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	Relevance - Assessing whether the Project is inline with local needs and priorities (as well as Donor Policy) related to civil society engagement, UNDP partnership strategy

	1. Intended outcome on civil society engagement and outputs are relevant to national and community needs and priorities? 
	3
	3.5
	5
	4.5
	4
	5
	4
	5
	2
	4.5
	· Governance programme focuses on legislative and policy requirements 
· Consultation with NGOs during formulation of outcomes/outputs
· Civil society development identified as separate outcome in UNDAF and CPD 
· Aligned with needs related to climate change
· Environmental management (specifically on conservation) activities align with national priority
· Poverty reduction programme meets the needs of the country – aligned with the UNDAF
· Annual Work plans meet national priorities
· Project contributed to more than 80% of National Strategic Plan on HIV/AIDs
· Project contributed to strengthening national M&E system
· Thematic focus areas identified under GEF align with national priorities
· GEF SGP directly caters to community needs (proposed and implemented by CSO/NGOs)
· Human rights and democracy new concepts
· Human rights and democratic concepts not taught in schools
· Provides a forum for youth to learn relevant concepts
· Local councils listen to youth concerns to some extent
· Extensive  improvements made in ability to participate in decision making when compared to situation before programme  
· Female participants better able to voice their opinion following trainings
· Youth participants approaching the NGO with issues after the 
· Greater motivation among NGO members to work on issues
· Wants to work in a group
· Wants and can get more income than before
· Women lack employment opportunities on the island and cannot leave the island for work
· Very rare to have similar projects 
· No resort markets close by to sell produce to before
· Saw it as a good opportunity when UNDP started 
· Did provide information on cooperatives 
· Global fund aligned with national Strategic Action Plan
· All civil society had inputs at design phase
· Different target groups assigned to different NGOs
· Number of capacity building trainings (financial management etc) conducted
· Could have been better focused on migrant workers
· Policy level challenges
· Originally did not want cooperative, only proceeding to please UNDP 
· UNDP not helping with marketing even though they  promised to 
· UNDP promised things that are not happening – promised high prices, lots of market – not happening
· Marketing and market linking weak
· Not enough capacity developed within own NGO through project
· Doesn’t get as much income as they want based on the work they have to do ( have to be stationed on island for all day)
· Originally, they were isolated projects not linked to main objective
· GEF thematic areas sometimes too narrow to cater to practical local community needs (waste management, agriculture)
· Cultural sensitivity limiting interventions
· Project did not adequately address stigma issues 
· Waste management national need but not reflected in portfolio
· Have not addressed national sanitation needs
· Focus limited to NGO participation and not broader civil society
· Participating only with NGOs associated with democratic governance
· NGOs consulted may have skewed priorities to fit perceived UNDP priorities
	· Consult with broader civil society in general
· Defining civil Society from the government point of view (formal and non-formal)
· Develop clearer understanding of community needs – needs assessment 
· Diversify donor base
· Flexibility to accommodate community needs
· Be more proactive in designing programmes/projects
· Take into consideration that Maldives has moved into a middle income country
· Due to low prevalence of HIV, more attention on  targeting all at risk population groups
· Approach the issue from a public health perspective to deal with cultural stigma issues
· UNDP should further support capacity development especially in writing project proposals, report writing how to do a sustainable project
· Ratifying ILO convention related to HIV
· Implementing HIV workplace policies in government and private sector

	2. UNDP’s partnership strategy and mechanisms are relevant to national conditions and priorities
	4
	2.5
	3
	2
	4
	3.5
	5
	4
	2
	3
	· Aligned to national conditions and priorities
· Programme board and technical committees meet regularly to ensure alignment with national priorities
· Use of various modalities to engage civil society
· NIM allows for capacity development of government partners
· NIM builds up ownership
· Independent joint steering committees of SG mechanisms
· SG schemes complementary element in the strategy 
· Good working relationship with IPs and community based cooperatives/NGOs at the ground level
· Joint planning with IPs and NGOs 
· Work aligned with that of other donors
· Flexibility to adapt to emerging situation and work directly with civil society partners
· Working directly with island communities would better ensure civil society engagement (civic engagement project with MoHA not moving forward) 
· Direct partnership avoids government bureaucratic process
· NGOs are social actors not political actors, volunteers working with the people no matter who is in government
· NGOs more aware of local contexts
· Provided equipment and training when it first began
· Training was relevant 
· Capacities of competent people made available as resource persons and implementers 
· Long bureaucratic process of reporting through NDA delays implementation
· Expected that they would assist with things like providing pesticides etc – other islands have received more than us 
· Not much support - Wanted to retain field officer for more training or there was risk of stopping project but UNDP didn’t cover salary – used own revenue so now no money to buy materials – miscommunication with UNDP country office 
· Ministry promises value addition (making jam)  but nothing materialises
· Unaware of subsequent engagement 
· Cannot diversify 
· working with government could lead to political influence
· Only provided financial assistance, no technical expertise shared 
· Capacity so far developed inadequate for NGOs to manage on their own
· GEF SGP not being available for local councils
· Project being more donor driven – effect on working relationship with government
· Engagement of civil society limited due to few numbers working in the area
· Currently developing partnership strategy with private sector
· Currently no national aid coordination strategy
· Engagement limited to applicants – unable to verify situation on the ground
· Partner priorities change over time and implementation of initial priorities challenged
· Government partners look to top up civil servants’ salaries from UNDP support
· NIM and government capacity constraints and procedural delays leading to delays in delivery
· Delays leading to micromanagement by UNDP 
· Practical difficulties in CO accessing UNDP’s technical resource pool
· Not yet been able to encourage specialised NGOs
	· Develop long term funding for NGO activities
· Increase dialogue between government partners and UNDP
· Build internal technical capacity
· Build a pool of expertise attached to UNDP
· Improve UNDP image as a knowledge based organisation among government partners 
· Reassess partnership strategy to identify different means of engagement with government partners
· Need to establish a national level aid coordination mechanism
· Support expansion of system’s capacity and promote positive outlook in the government partners
· Engage civil society more directly
· Provide more support to develop capacity
· Would prefer more direct implementation with NGOs

