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Executive summary  

The Flood Recovery – Housing Interventions in Republika Srpska Project (the Project) was implemented 
from September 2017 until June 2021 by the United Nations Development Programme Bosnia and 
Herzegovina (UNDP), working together with the International Organisation for Migration (IOM), the 
Government of Republika Srpska, and the flood affected partner local authorities.  

The total project budget stands at EUR 7,701,524.88 and is funded jointly by the European Union (EU), 
the Government of Republika Srpska, the 24 partner municipalities and cities,1 and the United Nations 
Development Programme. The Project built upon the lessons learned, and results achieved, of the 
earlier EU Flood Recovery Programme (EU FRP), focusing in particular on those prospective beneficiaries 
ineligible for assistance under the EU FRP umbrella. The overall objective of the Project was to assist the 
most vulnerable in recovering from the aftermath of the disaster by providing integrated shelter and 
livelihoods assistance, as appropriate. The specific objectives of the Project were to improve housing 
conditions for vulnerable households whose homes were substantially damaged, or destroyed, in the 
disaster, and to restore and develop economic and livelihood opportunities for low-income vulnerable 
households assisted through housing recovery. In total, the Project provided durable shelter for 638 
families with 1905 members, while also providing livelihoods assistance to a total of 125 supported 
households.  

The Project implementation period coincided with the global outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic, 
starting in March 2020. The COVID-19-imposed lockdown resulted in a temporary suspension of 
activities in the field, both within housing and livelihood components. The Project therefore adjusted 
the implementation dynamics and modality, wherever needed, in order to overcome new and 
unexpected circumstances.  

Purpose and methodology of the evaluation  

The purpose of this evaluation is to provide an impartial review of the Project. The evaluation exercise 
looked at the Project’s relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, sustainability, management and 
achievements. The information, findings, lessons learned, and recommendations generated through the 
evaluation are expected to assist the Project Board partners, to include the United Nations Development 
Programme, the Delegation of the European Union to Bosnia and Herzegovina, as well as any other 
relevant stakeholders, by informing future programming. 

The evaluation methodology was participatory, involving relevant stakeholders, partners and 
beneficiaries. A combination of relevant quantitative (survey of partner local government 
representatives) and qualitative (interviews with stakeholders, institutional partners and selected 
beneficiaries as well as focus groups discussion with selected partner local government representatives) 
methods were employed to conduct the evaluation, with a focus on collecting gender sensitive data and 
the use of analytical methods and tools applicable to the circumstances. The evaluator combined all 
relevant tools and techniques in order to ensure the maximum level of reliability of the data and the 
validity of the evaluation findings. The evaluation was conducted in June 2021 followed by a submission 
of a draft report in July. 

                                                           
1
 Banja Luka, Bijeljina, Bratunac, Brod, Doboj, Donji Žabar, Gradiška, Jezero, Kostajnica, Laktaši, Lopare, Modriča, 

Novi Grad, Petrovo, Prijedor, Prnjavor, Srbac, Šamac, Šekovidi, Šipovo, Teslid, Ugljevik, Vlasenica and Zvornik 
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The information obtained through surveys, interviews, focus groups discussions, and field visits was 
triangulated against available documented sources and information obtained from the Project Team and 
then synthesised using analytical judgment. 

 

Key Findings 
 
The Project design was clearly guided by the intended intervention results, directly bringing about a 
considerable improvement in living conditions for 638 vulnerable households whose homes were 
substantially damaged or destroyed in the disaster. The project benefited from strong management with 
appropriate mechanisms in place to ensure cost-effectiveness and efficiency in delivery. Ultimately, the 
intervention provided durable shelter for 1,905 people in flood-affected areas, thereby enabling those 
most affected by the disaster to resume normal life.  
 
Overall, it is the finding of this evaluation that the Flood Recovery - Housing Interventions in Republika 
Srpska project was highly successful in delivering on its intended results.  

 
Relevance 

The evaluation concludes that the Project was highly relevant2 to the needs of the beneficiaries because 
they improved their living conditions through returning into rehabilitated, or moving into newly built 
homes, constructed in line with the relevant national housing standards. Also beneficiaries received 
tailor-made livelihood support based on the individual circumstances of partner local communities, 
which helped them to improve livelihoods opportunities and earn extra income.  

By delivering on its objectives, the Project as a whole contributed to the achievement of targets set 
within the Sustainable Development Agenda 2030. More specifically, SDG 13 (Take urgent action to 
combat climate change and its impact), SDG 11 (Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, 
resilient and sustainable), and SDG 8 (Promote sustained inclusive and sustainable economic growth, full 
and productive employment and decent work for all). 

The project was framed at the design stage by the United Nations Development Assistance Framework 
for Bosnia and Herzegovina 2015–2020 and the UNDP Country Programme Document 2015–2020 and 
this contributed directly to achieving greater change. Their Outcome 3 defines, “By 2019, there is 
effective management of war remnants and strengthened prevention and responsiveness for man-made 
and natural disasters”, while Outcome 4 states, “By 2019, economic, social and territorial disparities are 
decreased through coordinated approach by national and subnational actors.” The project is also 
aligned with the UNDP Country Programme Document 2021–2025 as per Outcome 1, “By 2025, people 
benefit from resilient, inclusive and sustainable growth ensured by the convergence of economic 
development, and management of environment and cultural resources.” 

                                                           
2
 Scale for criteria assessment:  Excellent: all indicators exceeded the targets set at the inception, no project extension 

    Highly relevant/satisfactory: 90% - 100% of key indicators have achieved the target 
    Satisfactory: 50--89% of key indicators have achieved the targets 
    Partly Unsatisfactory: 25--49% of key indicators achieved the targets 
    Unsatisfactory: Less than 25 % of key indicators achieved the targets 
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Effectiveness 

 

Under this criterion, the Project’s performance is rated as highly satisfactory since the intervention not 

only met but also exceeded almost all of its targets. The Project has made a significant contribution 

towards the improvement of living conditions for vulnerable households affected by the disaster and 

although, strategically, the Project represents a continuation of an earlier intervention, the adaptation 

needed to ensure full implementation under the conditions of a global pandemic necessitated a 

thorough rethink by the Project Team.  

 

The Project’s exhaustive efforts to target the most vulnerable, according to pre-defined criteria, ensured 

that the intended beneficiaries, i.e. the marginalised communities, to include youth, persons with 

disabilities, returnees, internally displaced and minorities, were able to take advantage of opportunities 

offered. The Project also supported the transfer of knowledge to partner local authority representatives 

through their participation in all project phases, starting with the public call through beneficiary 

selection, monitoring of the construction works, and the final acceptance of rehabilitated and 

constructed houses.  

 
 

Efficiency 
 

The overall efficiency of the project was satisfactory, while the governance mechanisms were 

appropriate. The total expenditure was around EUR 7.1 million at the time of evaluation with more than 

17.9 per cent secured in partner co-financing. The project had an efficient implementation process, 

considering that it executed the construction of 220 new homes and the rehabilitation of 418 homes in 

line with the relevant national housing standards in flood-affected areas. In addition to co-financing, the 

local governments provided additional help to beneficiaries for the purchase of land for houses, 

construction of infrastructure, issuance of urban and construction permits, construction of access roads 

and landscaping, geotechnical exploration works, the removal of the existing buildings, settlement of 

property relations, payment of administrative fees, commissions, etc.  

 

The project results were achieved through the strategic allocation of financial, human and technical 

resources. The project appears to have had a strong management capacity with appropriate cost-

effective measures in place. The project design was based on a realistic, clear and straightforward 

intervention logic. Annual utilisation of the planned financial resources showed quite a low execution 

rate in the first year but got on track by the end of the project. 

The COVID-19 pandemic, alongside other challenges in implementation, caused delays necessitating an 
extension; the Project Team, however, displayed a great deal of flexibility and managed to overcome 
obstacles encountered, exceeding nearly all targets. In total, the Project duration was extended by 16 
months.  

The cooperation between the European Union, as the donor, and UNDP and IOM, as the implementing 
partners, was highly successful. The interaction with other relevant complementary projects 
contributing to the same goal triggered synergies that helped maximise results, primarily the flood 
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recovery counterpart project taking place in the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, then the World 
Bank ”Investment in Flood Protection and Prevention” initiative, working on disaster reduction and 
recovery, the UNDP interventions targeting sustainable economic development, to include the EU-
funded EU4Business and EU4Agri. In the segment of infrastructure improvement, the Project also 
cooperated with the Swiss-funded Municipal Economic and Environmental Governance Project.   
 
 
Impact 

The Project’s performance in delivering on its intended impact is deemed highly satisfactory. The 
intervention has effectively helped the disaster-affected recover, with some even managing to improve 
on their circumstances, not only through the provision of superior shelter but also through new 
livelihood opportunities. Livelihood assistance was pursued in parallel through support to subsistence 
farming and through self-employment programs, designed based on the circumstances and aspirations 
of individual beneficiaries.  
Beneficiaries who were surveyed expressed their gratitude for the assistance and satisfaction with their 
new homes, the quality of the construction works, as well as with the utility of agriculture and 
entrepreneurship packages. Overall, the lives of beneficiaries involved with the Project have improved 
as a result of assistance received, with many benefiting from homes, and livelihoods opportunities, 
superior to those enjoyed pre-floods.  
 
 
Sustainability 

The sustainability of the project is rated as highly satisfactory. Considering its critical importance in 
disaster recovery operations and having in mind the likelihood of repeat events, sustainability was 
secured via several distinct but mutually reinforcing strategies. The aim was to directly minimise the 
risks posed by repeat events that have the potential to reverse the impact of recovery and thrust 
affected populations back into a position of vulnerability. The Project thus ensured that no investments 
were made in hazardous areas and that no work was undertaken on homes that could not meet the 
requirements for issuance of the construction permit. In the livelihoods sector, the affected population 
benefited from a number of income sources, which reduced their reliance on a single source of 
livelihood. In agricultural assistance, efforts were made to prioritise varieties that are adaptable to 
climate change and that can withstand mild to moderate weather events. Livelihood recovery geared 
towards development also led to a gradual reduction in inherent economic vulnerability, making 
beneficiary households more resilient in the event of future disasters.  

At the same time, institutional sustainability was secured through the continuous and intensive 
engagement of the local authorities. All partner local authorities signed a Memorandum of 
Understanding outlining their long-term obligations and making them partly responsible for managing 
beneficiary relations. They also entered into binding contracts with beneficiaries that made them 
ultimately responsible for project results once its components had been implemented by United Nations 
Development Programme. The project also transferred tools to the relevant domestic authorities in 
order to ensure their future use.  

Environmental sustainability was ensured through a direct improvement in energy efficiency of 
constructed and rehabilitated homes, reducing energy expenditure and contributing further to the 
financial sustainability of the recipient households. 
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Main Recommendations 

The evaluation makes the following set of recommendations derived from the analysis presented in the 
previous sections of this report and the lessons learned: 
 

Recommendation Linked to 

conclusion/ 
criterion 

Addressed to Comment on the 
recommendation 

1. Cooperation among the implementers 
and unique standards in the delivery 
process should be set at the beginning of a 
project, as it was the case in this 
intervention. This is particularly important if 
there is more than one implementer.  

Efficiency UNDP 
Implementing 

partners 

Project timeline 

2. Flexibility during project implementation 
is important in terms of accommodating 
unexpected circumstances, such as the 
COVID-19 pandemic, and adapting to any 
project design failures that may arise. 

Efficiency UNDP 

 

Future project 
design 

3. Combining the housing and livelihood 
components of a disaster recovery project is 
crucial to project sustainability. Beneficiaries 
who have received both types of assistance 
benefited significantly. Designing disaster 
recovery projects needs to include both 
components in order for the beneficiaries to 
achieve sustainability. On the other hand, 
the selection of livelihoods beneficiaries 
from the pool of housing beneficiaries 
proved to be extremely challenging, thus 
limited the number of beneficiaries who 
could qualify for the economic support.  The 
livelihood beneficiaries should not be 
selected exclusively from the pool of 
housing beneficiaries. 

Sustainability UNDP 

donors 

Design for future 
disaster recovery 

projects 
 

4. Encourage the creation of a platform that 
includes the potential risks and risk 
mitigation measures aimed at reducing the 
risk of disasters in each local governance 
unit.  

Sustainability UNDP 

Local 
governance 

partner 

The platform 
would serve to 
coordinate the 

activities within a 
local governance 

unit related to the 
potential risks and 
the associated risks 

mitigation 
measures. 
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1. Introduction and overview 

The following report presents the evaluation findings for the Flood Recovery – Housing Interventions in 
the Republika Srpska Project, implemented from 1 September 2017 to 30 June 2021. The evaluation was 
commissioned by the United Nations Development Programme in order to provide an impartial review 
of the project in terms of its relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, sustainability, management and 
achievements. In addition to assessing the performance of the Project, the report is also meant to 
inform future programming by Project Partners.  

 

1.1 Background and context 

Already difficult socio-economic conditions in the country were further exacerbated by the worst floods 
and landslides on record that struck the country in May 2014. The disaster that struck Bosnia and 
Herzegovina in May 2014 affected a quarter of the country’s territory and approximately one million 
people or approximately 27 per cent of the population3. Over 50 per cent of local governments in the 
country were affected in some form by the event, with substantial damage recorded to the housing 
stock, infrastructure, vital service providers and productive assets. The effect of the disaster on the most 
vulnerable was to exacerbate their pre-existing problems and disproportionately impact their lives. 
Nowhere was this exhibited more than in the case of returnees and the internally displaced.  

The international community reacted swiftly in the aftermath of the disaster, through the provision of 
emergency and humanitarian assistance and by convening a donor conference in July 2014 that led to 
substantial funds pledged for the rebuilding of the country. The first comprehensive recovery effort to 
hit the ground was the European Union financed Flood Recovery Programme, which rolled out in August 
2014 and was spearheaded by the United Nations Development Programme in Bosnia and Herzegovina 
(UNDP) along with the International Organization for Migration (IOM) and the United Nations Children’s 
Fund (UNICEF).  

Phase I of the Flood Recovery Programme was implemented by UNDP in 2014 up until 2017 across 65 
municipalities. The programme was endowed with a budget of EUR 43.5 million of which EUR 42.2 
million came from the EU and EUR 1.3 million from the UNDP.  Phase I led to repair of 4,648 houses 
making it possible for 14,747 vulnerable persons to return to their homes4. 250,000 people in flood 
affected areas benefitted directly from improved public services and infrastructure in 51 local 
governments.  

Yet despite the impressive outreach under Phase I of the Flood Recovery Programme with more than 
610,000 people assisted, a significant number of the most vulnerable had yet to recover. Based on data 
collected through the Recovery Gap Assessment that was conducted by UNDP in 2015 and subsequently 
verified through visits to 45 affected localities in the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina and 
Republika Srpska and through contact with the relevant authorities at all levels of government, there 
were still around 28,000 households (12,000 in the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina and 15,700 in 
Republika Srpska) that required further assistance to recover. This included the need for durable 
housing solutions and/or livelihood support. More specifically, a total of 4,900 families (1,200 in the 

                                                           
3
 https://www.ba.undp.org/content/dam/bosnia_and_herzegovina/docs/Response%20to%20Floods/RNA.pdf 

4
 https://europeanwesternbalkans.com/2017/05/17/evaluation-report-of-the-eu-flood-recovery-programme-in-bih-

presented/ 
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Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina and 3,700 in Republika Srpska) resided in temporary or sub-
standard housing and another 10,800 low-income households continued to suffer from the economic 
effects of the disaster. 

