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Closure Stage Quality Assurance Report

Form Status: Approved

Overall Rating: Satisfactory

Decision:

Portfolio/Project Number: 00099637

Portfolio/Project Title: Basel, Rotterdam, Stockholm and Minamata Conventions

Portfolio/Project Date: 2018-09-24 / 2021-12-31

Strategic Quality Rating:  Satisfactory

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

Evidence:

Due to Covid19 pandemic in 2020 finalization of so
me project results were delayed, and 1-year of non-
cost project extension was approved. All project acti
vities were finalized by the end of 2020, while termin
al project evaluation was conducted between Nove
mber 2020 and March 2021.

 

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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List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 01.TerminalEvaluationReport_8478_301
(htt
ps://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/01.TerminalEvaluationReport_
8478_301.pdf)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:18:00 PM

2 MoEPlettertotheUNDPBRSMnon-costproject
extension08122020_8478_301
(https://intran
et.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocum
ents/MoEPlettertotheUNDPBRSMnon-costpr
ojectextension08122020_8478_301.pdf)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:18:00 PM

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

Evidence:

Project is in line with UNDP Strategic Plan and its O
utput 2.4.1: Gender-responsive legal and regulatory 
frameworks, policies and institutions strengthened, a
nd solutions adopted, to address conservation, sust
ainable use and equitable benefit sharing of natural r
esources, in line with international conventions and 
national legislation 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 02.ProDoc-coverpage_8478_302
(https://intr
anet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocu
ments/02.ProDoc-coverpage_8478_302.pdf)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:20:00 PM

3: The project responded to at least one of the development settings as specified in the Strategic Plan (SP) and
adopted at least one Signature Solution .The project’s RRF included all the relevant SP output indicators. (all
must be true)
2: The project responded to at least one of the developments settings1 as specified in the Strategic Plan. The
project’s RRF included at least one SP output indicator, if relevant. (both must be true)
1: While the project may have responded to a partner’s identified need, this need falls outside of the UNDP
Strategic Plan. Also select this option if none of the relevant SP indicators are included in the RRF.

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/01.TerminalEvaluationReport_8478_301.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/MoEPlettertotheUNDPBRSMnon-costprojectextension08122020_8478_301.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/02.ProDoc-coverpage_8478_302.pdf
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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?

Evidence:

Project focused on capacity building and awareness 
raising of vulnerable population and groups at risks t
o be exposed to harmful chemicals and waste, such 
as Roma population and others employed in the was
te management sector. Specific trainings were organ
ized and materials were prepared and disseminated 
in Roma settlements. 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 03.YUROMbrosura_8478_303
(https://intran
et.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocum
ents/03.YUROMbrosura_8478_303.pdf)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:22:00 PM

2 03.YUROMcentar-Theawarenessraisingcam
paignofRomapopulationandothervulnerablegr
oups_8478_303
(https://intranet.undp.org/ap
ps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/03.YURO
Mcentar-TheawarenessraisingcampaignofRo
mapopulationandothervulnerablegroups_847
8_303.pdf)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:22:00 PM

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

3: Systematic and structured feedback was collected over the project duration from a representative sample of
beneficiaries, with a priority focus on the discriminated and marginalized, as part of the project’s monitoring
system. Representatives from the targeted groups were active members of the project’s governance
mechanism (i.e., the project board or equivalent) and there is credible evidence that their feedback informs
project decision making. (all must be true)
2: Targeted groups were engaged in implementation and monitoring, with a priority focus on the discriminated
and marginalized. Beneficiary feedback, which may be anecdotal, was collected regularly to ensure the project
addressed local priorities. This information was used to inform project decision making. (all must be true to
select this option)
1: Some beneficiary feedback may have been collected, but this information did not inform project decision
making. This option should also be selected if no beneficiary feedback was collected
Not Applicable

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/03.YUROMbrosura_8478_303.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/03.YUROMcentar-TheawarenessraisingcampaignofRomapopulationandothervulnerablegroups_8478_303.pdf
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Evidence:

Project followed the major results of previously UND
P conducted projects in chemical management area, 
such as GEF funded project “Mercury Initial Assess
ment for the Serbia” and SAICM funded project “Cap
acity Building and Strategic Partnerships for Chemic
als Safety in Serbia”. Final project conference was in
formation sharing event among SEE countries on be
st practices  in chemicals and waste management fi
eld. Project generated lessons learned are presente
d in the Final Evaluation Report uploaded under Q1.