	3. UNDP is relevant to pursue these development results and work with civil society, as intended
	5
	4
	5
	3
	4
	4
	5
	5
	3
	4
	· UNDP mandated to work with government agencies
· Long term presence in the country and Not many other donors active in the Maldives 
· Recognized as impartial by government agencies, other donor agencies and civil society 
· Only agency who can work in the area from a development perspective
· Good working relationships with all actors in the area and Other donors and target groups and NGOs recognise UNDP as a trusted partner than government or other partners making them more willing to access funds from UNDP than working with government
· Comparatively better reach than other agencies
· Comparative advantage to bring actors together
· GEF and MFF SG schemes are the most substantial SG schemes available to local CSOs in the area of environment
· Current programmes implemented through national implementation modality (NIM)
· UNDP places high priority on social protection 
· Government reluctant to engage with vulnerable groups due to cultural context and stigma
· UNDP has capacity to work with government and work with NGOs as well
· UNDP has capacity to lead 
· UNDP has history of working in development
· Agency provides development aid to communities
· Helped them think along business lines 
· Promoted new ways of thinking
· UNDP has the systems, resources and capacity to work in this area, more so than the government or other local agencies
· Recognized as reliable and able to implement activities
· Reputation for mentoring civil society organizations
· UNDP needs to improve the commitment required to work with civil society to avoid delays  
· Limited experience working with UNDP and other donors
· Still need to understand UNDP’s role in the country
· UNDP being mandated to work with government - if government not willing to engage with certain NGOs, could limit UNDP engagement
· UNDP presence taken for granted by national actors
	· Strengthen partnership with other donors in supporting civil society
· Increase involvement of all stakeholders during planning stages
· UNDP needs to improve their structures and procedures to accommodate flexibility to work with civil society requirements 

	Effectiveness - Measures the extent to which an activity achieves its purpose, or whether this can be expected to happen on the basis of the outputs. Implicit within the criterion of effectiveness is timeliness

	1.  The progress made to date on achieving the stated outcome or outputs on civil society engagement and development is on track?
	2
	3
	4
	5
	3
	3
	3.5
	3
	3
	5
	· Capacity of NGOs supported by UNDP stronger than those without
· Awareness re: role of civil society increased among government and non-government
· GEF and MFF on track in terms of completing Annual Work Plans
· Achievement of set targets on track in terms of one of two environment related CPD outcomes
· Poverty reduction programme  flexible to adapt to change in priorities
· All but one indicator (number of people with advanced HIV put on ART) on track 
· Moving in that direction with engagement of local communities for conservation purposes
· Certain activities with regard to certain stakeholders on track  (youth empowerment, women’s empowerment, awareness on human rights, good governance) 
· They are engaging very much with local people
· Members able to raise human rights issues 
· At least UNDP is attempting to motivate us
· Provides some income to farmers
· Believes could become viable income generator 
· Farming work continuing as planned
· UNDP supported study trips with in house training to other countries – developed capacity
· UNDP facilitated dialogue with government authorities
· Civil society Representation in steering committees
· Was told UNDP would hand over from second year – but hasn’t because a cooperative has not been formed yet
· Expected and was promised more market linkages
· Delays in payments from buyers
· No supplies in Maldives – having to import
· wants more income – increase in income very slow
· On track but not with every stakeholder 
· On track but not on every outcome
· General public unaware of human rights and good governance concepts
· Local government not functioning as required under decentralization act 
· No direct way or strategy to influence decision making of local government 
· NGO participation limited to activities which require implementation only – not decision making
· GEF’s focus on environmental management rather than strengthening civil society
· Depends on the work of other partners as well
· Change in government means priorities change mid-year – having to redesign activities
· NIM and government capacity constraints and procedural delays leading to delays in delivery
· Half the activities not on track
· Many targets not achieved due to process delays and political situation 
· Capacity constraints of implementing partners including government and non-government
	· Strengthen training provided for potential small grants applicants