2. Description of the intervention  

The Project was funded by the European Union and co-funded by the Government of Republika Srpska, 
partner local authorities affected by the disaster and UNDP. UNDP was also the lead implementation 
agency, working together with the International Organisation for Migration (IOM), and partner local 
governments. 

The overall objective of the Project was to support the sustainable recovery of flood and landslide 
affected communities in Republika Srpska, assisting the most vulnerable in recovering from the effects 
of the disaster by providing multi-sectorial integrated assistance through both restoring homes and 
recovering livelihoods.  

Specific objectives of the Flood Recovery – Housing Interventions in Republika Srpska were: i) to 
improve housing conditions for vulnerable households whose homes were substantially damaged or 
destroyed in the disaster, and ii) to restore and develop economic and livelihood opportunities for low-
income vulnerable households assisted through housing recovery. 

The results of the Project confirm lessons learned from the implementation of a series of recovery 
interventions in Bosnia and Herzegovina, suggesting that the most successful projects are those with a 
high degree of multi-sectoral integration, helping meet the affected population’s full range of needs. 
Where housing assistance ensured that outstanding durable accommodation needs are met for the 
most acutely affected, the intervention also offered tailored income generation and employment 
opportunities. The Project prioritized the most vulnerable with recovery needs assessment taking place 
at household level through an analysis of requirements, capacities, vulnerabilities and the operational 
environment. Resilience building measures were mainstreamed across all activities, while key cross-
cutting issues, such as gender equality, protection of minorities and the environment warranting serious 
consideration.  

The Project represented the second phase of the European Union’s flood recovery effort rolled out in 
2014 and, as such, incorporated lessons learned arising from the first project phase.  

 

Recommendations and lessons learned through Phase I and adopted for Phase II:  

1. Beneficiary Selection 

The efficiency and effectiveness of Phase I of the Flood Recovery Programme can in large part be 
attributed to the development and consistent application of clear beneficiary selection criteria that 
underpinned all project activities.  

Additionally, in order to guide and manage the selection process, Municipal Beneficiary Selection 
Commissions were established across all partner localities with membership that included municipal 
government officers from the relevant sectors and backgrounds (civil engineer or architect), 
representatives of the affected local communities (such as the presidents or representatives of the 
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local communities – ‘Mjesna Zajednica’), representatives of the local centres for social welfare, 
along with representation from the United Nations Development Programme. 

2. Quality Assurance  

In the course of implementation, UNDP introduced a series of quality assurance measures aimed at 
ensuring the highest standard of assistance for all beneficiaries. This entailed multi-level building 
supervision - encompassing UNDP engineers, municipal architects, and independent construction 
surveyors - taking place during construction, as well as post-construction quality surveys carried out 
once the beneficiaries had moved in.   

In addition to taking on quality assurance measures pioneered in Phase I, the Project introduced a 
review of the beneficiary selection process, subjecting 5% of all beneficiaries selected to an 
exhaustive examination to assure their eligibility as well as overall process integrity.   

3. Sustainability  

The sustainability of the results of the initial flood recovery programme was greatly improved 
through the development and administration of a Housing Risk Assessment, a comprehensive 
examination of flood and landslide risks associated with housing settlements in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. The findings of the Assessment helped guide the provision of assistance and steered 
the project away from at-risk areas where repeat events were likely, thus safeguarding the donor’s 
investment. Likewise, Phase II was guided by the principle of ‘building back better’, meaning that no 
structures were to be erected or rehabilitated in at-risk areas. This ensured that all new and 
rehabilitated homes were disaster resilient. In addition, the housing component was accompanied 
by livelihood support in order to improve household sustainability in what was a difficult post-
disaster context. Ultimately, livelihood recovery was geared towards development, in addition to 
recovery, and intended to lead to a gradual reduction in inherent economic vulnerability, therefore 
making beneficiary households more resilient in the event of future disasters. 

The project governance mechanism entailed partner government institutions (Ministry of Human Rights 
and Refugees of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Ministry of Finance of Republika Srpska - on behalf of 
Government of Republika Srpska), the Delegation of the European Union to Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
and UNDP, along with IOM, as a non-voting member. 

UNDP’s partnership with IOM was a key driver in the success of the Project, due to the co-applicant’s 
experience and track record in housing stock rehabilitation. While UNDP lead the overall project 
implementation, IOM was engaged in effectively delivering results contributing to Specific Objective 1 
related to rehabilitation of housing. Overall, IOM performed rehabilitation of 116 houses, which is 
around 28 per cent of the entire caseload. This enabled rehabilitation of more houses in a shorter period 
of time.  

Overall Project design and implementation was guided by the findings of the Recovery Gap Assessment 
conducted in December 20165. The exercise resulted in a snapshot of caseload needs by affected local 
government with information subsequently verified by relevant municipal authorities and cross-checked 
with entity and cantonal institutions. As part of the verification exercise, affected local authorities and 
the Republika Srpska Government, expressed their commitment to the project and pledged to co-
finance Project activities. Accordingly, memoranda of cooperation were signed with 24 affected partner 

                                                           
5
 https://www.ba.undp.org/content/dam/bosnia_and_herzegovina/docs/Response%20to%20Floods/RNA.pdf 
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local governments: Banja Luka, Bijeljina, Bratunac, Brod, Doboj, Donji Žabar, Gradiška, Jezero, 
Kostajnica, Laktaši, Lopare, Modriča, Novi Grad, Petrovo, Prijedor, Prnjavor, Srbac, Šamac, Šekovidi, 
Šipovo, Teslid, Ugljevik, Vlasenica and Zvornik, which defined partners’ responsibilities in project 
implementation, including, among others, the designation of a municipal focal point, co-financing 
obligations, participation in beneficiary selection, land allocation and permitting commitments, 
commitment to social inclusion, etc. A separate agreement was also signed with the Government of 
Republika Srpska. 

Selection of beneficiaries for both housing construction and rehabilitation assistance was guided by a 
uniform set of criteria developed through the project and endorsed by the Project Board. The criteria 
were designed in consultation with relevant local authorities. Special consideration was given to 
economically vulnerable people who were less likely to be insured for flood damage, returnees and 
internally displaced persons, persons with disability and illness, the elderly, single-parent households, 
unemployed men, women, youth and minorities, such as Roma, who are socially excluded and have 
limited access to finance. 

The criteria set out general and specific conditions for eligibility that were verified with minimum 
burden on the beneficiaries and in partnership with relevant local institutions. The following criteria 
were considered as eliminatory: the applicant’s home was damaged or destroyed as a result of the 2014 
floods and/or landslides; the applicant was living in the damaged/destroyed home prior to and during 
the 2014 disaster; the applicant was residing in collective shelter, with relatives/friends, or in rented 
accommodation at the time of application; housing unit possesses construction permit or fulfils 
necessary conditions for its issuance; the applicant is the owner of the damaged/destroyed property; 
the applicant does not own another habitable housing unit and was not included in previous EU FRP 
housing rehabilitation.  

The call was issued in all leading daily newspapers, posted on municipal websites and made available 
through representatives of local communities (MZs). The call contained critical information, such as 
criteria for eligibility, details on the application and selection processes, locations where the applications 
can be collected and submitted, information on selection methodology to ensure transparency, and any 
relevant instructions for the applicants. Partner local governments’ staffs were trained on intake 
procedures. The application process under the public call also collected preliminary information on 
existing household revenue streams as a basis for the subsequent Livelihoods Needs Assessment. 

Beneficiary selection was carried out at the local level through Municipal Beneficiary Selection 
Commissions, set up to include representatives of affected local communities, municipal government 
officers from relevant sectors and backgrounds (a civil engineer or architect, and an economist), 
representatives of local welfare centres, along with representation by UNDP and its partner, IOM. The 
commissions managed and administered the selection and verification process. To ensure process 
uniformity across the project area and to provide a better understanding of the roles for individual 
commission members, orientation training was conducted by UNDP for all selected local governments. 

As for the economic recovery component, its design and implementation was guided by the results of 
the Livelihoods Needs Assessment, conducted in 2018. The assessment was designed to identify and 
tailor individual assistance packages for sustainable income generation for each beneficiary household. 
Based on the assessment, and the individual needs of each recipient, the Project amended targets 
related to the type of assistance to be delivered, with agricultural recovery support making up the bulk 
of support. Overall, with the amended targets, the Project assisted 19.6 per cent of the total beneficiary 
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community (125 households). The relatively wide array of livelihood support opportunities was designed 
to include as many prospective beneficiaries as possible. 

To ensure that the construction works are delivered up to standard, the project engaged external 
companies to conduct the supervision of the works, alongside technical representatives of partner local 
governments, and UNDP and IOM engineers.  

The project also designed and administered a comprehensive post-delivery quality assurance process 
that included quality and quantity reviews for works implemented on all 638 housing units, which 
ensured maximum quality in delivery even after all works were concluded. Where necessary, 
contractors removed all detected defects, in line with relevant contractual provisions. The post-delivery 
quality assurance process of construction works was completed in June 2021 and served to provide 
support to beneficiaries in the post-implementation period. Quality control in the field of agricultural 
production was carried out in May and the first half of June 2021. It verified the quantity and quality of 
delivered agricultural assistance packages, checked the condition of equipment and machinery, storage 
and maintenance conditions, identified any and all possible failures on equipment and machinery 
subject to warranty, and ensured the elimination of any defects. The quality of delivered agricultural 
packages was found to be satisfactory and the exercise confirmed that all beneficiaries have adequately 
used and maintained donated equipment, while also taking on board the new skills acquired through 
the Project. Beneficiaries purchased seedlings in a timely manner with their own funds and activated the 
greenhouse production of tomatoes, peppers and onions for the spring season of 2021. Most 
beneficiaries expressed a desire to expand existing capacities in terms of greenhouse production and 
confirmed that this type of support was extremely important in generating additional income for their 
households. They especially expressed their gratitude for the professional support provided by 
agronomists during the project, which allowed them to acquire knowledge that is of great importance to 
them, especially when it comes to greenhouse production. 

 
Target groups and beneficiaries  

Local Governments: The Project worked with 24 local government partners in Republika Srpska: Banja 
Luka, Bijeljina, Bratunac, Brod, Doboj, Donji Žabar, Gradiška, Jezero, Kostajnica, Laktaši, Lopare, Modriča, 
Novi Grad, Petrovo, Prijedor, Prnjavor, Srbac, Šamac, Šekovidi, Šipovo, Teslid, Ugljevik, Vlasenica and 
Zvornik. 

Vulnerable families whose homes were destroyed or damaged by the floods. The project targeted 
households from vulnerable social and economic categories permanently displaced by the 2014 flooding 
event, as well as those whose homes had been damaged or were deemed to fall short of the relevant 
housing standard. The intervention directly benefitted 638 vulnerable families or 1,905 individuals in 
Republika Srpska of which 49 per cent were women through housing construction or rehabilitation 
support. Some of these families were also included in the livelihood component, which focused on 
assistance packages for agriculture and entrepreneurship.  

Entity: The project engaged with the Entity of Republika Srpska in order to ensure that their financial 
commitments were met and to create synergies with their complementary investments and the 
livelihood support interventions in the target localities.  
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Impact of Covid-19  

Starting in March 2020, Project implementation was abruptly halted by the global outbreak of the 
COVID-19 pandemic. The subsequent lockdown resulted in a temporary suspension of all activities in the 
field, both within the housing and the livelihood component, during the months of March and April. The 
project adjusted the implementation dynamics and modality wherever necessary in order to overcome 
the new and unexpected circumstances. Mentoring for entrepreneurs and agricultural producers was 
implemented via online platforms, while the construction activities continued gradually by adhering to 
strict health and safety guidelines when it came to protection measures and the number of construction 
staff present on site. Yet the rehabilitation and quality assurance activities, which require close contact 
with beneficiaries, took longer to resume because of the greater risk of spreading the virus.  

 

3. Scope and objectives of the evaluation  

Purpose 

The purpose of this evaluation is to provide an impartial Project review, assessing its relevance, 
effectiveness, efficiency, impact, sustainability, management arrangements and achievements. The 
information, findings, lessons learned, and recommendations generated by the evaluation are intended 
to help Project partners achieve a greater understanding of Project performance, as well as effectively 
use those experiences to inform future programming. 

Objective 

The objective of the evaluation is to examine the overall performance of the Project. This includes its 
results, inputs and activities as well as how the outputs delivered by the projects added value to the 
target groups and institutional beneficiaries. In addition, this evaluation aims to provide forward looking 
recommendations to the Delegation of the European Union, United Nations Development Programme, 
the International Organisation for Migrations and the institutional partners (Ministry for Human Rights 
and Refugees of Bosnia and Herzegovina and the Ministry of Finance of Republika Srpska (on behalf of 
Government of Republika Srpska) on any outstanding aspects of recovery from the 2014 disaster. 

Scope 

The evaluation looked at the extent to which the project outcomes and outputs have been achieved 
throughout the project implementation period (based on the Project Document and its results 
framework). The evaluation reviewed the two sets of activities implemented under the project and its 
contribution to the set of outputs, capturing the changes triggered in sustainable recovery.   

The evaluation looked into the following aspects of the Project: 

 Implementation of construction and rehabilitation efforts; 

 Implementation of livelihoods activities; 

 How the project adjusted the implementation strategy to take into account the new 
circumstances imposed by the pandemic; 
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 The innovations, strategic partnerships and linkages in relation to the specific country context 
that proved critical in producing the intended outputs; and 

 The factors that facilitated and/or hindered progress in achieving the outputs, both in terms of 
the external environment and risks and internal factors, including weaknesses in design, 
management, human resource skills and resources. 

The evaluation answered key questions provided in Evaluation Matrix, Annex 1, in order to determine 
the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and impact of the Project, as well as the lessons learned and the 
sustainability of the achievements. 

 

4. Evaluation approach and methods  

The proposed methodology was participatory in design and administration, as required by the Terms of 
Reference for this evaluation, involving the relevant stakeholders, partners and beneficiaries, and, as 
such, it employed a combination of applicable quantitative and qualitative methods. The methodological 
approach was also heavily influenced by the relevant public health considerations resulting from the 
coronavirus pandemic.  

Quantitative data collection included a survey of partner local government representatives, conducted 
on-line with all participating local authorities, while the qualitative section included interviews with 
stakeholders, institutional partners and selected beneficiaries, as well as focus group discussions with 
selected partner local government representatives. The Project Team provided a list of stakeholders and 
institutional partners to be interviewed while beneficiaries were selected directly by the evaluator. 

Focus was also placed on to the collection of gender sensitive data and the application of analytical 
methods and tools applicable to the relevant circumstances. The evaluator combined all available 
evaluation tools and techniques in order to ensure the maximum reliability of data and the validity of 
the evaluation findings. 

 

4.1. Methodological approach 

The evaluator first conducted a desk review of the documents provided in Annex 2 and then organised a 
meeting with the members of the Project Team in order to gain a better understanding of the Project 
itself, and to decide on the evaluation criteria. The survey and interview questions, and the data 
collection tools, were generated based on these inputs. Different questionnaires were designed for the 
donor, key stakeholders and beneficiaries.  

The donor representative and key project stakeholders were interviewed virtually; all contacted 
individuals were responsive to the evaluator's request and were very informative with their 
observations. 

The survey designed for local government partners was made available online to be completed and 
returned to the evaluator by the mayor and the project coordinators for housing and livelihoods 
components. Local authorities were given a ten-day timeframe to complete the survey.   