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

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

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

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 reached sufficient number of beneficiarie
s. Directly covering the target-vulnerable groups (inc
luding trainings, dissemination of brochures and trai
n the trainers programme for Young Roma), and indi
rectly, through policy change. The project delivered t
o the beneficiaries (MoEP) the set of policy/regulator
y documents for improved synergistic implementatio
n of Conventions, including Draft Regulation for man
agement of the construction and demolition waste (B
C), Guidance  for customs including notification proc
edures (BRS), Guidance for recycling industry regar
ding identification and separation of PBDEs from the 
e-waste, Recommendations for Minamata Conventio
n ratification (Policy Paper and Financial Assessmen
t of remediation costs for two Mercury contaminated 
sites), Final regulatory action for successful impleme
ntation of Rotterdam Convention (63 forms for notific
ation of final regulatory action to ban or severely rest
rict chemicals).
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List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 05DraftActionPlanBRSMsynergy_8478_305
(https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QA
FormDocuments/05DraftActionPlanBRSMsy
nergy_8478_305.DOCX)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:27:00 PM

2 05DraftAP-BRSMsynergy-Annex_8478_305
(https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QA
FormDocuments/05DraftAP-BRSMsynergy-A
nnex_8478_305.docx)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:28:00 PM

3 05ManualоnIllegalTrafficENGLISHFINALDO
CUMENT2020_8478_305
(https://intranet.un
dp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/0
5ManualоnIllegalTrafficENGLISHFINALDOC
UMENT2020_8478_305.docx)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:28:00 PM

4 05PRAVILNIKOCDWENG2020_8478_305
(h
ttps://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAF
ormDocuments/05PRAVILNIKOCDWENG20
20_8478_305.docx)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:28:00 PM

5 05NacrtkonceptapolitikezaHg-trecaverzijaSR
9113_8478_305
(https://intranet.undp.org/ap
ps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/05Nacrtko
nceptapolitikezaHg-trecaverzijaSR9113_847
8_305.docx)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:30:00 PM

Principled Quality Rating:  Satisfactory

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

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

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/05DraftActionPlanBRSMsynergy_8478_305.DOCX
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/05DraftAP-BRSMsynergy-Annex_8478_305.docx
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/05Manual%D0%BEnIllegalTrafficENGLISHFINALDOCUMENT2020_8478_305.docx
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/05PRAVILNIKOCDWENG2020_8478_305.docx
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/05NacrtkonceptapolitikezaHg-trecaverzijaSR9113_8478_305.docx
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Evidence:

This project focused on collectors of secondary raw 
materials as vulnerable group (Roma population in p
articular), and awareness raising actions included w
hole families. Gender analysis was initiated trough t
he preparation of Mercury Initial Assessment. 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 06.MIAReport-ChapteronGender_8478_306
(https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QA
FormDocuments/06.MIAReport-ChapteronG
ender_8478_306.docx)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:32:00 PM

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)
2: Social and environmental risks were tracked in the risk log. Appropriate assessments conducted where
required (i.e., Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) for High risk projects and some level of
social and environmental assessment for Moderate risk projects as identified through SESP). Relevant
management plan(s) developed, implemented and monitored for identified risks. OR project was categorized as
Low risk through the SESP.
1: Social and environmental risks were tracked in the risk log. For projects categorized as High or Moderate
Risk, there was no evidence that social and environmental assessments completed and/or management plans
or measures development, implemented or monitored. There are substantive changes to the project or changes
in the context but SESP was not updated. (any may be true)

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/06.MIAReport-ChapteronGender_8478_306.docx
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Evidence:

The project aimed at building institutional capacities 
of the Government of Serbia and strengthen synergi
es between the Basel, Rotterdam, Stockholm and Mi
namata Convention at the national level while impro
ving cooperation between government departments 
and agencies, industry (recycling sector in particula
r), and civil society organizations in the field of chem
icals management. Throughout the project impleme
ntation, specific emphasis was given to equal huma
n rights to safety, healthcare and education. The righ
t to clean air, food and environment and a healthy lif
estyle is a basic human right and the human-rights b
ased approach is mainstreamed in the project

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 07.SESP_BRSMConventionsSynergies_847
8_307
(https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Project
QA/QAFormDocuments/07.SESP_BRSMCo
nventionsSynergies_8478_307.pdf)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:34:00 PM

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

Evidence:

SESP (attached under the Q7) assessed  project as 
Low risk and no potential affected groups were ident
ified. No grievances were received during the project 
implementation.