	2   Progress toward that particular outcome has been made 
	3
	3
	4
	5
	4
	3
	3.5
	3
	3
	4.5
	· Engaged more civil society organisations progressively 
· Expanded outreach through engagement of existing networks 
· Expanded thematic areas 
· Increased dialogue and interaction between government agencies and civil society facilitated by UNDP
· AEC and the SGs progress made on track
· MDG indicators on poverty reduction achieved at the national level
· All but one indicator (number of people with advanced HIV put on ART) on track 
· GEF has provided grants to considerable number of NGOs/CSOs
· GEF is the first time environment projects have directly partnered with civil society
· Some progress made
· Individuals more aware of the role of civil society 
· Individuals more aware of their rights and how they can influence policy 
· Provides some income to farmers
· Farming work continuing as planned
· UNDP supported study trips with in house training to other countries – developed capacity
· Civil society Representation in steering committees
· Established baseline on HIV prevalence through UNDP supported Biological and Behavioural Survey 
· Activities concentrated in the central and south area – link with NGOs and CBOs in the island weak and their capacity not as developed 
· Expected and was promised more market linkages
· Delays in payments from buyers
· wants more income – increase in income very slow
· Civil society engagement concept still new and requires adequate time to be internalized
· Not been able to reach majority of population yet
· Inadequate support from UNDP and government
· Currently not addressing increasing urban poverty
· NIM and government capacity constraints and procedural delays leading to delays in delivery
· No or very limited progress on outcome 3.2
· Capacity constraints of implementing partners including government and non-government
· Political instability impeding civil society engagement
	· Focused training for government on working with civil society
· Strengthen government partner involvement in design stage and implementation
· Provide guidance to government partners in considering government priorities when choosing funding opportunities
· Translate successful knowledge management activities
· Need to address increasing Urban poverty
· UNDP to provide more support to NGOs to develop own capacity
· Government should support NGOs
· Ensure flexibility during implementation to accommodate emerging issues in respect of outreach

	3.  What factors are contributing to achieving or not achieving intended outcome?
	Factors for achieving 
· Increased awareness among government authorities regarding role of civil society
· Increased dialogue and interaction between government agencies and civil society
· UNDP support to capacity building of NGOs
· Use of various modalities to engage NGOs
· Technical and financial capacities of partners enhanced through the process
· Infrastructure developed with UNDP support
· UNDP involvement at activity implementation level and supporting local government
· Partnerships as well as motivated youth and community’s readiness to empower themselves and CBO’s willingness to engage themselves in project interventions
· Trust that community has with UNDP as a development partner
· Placement of project supported staff within relevant implementing partners
· Project contributed to strengthening M&E system of the government
· Civil society partner’s confidence in UNDP as development partner
· The direct implementation modality able to overcome challenges such as political instability 
· Direct engagement with CSOs/NGO
· Public’s positive acceptance of changes in governance systems (democratisation and decentralization)
· UNDP adjusting programme to reflect national situation 
· UNDP’s attempts to motivate NGOs
· UNDP assistance at the start - providing chickens and equipment
· Capable hardworking farmers
· space created for NGOs to work with government
· trust of clients with service provision by NGOs

Factors for not achieving 
· Capacity constraints of partners, NGOs (Lack of financial and technical capacity of NGOs to promote civil society engagement capacity building) and small grants recipients (financial management, communication outreach, project management, difficulties in describing concepts in local language, lack of understanding of relevant concepts (climate change), difficulties in linking local issues to donor concerns)
· Political instability
· Lack of specialised NGOs to partner with for island development activities
· Weakness of financial management in local institutions
· Weaknesses in institutional set up for project management (lack of guidance by steering committees, project boards, inadequate prioritisation of project management involvement by government partners)
· Weakness in project management by government partners 
· Inadequate collaboration and cooperation between local government and NGOs
· Changes in government priorities and institutions delaying implementation
· Lack of understanding among government partners regarding specifics of knowledge management components of projects
· Focus on outcome – being process oriented is difficult to measure and is spread over a period of time which is not necessarily the end of project
· Lack of terminal evaluation findings being disseminated
· Government partners understanding on the need for knowledge sharing is still lacking
· Focus on national level activities to solve issues rather than local level activities
· Political Decentralisation and issues with mandates of local government – abolition of Women Development Committees
· Decentralisation of the public health system posed challenges to the reporting system
· High turnover of staff within government partners
· Inadequate technical knowledge at local levels
·  Civil engagement new to the society
· Geographic dispersion and high population in the atoll making it difficult to reach majority
· Inadequate support from government and UNDP
· Concepts very new  
· Geographic distance from resorts – difficulties in transporting produce weekly (as regularly as they want)
· High import costs of materials 
· Cheaper price of produce from other islands
· UNDP guidelines restricting farming of products (no opportunity to diversify)
· Not forming a cooperative when UNDP wanted
· Limited outreach of training 
· Not getting chickens on time 
· Delays in getting salary 
· Materials not enough (rainwater harvesting)
· Policy level challenges – ILO convention not being ratified