16 

 

The evaluator also conducted a focus group discussion with three partner local governments: Gradiška, 
Lopare and Šekovidi (3 participants). Participating local governments were selected based on their 
responses to the survey; overall, five local governments were invited to take part in the focus group but, 
ultimately, only three were able to do so.  

Finally, field visits were conducted to 29 households across 8 local governments to verify the status of 
the assistance received and to interview the beneficiaries on their experiences with the Project. 

The information obtained through the surveys, interviews, the focus groups discussion and field visits 
was then triangulated against the available documented sources and the information obtained from the 
Project Team.  

Based on the terms of reference, the methods used were deemed the most suitable for the work given 
the circumstances at the time, as the methodology involved a combination of both quantitative and 
qualitative methods. While most of the data collection happened virtually, to reduce the risk of infection 
and/or transmission, a limited number of field visits was necessary to ensure a complete insight into the 
project results. 

 

4.2. Evaluation Steps  

The Chart below shows the evaluation steps with activities performed under each step. 

Figure 1: Evaluation steps and activities performed under evaluation steps 

 
 
 
 

Planning 

•- start-up teleconference 
and finalisation of the 
work plan; 

•-collection and review of 
the project documents 
and desk research; 

•elaboration on, and 
submission of, the 
inception report; 

•-preparation of surveys for 
representatives of partner 
local governments 
(agenda and logistics); 

•-preparation of interviews 
with donors, key 
stakeholders, institutional 
partners and beneficiaries 

•-preparation of the online 
focus groups for selected 
partner local government 
representatives; 

•-elaboration on, and 
submission of, the 
Inception Report. 

Data Collection 

•-meeting with the project 
team; 

•-further review of project 
related documents; 

•data collection from the 
surveys; 

•-telephone or online 
interviews with the donor, 
key stakeholders and 
institutional partners; 

•-field visits to and 
interviews with selected 
beneficiaries; 

•-preparation of and data 
collection from the online 
focus groups. 

Data Analysis and Reporting 

• in-depth analysis and 
interpretation of the data 
collected through the 
surveys and interviews 
using triangulation; 

•-follow-up interviews and 
the focus groups 
discussion; 

•-in-depth analysis and 
interpretation of the data 
collected through the field 
visits and focus groups; 

•-presentation of the initial 
findings to the Evaluation 
Reference Group; 

•-development of the draft 
evaluation report; 

•-circulate the draft report 
to the Evaluation 
Reference Group; 

•-integrate comments and 
submit the final report.. 
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4.3. Evaluation tools  

Data collection methods applied in the evaluation included the following:    

Desk review: The evaluator conducted a detailed review of the project materials and deliverables, 
including but not limited to the Project Document and Addendums, the theory of change and the results 
framework, monitoring and project quality assurance reports, annual work plans and consolidated 
progress reports. The detailed list of documents made available by the project team for desk review is 
provided in Annex 2.  

Meetings: Using virtual platforms, the evaluator remotely conducted meetings with the project 
team/board members. The list of interview questions contained in Questionnaire 1 is provided in Annex 
3. 

Online surveys: The evaluator conducted online surveys involving the representatives of 24 partner local 
governments participating in the project, achieving an 83 per cent response rate. The survey tools 
(Survey 5) are provided in Annex 3. 

Key informant interviews: Using virtual platforms, the evaluator remotely interviewed the 
representative of the donor (Delegation of the European Union), Project Board members, the 
International Organisation for Migration, as well as the main institutional partners, including the 
Ministry of Human Rights and Refugees of Bosnia and Herzegovina, and the Ministry of Finance of 
Republika Srpska. The list of persons interviewed is provided in Annex 4. 

Field visits/spot checks: Visits to selected beneficiaries were conducted in order to collect relevant 
evidence on the results and beneficiaries of the project, done in compliance with all epidemiological 
measures related to the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Based on the lists of beneficiaries provided by the project team, the evaluator selected 30 beneficiary 
households to be visited and/or interviewed by telephone. The evaluator ultimately visited eight 
different local governments and 29 beneficiary households in total, including 3 self-employed 
beneficiaries. An additional beneficiary household was interviewed by telephone. The list of selected 
beneficiaries and field visit schedule are provided in Annex 5.  

The beneficiaries were selected based on the assistance they received with the aim to ensure adequate 
representation across all types of beneficiaries (housing and livelihood support). The selected 
beneficiaries represented a near-identical gender ratio as the overall pool of beneficiaries (52 and 47 per 
cent overall visited beneficiaries against 940 and 49 per cent for the overall population for evaluation), 
making the sample highly representative. The table below shows characteristics of beneficiary sample 
visited.  

Figure 2: Characteristics of visited beneficiaries 

Number of visited 
Local governments 

No. of 
visited/interviewed  

households 

No. of visited  
beneficiaries 

No. of visited female 
beneficiaries 

8  
(14% of total partner 
local governments) 

29  
(4.5% of total 

households assisted) 

110  
(6% of total 

beneficiaries) 

52  
(47% in the sample) 
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The online focus group discussion involving selected local government partner representatives included 
five participants, drafted in from the ranks of municipal coordinators for each project component. In 
selecting focus group participants, the evaluator focused on those local governments that did not 
respond to the survey and/or whose answers were not clear enough for the analysis required.  

Accordingly, the evaluator invited representatives of five local governments (Jezero, Gradiška, 
Kostajnica, Lopare6 and Šekovidi) to participate in the focus group but only three ultimately provided 
representation due to availability (Gradiška, Lopare and Šekovidi). The questions guiding the work of the 
focus group were designed based on the responses collected through the survey and the depth of 
response required. 

As an integral part of the evaluation report, and specifically of its impact section, the evaluator focused 
on the impact and effects of the project on the intended target groups. Combined with the results of on-
site interviews with assisted households, the results of the focus group discussion provided the 
evaluator with valuable insight into the perspectives of both partners and beneficiaries. 

Stakeholder involvement: During the evaluation process, the evaluator spoke to the Project Team as 
well as representatives from the Delegation of the European Union, the International Organization of 
Migration and members of the Project Board, as well as selected representatives of the target local 
governments included in project implementation. The questionnaires for the surveys and interviews are 
provided in Annex 3.  

A total of six different sets of questionnaires were designed for the different target groups.  

Figure 3: Types of questionnaires used for data collection: 

Questionnaire 
No. 

Aimed at: 

1 Project Team 

2 Delegation  of the European Union to Bosnia and Herzegovina 

3 Implementing partners (IOM) 

4 
Institutional partners (Ministry of Human Rights and Refuges BiH; Ministry of Finance 
of Republika Srpska) 

5 Partner local government representatives 

6 Beneficiaries 

Once data collection was completed, the findings were analysed using the triangulation method. Based 
on the analysis, the evaluation generated evidence on the project’s relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, 
impact, sustainability and coherence to answer key questions that arose, and to define lessons learned. 

                                                           
6
 https://noviglas.info/2020/08/19/lopare-potpisani-ugovori-za-izgradnju-11-kuca-unistenih-u-klizistima/ 
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Lastly, on the basis of the evaluation findings, the evaluator made forward looking actionable 
recommendations, outlining the key strategic priorities and assessing whether the recommendations 
from the first phase of the Flood Recovery Programme had been incorporated into the second 
programming phase under evaluation here. 

Briefing on immediate findings 

After the initial assessment was completed on 22 June 2021, the evaluator provided a short briefing on 
immediate findings to the UNDP Project Team. 

 

Workshop – debriefing session  

Once the Final Report has been accepted, an evaluation debriefing will be held with the representatives 
of UNDP, the European Union Delegation, the Project Board and other key stakeholders in order to 
present the main findings and recommendations through an online form (i.e. Skype/Zoom/Microsoft 
Teams briefing).  

 

5. Data analysis 

The evaluation questions for the questionnaires were designed in order to provide an insight into the 
specific evaluation criteria with the Project Team validating the relevance of all questionnaires. The 
inputs collected from the Project Team, stakeholders, beneficiaries and partners, as well as the desk 
review of the documentation received was analysed in terms of content. The assessment of the 
evaluator, based on observations collected during field visits and evidence found on site, was also taken 
into consideration during the data analysis stage. A triangulation approach was applied to data analysis, 
meaning that three information sources needed to confirm the same statement before it was 
considered true. This is how the conclusions were drawn and the recommendations derived. The 
method of triangulation is shown in the figure below. 

 
Figure 4: Method of Triangulation 

              

Perceptions of  

external actors 

Perceptions of project staff 

      Documentation 

Results 
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A summary of the content analysis for each evaluation criteria is provided under the Findings section. 
The conclusions, lessons learned and recommendations were derived from the aforementioned findings. 

 

 

6. Findings and conclusions  
 

 

6.1. Relevance  
 

Overall finding:  The overall rating for the criterion ‘relevance’ is very high7. The evaluation found that 

the project objectives were very relevant to the needs of the beneficiaries given the political, social, 

legal and institutional context of Bosnia and Herzegovina. The project consulted widely with key 

stakeholders, partners and beneficiaries to ensure relevance. As a result, the beneficiaries improved 

their living conditions through moving into rehabilitated or newly built homes, constructed in line 

with the relevant national housing standards. The project also resulted in the provision of tailor-made 

housing and livelihood solutions based on the individual circumstances of partner local communities, 

as well as each individual beneficiary. This helped beneficiaries not only gain a safe ‘roof over their 

heads’ but also have a chance to improve livelihoods opportunities and earn extra income.  

 

The project was closely aligned to the objectives and recovery priorities identified in the wake of the 

implementation of the first phase of recovery. It prioritised vulnerable people whose houses were 

destroyed by the floods in 2014 and who had not solved their housing problem by the start of the 

project – what is important to note is that the one key limitation of Phase I was the mandate to focus 

exclusively on rehabilitation, leaving aside beneficiaries whose homes were completely destroyed. The 

project applied an inclusive and partnership-based approach throughout its activities, introducing the 

principles of gender equality and social inclusion when addressing housing and livelihood needs and 

thus contributing to increased living standards in the selected communities. The close and continuous 

cooperation with the local authorities attests to the relevance of the project because their support and 

participation was critical to the success of the intervention, including co-financing as well as the 

provision of construction land where needed, and the provision of critical communal infrastructure. 

 
The Project has also contributed towards the achievement of targets set within the Sustainable 
Development Agenda 2030 (SDG), more specifically, SDG 13 (Take urgent action to combat climate 
change and its impacts), SDG 11 (Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and 
sustainable), and SDG 8 (Promote sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth, full and 
productive employment and decent work for all). 
                                                           
7
 Scale for criteria assessment:  Excellent: all indicators exceeded the targets set at the inception, no project extension 

    Highly relevant/satisfactory: 90% - 100% of key indicators have achieved the target 
    Satisfactory: 50--89% of key indicators have achieved the targets 
    Partly Unsatisfactory: 25--49% of key indicators achieved the targets 
    Unsatisfactory: Less than 25 % of key indicators achieved the targets 
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At the design stage, the Project was framed by the United Nations Development Assistance Framework 
for Bosnia and Herzegovina 2015–2020 and the UNDP Country Programme Document 2015–2020. This 
contributed directly towards greater change as defined by the Outcome 3, “By 2019, there is effective 
management of war remnants and strengthened prevention and responsiveness for man-made and 
natural disasters” and Outcome 4, “By 2019, economic, social and territorial disparities are decreased 
through coordinated approach by national and subnational actors.” The project contributed to four 
different indicators under Outcome 3 related to the local governments, dwelling and people affected by 
floods. Then the project also contributed to the Outcome 4 through five different indicators linked to 
the people who directly benefit from improved water supply and waste management services,  gender 
disaggregated, as well as quality and accessible infrastructure and services within target localities “ The 
project also contributed to Outcome 12, “By 2019, more women take part in decision making in political 
fora and in the economy“ with two indicators: “Number of jobs created for vulnerable groups (gender-
disaggregated)“ and “Number of women directly benefiting from employability related capacity 
development, employment and business development services at local level.“  
 
The Project was also aligned with the UNDP Country Programme Document 2021–2025 under Outcome 
1, “By 2025, people benefit from resilient, inclusive and sustainable growth ensured by the convergence 
of economic development, and management of environment and cultural resources”, and directly 
contributing to the RRF indicator 1.1.2.3.B.2 “Country has an improved enabling environment for 
expansion of decent work and livelihoods: “ through “Direct support of livelihood in private sector” and 
“Direct creation of employment in private sector”. 
 
Within the evaluation criteria “Relevance”, the Evaluation responded the following questions:  
 

6.1.1 Were the project objectives relevant to the needs of the beneficiaries, having in mind the 
political, social, legal and institutional context of the country, and how does the project contribute 
towards ensuring adequate development processes in the future? 

 

All surveyed local government representatives, and interviewed stakeholders, noted the relevance of 
the project to the needs of the beneficiaries, having in mind the political, social, legal and institutional 
context of the country. Project implementation directly provided the necessary preconditions for normal 
life for the most vulnerable part of the population that suffered the effects of the 2014 disaster. In 
addition to receiving housing assistance, the beneficiaries were provided with greenhouses, agriculture 
packages, and agricultural machinery, beehives, from which they could derive benefit in terms of 
improved agriculture and business capacities and increased income for their households. Field visits 
showed that the newest houses and livelihood packages had improved the lives of beneficiaries 
significantly. In some localities previously massive emigration has slowed as result of the Project. 

 

One representative of local government stated, “The project was the light at the end of the tunnel for 
vulnerable beneficiaries.” 

The project logic model and results chain of the project are straight forward and clearly described. 
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6.1.2 To what extent was gender equality respected and mainstreamed within the project? 

 

Gender equality was mainstreamed and integrated into project design and implementation throughout 
its duration, which added significant value. In the livelihood component, female beneficiaries were 
provided with additional points to ensure their economic empowerment, resulting in 66.67 per cent of 
new jobs going to women. Overall, 49 per cent of housing beneficiaries were women, attesting to their 
significant interest in participation as a result of effective project outreach. All new homes handed over 
to spouses came with shared ownership between the two, ensuring women were given equal property 
rights.  

Based on above, it is the conclusion of the evaluator that gender as a consideration was mainstreamed 
fully throughout the project and that no gender discrimination was observed or reported. 
 

 

6.1.3 To what extent did the project contribute to human rights in relation to the target groups? 

 
The project contributed to safeguarding and promoting the human rights of the target groups chiefly by 
consistently applying the UNDP-designed Beneficiary Selection Criteria, developed to ensure that those 
most in need are provided priority assistance based on merit. The criteria preclude any discrimination 
based on gender, religion, nationality, race or other affiliation, ensuring the assistance is provided to 
those most in need. The selection criteria were described in the public call, encouraging all vulnerable 
eligible people to participate, and highlighting the needs of the most vulnerable, to include  low income 
families, families with unemployed members, youth, women, minorities and displaced persons, among 
others. Beneficiaries were selected through public calls issued for each locality where transparency was 
maintained at a consistently high level through keeping the public updated on the selection process. 
Encouragingly, the evaluation found no allegation or indeed evidence of discrimination. 

Special attention was paid to households with disabled members, evidenced by the fact that their 
homes were adapted for maximum accessibility through access ramps and specially designed bathrooms 
facilities.  

In addition, adjustments were made to homes constructed for the elderly, where shallow shower trays 
were installed to ensure easier access, while handrails were placed for easier use of toilets, etc. In 
general, wherever there was a need to adapt a house to meet the needs of the beneficiaries, this was 
done by the Project. 

