordination with other
UNDP initiatives and projects were done periodically
and the project continued in line with certain standar
ds (i.e industry benchmarks).

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

Effective Quality Rating: Satisfactory
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15. Was the project on track and delivered its expected outputs?

° Yes
No
Evidence:

The project was always on track with the AWP and d
elivered its important outputs. The results that were
not achieved also served a cause, such as understa
nding the requirements and lessons learned for impr
ovement of timely presentation for the following proj
ect. These are explained in detail in the lessons lear
ned report and final report attached to Question 4.
There is a caveat here. Majority of the project output
s were directly reflected into the Judifical Reform Pa
ckage which is explained in detail in the final report
which is a measure of sustainability and success of t
he project.

However due to the ambitious setting of target indica
tors such as sex disaggregated data, adoption of aut
omation system, uniformity in adoption of performan
ce criteria, some outputs seem as if they were not a
chieved. This has been remedied in the second pha
se by choosing of more realistic indicators.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

16. Were there regular reviews of the work plan to ensure that the project was on track to achieve the desired
results, and to inform course corrections if needed?

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-apps.undp.org/ProjectQA/Forms/ClosurePrint?fid=1531 13/17
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Evidence:

There were always regular reviews of the work plan

since activity requirements changed due to the dem

and of beneficiaries or government counterparts. Ad
ditionally, sometimes changes were made in dates, t
herefore there was a need to quarterly check the im

plementation schedule and expenditure details.

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?

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

Evidence:

The project was categorized as a gender marker lev
el 2 project, therefore women subjected to violence
were our number one priority in terms of target grou
ps. Everything was designed and implemented with t
he gender marker kept in mind. Furthermore, refuge
es and children subjected to violence were one of ou
r main concerns as well. In component 5, these type
s of data were gathered in order to understand the le
gal aid mechanism and its needs for future steps. Th
e target groups also consisted of lawyers as well. Th
e content development of designed training towards
capacity development of lawyers, was delivered afte
r identification and analyzing the legal aid system.
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List of Uploaded Documents
#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

Sustainability & National Ownership Quality Rating: Highly Satisfactory

18. Were 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.) 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

Evidence:

Stakeholders and national partners were fully engag
ed in the decision making, implementation and monit
oring of the project. Legal aid and strengthening of t

he justice system cannot be achieved without the pa
rticipation of partners.

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?
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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

Evidence:

Not applicable.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

20

. Were the transition and phase-out arrangements were reviewed and adjusted according to progress (including

financial commitment and capacity).

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.

Evidence:

The transition and phase-out arrangements were rev
iewed and adjusted according to progress, with the s
upport of the project's governance mechanism.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.
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