	4.  UNDP strategy for engagement with civil society organizations, actors and partnership strategy has been effective in achieving the CPD outcomes and outputs
	3.5
	2
	4
	4
	**
	4
	3.5
	3
	3
	3
	· Different means of engaging civil society (small grants, responsible parties etc)
· Accessible to NGOs
· Good working relationships with key NGOs and government agencies working on governance
· Involvement of Maldives Water and Sanitation Company on technical committee of water project
· Very good engagement to link own projects with those of other donor agencies
· Informal working group in place
· Linked with national branch of Live and Learn – chilli sauce project and as member of key stakeholder group
· Existing key stakeholder group to provide technical inputs for NGO/cooperative to SME capacity building
· Change in partnership strategy to direct implementation effective in achieving outcomes and outputs
· Partnership with NGOs overcomes governments bureaucratic process and possibility of politicization
· UNDP provided training on how to run the poultry farm
· UNDP provided information on the advantages of becoming a cooperative
· Generates some income for farmers
· Capacities of competent people made available as resource persons and implementers 
· If trainings are continued will eventually reach the target
· Long bureaucratic process of reporting through NDA delays implementation
· Lack of established market linkages
· No opportunity for diversification provided
Miscommunication with country office – having to spend money saved for supplies on retaining field officer
· Training only limited to how to care daily for poultry
· Only limited participants trained in management and administration 
· No transparency or accountability in how salaries are calculated 
No health and safety equipment provided
· Capacity so far developed inadequate for NGOs to manage on their own
· Limited technical support provided by UNDP
· Limited private sector involvement
· Effectiveness limited due to wide geographic spread
· Direct implementation limits capacity development of government partners and affects sustainability
· Partners’ capacity at varying levels
· Focus mostly on government and not other actors 
· Weak engagement with actors who are crucial for achieving outcome but not directly involved in the project (State Electric Company (STELCO) for energy related projects)
· Weak engagement with local government
· Weak engagement with all relevant government authorities and having to work with one line ministry
· No direct link between UNDP and local government
· No strategy yet to encourage specialised NGOs especially outside Male’
· Limited engagement with NGOs outside Male
	· Introduce alternative means of capacity building of partners (eg. web based systems to overcome geographic constraints pilot exercise)
· Formulate strategy to encourage specialisation of community/atoll based NGOs
· Facilitate access to technical expertise
· Partner directly with local government or convince central government of importance of close cooperation with local government
· Include direct partnering with local government on certain components in project document as covenants 
· Government level attention should be on policy framework and not individual island level implementation
· Formalize working group 
· Strengthen the existing partnering for development forums to address emerging needs 
· Private sector needs to be seen as key development partners instead of end market – eg. Private sector to be involved in the planning stage
· Capacity development of community based organisations
· Encourage direct implementation with civil society until the government partnership is strengthened
· Provide more resources and support for capacity development

	5.  The Small Grants mechanism has contributed effectively as a mechanism for engaging civil society and achieving the ultimate result
	3
	3
	*
	*
	4
	2
	4
	*
	*
	*
	· Progressive improvement in quality of proposals submitted
· Transparent, democratic process followed in identifying beneficiaries
· Good geographic coverage and Small grants allows coverage of more islands 
· Has built capacity (project management, project formulation, familiarization with technical issues (climate change)) of NGOs to some extent
· Provided an opportunity to partner with NGOs
· NGOs can manage small grants though they may not have the capacity to handle large funds
· Risk is relatively low
· UNDP able to fund projects which are needed to strengthen civil society 
· NGOs able to undertake activities needed to strengthen civil society
· Overcomes financial constraints faced by majority of NGOs
· Provides much needed financial resources
· Able to develop youth capacity with the help of the small grant
· UNDP is the only organisation that has come forward to help us
· Amounts granted very small – cannot cover as much as we want
· Small grants does not guarantee technical assistance, only financial support 
· Amount of financial assistance inadequate 
· Training of trainers conducted but not enough funds for follow up
· Network was never functioning as envisioned
· Sometimes leads to conflict between grantees and other NGOs in local communities
· Small grants limited in poverty sector 
· NGOs’ unfamiliarity with technical language required to formulate project proposals
· No allocation for capacity building activities – only funding implementation activities
· Lack of integration of small grants with larger environment programme
· Mismatch between local contexts and schemes’ thematic priorities
· Local governments not allowed to submit proposals
· Limited monitoring capacity
· Limited number of proposals
· No mechanism to ensure adequate geographic coverage
	· Strengthen training provided for potential small grants applicants
· Streamline monitoring efforts of UNDP CO
· Programme’s focus should be on both capacity building and implementation activities equally
· Provide more technical guidance to NGOs throughout implementation stage
· More handholding at inception stage and throughout implementation
· Include small grants as elements of the larger environment programme supported by UNDP
· Increase UNDP staff interaction with partners in the field until they are able to stand on their own
· Introduce viable small grants in this sector to be effective for poverty reduction