 

 

6.1.4 Were the steps taken by the project to adjust its implementation strategy to the new 
circumstances and needs imposed by COVID-19 pandemic relevant? 
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During the last 15 months, from March 2020 up until the end of the project, project implementation 
continued under conditions imposed by the COVID-19 pandemic. All project stakeholders strictly adhered 
to public health recommendations, such as maintaining distance, wearing masks, washing hands and 
having a limited number of passengers in cars when travelling. Monitoring was conducted online during 
the most difficult periods; construction workers were kept at a distance from beneficiaries to limit the 
possibility of spread – this was especially important for the many beneficiaries who fall into the 
particularly vulnerable categories when it comes to contracting the virus. The pandemic did affect small 
businesses started as a result of the Project and this needed to be addressed. For example, the Project 
Team provided additional assistance to struggling businesses to ensure their survival until normal 
business could be resumed. The Project additionally invested in marketing and advertising on public 
portals and social networks in order to enable the beneficiaries to extend their client networks during the 
pandemic. All assisted businesses survived and are still operational.  

 

 

6.2. Effectiveness 
 

Overall finding:  This criterion was rated as highly satisfactory8 since there was substantial progress 

towards the overall objective of the project: to support the sustainable recovery of flood and 

landslide affected communities in Republika Srpska. A total of 1,905 people directly benefitted from 

flood recovery assistance in the targeted areas of which 940 or 49.34 per cent were women. The main 

project accomplishment is the fact that beneficiaries were given durable shelter in the form of new or 

rehabilitated homes, frequently to a higher standard to what they enjoyed pre-disaster. The Project 

outreach was especially impressive when it comes to marginalised groups: 49 families with family 

members with disabilities; 107 returnee and internally displaced families; and 5 minority families 

were all assisted. All interviewed beneficiaries were very satisfied with the assistance they received. 

The implementer involved the representatives of the local authorities in all operations and managed 

to transfer knowledge and experiences, thus raising the capacities of local governments to manage 

and implement complex emergency rehabilitation projects. 

 

 
Within the evaluation criteria “Effectiveness”, the evaluation looked to answer the following questions:  

 

6.2.1 To what extent were the project activities implemented and the intended results achieved? 

What were the main accomplishments of the project? 

 

The targets for all indicators were either met or exceeded. The reasons for project extension are slow 

Project uptake due to lagging response from partner local governments in the initial project phase as 

                                                           
8
 Scale for criteria assessment:  Excellent: all indicators exceeded the targets set at the inception, no extension 

    Highly satisfactory: 90% - 100% of key indicators have achieved the target 
    Satisfactory: 50--89% of key indicators have achieved the targets 
    Partly Unsatisfactory: 25--49% of key indicators achieved the targets 

    Unsatisfactory: Less than 25 % of key indicators achieved the targets. 
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well as the COVID-19 pandemic, which slowed down project activities from March up until July 2020. An 

overview of project progress set against its indicators is provided in Annex 6 of the Evaluation Report. 

 

The main project accomplishment was that beneficiaries were given safe and sustainable shelter, often 

to a standard higher than that they enjoyed pre-disaster. All project activities were completed, and the 

intended results were not only achieved but exceeded. A total of 220 new homes were constructed and 

418 homes rehabilitated in line with the relevant national housing standards, ultimately benefiting 1,905 

vulnerable people (of which 940 or 49.34 per cent were women). Additionally, 122 flood-affected 

households were engaged in sustainable farming and 3 flood affected households benefitted from self-

employment and small business income streams; ultimately, some EUR 254,259 in additional annual 

income was generated for the beneficiary households as a result of the project activities for both 

categories.  

 

The table below shows the main project achievements against the targets set. 

 

Figure 5: Project achievements 
Indicator Target Result 

Number of people in the targeted areas 
directly benefiting from flood recovery 
assistance (disaggregated by gender).   

Approximately 1,850 people, out of 
whom at least 40% are women, benefit 
directly from recovery assistance.   

1905, of 
whom 940 
were women 
(49.34%) 

SO1. Number of affected households 
provided with adequate and disaster 
resilient housing.    

632 households provided with adequate 
and disaster resilient housing.   

638 

SO2. The amount of additional annual 
income generated for beneficiary 
households as a result of the action. 

Approximately EUR 105,000 in 
additional annual income generated.  

EUR 254,259 

Output 1.1.  Number of new homes 
constructed in line with the relevant 
national housing standards.   

219 220 

Output 1.2.  Number of homes 
rehabilitated as per the relevant national 
housing standards in flood affected areas. 

413 418 

Output 2.1.  Number of Flood affected 
households with identified opportunities 
for income generation support. 

120 125 

Output 2.2a Number of flood affected 
households engaged in sustainable 
farming. 

117 122 

Output 2.2b: Number of Flood affected 
households benefiting from self-
employment and small business income 
streams  

3  3  
(of whom 2 
female) 
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Handover of newly constructed houses was followed by quality assurance of all works, conducted by 

independent engineers. The process took place on two different levels with: i) a quality assurance 

conducted by the partner agency for their batch of housing units, ii) a final quality assurance conducted 

by UNDP. The final post implementation quality assurance process entailed activities related to the 

quality and quantity control of the performed works across a total of 638 housing units. The review 

covered 75 contracts, valued at around 11.5 million BAM. In all instances where shortcomings were 

identified in terms of the quality of works, responsible contractors were immediately brought in to 

address and eliminate and all defects and liabilities, as confirmed by the final audit reports. 

The Project also provided a channel for communication between the beneficiaries and the local 

authorities on issues that may arise in the post-implementation period. This was implemented through 

the introduction of mandatory visits to beneficiaries by municipal staff. 

Review of local value chains informed and shaped the agricultural packages content, to include 

tomatoes and peppers, as sale prices for 2019 have been, rightfully, assessed to be able to generate 

significant additional income, as compared to other vegetable greenhouse produce. 

The households engaged in sustainable farming received material assistance in the form of greenhouses, 

seedlings, small agricultural equipment, beehives, protective clothing, and other items needed to 

optimize production. Prior to distribution of any assistance, all beneficiaries signed contracts with the 

partner local governments which stipulated transfer of ownership from partner local governments to 

beneficiaries following three years of proper usage and prohibition of sale of any donated items. 

Material assistance distributed to the beneficiaries was complemented by technical know-how, through 

extensive training and field monitoring provided by the specialized agronomists. This was done in order 

to maximize yield and improve quality, both of which had a direct effect on the size of generated 

income. The agronomists have extended advisory services to the selected beneficiaries, through 

trainings and mentoring modules. The training covered the entire production cycle, including land plot 

preparation, planting, fertilization, plant protection, harvest preparation, and post-harvest care. In 

addition to this, relevant EU standards, specifically regarding food safety and product quality, have been 

prioritized. Majority of trainings were delivered in the field and on site, so that the agronomists could 

show case best practices. The visited beneficiaries were especially appreciative of this type of assistance.  

Entrepreneurship and self-employment beneficiaries developed skills and were provided with modular 

training in order to maximize their chances for success. Once the trainings have been completed, all the 

participants were obliged to prepare detailed business plans, which were presented and evaluated by 

the Evaluation Commission. The three that successfully passed the training and business plan evaluation 

are the following: juice production (Doboj), children textile production (Bijeljina) and electrician 

(Bijeljina). 

 

 

6.2.2 To what extent and how effectively have the Project’s specific approach and actions contributed 

to Project’s outputs and outcomes? 

 

The Project’s approach to activity design and implementation was well thought out, detailed and took 

into account all relevant external considerations that could be foreseen at the time. Compared to other 

interventions of this type and size, there is a much greater level of detail and more planning involved, 
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especially across key areas such as beneficiary selection. The support provided to beneficiaries, and 

prospective beneficiaries, by UNDP was exceptional. This is especially evident in the quality assurance 

component of the Project where both the selection and construction processes were subjected to 

rigorous review. The overall approach was more operational, more concrete and more transparent and 

the effects on the ground were more visible, including a larger number of beneficiaries as well as a 

better-adapted livelihood component. The representatives of the partner municipalities received 

orientation training at the beginning of the process, and then received on-the-job training through 

learning by doing. At the same time, beneficiaries received on-site technical assistance on growing 

greenhouse vegetables and the self-employed received a set of trainings on how to manage their small 

businesses.  

The combined types of support (housing and livelihood) were extremely useful to selected beneficiaries. 

Nonetheless, the requirement of selecting livelihoods beneficiaries exclusively from within the ranks of 

recipients of housing assistance  proved a hugely complicating factor for the Project Team as the 

housing beneficiaries were by and large selected based on their poor economic status that was often 

attributed to disability or lack of livelihood potential (no land, no skills, etc.). All of this resulted in a 

smaller number of households being selected for economic support and the complete closure of the 

project subcomponent on employment. Perhaps, from a Project level point of view, the result would 

have been better if these two groups of beneficiaries had not been linked (as was the case in phase I of 

the Floods Recovery Programme). 

 

 

6.2.3 To what extent and through what mechanisms has the project managed to transfer knowhow 

on implementing emergency rehabilitation projects to local government? 

 

Overall, the Project benefited hugely from the inclusion of local stakeholders across all stages of its 

implementation. Local government staff were drafted from the start in to serve as members of selection 

commissions after receiving training from the project with the aim of ensuring local buy-in as well as 

process uniformity across all selected local governments. This process enabled on-the-job transfer of 

skills and knowledge onto local staff that can use this newly acquired expertise beyond the confines of 

this intervention. Municipal staff were also brought in to work on livelihoods assistance selection bodies, 

supervision of construction works, implementation of economic empowerment measures, overall 

project monitoring, and more. This all had the immediate effect of strengthening the capacities of those 

local governments to manage complex multi-stakeholder processes and projects, something that will 

surely come in handy even beyond the emergency recovery and reconstruction arena.  

Local government representatives that worked together with the Project Team, learning the benefits of 

a clearly mapped out process with measurable indicators, now clearly appreciate a more structure 

approach to project management. In addition, they now understand how to prepare a merit-based 

public call, score and select beneficiaries and implement projects. 

 

In addition, UNDP has developed a toolkit desk reference guide to assist local governments as they plan 

and implement livelihood support projects in the future. 
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6.2.4 To what extent has the Project outreached marginalized groups (i.e. youth, persons with 

disabilities, returnees, internally displaced, minorities…)? Has the Project been implemented in 

accordance with a civic and human rights perspective: i.e. have target groups been participating in 

planning, implementation and follow up? Has anyone been discriminated by the Project through the 

implementation? Have the Project been implemented in a transparent fashion? Are there 

accountability mechanisms in the Project? 

 

The project reached a total of 638 families including 49 family members with disabilities, 107 displaced 

persons/returnees, and 5 families that belong to ethnic minority groups. In total, the project reached 

1,905 vulnerable people (of which 940 or 49.34 per cent were women).9  

 

The chart below shows beneficiaries’ structure. 

 

Figure 6: Structure of beneficiaries’  

 

 
 

All beneficiaries were selected according to the same scoring system, as provided for in the beneficiary 

selection criteria, while the Livelihood Needs Assessment took into account their social status and their 

housing and financial conditions, as well as capacities for engaging in agricultural or business activities. 

The clear criteria were defined in the public call and all persons whose homes were damaged during the 

2014 floods and who had not received any previous assistance were encouraged to apply. The 

Beneficiary Selection Commission comprised representatives of local governments, the municipal centre 

for social welfare, and UNDP or IOM. This illustrates the level of involvement by local authorities in both 

implementation and monitoring. Public calls, joint commissions and transparent lists of beneficiaries 

ensured that the project was implemented in a transparent manner. 

 

Beneficiary selection process included the following: the Beneficiary Selection Commission carried out a 

pre-selection of applicants according to minimum eligibility criteria. All applicants who met the 

                                                           
9
 https://krupljani.ba/bih/eu-stambeno-osigurala-2-700-osoba-i-stabilne-prihode-za-204-porodice-sirom-bih.html 

https://www.fokus.ba/vijesti/bih/eu-stambeno-osigurala-2-700-osoba-i-stabilne-prihode-za-204-porodice-sirom-

bih/1809496/ 
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https://krupljani.ba/bih/eu-stambeno-osigurala-2-700-osoba-i-stabilne-prihode-za-204-porodice-sirom-bih.html
https://www.fokus.ba/vijesti/bih/eu-stambeno-osigurala-2-700-osoba-i-stabilne-prihode-za-204-porodice-sirom-bih/1809496/
https://www.fokus.ba/vijesti/bih/eu-stambeno-osigurala-2-700-osoba-i-stabilne-prihode-za-204-porodice-sirom-bih/1809496/
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eliminatory criteria were included in the field verification. After the field verification phase, preliminary 

lists were publicly announced on the bulletin board of the municipality, the centre for social welfare and 

in the local communities where dissatisfied applicants were invited to appeal or contest the preliminary 

list. All appeals were reviewed by the second instance commission that considered and resolved the 

received complaints. Upon completion of this process, the final lists were published with priority 

afforded to households residing in temporary shelter and families with large numbers of household 

members. 

 

Transparency within the Project was paramount and was ensured through continuous publication of 

information related to the selection process in all partner communities. There was no evidence that 

anybody was discriminated against during the project. 

 

 

6.2.5 Did the project apply innovative approaches and solutions during the course of its 

implementation? 

 
Strategically, the Project was a legacy intervention building on Phase I of the EU Flood Recovery 
Programme. However, the COVID-19 pandemic created a need to identify and apply innovative solutions 
to adapt the Project to dramatically new circumstances. For instance, while performing construction or 
rehabilitation works, new building protocols were devised to allow for execution of the construction 
works while ensuring distancing between crews and beneficiary households; at the same time, 
monitoring was largely moved online. Also, compared to Phase I, the quality assurance segment was 
expanded significantly.  
 

Given the previous experience, the Project was very well planned. There was one significant innovation 
related to sustainability where the Project, in concert with local partners, developed a new ownership 
modality: where municipal land was allocated to beneficiaries older than 65 with no descendants, the 
housing unit will remain in the ownership of the local governments, but with lifetime usage granted to 
the beneficiary. This will then ensure that the municipality can reallocate the housing unit to another 
socially and/or economically disadvantaged family once the original resident passes away. Such a 
modality increases effectiveness of investment and allows for long-term sustainability of housing 
assistance.  
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6.3. Efficiency 
 

Overall finding: The criterion is rated as satisfactory10. Overall, the project had an efficient 

implementation process with the total value of construction works placed at around BAM 11 million 

with BAM 960,000 provided as co-financing by the local authorities and BAM 1,447,354.59 BAM by 

the Entity of Republika Srpska. Furthermore, local governments provided additional assistance to the 

beneficiaries amounting to more than BAM 1,558,000. This additional amount was provided for the 

purchase of land for houses, construction of infrastructure, issuance of urban and construction 

permits, construction of access roads and landscaping, geotechnical exploration works, the removal of 

the existing buildings, settlement of property relations, payment of administrative fees, commissions 

etc. The financial, human and technical resources were allocated strategically in order to achieve 

project results. The Project appears to have had a strong management capacity with appropriate cost-

effective measures in place. Furthermore, Project design was based on a realistic and clear 

intervention logic that was straightforward. The annual utilisation of the planned financial resources 

was quite low in the first year but it was on track by the end of the Project. The COVID-19 pandemic 

was a challenge but the team adapted and managed to overcome most of the challenges that arose as 

a result of the pandemic. 

 

Local and entity governments took an active role in implementing all phases of the project with 
significant financial and in-kind contributions.  