 

3: Project-affected people actively informed of UNDP’s Corporate Accountability Mechanism (SRM/SECU) and
how to access it. If the project was categorized as High or Moderate Risk through the SESP, a project -level
grievance mechanism was in place and project affected people informed. If grievances were received, they
were effectively addressed in accordance with SRM Guidance. (all must be true)
2: Project-affected people informed of UNDP’s Corporate Accountability Mechanism and how to access it. If the
project was categorized as High Risk through the SESP, a project -level grievance mechanism was in place
and project affected people informed. If grievances were received, they were responded to but faced
challenges in arriving at a resolution.
1: Project-affected people was not informed of UNDP’s Corporate Accountability Mechanism. If grievances
were received, they were not responded to. (any may be true)

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/07.SESP_BRSMConventionsSynergies_8478_307.pdf
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List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

Management & Monitoring Quality Rating:  Satisfactory

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

Evidence:

Project governance mechanism is defined by the pro
ject document. Main project implementing partners, 
MoEP and UNDP are members of the Project Boar
d, PIU is defined. All respective national institutions 
(i.e. Ministries responsible for Environment, Health a
nd Consumer Related Policies as well as Institutes f
or Public Health, Chamber of Commerce and Industr
y of Serbia, etc.) were engaged from the beginning o
f the project implementation as members of the  Nati
onal Coordination Mechanism, in order  to ensure str
ong ownership of the results by the Ministry responsi
ble for environment and to secure sustainability of th
e project results by all relevant stakeholders. 

3: The project had a comprehensive and costed M&E plan. Baselines, targets and milestones were fully
populated. Progress data against indicators in the project’s RRF was reported regularly using credible data
sources and collected according to the frequency stated in the Plan, including sex disaggregated data as
relevant. Any evaluations conducted, if relevant, fully meet decentralized evaluation standards, including
gender UNEG standards. Lessons learned, included during evaluations and/or After-Action Reviews, were
used to take corrective actions when necessary. (all must be true)
2: The project costed M&E Plan, and most baselines and targets were populated. Progress data against
indicators in the project’s RRF was collected on a regular basis, although there was may be some slippage in
following the frequency stated in the Plan and data sources was not always reliable. Any evaluations
conducted, if relevant, met most decentralized evaluation standards. Lessons learned were captured but were
used to take corrective actions. (all must be true)
1: The project had M&E Plan, but costs were not clearly planned and budgeted for, or were unrealistic.
Progress data was not regularly collected against the indicators in the project’s RRF. Evaluations did not meet
decentralized evaluation standards. Lessons learned were rarely captured and used. Select this option also if
the project did not have an M&E plan.
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List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 09.NCMandWGmembers_8478_309
(https://i
ntranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDo
cuments/09.NCMandWGmembers_8478_30
9.pdf)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:38:00 PM

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

Evidence:

The project’s governance mechanism operated well. 
Project Board meetings were organized annually to r
eview progress reports, results, risks and other issu
es (opportunities and eventual AWP changes).

3: The project’s governance mechanism operated well, and was a model for other projects. It met in the agreed
frequency stated in the project document and the minutes of the meetings were all on file. There was regular (at
least annual) progress reporting to the project board or equivalent on results, risks and opportunities. It is clear
that the project board explicitly reviewed and used evidence, including progress data, knowledge, lessons and
evaluations, as the basis for informing management decisions (e.g., change in strategy, approach, work plan.)
(all must be true to select this option)
2: The project’s governance mechanism met in the agreed frequency and minutes of the meeting are on file. A
project progress report was submitted to the project board or equivalent at least once per year, covering results,
risks and opportunities. (both must be true to select this option)
1: The project’s governance mechanism did not meet in the frequency stated in the project document over the
past year and/or the project board or equivalent was not functioning as a decision-making body for the project
as intended.

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/09.NCMandWGmembers_8478_309.pdf
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List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 10.LPACMoM_8478_310
(https://intranet.und
p.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/1
0.LPACMoM_8478_310.pdf)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:41:00 PM

2 10.PBMoM-1stmtgin2018_8478_310
(https://
intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormD
ocuments/10.PBMoM-1stmtgin2018_8478_3
10.pdf)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:42:00 PM

3 10.PBMoM-Finalmtg.in2020_8478_310
(http
s://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/10.PBMoM-Finalmtg.in2020_8
478_310.pdf)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:42:00 PM

4 10.PBmtgin2019_8478_310
(https://intranet.
undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocument
s/10.PBmtgin2019_8478_310.pptx)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:42:00 PM

11. Were risks to the project adequately monitored and managed?

Evidence:

Project risks are identified in the initial project risk lo
g with mitigation measures identified for each risk. A
dditionally, the project monitored risks annually troug
h Atlas Project Management Module and Project bo
ard meetings. Please see Annex 3 (Risk monitoring t
able) under the attached Project document.