	6. UNDP partnership strategy has been appropriate and effective
	4
	2.5
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	3
	3
	4
	· Current engagement more appropriate in the long run than direct implementation
· Current engagement builds capacity of NGOs by providing assistance to NGOs on improving promising proposals in proposal development trainings
· Progressive improvement in quality of small grants proposals submitted
· Small grants schemes appropriate to partner with NGOs
· Have been flexible in adapting strategy based on experiences and ability to adjust to the current situation 
· Strong relationship with government implementing partners and communities and relevant NGOs 
· Ability to overcome implementation challenges posed by political instability
· GEF small grants have been effective due to partnership with CSOs
· Local NGOs more familiar with local contexts and close to local community so partnership better than direct implementation
· Provided equipment and training when it first began
· Generates some income for farmers
· Provided field officer and training at the beginning
· Capacities of competent people made available as resource persons and implementers 
· Long bureaucratic process of reporting through NDA delays implementation
· Lack of established market linkages and private sector engagement limited 
· No opportunity for diversification provided
· Miscommunication with country office – having to spend money saved for supplies on retaining field officer
· Unaware of subsequent engagement
· Inadequate training – poultry keeping and management of cooperative 
· Effective implementation but sustainability not ensured. No clear exit strategies developed in relation to poverty reduction programme
· Still a long way to go in terms of own capacity
· Technical and human resource capacity of implementing partners extremely limited
· Weak engagement with local government
· Increased UNDP focus on policy level engagement  
· Limited follow up after capacity building activities
	· Strengthen partner capacity to deliver expected outcomes
· Conduct performance assessments of partners’ capacities
· Provide start up technical expertise to NGOs on project proposal development 
· Continue and strengthen efforts in getting NGOs to work on their own proposals during proposal development trainings
· Develop clear exit strategy with implementing partners that takes into account sustainability 
· Support formulation of clear policy guidelines for civil society  through national and local  government (cooperatives, CBOs and NGOs)
· Support establishment of adequate monitoring mechanism for civil society through national and local government
· Would prefer more direct implementation

	7. What factors contributed to effectiveness or ineffectiveness?
	Factors for effectiveness
· Current engagement allows capacity building of NGOs by providing assistance to NGOs on improving promising proposals in proposal development trainings under GEF small grants
· Good geographic coverage under small grants
· Small grants allow partnering with NGOs
· Has built capacity (project management, project formulation, familiarization with technical issues (climate change)) of NGOs to some extent
· Good working relationships with existing partners
· Acceptance of UNDP as having comparative advantages to work with government
· flexibility to adjust to the current situation 
· Ability to overcome implementation challenges posed by political instability
· Focus on ensuring a high number of beneficiaries in approving proposals
· Close interaction of NGOs with local community 
· Acceptance and understanding by the general public
· NGO familiarity with local contexts 
· Provision of equipment and supplies
· civil society commitment to the cause
· linking of services and information services to the NGOs and the community

Factors for ineffectiveness 
· Limited follow up after NGO capacity building activities
· Inadequate monitoring of activities involving NGOs (small grants etc)
· Weak engagement with local government
· Increased UNDP focus on policy level engagement  
· NGOs’ unfamiliarity with technical language required to formulate project proposals
· No allocation under small grants for capacity building activities – only funding implementation activities
· Lack of integration of small grants with larger environment programme
· Mismatch between local contexts and schemes’ thematic priorities
· Weak engagement with actors who are crucial for achieving outcome but not directly involved in the project (State Electric Company (STELCO) for energy related projects)
· Weak engagement with all relevant government authorities and having to work with one line ministry
· Lack of technical capacity and knowledge of implementing partners and especially of community based organisations in the islands 
· Community based partners not being influential in the community
· Political instability 
· Capacity constraints of partners
· Capacity constraints of NGOs
· Lack of involvement of local government
· Capacity constraints 
· Inadequate amounts given under grants
· Inadequate training
· Limited number of poultry sheds provided
· No help in diversifying (either farming or commercializing mat weaving through cooperatives)
· UNDP unhappy that we did not form cooperative and limiting assistance since
· UNDP not following up on promises (expected higher income and more buyers)
· Not enough information shared on benefits of forming cooperatives (Maldivians need evidence before accepting such new concepts)
· Delays in implementation caused by long reporting procedures


	8. UNDP interventions are gender mainstreamed and contributed to gender equity
	1
	3
	4
	1
	2
	4
	5
	5
	5
	4
	· Gender considered in all aspects of small grants
· Focus on increasing women’s participation in decision making during project implementation stage
· Including a minimum of 3 women on project boards on DI projects supported by UNDP
· Designed to incorporate gender
· Gender equity guidelines followed
· Most/All of the beneficiaries are women
· Improvement of income of women beneficiaries through UNDP supported programmes
· Practiced gender sensitive data collection
· Identified and targeted MSM as a vulnerable group for the first time through social mapping exercise
· Livelihood projects approved under GEF mostly granted to women
· Female youth participation in activities comparatively higher than the male youth
· Session on women’s rights included in one workshop
· No discrimination against women’s participation
· Highlighted and emphasized a lot in UNDP’s interactions and trainings with UNDP
· Experienced that training women better wince they mould whole families  
· This work is more appropriate for women than men
· Now believes women can generate income as well 
· All activities gender mainstreamed at the reporting stage
· Reporting with gender disaggregated data
· UNDP encouraged gender balance in project interventions
· Gender mainstreaming not accounted for during design phase (indicators and targets are not gender sensitive) and not accounted for in planning 
· No particular focus on gender mainstreaming and equity in considering proposals
· CBO Management and resources dominated by men - Women’s participation ensured in implementation but not adequately in decision making
· Actual implementation has lapses and lack of gender mainstreaming at activity level
· Lack of knowledge of local contexts re: vulnerable groups 
· Limited internal understanding on how to mainstream gender in environment projects and general lack of understanding on concept of gender equity
· Language barrier in decision making meetings limiting involvement of women
· No established women’s organizations in the country
· Decrease in the number of people who accept the right to gender equality (HRCM RSL 2011)
	· Raising awareness on concept of gender mainstreaming and equity
· Advocate for gender mainstreaming with national partners
· Support women’s organizations
· Gender mainstreaming at outcome and output formulation level
· Increase focus on youth development and engaging youth in project implementation
· Support establishment of adequate monitoring mechanism for civil society through national and local government
· Develop internal technical capacity for participatory needs identification in reference to gender mainstreaming
· Consider gender mainstreaming during design phase
· Gender mainstreaming to be emphasized throughout programme cycle