The chart below shows the amount of overall investment and the amount of co-financing for each 

partner local government. 

 

Figure 7: Amount of overall investment and co-financing for each partner local governance 

 
                                                           
10

 Scale for criteria assessment:  Excellent: all indicators exceeded the targets set at the inception, no project extensions 
    Highly satisfactory: 90 - 100% of key indicators have achieved the target, no extensions 
    Satisfactory: 50--89% of key indicators have achieved the targets 
    Partly Unsatisfactory: 25--49% of key indicators achieved the targets 
    Unsatisfactory: Less than 25 % of key indicators achieved the targets 
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Management and organisational arrangements 

The United Nations Development Programme in Bosnia and Herzegovina assumed full responsibility and 

accountability for the overall management of the Project, including monitoring and evaluation of the 

intervention, achievement of the objectives and specified results/outputs, and the efficient and effective 

use of resources.  

The Project’s institutional structure comprised the Project Board, Assurance, and the Project Team, 

interacting in the broader Project context with partners and all interested stakeholders.  

The Project Board was responsible for making, through consensus, management decisions for the 

project. The scope of work of the Project Board included regular review of work plans, reports and 

procedures submitted by the team. More specifically, the Project Board reviewed and adopted the 

annual work plans as well as the progress, annual and final reports for the project. It also supervised the 

progress of works, provided strategic guidance and gave final approval for milestone strategic and 

operational matters. The Project Board included representatives of the Ministry for Human Rights and 

Refugees of Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Ministry of Finance of RS (on behalf of Government of 

Republika Srpska), Delegation of the European Union to Bosnia and Herzegovina. and UNDP, along with 

IOM as non-voting members. 

The Project Assurance role supported the Project Board by carrying out objective and independent 

oversight of the project and monitoring functions. This role ensured that the project milestones were 

managed and completed. Project Assurance was independent of the Project Manager and was 

performed by UNDP structures.  

The Project Team was located in Sarajevo, with one team member located in Banja Luka. Project staff 

carried out various duties, including management, administration and technical assistance, which were 

directly attributable to the implementation of the Project. The team comprised both full-time dedicated 

and part-time specialised project staff. The Project also employed a core team of specialists to support 

the implementation of financial, administrative, logistical, communications and monitoring 

commitments.  

The Project Team implemented activities according to the annual plans. It managed to reorganize and 

adapt to overcome the COVID-19 pandemic influence and complete its objectives and hit all of its 

intended targets.  

UNDP worked with IOM as an implementing partner, who also engaged their own staff principally 

tasked with housing rehabilitation responsibilities.   

The Project Board met on a semi-annual basis and according to schedule. Since the COVID-19 pandemic 

began, the meetings were organised online with well-prepared reports and plans for the next reporting 
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period. The Project was managed very well, especially having in mind the very difficult period from the 

onset of the COVID-19 pandemic.  

Within the evaluation criteria “Efficiency”, the evaluator responded to the following questions: 

 

 

6.3.1 Were resources (financial, human and technical) allocated strategically to achieve the project 

results? Were the Project activities implemented as scheduled and according to the planned financial 

resources? 

 

According to the Agreement with the European Union, the target budget was defined only for the first 

year of project implementation and amounted to EUR 3,241,775.67. The donor did not request the 

definition of annual budgets for other years. The precondition for payment of the second tranche of 

donor funds required spending/contracting at least 70 per cent of the funds paid for the first tranche 

and/or spending at least 70 per cent of the funds from the second tranche, and 100 per cent from the 

first tranche for the third tranche payment. 

Budget management for all other years of project implementation was done in accordance with the 

UNDP annual plan at the level of the calendar year in US dollars. 

The table below shows the amount of planned spending in US dollars and the realised spending as of 31 

December of the calendar year along with the execution rates.11  

Figure 8: Planned versus realised spending for the Flood Recovery – Housing Interventions project in US$ 

 

The execution rate was very low in the first year, largely because of the size of the initial payment and 

the type of activities implemented in the initial Project period, but it had picked up by the end of the 

project, reaching full capacity.  

The reason for the lower spending in the first year was the fact that the beneficiary selection process 

was extended to allow for maximum process integrity, and the bulk of the spending is directly related to 

the rehabilitation and construction of houses, which followed the end of the beneficiary selection of 

process. The beneficiary selection process was initially planned for a period of four months, but this 

timeframe was extended due to several considerations. 1,956 applicants were visited as part of the field 

verification process, with multiple locations requiring additional follow-up visits. In addition to an 

                                                           
11

 The numbers presented in the table are from the internal UNDP planning / monitoring tools. 

FY SECTOR/Project title Project ID AWP=TARGET USD  MD PLAN = TARGET in USD 2017 Expenses USD

2017 Flood recovery - Housing RS 00091911 935.469,55 3.241.775,67 427.712,26 46% 13%

2018 Flood recovery - Housing RS 00091911 2.311.992,75 1.868.294,16 2.033.644,59 88% 109%

2019 Flood recovery - Housing RS 00091911 3.624.002,10 3.574.005,96 3.668.544,10 101% 103%

2020 Flood recovery - Housing RS 00091911 2.642.957,78 1.705.547,23 1.716.549,50 65% 101%

Total Flood recovery - Housing RS 00091911 9.514.422,18 10.389.623,02 7.846.450,45

Execution Rate
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exhaustive verification process, participating local governments needed continuous coaching and 

assistance throughout the process. This translated into operational delays in terms of processing 

applications, but it was a necessary compromise in order to ensure local process ownership. Finally, as a 

supplementary safeguard measure, the Project introduced an independent quality assurance for the 

beneficiary selection process, auditing around 5 per cent of all applicants to ensure process integrity and 

quality of outcomes. 

At the beginning, the Project was planned to last from September 2017 up until February 2020. 

However, the project was extended on two occasions: first for a period of ten months and later for an 

additional six months. The reason for the first extension relates to a number of factors, to include the 

savings generated by downsizing the scope of the livelihood component, with funds used to increase the 

number of houses to be built or rehabilitated. These activities required re-launching design and 

procurement procedures, as well as obtaining the relevant permits, which were more time consuming. 

The second extension was caused by the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. The pandemic disrupted 

project dynamics and, in most cases, caused an extension of the contracts with the contractors for 40-60 

days. In addition, the savings generated through the efficiently conducted procurement processes and 

the dollar exchange rate change were used to again increase the scope of housing interventions and 

number of beneficiaries, which required additional time for construction and rehabilitation activities. 

Human and technical resources were assigned strategically. This was achieved through the development 

of clear beneficiary identification criteria modelled on and harmonised with the Criteria for Beneficiary 

Selection that was applied in all of the localities and an overall improvement in the housing stock quality 

after the introduction of monitoring and quality assurance measures. 

 

 

6.3.2 Were there any weaknesses in the project design, management, human resource skills and 

resources? 

 

The logic of the project and its results chain (inputs, outputs and outcomes) are straight forward and 

clearly described. The Project design did not include infrastructure expenses, such as water and 

electricity supply, connection to the sewage system or access roads for newly built houses as per the 

donor’s request. This placed a significant burden on local government budgets and posed a problem for 

some smaller municipalities with lower budgets. These expenses were sometimes almost as high as the 

agreed amounts to be financed by the local governments, and in some cases they were even higher 

(Bijeljina, Doboj, Modriča, Šekovidi and Ugljevik). 

An overview of the additional financial contributions to the project is provided in Annex 7 to this report. 

As mentioned before, these additional funds were used mainly to purchase land for houses, for the 

construction of infrastructure roads, issuance of urban and construction permits, construction of access 

roads and landscaping, geotechnical exploration works, the removal of the existing buildings, settlement 

of property relations, payment of administrative fees, commissions, etc. Due to the fact that in most 

cases the beneficiaries came from socially vulnerable categories, in some extreme situations, 
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beneficiaries experienced delays in moving into their new houses caused by their inability to buy some 

basic items such as a stove, bed, etc. Perhaps the Project should have considered allocating funds to 

cover these emergency costs. 

The Project initially planned activities aimed at increasing beneficiary income generation through the 
integration of farming assistance beneficiaries into economically viable agriculture co-operatives and/or 
regional value chains. Yet the small production capacities of the beneficiaries meant that the 
prospective buyers were not interested due to high associated costs and low expected yield. The 
analysis showed that it was more cost-effective for the beneficiaries to sell their products on the 
doorstep because they could generate higher prices without incurring any additional costs. 

The Project also originally planned to match a certain number of unemployed beneficiary household 
members with SMEs, offering vocational training in order to overcome the gap between the 
competencies of the beneficiaries and the needs of SMEs. Ultimately, however, this sub-component 
failed because of a lack of interest on the side of the private sector and the limited baseline capacities of 
project beneficiaries. 

 

 

6.3.3 To what extent did the target groups and other stakeholders take an active role in implementing 
the project? What modes of participation took place? How efficient were the partner institutions in 
supporting project implementation? 

Partner local governments actively participated in the implementation of both components of the 

project. They were actively involved in reaching out to beneficiaries in order to get them to apply, 

providing feedback to prospective applicants throughout the public call period, provision of the 

necessary documentation, review of the applications, field visits, supervision of construction works, 

technical acceptance, provision of construction land, issuance of all building and usage permits, 

provision of infrastructure, as well as co-financing newly built houses and, in select cases, providing 

assistance with furniture and household appliances.  

The active role played by the local governments in implementing the project is illustrated through their 

financial commitment, as they provided co-financing in the amount of BAM 5,000 for each newly 

constructed house, amounting to BAM 960,645.41 in total.  

A detailed overview of the project expenditure and co-financing provided by the local governments is 

provided in Annex 6. It includes some additional contributions from the local government side and 

shows that these amounts are rather significant for certain municipalities. 

 

 

6.3.4 Were the monitoring and quality assurance aspects of the project adequately covered? 

As a result of recommendations stemming from Phase I of the Recovery Programme, where the 

assurance regime successfully detected a range of defects in works performed, the Project decided to 
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conduct multiple levels of supervision for construction and rehabilitation works, as well as 

comprehensive quality assurance.  

Supervision of the construction of houses was threefold, namely the supervision and quality control was 

performed by the following: 

- Representatives of the authorised company (external supervision); 

- UNDP and IOM field engineers;  

- Technical representatives of the local government. 

 

Some implementing partners felt that too much time and resources were spent on monitoring and 

quality assurance; however, the evaluation finds that the results were worth the effort. The quality of 

the houses was very good and this increased the level of satisfaction among the beneficiaries. The field 

visit showed that all visited beneficiaries were very satisfied with the quality of the construction works, 

which was primarily a result of the detailed monitoring and quality assurance. Upon completion of 

construction and rehabilitation works, UNDP conducted the quality assurance processes for all works. 

This resulted in the speedy elimination of defects, as attested by both beneficiaries and the final audit 

reports. 

 

6.3.5 To what extent did the project utilise meaningful synergies with other relevant projects, e.g. in 

the area of agriculture and livelihood, floods recovery support, etc.? 

 

There was a high level of synergy between the Project and similar interventions, especially the flood 

recovery counterpart project taking place in the Federation. Other projects include the World Bank 

‘Investment in Flood Protection and Prevention’ initiative12, working on disaster reduction and recovery, 

and UNDP interventions targeting sustainable economic development, to include the EU-funded 

EU4Business13 and EU4Agri14. In the segment of infrastructure improvement, the Project also 

cooperated with the Swiss-funded Municipal Economic and Environmental Governance Project15. 

The Regional Housing Programme, implemented by the Ministry for Human Rights and Refugees, had 

developed guidelines for minimum housing standards for beneficiaries and displaced persons which 

were adopted and internalized by the Project. 

 

                                                           
12

 http://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/720501557754245708/pdf/A-Review-of-Flood-Protection-

Investment-Projects-Financed-by-the-World-Bank.pdf 

 
13

 https://www.ba.undp.org/content/bosnia_and_herzegovina/en/home/development-impact/eu4business.html 

 
14

 https://www.ba.undp.org/content/bosnia_and_herzegovina/en/home/development-impact/eu4agri.html 

 
15

 https://www.ba.undp.org/content/bosnia_and_herzegovina/en/home/development-impact/MEG.html 

 

http://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/720501557754245708/pdf/A-Review-of-Flood-Protection-Investment-Projects-Financed-by-the-World-Bank.pdf
http://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/720501557754245708/pdf/A-Review-of-Flood-Protection-Investment-Projects-Financed-by-the-World-Bank.pdf
https://www.ba.undp.org/content/bosnia_and_herzegovina/en/home/development-impact/eu4business.html
https://www.ba.undp.org/content/bosnia_and_herzegovina/en/home/development-impact/eu4agri.html
https://www.ba.undp.org/content/bosnia_and_herzegovina/en/home/development-impact/MEG.html
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6.4. Impact 

Overall finding:  The criterion is rated as highly satisfactory16. There is no doubt that the project has 
had a positive effect and impact on people’s lives both in terms of housing and livelihood. A total of 
1,905 (of which 940 or 49.34 per cent were women) people were able to move to their rehabilitated 
or new homes and 125 vulnerable households benefited from a steady and sustainable income 
stream. All stakeholders and the vast majority of local government representatives, as well as 
beneficiaries, were very satisfied with the project implementation and with the level of partnership 
support and in particular with the project implementers and local governments. Although not its 
ultimate objective, the project managed to elevate cooperation among the institutions involved. 

Within the evaluation criteria “Impact”, the evaluator responded to the following questions: 
 
 

6.4.1 What were the effects and impact of the project in terms of sustainable recovery for flood and 
landslide affected households and communities in Bosnia and Herzegovina, both in qualitative and 
quantitative terms? 

 
All interviewed stakeholders, donors and beneficiaries, as well as surveyed local governments believe 
that the effects and impact of the project are largely sustainable. Parallel to solving the housing 
problem, local governments instigated interventions to strengthen local infrastructure, drainage 
systems, embankments and watercourses. Many other projects implemented by UNDP, as well as 
others, worked to restore damaged road communications, riverbanks and to clear landslides. UNDP, 
along with Catholic Relief Services (CRS) and other organisations, played a leading role in reconstructing 
areas along rivers which not only strengthened the sustainability of this project but improved flood and 
landslide protection in the country. 
Sustainability of project results was achieved both in the areas of housing and livelihood17. The quality of 
the houses built is very high and, importantly, they are placed in geologically safe locations and flood- 
free zones. In some cases, the beneficiaries now reside in homes far superior to those they lived in prior 
to the disaster. Meanwhile, livelihood measures enabled beneficiaries to restore some of what they had 
lost.  

The effects and impact of the project are indeed sustainable in the long-run in terms of the works 
performed; however, larger scale, national-level flood protection works are needed to ensure outcome 
sustainability for the foreseeable future. 
 
 
                                                           
16

 Scale for criteria assessment:  Excellent: all indicators exceeded the targets set at the inception, no extension 
    Highly satisfactory: 90% - 100% of key indicators have achieved the target 
    Satisfactory: 50--89% of key indicators have achieved the targets 
    Partly Unsatisfactory: 25--49% of key indicators achieved the targets 
    Unsatisfactory: Less than 25 % of key indicators achieved the targets 
17

 https://www.fokus.ba/vijesti/bih/eu-stambeno-osigurala-2-700-osoba-i-stabilne-prihode-za-204-porodice-sirom-

bih/1809496/ 

 

https://www.glassrpske.com/lat/drustvo/panorama/srbac-stize-oprema-za-21-poplavljeno-domacinstvo/308755 

 

https://www.fokus.ba/vijesti/bih/eu-stambeno-osigurala-2-700-osoba-i-stabilne-prihode-za-204-porodice-sirom-bih/1809496/
https://www.fokus.ba/vijesti/bih/eu-stambeno-osigurala-2-700-osoba-i-stabilne-prihode-za-204-porodice-sirom-bih/1809496/
https://www.glassrpske.com/lat/drustvo/panorama/srbac-stize-oprema-za-21-poplavljeno-domacinstvo/308755
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6.4.2 What are the positive or negative, intended or unintended, changes brought about by the 
project interventions? This may, inter alia, include an overview of the number of beneficiaries 
benefiting from the housing rehabilitation or construction works and the economic support 
implemented by the project. 