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.

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/10.LPACMoM_8478_310.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/10.PBMoM-1stmtgin2018_8478_310.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/10.PBMoM-Finalmtg.in2020_8478_310.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/10.PBmtgin2019_8478_310.pptx
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List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 11.ProDocandLoA-signed_8478_311
(https://
intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormD
ocuments/11.ProDocandLoA-signed_8478_3
11.pdf)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:43:00 PM

Efficient Quality Rating:  Highly Satisfactory

12. Adequate resources were mobilized to achieve intended results. If not, management decisions were taken to
adjust expected results in the project’s results framework.

Evidence:

Yes, Annual Work Plans were prepared for each proj
ect year based on Project Document Multiyear AWP.

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 12.AWP2019_8478_312
(https://intranet.und
p.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/1
2.AWP2019_8478_312.pdf)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:45:00 PM

2 12.AWP2020_8478_312
(https://intranet.und
p.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/1
2.AWP2020_8478_312.pdf)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:45:00 PM

3 12.AWP2021_8478_312
(https://intranet.und
p.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/1
2.AWP2021_8478_312.pdf)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:45:00 PM

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

Yes

No

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/11.ProDocandLoA-signed_8478_311.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/12.AWP2019_8478_312.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/12.AWP2020_8478_312.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/12.AWP2021_8478_312.pdf
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Evidence:

Procurement plan was regularly (annually) updated i
n line with approved AWPs and Multi Annual Work pl
an.

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

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

Evidence:

The project built the synergy with UNDP-UNHCR pr
oject on integration of young Roma. Train the trainer
s of young Roma was conducted within the Summer 
Camp in July 2019.

 

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.

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.
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List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 14.RomaYouthSummerCampproposalSRB_8
478_314
(https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Proj
ectQA/QAFormDocuments/14.RomaYouthSu
mmerCampproposalSRB_8478_314.xlsx)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:47:00 PM

Effective Quality Rating:  Exemplary

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

Evidence:

The project was rated as highly satisfactory related t
o relevance and efficiency, and satisfactory related t
o effectiveness. As per attached TE the project was 
well-designed and appropriately implemented interv
ention that produced very good results. Please see T
erminal Evaluation (TE) report attached under the Q
1.

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

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

Yes

No

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/14.RomaYouthSummerCampproposalSRB_8478_314.xlsx
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Evidence:

The project budget was monitored closely, at least q
uarterly through delivery planning tools developed wi
thin the UNDP CO Serbia and its Resilient Cluster. P
roject Board meetings were organized annually. Ple
ase see AWPs and PB meeting minutes attached un
der Q10 and Q12.

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: 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.

3: The project targeted specific groups and/or geographic areas, identified by using credible data sources on
their capacity needs, deprivation and/or exclusion from development opportunities relevant to the project’s area
of work. There is clear evidence that the targeted groups were reached as intended. The project engaged
regularly with targeted groups over the past year to assess whether they benefited as expected and
adjustments were made if necessary, to refine targeting. (all must be true)
2: The project targeted specific groups and/or geographic areas, based on some evidence of their capacity
needs, deprivation and/or exclusion from development opportunities relevant to the project’s area of work.
Some evidence is provided to confirm that project beneficiaries are members of the targeted groups. There was
some engagement with beneficiaries in the past year to assess whether they were benefiting as expected. (all
must be true)
1: The project did not report on specific targeted groups. There is no evidence to confirm that project
beneficiaries are populations have capacity needs or are deprived and/or excluded from development
opportunities relevant to the project area of work. There is some engagement with beneficiaries to assess
whether they benefited as expected, but it was limited or did not occurred in the past year.
Not Applicable
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Evidence:

One of project target groups was vulnerable populati
on included in recycling sector, and specific trainings 
and awareness raising actions were conducted durin
g the project. Relevant YUROM info sheet on aware
ness campaign attached under the Q3.

 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

Sustainability & National Ownership Quality Rating:  Satisfactory

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

Evidence:

This project was implemented under National Imple
mentation Modality (NIM) with UNDP's technical sup
port. The Ministry of Environment Protection is imple
menting partner and nominated National Project Dir
ector and PB members. While all other relevant stak
eholders were included in project working group i.e. 
national coordination mechanism.  