	9. UNDP interventions successfully target ‘vulnerable groups’ and meet their needs through design and implementation
	1
	2
	3
	1
	3
	**
	4.5
	1
	3
	5
	· One of the objectives in providing small grants is to support vulnerable groups
· Focus on engaging gender and youth in activity implementation
· 49% of households women headed (2006 census) – their participation accounted for in designing programmes 
· UNDP guidelines followed in poverty projects
· Vulnerable groups for HIV sector identified and programmes designed to target them
· Conducted social mapping which identified vulnerable gender groups to be included in national strategy and to design comprehensive prevention interventions for the first time.  Target groups received very little attention prior to global fund interventions
· Consultations conducted with vulnerable groups in programme design and in development of national strategy
· GEF small grants intentionally focus on environmentally vulnerable communities
· Participation in UNDP’s training exposed them to idea of targeting 
· Participation in UNDP’s leadership made us realise unemployed youth is vulnerable group 
· Now consider them in planning projects (especially by including them in2 year work plan planning)
· Brought changes to procedures such as security duty based on experiences 
· NGO participation allows access to vulnerable groups
· NGO sector able to identify different areas of intervention for different target groups (SHE working with migrant workers, Journey with IDUs and drug using sex workers) 
· UNDP and CSOs unable to work with MSM and other sensitive groups due to cultural context
· Targeted them as well at first but they stopped halfway through – unable to do security duty etc.
· No vulnerable persons benefit from or participate in the project
· Not fully aware of undp programmes
· Vulnerable groups targeted not in the context of social vulnerability
· Lack of knowledge of local contexts re: vulnerable groups 
· Vulnerable groups not identified by environment or governance programme yet
· No prioritisation for vulnerable groups focus in small grants
	· Conduct mapping assessment to identify vulnerable groups
· Develop capacities of island based organisations to work in the area of vulnerable groups
· Strengthen small grants proposals evaluation criteria to better accommodate vulnerable groups
· Develop internal technical capacity for participatory needs identification
· Adapting UNDP guidelines to local context
· Advocate for policy influence through civil society

	Efficiency - Measures the outputs – qualitative and quantitative – achieved as a result of inputs

	1. UNDP’s engagement with civil society in achieving the intended outputs and contributing to outcomes has been timely and cost-effective
	3
	---
	4
	5
	4
	4
	3.5
	1
	2
	4
	· Good returns for amounts spent
· Projects conducted in a timely and cost-effective manner 
· Change in focus to policy level instead of community based
· Achieved almost all targets and utilized almost all available funding as planned
· Achieved more than was initially planned for by the project
· Majority of projects completed as planned
· Conducting ToTs was cost-effective
· Activities completed as planned 
· Financial progress as planned
· Clear work plan
· Clear deadlines for reporting
· Clear guidelines for implementation
· Regular monitoring and evaluation UNDP
· Achieved all targets on time
· NGO capacity to deliver on time improved through training 
· Reporting through NDA leads to delays
· Did not hand over on second year
· Autopot pumps rust within one year – cannot find replacements on the island
Very high import costs - Feed very expensive – only available from sri lanka
· delays in imports
Having to finance field officer’s salary with revenue saved for materials 
· Salaries not received on time
· No work plan as such
· Trainers could not effectively implement follow up due to financial limitations
· No proper communication system established
· More research needs to be done to determine cost effectiveness
· Change in focus to policy level instead of community based
·  Unable to complete projects on time due to:
· Capacity constraints of government 
· Changes in government priorities during implementation stage
· Approximately less than 20% of activities completed during planned periods
· Planned costs changing during implementation stage due to inflation 
· Spending more on project management than project implementation costs 
· UNDP procedures and requirements delaying implementation and raising costs (unable to use cheaper local businesses due to lack of systematic systems required to comply with UN procedures)
· UNDP/ government procurement procedures and requirements delaying recruitment of resource persons
· Ownership of NIM projects not evident during the implementation process 
· Results not monitored effectively
	· Strengthen monitoring and follow up - Closer monitoring of projects by project directors and project boards 
· Regular meetings with project directors and project managers on project implementation at activity level
· Project managers to be held accountable for project implementation