The Project has had a positive effect on the lives of people affected by the disaster, with the most 
vulnerable households afforded an opportunity to dramatically improve their housing situation. The 
intended positive changes relate to the improvement in the quality of life for 1,905 people, of which 940 
were women (49.34 per cent). The Project also delivered increased opportunities for income generation 
across 125 households who received tailor-made farming packages and greenhouses, while three 
beneficiaries registered small businesses and became self-employed. 

In addition, some of the beneficiaries further extended their capacity for farming through purchasing 
additional greenhouses (two of the visited beneficiaries) or installing multiple beehives (one of the 
visited beneficiaries). Beneficiaries who bought additional greenhouses significantly increased their 
household income, while the beekeeper expects more honey to be produced this year. Beneficiaries 
who received greenhouses and agriculture packages also received professional assistance in farming, 
gaining valuable knowledge that can be applied in their day-to-day agricultural production. Visited 
beneficiaries noted a significant improvement in the quality of their lives as a result of the assistance 
received through the Project.  

Furthermore, the Project also increased the level of trust among citizens in their local administrations 
and in the international community. Expressed in one sentiment, should another disaster befall them, 
the beneficiaries, and the local governments, will know that they are not alone. The Project’s focus on 
vulnerable categories was important, while, for some families, assistance received through this 
intervention convinced them to stay in Bosnia and Herzegovina rather than emigrate abroad. 

There was some dissatisfaction by individuals who did not qualify for assistance under the conditions of 
the call and continue to reside in flood-damaged homes. This mainly applies to applicants who did not 
meet the eliminatory selection criteria - many within this group live in homes for which they could not 
provide valid documentation, to include damage assessment reports, ownership certificates, or other.   

 

6.4.3 To what extent were the key stakeholders/final beneficiaries satisfied with the implementation 
of the project, specifically in terms of the partnership support and what are the specific issues 
remaining in the area of concern? 

 

The vast majority of local governments were very satisfied with project implementation. They were 
especially satisfied with partner support and the communication with the project team, which was 
available around the clock. 

All of the beneficiaries visited were very satisfied with their new or renovated homes, and the livelihood 
support they had received, as well as the partnership support provided by local governments. The only 
exception was a single household in Bijeljina that was dissatisfied with the scope of rehabilitation works 
performed. Upon closer inspection, it was established that the rehabilitation scope was guided 
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exclusively by relevant housing standards introduced by the State Ministry of Human Rights and 
Refugees, taking into consideration the size of household and level of flood damage suffered. In addition 
to rehabilitation works, the family was provided livelihood support to operate a small business.  

Several local governments (Gradiška, Petrovo, Prnjavor and Srbac) reported that there were still people 
out there who were residing in flood or landslide affected homes due to their ineligibility to take part in 
the Project. A large proportion of this caseload could not prove ownership of the housing unit put forth 
for rehabilitation. This was a basic criterion for beneficiary selection.  

It is important to emphasise that all applicants who took part in the public call and met the basic 
eliminatory criteria received assistance through the Project. There were some households which did not 
submit their applications on time but were taken on board at a later stage when additional funding 
became available.  

All stakeholders were very satisfied with the project implementation and the communication within the 
stakeholder community, to include donors, implementing partners and the participating line ministries. 

 
 

6.4.4 To what extent has the project elevated cooperation between the relevant institutions? 

Cooperation between the relevant institutions, such as the line ministries, was very good. There were no 
competency disputes between the various levels of government as the institutional boundaries were 
well defined prior to the start of project implementation.  

Local governments cooperated among themselves in specific situations where certain innovative 
solutions or practices, regarding allocation of construction land, solving of infrastructure issues, and 
permitting, were shared within the group. The Project managed to achieve a synergy between local 
authorities and line ministries by working together through the format of the Project Board and beyond. 

 

 

6.4.5 How have cross-cutting issues such as disability, sustainability of housing solutions and reaching 
the most vulnerable been effectively taken up? 

 

The criteria for beneficiary selection actively encouraged participation of the most vulnerable, such as 
people with disabilities, minorities, the displaced and returnees. Furthermore, housing assistance 
provided is deemed sustainable as the works were only performed in areas considered safe from repeat 
flooding and landslide events.  

In general, the Project always met the specific needs of each disabled beneficiary when it came to 
access, or any other relevant issue encountered.  
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6.5. Sustainability 

Overall finding: The sustainability of the project is rated as highly satisfactory18. New homes 

constructed through the Project are disaster resilient and, where applicable, disabled friendly and 

accessible. Beneficiaries received tailored farming assistance that enables them to meet their financial 

needs and achieve a gradual reduction in their economic vulnerability. Although many local 

authorities have improved flood protection in affected areas, the cleaning and maintaining of 

riverbeds, along with regular monitoring of illegal construction to prevent landslide activation,  

remain crucial for ensuring the sustainability of project outputs and outcomes. Many local authorities 

have improved the condition of their riverbanks in an effort to reduce the risk of flooding but there is 

still room to improve. Combining housing and livelihood components under one Project umbrella was 

crucial in terms of beneficiary sustainability because they received durable shelter alongside an 

opportunity to generate income. At the same time, the method of selecting livelihoods beneficiaries 

from within the ranks of housing assistance recipients was a complicating factor for the Project as only 

a small number of eligible households qualified for assistance.  

The sustainability of the Floods Recovery – Housing Intervention in Republika Srpska was analysed on 

two -levels: 

 Project level sustainability; and, 

 Overall sustainability. 

The latter took into consideration the likelihood of a repeat disaster, and the government’s activities to 

prevent it. In order to ensure sustainability and protect against floods, authorities need to continue 

cleaning riverbeds, building and maintaining flood defences, and regularly monitoring illegal 

construction to avoid triggering landslides. Interviews with local governments indicate a great deal of 

willingness to reduce disaster risk but limited capabilities. Disaster risk reduction infrastructure tends to 

be complex and expensive so local governments often depend on external funding (entity or donors). 

Accordingly, the overall sustainability was rating as satisfactory.  

 

Within the evaluation criteria “Sustainability”, the Evaluation responded the following questions: 

6.5.1 To what extent are the project outcomes and outputs sustainable? How could the project 

results be made more sustainable and expanded, having in mind the remaining issues pertaining to 

flood recovery? 

                                                           
18

 
18

 Scale for criteria assessment:  Excellent: all indicators exceeded the targets set at the inception, no extension 
    Highly satisfactory: 90% - 100% of key indicators have achieved the target 
    Satisfactory: 50--89% of key indicators have achieved the targets 
    Partly Unsatisfactory: 25--49% of key indicators achieved the targets 
    Unsatisfactory: Less than 25 % of key indicators achieved the targets 
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Project outputs and outcomes are considered highly sustainable. The construction/rehabilitation of 

residential buildings has improved housing conditions for beneficiaries, while the livelihood component 

has enabled recipients to produce food for their households but also to augment their income by selling 

it on the market. All of this has contributed to the sustainability of the project. 

Beneficiaries now live in safe homes located in areas deemed free from risk. Some local authorities have 

enhanced riverbed management to help prevent flooding but there is room for improvement in terms of 

building flood prevention infrastructure.  

Additionally, in some cases, beneficiaries that were especially economically vulnerable could not move 

into their new homes due to lacking furniture or appliances. 

The Project also addressed the economic recovery of beneficiaries through small scale interventions that 

were highly significant for affected beneficiaries. However, economic sustainability was not always 

possible due to weak baseline beneficiary capacities and lack of and skillset.  

 

 

6.5.2 To what extent did the project approaches (intervention strategies) manage to create a sense of 

ownership among the key institutional stakeholders? 

 

Significant co-financing provided by the entity and partner local governments ensured that all partners 

had a vested stake in the intervention. In addition, active local government participation across all 

project phases meant that staff had both an understanding of the situation but also an interest in 

ensuring all activities were implemented smoothly. Local authorities will, in addition, continue post-

implementation monitoring beyond the project cycle for a period of 5 years, as stipulated in the MoUs 

signed between partner local governments and UNDP and IoM. Overall, this project is a quality example 

of long-term cooperation between all levels of government and UNDP. 

 

 

6.5.3 To what extent have the capacities of the relevant government institutions been strengthened 

in terms of sustaining the results of the project? In this regard, what are the challenges that they will 

have to overcome and the potential that could be unlocked in the future? 

 

The experience and knowledge gained by line ministries involved in project implementation bodes well 

for any such future project as the responsible ministry staff now possess the key skills needed to 

manage recovery interventions.  

At the same time, capacities of local governments were strengthened both through direct training as 
well as on-the-job learning as local staff were exposed to all phases of project implementation, learning 
from their UNDP and IOM counterparts. This has strengthened their capacities and created a better 
basis for a more efficient response to similar disasters in the future. 
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In addition, local governments were provided with a toolkit containing detailed instructions for 
independent implementation of future economic support projects. 

The experience partners gained is also applicable to other projects. Overall, this intervention is a good 
example of how a project can be implemented quickly, efficiently and successfully. The biggest obstacle 
was the lack of financial resources available for disaster recovery projects within local government 
budgets. It is therefore necessary for local governments to include planning for natural disasters with 
their annual budget funds, although the main potential that needs to be unblocked relates to higher 
levels of government. 

 

7. Cross-cutting issues 

Note: In evaluating this segment of project implementation, the evaluator consulted the United Nations 

Evaluation Group Guidance on Integrating Human Rights and Gender Equality in Evaluation. 

The chart below shows the male to female ratio with the overall Project beneficiary population. 

Figure 9: Ratio of women in overall population of beneficiaries 

 

The Project itself was primarily designed to target vulnerable social and economic categories displaced 
by the 2014 disaster event. When selecting beneficiaries, special consideration was afforded to the 
elderly, single-parent households, minorities, such as Roma, who were socially excluded and had limited 
access to finance, and to economically vulnerable persons who were less likely to be insured for flood 
damage, returnees and internally displaced persons, persons with disability and illness and unemployed 
men, women and youth. Livelihood assistance prioritised the most vulnerable within the beneficiary 
selection criteria, while the targeting and tailoring of recovery packages for each family was based 
specifically on the Livelihoods Needs Assessment and took place at household level.  

Questionnaires used in the evaluation surveys and interviews were designed to generate feedback from 
partners and beneficiaries on gender equality considerations and women’s empowerment, human rights 
aspects, and the involvement of vulnerable beneficiaries. Field visits further complemented survey and 
interview findings. 

The gender dimension was explored thoroughly through each project activity, and gender disaggregated 

data was used to the greatest possible extent. All new homes were legally classified as joint property of 

50,66% 
49,34% 

Male

Female
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both spouses, thus providing them with equal ownership going forward. The sample of beneficiaries 

who were visited and interviewed by the evaluator represented both project components: housing and 

livelihoods.  The gender ratio of visited beneficiaries (47% women) was almost the same as the entire 

pool of beneficiaries (49% women). Two of three entrepreneurs supported through the project are 

women and they were visited and interviewed face-to-face. 

According to available data, the Project reached nearly all of the eligible vulnerable households (638 in 

24 partner municipalities) whose homes were damaged substantially or destroyed in the disaster event 

of 2014. 

Communication among all involved parties and beneficiaries was at a highly satisfactory level. 

 

8. Lessons learned  

1. Repeat cooperation between the European Union as the donor, and UNDP as the implementing 
partner, proved to be very effective.  

2. Defining clear and unambiguous criteria for beneficiary selection, uniformly and transparently 
applied across all localities, proved to be crucial in terms of the project’s contribution towards 
ensuring human rights and represented a critical first step towards beneficiary satisfaction as it was 
the case in the Project.  

3. Intensive monitoring of construction and rehabilitation works, and overall quality assurance, 
ensured the excellence of construction works and led to a high level of beneficiary satisfaction, as 
well as satisfaction with partner local authorities. 

4. Infrastructure-related expenses increased the financial burden on local governments, which in some 
cases were not able to cover both the agreed contribution for construction works and the 
investments in infrastructure. These expenses may need to be planned into the project budget. 

5. The method of exclusively selecting livelihoods beneficiaries from within the pool of housing 
assistance recipients proved to be a limiting factor for the Project as housing beneficiaries were 
largely vulnerable individuals with limited ability or skillsets for work. This led to great difficulty in 
identifying a sufficient number of beneficiaries for this component, and ultimately led to the 
cancellation of employment sub-component due to lack of applicants and interest by prospective 
employers. The result here would have likely been better had these two groups of beneficiaries not 
linked (as was the case with Phase I of the Flood Recovery Programme). However, combining 
housing and livelihood support in disaster recovery projects should be encouraged, since it is crucial 
in terms of sustainability. Having a ‘roof over your head’ and being able to produce food, and even 
earn extra income, contributes greatly to quality of life of beneficiary families. The integration of 
livelihood beneficiaries into economically viable agricultural co-operatives and/or regional value 
chains largely depends on their level of agricultural production. The integration for small scale 
producers proved to be challenging thus should not be considered for the future disaster recovery 
projects. 

6. When designing projects, beneficiary structure and characteristics should be analysed in detail, 
because they may significantly affect delivery. Sometimes the most vulnerable beneficiaries may 
have limitations that preclude them from joining the labour force – these factors may include 
physical fitness, age, level of education, etc. Vocational training also is unlikely to overcome this gap. 

7. During evaluation, in some cases, it was not possible to obtain feedback from select local 
governments due to absence of staff previously assigned to disaster recovery activities. In order to 
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maintain institutional memory, local governments should ensure backstopping personnel that would 
be able to respond when needed and to maintain the flow of project related activities. 

8. Local government ownership of project results, achieved through active participation in all segments 
of implementation, along with significant financial and in-kind contributions, proved to be crucial for 
sustainability and success of the Project. 

9. Detailed surveys of construction land, although time and money consuming, proved to be crucial in 
ensuring the long-term viability of the recovery investment. As a result, no new flood damages to 
Project-build homes were reported since the beginning of project implementation until today, 
despite regular spring flooding that occurs almost annually in BiH. Further actions by local 
governments on flood protection, such as cleaning riverbeds, building and maintaining the 
embankments along the river and prevention of illegal housing in risk areas will likely further expand 
the positive impact of the Project through improved disaster risk management. 

 

9. Recommendations 

The evaluation makes the following set of recommendations derived from the analysis presented in the 
previous sections of this report and the lessons learned. 

 

Recommendation Linked to 
conclusion/ 

criterion 

Addressed to Comment on the 
recommendation 

1. Cooperation between UNDP and other 
implementing partners and stakeholders, 
as well as the standardization of processes 
across the Project, has proven to be of 
immense importance in ensuring the high 
quality of delivery. This should be 
replicated in any future similar endeavour.  