3: Only national systems (i.e., procurement, monitoring, evaluation, etc.) were used to fully implement and
monitor the project. All relevant stakeholders and partners were fully and actively engaged in the process,
playing a lead role in project decision-making, implementation and monitoring. (both must be true)
2: National systems (i.e., procurement, monitoring, evaluation, etc.) were used to implement and monitor the
project (such as country office support or project systems) were also used, if necessary. All relevant
stakeholders and partners were actively engaged in the process, playing an active role in project decision-
making, implementation and monitoring. (both must be true)
1: There was relatively limited or no engagement with national stakeholders and partners in the decision-
making, implementation and/or monitoring of the project.
Not Applicable
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List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 18.Imenovanjedirektoraprojektazaproduzenje
_8478_318
(https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Pr
ojectQA/QAFormDocuments/18.Imenovanjed
irektoraprojektazaproduzenje_8478_318.pdf)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:52:00 PM

2 18.NominationofprojectdirectorandProjectboa
rdmembers-UNDP-UNEPProjectBRSMConv
entionsSynergy_8478_318
(https://intranet.u
ndp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/
18.NominationofprojectdirectorandProjectboa
rdmembers-UNDP-UNEPProjectBRSMConv
entionsSynergy_8478_318.pdf)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:52:00 PM

19. Were there regular monitoring of changes in capacities and performance of institutions and systems relevant to
the project, as needed, and were the implementation arrangements  adjusted according to changes in partner
capacities?

Evidence:

Yes, HACT micro assessment of national partner wa
s performed as per relevant POPP regulations. Final 
HACT report is attached.

8

3: Changes in capacities and performance of national institutions and systems were assessed/monitored using
clear indicators, rigorous methods of data collection and credible data sources including relevant HACT
assurance activities. Implementation arrangements were formally reviewed and adjusted, if needed, in
agreement with partners according to changes in partner capacities. (all must be true)
2: Aspects of changes in capacities and performance of relevant national institutions and systems were
monitored by the project using indicators and reasonably credible data sources including relevant HACT
assurance activities. Some adjustment was made to implementation arrangements if needed to reflect changes
in partner capacities. (all must be true)
1: Some aspects of changes in capacities and performance of relevant national institutions and systems may
have been monitored by the project, however changes to implementation arrangements have not been
considered. Also select this option if changes in capacities and performance of relevant national institutions and
systems have not been monitored by the project.
Not Applicable

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/18.Imenovanjedirektoraprojektazaproduzenje_8478_318.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/18.NominationofprojectdirectorandProjectboardmembers-UNDP-UNEPProjectBRSMConventionsSynergy_8478_318.pdf
javascript:void(0);
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List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 19MinistryofEnvironment_Microassessmentr
eport_8478_319
(https://intranet.undp.org/ap
ps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/19Ministry
ofEnvironment_Microassessmentreport_847
8_319.pdf)

aleksandar.jovanovic@undp.or
g

7/9/2021 7:58:00 PM

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

Evidence:

The Ministry of Environmental Protection will ensure 
that National Coordination Mechanism for synergies 
between the BRS and Minamata conventions is insti
tutionalized upon completion of the project, in order t
o ensure coordinated approach in implementation of 
the respectful Multilateral Environment Agreements. 

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

QA Summary/Final Project Board Comments

3: The project’s governance mechanism regularly reviewed the project’s sustainability plan, including
arrangements for transition and phase-out, to ensure the project remained on track in meeting the requirements
set out by the plan. The plan was implemented as planned by the end of the project, taking into account any
adjustments made during implementation. (both must be true)
2: There was a review of the project’s sustainability plan, including arrangements for transition and phase-out,
to ensure the project remained on track in meeting the requirements set out by the plan.
1: The project may have had a sustainability plan but there was no review of this strategy after it was
developed. Also select this option if the project did not have a sustainability strategy.

https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/19MinistryofEnvironment_Microassessmentreport_8478_319.pdf
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The evaluation indicates that the project was highly relevant to international obligations of the Republic of Serbia, an
d throughout the implementation the project remained high level of the thematic relevance. There is a high level of o
wnership from MoEP over the project actions, which contributed positively to both efficiency and effectiveness. Exter
nal factors were closely monitored by the project team and partners from MoEP and they showed high ability to adop
t to challenging circumstances that arrived with COVID19 pandemics, therefore external factors such as COVID19 p
andemic or parliamentary elections did not affect the quality of project results. Although it is too early to assess impa
ct, the policy component prepared a good ground that might lead to long-term results and changes at the level of fin
al beneficiaries.

Project board endorsed all project results, including the main evaluation findings. In order to continue successful coll
aboration between the Ministry and UNDP, a new Project Proposal on Smart Management of Chemicals and Waste f
or Circular Economy in Serbia was jointly prepared and submitted in September 2020 to UNEP Special Programme 
on Chemicals and Waste Management.