· Maintain balance between policy and community

	2. UNDP’s internal capacity and it’s structure is equipped to deliver results efficiently
	2.5
	2
	3
	3
	4
	**
	3
	4
	2
	5
	· Technical capacity exists to work with civil society 
· Strong teamwork and team spirit 
· good at managing relationships with partners
· Compared to financial allocation, a lot of work accomplished by poverty portfolio
· Received support from global fund grant support unit at UNDP New York
· A specific coordinator assigned specifically for GEF SGP 
· Coordinator has access to GEF network 
· Technical capacity exists
· Supplemented with competent resource persons (international and local)
· Supportive guidance provided throughout the project
· UNDP contacts we have do not have authority to make decisions
· Not enough sharing of technical expertise with us
· Geographic distance between country office and project site
· Not aware
· UNDP does not have enough outreach
· Inadequate clarity on UNDP processes and lack of support and guidance provided regarding financial management and utilizing atlas system
· Human resources very limited for poverty portfolio 
· Internal technical capacity inadequate needs further improvement but a lack of internal capacity development efforts
· Delivery very low
· Structural issues – inadequate balance of technical and administrative roles/posts 
· Annual procurement clog (based on the last four years)
· No monitoring and evaluation staff assigned for the task   
	· Assign M&E staff
· Structural  review
· Introduce extra capacity into procurement at the end of the year to reduce overloading the unit
· Improve internal technical capacity (project management etc) through exposure 
· Learning from good examples from other countries
· Provide guidance and support regarding financial management and utilizing atlas system prior to project implementation
· Establish a branch of UNDP in Addu/the atolls

	3. Coordination, complementarities and synergies amongst UNDP projects, units, UN agencies and other partners has enhanced efficiency and effectiveness
	4
	3
	2
	5
	4
	**
	4
	3
	1
	3.5
	· UNDAF developed to enhance coordination
· Common action plan
· Regular programme meetings, Weekly management meetings and weekly unit meetings
· New small grants evaluation mechanism established with participation from all units and agencies
· Annual Work Plans validated by all units
· Web based information sharing on weekly meetings 
· Efforts being made to collaborate internally on project implementation and monitoring (eg. Poverty and environment)
· Conducted joint review of national strategic plan (involving all donor partners)
· Pooling funds and resources for unplanned activities (World bank contributed technical expertise to social mapping exercise)
· Close collaboration with WHO (all technical support)
· Mobilise funds from Unicef to collaborate on training field visits
· Planning joint field visits by all partners
· Use of UN theme group for HIV/AIDs  to mobilise joint funding for 2 activities
· Close collaboration and regular communication with Global Fund
· A specific coordinator assigned specifically for GEF SGP 
· Coordinator has access to GEF network 
· Internal coordination within UNDP to ensure no duplication of support and guidance on specific NGOs based on UNDP’s previous experience 
· Steering committee brings together expertise and experience
· UNDP provides funds to raise awareness
· No other agencies providing such support
· NGO completes what they’re required to do on time
· Not aware of how the ministry and UNDP works together
· Easily accessible at all times
· Unicef, WHO supported baseline surveys (BBS reports)
· Joint cooperation by UN agencies for certain interventions facilitated by UNDP(financial and technical)
· UNODC and UNDP duplicating efforts in the area of drug use
· Not aware 
· Not aware how much communication between ministry and UNDP
· Not aware
· No proper communication system established 
· Not happening efficiently enough
· Inadequate collaboration internally within UNDP on project implementation and monitoring
· Work load does not allow for reflection on the overall performance 
· Focused on project implementation
· Inadequate implementation of findings from employee retreat exercises
· Lack of integrated projects
· Not enough communication between units and with other agencies
	· Formulate common M&E plan and assign staff
· Allow adequate time for coordinated planning (work plan formulation) 
· Targeted, coordinated interventions
· Adopt an integrated approach to environment conservation and waste management along with related components eg. Agriculture
· Conceptual clarity and attitudinal development among UNDP staff in different units
· Strengthening the management support unit (Programme management support unit)








· National Aids Programme should take the lead in continuing coordination efforts
· Better coordination between UN agencies working on the same thematic areas

	4. UNDP’s monitoring (and evaluation) activities have been efficient and effective
	1
	3.5
	4
	4
	2
	4
	4.5
	2
	2
	3.5
	· Regular project level reporting by NGOs and follow up on activities
· Indicator based monitoring for GEF projects 
· Annual progress reports
· Quarterly progress reports and financial reports
· Quarterly and Annual Risk monitoring 
· Conducts monitoring visits and follow up
· lessons from monitoring visits shared and used in decision making for further programme development 
· Promoted culture of civil society partner reporting to UNDP and government agencies which encourages accountability and capacity of partners
· Steering committee members conduct field monitoring to provide guidance if problems arise
· Feedback and guidance given
· They visit when the project is ongoing
· They meet NGO partners when they visit the atoll for other purposes
· regular visits by one person on a regular basis until 2011
· Field visits once every three months in first two years
· Regular financial monitoring during first two years
· Regular quarterly monitoring in person
· Regular quarterly reporting and subsequent verification visits by UNDP
· Use of monitoring indicators
· Flexibility to revise monitoring indicators based on emerging issues
· Bureaucratic reporting process delays implementation
· Results based monitoring yet to be institutionalized among CSOs
· Only visits when they want to or have a consultancy team
· No regular field visits since 2010 – when we refused to set up cooperative 
· No follow up on monitoring – no advice given 
· No targeted plan
· Monitoring only on progress of activities and financial progress and not on outcome level
· Geographic and Financial constraints limiting field visits
· Most field visits conducted not planned or facilitated by UNDP
· Inadequate time for steering committee to monitor and follow up on regular progress reports
· Lack of M&E unit within UNDP
· Monitoring not quite systematic 
· Results based M&E yet to be internalized
	· Formulate common M&E plan
· Develop internal and partner capacity on results based monitoring to capture quality and process changes
· Establish an Assign M&E staff internal M&E unit and  for overall coordination and connect to overall goals 
· Reporting should be indicator based 
· In the event of not having baselines, quality assessment tools and techniques should be used (eg. Measuring change over time, formulating qualitative indicators)
· Follow through on evaluations
· A UNDP branch in Addu will allow closer monitoring and NGOs greater access