Efficiency UNDP 

Implementing 
partners 

Project’s 
stakeholders 

Project timeline and 
management 

2. Flexibility and adaptability to unforeseen 
scenarios during project implementation is 
important, as evidenced during the COVID-
19 pandemic. This resulted in many 
adaptations of activities to the new reality 
caused by the pandemic, which were 
proposed and implemented by UNDP, but 
which also were accepted and encouraged 
by the donor.  

Efficiency UNDP 

Donors 

 

Project design and 
project management 

3. Combining housing and livelihood 
components of a disaster recovery project 
is crucial to project sustainability, 
especially on a micro level that focuses on 
the beneficiary households. Beneficiaries 

Sustainability UNDP 

Donors 

Design of the future 
disaster recovery 

projects 
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who have received both types of assistance 
benefited significantly. Designing disaster 
recovery projects needs to address both 
components in order to enable the 
beneficiaries to achieve sustainability. On 
the other hand, selection of livelihoods 
beneficiaries from the pool of housing 
beneficiaries proved to be extremely 
challenging, thus limiting the number of 
beneficiaries who could qualify for the 
economic support. In the future, livelihood 
beneficiaries should not be selected 
exclusively from within the ranks of 
housing beneficiaries but rather the two 
components should be implemented side-
by-side. 

4. Encourage the creation of a platform 
that will map potential risks and risk 
mitigation measures for each local 
government.   

Sustainability UNDP 

Local 
governance 

partner 

Donors 

The platform would 
serve to coordinate all 
activities within a local 
government related to 

disaster risk 
management. 

5.  Target groups and beneficiaries should 
be analysed closely in terms of needs and 
capacities, prior to defining project details 
and projecting results.  

In future project designs, limiting the 
selection of the livelihoods beneficiaries 
from within the ranks of emergency-
impacted beneficiaries, who largely consist 
of the elderly, people with disabilities, 
economically marginalized population that 
does not possess resources or abilities to 
engage in agricultural activities, 
entrepreneurship or to seek full-time 
employment, should be avoided. Instead, 
livelihood beneficiary selection should be 
open to wider range of individuals residing 
in the disaster affected area.  

Effectiveness UNDP 

Donors 

Projects design 

6.  The disaster recovery projects should 
integrate into the budget the expenses of 
the basic communal infrastructure (water, 
sewage, electricity) in order to ensure that 
all the connections are provided in time 
and houses are fully functional upon 

Impact UNDP 

Donors 

Disaster recovery 
projects design 
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completion of the construction works. This 
recommendation comes out of the 
consideration that this obligation 
presented significant burden to some of 
the local governments, which subsequently 
delayed moving into the houses for the 
project beneficiaries. 

7. Encourage the authorities in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina to accelerate activities related 
to the disaster risk reduction. Greater 
focus and investment would not only 
secure the sustainability of the flood 
recovery measures but also help mitigate 
future reoccurrence. 

sustainability UNDP 

International 
community in 

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 

All levels of 
government 

of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 

Future recovery 
disaster projects 

funding 

8. Encourage local authorities to maintain 
institutional memory of the project 
implementation and processes to be 
retained within local administration. Given 
the level of staff turnover at the local 
government level, providing back-up for 
each role within project implementation 
and keeping updated documentation 
would be very useful. 

Sustainability UNDP 

Local 
governments 

Keep the institutional 
memory on projects 
within the local 
governments by 
maintaining 
documentation on 
projects implemented 
by the local 
governments and 
create back-up roles 
at local governments. 
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10. Annexes 
 

Annex 1. Evaluation Matrix 
 

Relevant 
evaluation 

criteria 
Key Questions Data Sources 

Data 
collection 
Methods / 

Tools 

Methods 
for Data 
Analysis 

R
el

ev
an

ce
 

Were the projects’ objectives relevant to the needs 
of their beneficiaries, having in mind political, social, 
legal and institutional context of the country, and 
what are the projects’ potentials to adequately 
contribute to development processes in the future? 

project data,                                               
UNDP M&E tool, 

interview records,               
survey records 

desk review,                                                                 
key informant 

interviews,                           
surveys 

Content 
analysis  

To what extent is gender equality respected and 

mainstreamed within the projects? 

project data,                                               
UNDP M&E tool 

desk review 
Content 
analysis 

To what extent the projects contributed to human 

rights of target groups? 

project data,                                               
UNDP M&E tool, 

interview records,                        
survey records 

desk review,                                                                 
key informant 

interviews,                           
surveys 

Content 
analysis  

Were the steps taken by the projects to adjust its 

implementation strategy to the new circumstances 

and needs imposed by COVID-19 pandemic relevant? 

 

Project data, 
interview records,                        

survey records 

desk review,                                                                 
key informant 

interviews,                           
surveys 

Content 
analysis  

Ef
fe

ct
iv

en
es

s 

To what extent were the projects’ activities 

implemented and intended results achieved? What 

are the main projects’ accomplishments? Overview 

of the projects’ progress against its indicators is to be 

provided in an Annex of the Evaluation Report. 

 project data,                                               
UNDP M&E tool,  
survey records                                 

desk review,                                                              
surveys 

Content 
analysis  

To what extent and how effectively have the 

projects’ specific approach and actions contributed 

to projects’ outputs and outcomes? If so, why? If not, 

why not? 

interview records,                                
survey records 

key informant 
interviews 

Content 
analysis 

To what extent and through what mechanisms have 

the projects managed to transfer knowhow of 

implementing emergency rehabilitation projects to 

local governments? 

project data,                                               
survey records 

Desk review, 
key informant 

interviews, 
surveys 

Content 
analysis  

To what extend have the projects outreached 

marginalized groups (i.e. youth, persons with 

disabilities, returnees, internally displaced, 

minorities…)? Have the projects been implemented 

in accordance with a civic and human rights 

perspective: i.e. have target groups been 

participating in planning, implementation and follow 

up? Has anyone been discriminated by the projects 

through the implementation? Have the projects been 

Project data, 
interview records,                        

survey records 

desk review,                                                                 
key informant 

interviews,                           
surveys 

Content 
analysis  
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implemented in a transparent fashion? Are there 

accountability mechanisms in the projects? 

Have the projects applied innovative approaches and 

solutions in the course of its implementation? 

Project data, 
interview records,                        

survey records 

desk review,                                                                 
key informant 

interviews,                           
surveys 

Content 
analysis  

Ef
fi

ci
en

cy
 

Have resources (financial, human, technical) been 

allocated strategically to achieve the projects’ 

results? Were the projects’ activities implemented as 

scheduled and with the planned financial resources? 

project data desk review 
Content 
analysis 

Are there any weaknesses in the projects’ design, 

management, human resource skills, and resources? 

Project data, 
interview records,                        

survey records 

desk review,                                                                 
key informant 

interviews,                           
surveys 

Content 
analysis  

To what extent have the target groups and other 

stakeholders taken an active role in implementing 

the projects? What modes of participation have 

taken place? How efficient have partner institutions 

been in supporting the projects’ implementation? 

Project data, 
interview records,                        

survey records 

desk review,                                                                 
key informant 

interviews,                           
surveys 

Content 
analysis  

Were monitoring and quality assurance aspects of 

the projects adequately covered? 

Project data, 
UNDP M&E tool 

Desk review 
Content 
analysis 

To what extent the project utilized meaningful 

synergies with other relevant projects (UNDP or 

external), e.g. in the area of agriculture and 

livelihoods, floods recovery support, etc.? 

project data, key 
informant 

interview records 

desk review, 
key informant 

interviews 

Content 
analysis 

Im
p

ac
t 

What are the projects’ effects and impact in terms of 

sustainable recovery of flood and landslide affected 

households and communities in Bosnia and 

Herzegovina, both in qualitative, as well as 

quantitative terms? 

Project data,                                               
UNDP M&E tool. 
Interview records 

desk review,                                                                  
key informant 

interviews 

Content 
analysis 

What are the positive or negative, intended or 

unintended, changes brought about by the projects’ 

interventions and the Programme as a whole? This 

may, inter alia, include an overview of the number of 

beneficiaries benefiting from the housing 

rehabilitation or construction works and economic 

support implemented by the projects? 

Project data, 
interview records,                        

survey records 

desk review,                                                                 
key informant 

interviews,                           
surveys 

Content 
analysis  

To what extent are key stakeholders/final 

beneficiaries satisfied with the implementation of the 

projects, specifically in terms of the partnership 

support and what are specific remaining issues in the 

area of concern? 

Project data, 
interview records,                        

survey records 

desk review,                                                                 
key informant 

interviews,                           
surveys 

Content 
analysis  

To what extent have the projects elevated 

cooperation between relevant institutions? 
interview records 

key informant 
interviews 

Content 
analysis 



47 

 

How have cross-cutting issues, such as disability, 
sustainability in the housing solutions, as well as 
reaching the most vulnerable, been effectively taken 
up? 

interview records,                               
survey records 

key informant 
interviews, 

survey 

Content 
analysis  

Su
st

ai
n

ab
ili

ty
 

To what extent are the projects’ outcomes and 

outputs sustainable? How could projects’ results be 

further sustainably projected and expanded, having 

in mind the remaining issues of the floods recovery? 

project data,                                               
UNDP M&E tool, 
Interview records 

desk review,                                                                  
key informant 

interviews 

Content 
analysis 

To what extent has the project approach 
(intervention strategy) managed to create ownership 
of the key national stakeholders? 

Project data,                                               
UNDP M&E tool,  
Interview records 

desk review,                                                                  
key informant 

interviews 

Content 
analysis 

To what extent have the capacities of relevant 

government institutions been strengthened to 

sustain the results of the projects? Which are, in this 

regard, challenges to overcome or potentials to be 

unlocked in the future? 

Project data,                                               
UNDP M&E tool, 
Interview records 

desk review,                                                                  
key informant 

interviews 

Content 
analysis 
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Annex 2. List of the documents consulted during the desk review for the Flood recovery – Housing 
Interventions in Republika Srpska  
 
 
- UNDAF for Bosnia and Herzegovina 2015-2020 
- CPD for Bosnia and Herzegovina 2015-2020 
- Description of Action with Annexes  
- Recovery Needs Assessment for BIH 2014 
- Livelihoods Needs Assessment entity reports 
- Project Progress Reports for 2018, 2019, 2020 and Inception Report 
- Donor reports 
- Project Board Meetings Minutes 
- FRP Evaluation Report Phase I 
- MR Flood Recovery 
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Annex 3. Questionnaires for the interviews and survey 

Questionnaire 1 – Project Team 
No. Question Answer 

1. What are the main projects’ accomplishments?  

2. To what extent and how effectively have the 

projects’ specific approach and actions 

contributed to projects’ outputs and outcomes? If 

so, why? If not, why not? 

 

3. Have the projects applied innovative approaches 

and solutions in the course of its implementation? 

 

4. To what extent the project utilized meaningful 

synergies with other relevant projects (UNDP or 

external), e.g. in the area of agriculture and 

livelihoods, floods recovery support, etc.? 

 

5. What are the positive or negative, intended or 

unintended, changes brought about by the 

projects’ interventions and the Programme as a 

whole? This may, inter alia, include an overview of 

the number of beneficiaries benefiting from the 

housing rehabilitation or construction works and 

economic support implemented by the projects? 

 

6. To what extent has the project approach 
(intervention strategy) managed to create 
ownership of the key national stakeholders? 

 

7. What are the main lessons learnt that can inform 

future recovery interventions? 

 

8.. What would be directions to expand positive 

effects of the projects’ concept in the area of 

disaster risk management in the future? 

 

 
9. 
 

To what extent is gender equality respected and 

mainstreamed within the projects? Could gender 

mainstreaming have been improved in planning, 

implementation or follow up? 
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Questionnaire 2 – Donors: European Union Delegation,  
No. Question Answer 

1. Has the project utilized meaningful synergies 

with other relevant funded by EU? 

 

2. To what extent are you, as a Donor, satisfied 

with the implementation of the projects, 

specifically in terms of the cooperation and 

communication with the project team? 

 

3. What do you think to what extent are the 

projects’ outcomes and outputs sustainable?? 

 

4. What do you think what are the main lessons 

learnt that can inform future recovery 

interventions? 

 

5. What would be directions to expand positive 

effects of the projects’ concept in the area of 

disaster risk management in the future? 

 

6. What could be possible after-projects priority 

interventions? 

 

7. What would be your general 

recommendations in terms of sustainability of 

the project achievements and overall? 
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Questionnaire 3 – Implementing partners: the International Organisation for 
Migrations 

No. Question Answer 

1. What is your experience with project 
implementation? What are the good practice 
examples? What could be done differently? 

 

2. Have the target groups and other 

stakeholders taken an active role in 

implementing the projects? What modes of 

participation have taken place?  

 

3. Were monitoring and quality assurance 

aspects of the projects adequately covered? 

 

4.  What are the projects’ effects and impact in 

terms of sustainable recovery of flood and 

landslide affected households and 

communities in Bosnia and Herzegovina? 

 

5. To what extent are you, as implementing 

partner, satisfied with the implementation of 

the projects, specifically in terms of the 

partnership support and what are specific 

remaining issues in the area of flood 

recovery? 

 

6. What do you think to what extent are the 

projects’ outcomes and outputs sustainable?  

 

7. Has the project approach managed to create 

ownership of the key national stakeholders? 

 

8. What are the main lessons learnt that can 

inform future recovery interventions? 

 

9. What are the general recommendations, 

which could further ensure sustainability of 

the Project? 
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Questionnaire 4 – Stakeholders – Institutional partners:  
Ministry for Human Rights and Refuges of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Ministry of 

finance of Republike Srpske  
No. Question Answer 

1. Were the projects’ objectives relevant to the 
needs of their beneficiaries, having in mind 
political, social, legal and institutional context 
of the country? 

 

2. To what extent has the institutiom in which you 
work taken an active role in implementing the 
project and in which way?  

 

3. What are the positive or negative, intended or 
unintended, changes brought about by the 
projects’ interventions and the Programme as a 
whole? 

 

4. To what extent are key stakeholders/final 
beneficiaries satisfied with the implementation 
of the projects, specifically in terms of the 
partnership support and what are specific 
remaining issues in the area of concern? 

 

5.. To what extent have the capacities of the 
relevant government institutions, been 
strengthened in order to maintain project 
results? 

 

6. To what extent are the projects’ outcomes and 

outputs sustainable? How could projects’ 

results be further sustainably projected and 

expanded, having in mind the remaining issues 

of the floods recovery? 

 

7. To what extent has the project succeeded in 
enabling institutional partners to take on the 
realization of these problems themselves? 

 

8. To what extent have the capacities of the 

relevant partner local government, been 

strengthened in order to maintain project 

results? In this regard, what are the challenges 

that need to be overcome or the potentials that 

need to be enabled /unblocked in the future?  

 

9. What experiences can be used for future flood 

recovery interventions?  
 

 
10. 

What could be possible after-projects priority 

interventions and general recommendations, 

which could further ensure sustainability and 

scaling up of Project’s achievements? 

 

11. What would be your recommendations, so that 

the sustainability of the project could be 

further ensured? 
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Survey 5-Local Governments –  

The local government should filled by a team at a joint meeting, consisting of: the mayor, the housing component 
coordinator and the livelihood component coordinator, if applicable 

No. Question Answer 
1. What is your experience with the implementation of 

the Flood Recovery Project? Was this project different 

from previous similar projects And if so, please explain: 

a) housing component 

b) livelihood component? 

(both components) 

Please explain in the space for answer. 

 

2. Did the local government unit in which you work 

participate in the implementation of the project, and if 

so, how and in what phases? 

(both components) 

 

Please explain in the space for answer. 

 

3. 
 

Are the project objectives relevant to the needs of 

their beneficiaries, given the political, social, legal and 

institutional context of the country? 

(both components) 

Please explain in the space for answer. 

 

4. To what extent and through what mechanisms did the 

project manage to transfer knowledge about the 

implementation of the emergency rehabilitation 

project to local self-government units? 

(both components) 

Please explain in the space for answer. 

 

5. Given that the local government unit participated in 

the provision of local infrastructure, explain how the 

implementation went and what could be further 

improved? 

(housing component) 

Please explain in the space for answer. 

 

6. How were the beneficiaries selected and what were 

the criteria for their selection? Has anyone been 

discriminated against during the implementation of 

the project? Was the project transparent? 

(both components) 

Please explain in the space for answer. 
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7. What is your experience with the realization of a 

project with this type of user?  

(livelihood component) 

Please explain in the space for answer.. 

 

8. What are your experiences with the implementation of 

the Beneficiaries Assessment and Beneficiaries Needs 

Assessment Manual, which you used in the selection of 

beneficiaries? 

(both components) 

Please explain in the space for answer. 

 

9. What is your experience with the introduced quality 

control of construction works? 

(housing component) 

Please explain in the space for answer. 

 

10. What, in your opinion, the positive or negative, 

intentional or unintentional changes occurred as a 

result of this project? 

(both components) 

Please explain in the space for answer. 

 

11.  To what extent are you satisfied with the 

implementation of the project, especially in terms of 

partnership support and communication with the 

project team, and what important issues remain to be 

addressed in the field of flood recovery? 

(both components) 

Please explain in the space for answer. 

 

12.  To what extent, in your opinion, are the results of the 

project sustainable? 

(both components) 

Please explain in the space for answer. 

 

13. To what extent have the capacities of the local-

government unit in which you work have been 

strengthened, and can you maintain the results of the 

project? In this regard, what are the challenges that 

need to be overcome or the potentials that need to be 
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enabled-unblocked in the future? 

(both components) 

Please explain in the space for answer. 

14.  What is your best experience regarding the 

implementation of this project? 

What would you like to be different? 

(both components) 

Please explain in the space for answer. 

 

15.  How could the positive impact of the project be 

extended to the field of disaster risk management in 

the future? 

(both components) 

Please explain in the space for answer. 

 

16. What would be the possible priority interventions for 

possible future projects and your recommendations, in 

order to further ensure the sustainability of the 

project? 

(both components) 

Please explain in the space for answer. 

 

17.  To what extent, in your opinion, is gender equality 

respected and integrated into this project? 

(both components) 

Please explain in the space for answer. 

 

18. In your opinion, have relevant steps been taken to 

adapt the project implementation strategy to the new 

circumstances and needs imposed by the COVID-19 

pandemic? 

(both components) 

Please explain in the space for answer. 
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Questionnaire 6 – Beneficiaries  
No. Question Answer 

1. Did you get help from FRP And 
if so, what kind of help was 
that? (Please circle the correct 
answer and enter the required 
data) C 

a) A new residential building was built 
b) The residential building has been repaired 
c) Assistance in recovery to meet the living needs of the family 
• sustainable agriculture and / or beekeeping 
• self-employment in small trades 
• employment with the employer 
• number of new jobs: 
 
 

Income to the family household realized as a result of 
FRP income generation assistance – livelihood 
component 

  

2019 KM 

2020 KM 

 
Number of household members: 
                    from what: 
• woman: 
• children: 
• returnees: 
• Internally displaced persons: 
• persons with disabilities: 
• national minorities: 

2. What was the situation before 

the project implementation? 

Was the help you received 

tailored to your needs? 

 

3. What were the criteria based 

on which you were included in 

the program? What is your view 

on gender equality in 

beneficiaries selection? 

 

4.  What is your view of equality in 

beneficiaries selection? Did 

everyone have the same rights 

to get help? Has anyone been 

discriminated against? 

 

5. How did the whole situation 

with the COVID-19 pandemic 

affect the realization of the aid 

granted? 

 

6. 
 

What impact did the help you 

received under the project on 

the quality of your life? How 
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does this project affect you and 

your family in the long run? 

7. To what extent are you, as the 

beneficiary, satisfied with the 

implementation of the project, 

communication with the project 

team and local government 

representatives, etc. 

 

8, Is the help you received from 

the project sustainable, i.e. will 

you benefit from it in the 

future? Have all the problems 

you had as a result of the floods 

been solved with this project? If 

not, what else could be done to 

maintain or improve the results 

of this project? 

 

9. What is your best experience 

during the implementation of 

this project? What would you 

like to be different?  
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Annex 4. List of stakeholders’ interviews and the schedule for the interviews  
 

No. 
Name and 
surname 

Organisation Email 
Meeting 

Date 
Meeting 
timing 

1 
Sanja 
Hamidovid EU Delegation in BiH sanjahamidovic@eeas.europa.eu 

May 31, 
2021. 11:30 AM 

2 
Bojan 
Macura Ministry of Finance in RS B.Macura@mf.vladars.net 

May 31, 
2021. 2:00 PM 

3 
Maksimir 
Maksimovid 

Ministarstry for Human 
Rights and Refuges of BiH Maksimir.Maksimovic@mhrr.gov.ba 

June 17, 
2021.  12:00 AM 

4 
Aleksandar 
Anđušid IOM aandusic@iom.int 

June 1, 
2021 10:00 AM 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:sanjahamidovic@eeas.europa.eu
mailto:B.Macura@mf.vladars.net
mailto:Maksimir.Maksimovic@mhrr.gov.ba
mailto:aandusic@iom.int
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Annex 5. List of beneficiaries interviewed and the field visits schedule 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Or. Visited

No.
Internal No.

Municipality/

City
Surname Name Kind of help

Entity
Female Total date

1 BL-0178 Banja Luka UMIČEVID DRAGICA Construction RS 3 5 June 7, 2021

2 BL-0208 Banja Luka VOKID GOJKO Rehabilitation + beekeeping equipment RS 2 4 June 7, 2021

3 BN-0346 Bijeljina STEVANOVID RISTO Rehabilitation + back sprayer RS 1 3 June 3, 2021

4 BN-0357 Bijeljina MAKSIMOVID DRAGAN Construction + greenhouse RS 2 5 June 3, 2021

5 BN-0460 Bijeljina BODO SLOBODAN Rehabilitatition + self employment (children clothes production) RS 2 6 June 3, 2021

6 BN-0528 Bijeljina JELISAVAC SLOBODANKA Rehabilitation RS 1 1 June 3, 2021

7 BN-0766 Bijeljina GOJKOVID LJUBICA Rehabilitation + greenhouse RS 1 2 June 3, 2021

8 BN-0896 Bijeljina JOVANOVID MILAN Construction RS 1 3 June 3, 2021

9 BN-1029 Bijeljina BLAGOJEVID MIODRAG Construction RS 3 7 June 2, 2021

10 BN-0876 Bijeljina MILANOVID ZORAN Construction + Self employment (Electrician) RS 2 5 June 2, 2021

11 BN-1102 Bijeljina KRSTID MILENA Rehabilitatition RS 1 2 June 2, 2021

12 DO-0006 Doboj MEHINOVID MIRALEM Construction + cultivator with cutter RS 3 5 June 8, 2021

13 DO-0021 Doboj PANID VUKOSAV Construction RS 1 3 June 8, 2021

14 DO-0093 Doboj GRAHID HASAN Rehabilitatition + self employment (Juice production) RS 1 2 June 8, 2021

15 DO-0016 Doboj MALINOVID PERO Construction + greenhouse RS 3 8 June 8, 2021

16 GD-0001 Gradiška UZELAC DAVORKA Rehabilitation + back sprayer RS 1 3 June 7, 2021

17 GD-0028 Gradiška JANKOVID GORAN Rehabilitation + greenhouse RS 5 7 June 7, 2021

18 GD-0029 Gradiška RAČID BRANKO Rehabilitation + greenhouse RS 1 2 June 7, 2021

19 LA-0085 Laktaši SINANOVID NEVENA Construction + greenhouse RS 1 2 June 8, 2021

20 LA-0002 Laktaši CRNČEVID STOJAN Construction + greenhouse RS 1 4 June 8, 2021

21 PD-0034 Prijedor KADIRID SEAD Construction RS 2 3 by phone

22 SM-0011 Šamac VODKID PETAR Construction RS 1 2 June 10, 2021

23 SM-0028 Šamac VODKID MILICA Construction + greenhouse RS 1 3 June 10, 2021

24 SM-0083 Šamac DANČID CVIJAN Rehabilitation RS 1 2 June 10, 2021

25 SM-0089 Šamac VUKOVID JOVAN Rehabilitation RS 1 1 June 10, 2021

26 SR-0015 Srbac IGNJATID VLAJKO Rehabilitation + back sprayer RS 4 7 June 7, 2021

27 SR-0056 Srbac DOSID MILOVAN Rehabilitation + tractor mower RS 1 2 June 7, 2021

28 SR-0057 Srbac SAVID SAVKA Construction + greenhouse (Kljajić Mirjana daughter) RS 1 1 June 7, 2021

29 UG-0009 Ugljevik GAJID MILKA Construction RS 2 5 June 2, 2021

30 UG-0015 Ugljevik RADOVANOVID DRAGOSLAV Construction RS 2 5 June 2, 2021

Information on beneficiaries Family members
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Annex 6. Logical Framework Floods Recovery – Housing Intervention in Republika Srpska 

 Results chain Indicators 
Baseline  

(incl. ref. year) 

Current 
value, June 

2021 

O
ve

ra
ll 

o
b

je
ct

iv
e:

  

Im
p

ac
t 

Overall objective of the 
Action:  

To support the sustainable 
recovery of flood- and 
landslide-affected 
communities in the entity of 
Republika Srpska (RS).  

Number of people in 
targeted areas directly 
benefiting from flood 
recovery assistance 
(disaggregated by 
gender).  

Approximately 
11,300 people in 
flood-affected 
areas still in need 
of housing 
recovery support 
(2016).19  

 

1,905 (out of 
which 940 or 
49,34% are 
women) 

Sp
e

ci
fi

c 
o

b
je

ct
iv

e
(s

):
 

O
u

tc
o

m
e

(s
) 

SO1: To improve living 
conditions for vulnerable 
households whose homes 
were substantially damaged 
or destroyed in the disaster.    

 

 

 

SO2: To restore and develop 
economic and livelihood 
opportunities for low-income 
vulnerable households 
assisted with housing 
recovery.  

SO1: Number of 
affected households 
provided with adequate 
and disaster-resilient 
housing.   

 

 

 

SO2: Amount of 
additional annual 
income generated for 
beneficiary households 
as a result of the Action.  

SO1: 3,711 
disaster-affected 
households 
residing in 
temporary or 
substandard 
housing (2016).20 

 

 

 

SO2: N/A 

638 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EUR 254,259 

                                                           
19

  Source: UNDP Recovery Gap Assessment and statistics available at municipal and entity level. Findings are 
subject to verification during inception.  
20

 Ibid.  
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O
u

tp
u

ts
 /

 R
e

su
lt

s 

Output 1.1: Socially and 
economically vulnerable 
households, rendered 
homeless by the 2014 
disaster, provided new 
homes.  

 

Output 1.2: Socially and 
economically vulnerable 
households, residing in 
disaster-affected 
substandard housing, benefit 
from restored and improved 
homes.21  

Output 1.1:  

Number of new homes 
constructed in line with 
relevant national 
housing standards.  

 

Output 1.2:  

Number of homes 
rehabilitated as per the 
relevant national 
housing standards in 
flood-affected areas. 

Output 1.1:  

17222 households 
reside in 
temporary shelter 
as their homes 
were destroyed in 
the 2014 disaster.   

 

Output 1.2:  

3,539 homes 
damaged in flood-
affected areas.  

220 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

418 

Output 2.1: Livelihoods needs 
identified, enabling tailoring 
of income generation support 
for housing assistance 
beneficiaries. 

 

 

 

 

Output 2.2: Vulnerable 
households benefit from a 
steady and sustainable 
income stream. 

Output 2.1:  

Number of flood-
affected households 
with identified 
opportunities for 
income generation 
support. 

 

 

 

Output 2.2a: Number of 
flood-affected 
households engaged in 
sustainable farming. 

Output 2.2b: Number of 
flood-affected 
households benefiting 
from self-employment 
and small business 
income streams.  

Output 2.1:  

N/A 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Output 2.2a: N/A.   

 

Output 2.2b:  

N/A.  

125 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

122 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3 

                                                           
21

 The standards are based on the relevant guidelines proscribed by the Sectoral Working Group of the State 
Ministry for Human Rights and Refugees.  
22

 While this is the number coming out of the preliminary assessment report, it is expected to increase 
substantially through the Public Call.  
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Annex 7. Information on interventions in RS and co-financing 

 

No. 
Local 
Governance 

No. of 
households 

assisted 

New 
houses 

Rec. 
houses 

Livelihood 
ben. 

Total 
investment 
value (BAM) 

Co-
financing 

(BAM) 
In-kind 

1 
BANJA LUKA 

66 4 62 1 
512.911,94 20.000,00 

 Data not 
provided 

2 BIJELJINA 204 62 142 51 3.318.922,62 315.000,00 340.000,00 

3 BRATUNAC 9 5 4 1 222.774,39 25.000,00 76.690,18 

4 BROD 11 6 5 3 329.533,75 30.000,00 57.000,00 

5 DOBOJ 35 24 11 8 988.507,37 120.000,00 294.640,00 

6 DONJI ŽABAR 10 1 9 3 107.026,37 5.000,00 2.568,42 

7 GRADIŠKA 15 1 14 5 195.725,01 5.000,00 6.858,27 

8 JEZERO 4 0 4 2 34.835,59 0,00 6.650,00 

9 
KOSTAJNICA 

10 1 9 2 
144.888,11 5.000,00 

   Data not 
provided 

10 
LAKTAŠI 

33 4 29 5 
352.516,27 20.000,00 

   Data not 
provided 

11 LOPARE 54 39 15 4 1.160.514,79 72.645,41 400.000,00 

12 MODRIČA 32 9 23 3 866.689,57 48.000,00 90.265,35 

13 NOVI GRAD 6 1 5 2 89.379,87 5.000,00 544,25 

14 
PETROVO 

3 1 2 0 
72.294,43 5.000,00 

   Data not 
provided 

15 
PRIJEDOR 

10 3 7 2 
210.026,90 15.000,00 

   Data not 
provided 

16 PRNJAVOR 3 3 0 1 105.689,46 15.000,00 15.537,27 

17 
SRBAC 

51 7 44 21 
627.574,69 35.000,00 

   Data not 
provided 

18 ŠAMAC 26 6 20 2 325.633,71 30.000,00 15.000,00 

19 ŠEKOVIDI 12 6 6 1 339.794,25 5.000,00 50.000,00 

20 
ŠIPOVO 

4 0 4 2 
42.462,50 0 

   Data not 
provided 

21 
TESLIC 

3 3 0 0 
109.379,14 15.000,00 

   Data not 
provided 

22 UGLJEVIK 16 16 0 1 615,059.59 80.000,00 130.000,00 

23 VLASENICA 7 6 1 0 289.482,26 30.000,00 38.809,92 

24 ZVORNIK 14 12 2 5 512.386,66 60.000,00 33.598,00 

  TOTAL RS 638 220 418 125 10.958.949,65 960.645,41 1.558.161,66 
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