· Encourage insightful monitoring through field visits
· Joint monitoring visits with other programme units to increase efficiency 
· Encourage self monitoring systems at the island level


	Sustainability - Looks at the wider effects of the project – social, economic, technical, environmental on individuals, gender- and age-groups, communities and institutions

	1. Contributions to outcome and achievement of outputs are sustainable within the existing capacity and structures of the country beyond the project?
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	2
	3
	· Consider outcomes and sustainability of NGO proposals
· Main focus on capacity development of government partners 
· Capacity development currently taking place under different project components
· Declaration of Baa atoll as a biosphere reserve under AEC project leading to national level changes 
· Project interventions led to formulation and enactment of numerous policies including 2 major policy documents in the HIV sector
· Using existing government system for programme implementation 
· Partner commitment exists
· Trained and built capacity of health care providers 
· Small grantees would themselves contribute to sustainability
· Capacity built of the partner to a certain extent
· A cooperative is effective instead of individuals participating – can pool resources
· CSOs committed to the continuation of the programme
· New funding sources identified 
· Government budget lacking in the area of HIV/AIDs and Drugs
· Lack of materials and feed – having to import
· Need more people to continue 
· Cannot continue trainings because of lack of capacity
· Not enough funds to continue training
· Lack of awareness of local government on the role of civil society 
· Lack of support of local government to NGOs
· Lack of proper systems for information sharing 
· No financial capacity to continue progress 
· Inadequate awareness among NGOs on their role in society
· Limited other mechanisms which would provide the assistance provided under GEF SGP
· Dependency on project supported staff
· Decentralisation and subsequent change in government structures (impact on ministry of health and loss of human resources from voluntary redundancy scheme) posed challenges in implementation
· Budget not made available due to current fiscal situation
· Government priorities changing over time so inadequate attention by government partners, as experienced during the recent changes
· Projects being donor driven to some extent with their own policy constraints
· Weak institutional set up of partners and high turnover rates
· Limited long term partnerships with CSOs
	· Develop long term partnerships with CSOs
· Formulate systematic plan for capacity building of partners
·  Promote increased ownership among partners for projects implemented 
· Designing and implementation process to be more participatory and consultative
· Consolidation phase 
· Capitalize on achievements thus far
· Government budget should increase allocation for civil society sector

	2. UNDP deliberately designed interventions and engaged partners to build in sustainability in the project
	2
	2.5
	3
	5
	3
	**
	3
	3
	3
	2
	· Consider sustainability of outcomes when evaluating NGO proposals
· Consider sustainability in programme design
· Deliberately build into projects, through consultative process with partners
· UNDP encouragement for sharing financial resources by the partners (budget allocations)
· Advocacy interventions well received by partners and vulnerable groups
· Involvement of vulnerable group members in implementation resulting in more commitment for the cause
· Components being continued by other development partners (IPPF and UNODC)
· Promoted culture of civil society partner reporting to UNDP and government agencies which encourages accountability and capacity of partners
· Supported establishment (infrastructure set up including equipment)of CSOs and National blood transfusions services
· Consider sustainability of individual projects in approving grants and throughout project cycle
· Provided all the equipment 
· Provided regular training
· Awareness created among CSOs about project completion
· No component in the project to support sustainability
· Not planned for during design stage
· No explanation of how hand over will take place
· Lack of diversification
· Inadequate income generated
· Cannot continue trainings because of lack of capacity
· Not enough funds to continue training
· Didn’t participate in designing intervention
· No specific exit strategy built into the programme or individual projects defined and understood
· Lack of proper exit strategy with partners for continuity (taking over)
· Inadequate use of terminal evaluation findings
· Limited long term partnerships with CSOs
	· Higher priority to be given to sustainability during capacity building trainings
· Strengthen partner ownership in programme design
· Develop a clear exit strategy for follow up
· Partnering with private sector for local development (human resources, service industries and business incubators)
· Continue collaboration through  the UN theme group on HIV/AIDs
· Capacity building of NGOs for proposal writing 
· This being a new sector in the Maldives, a further period for consolidation is required



Any Unintended Impacts (positive and negative):
+ Developed informal relationships with NGOs in Male and the islands to a level that was not planned for.
+ Declaration of Baa atoll as a biosphere reserve under AEC project leading to national level changes
+ Multiplier effect of project interventions among non-participants (farming practices) 
+ Improved dietary habits in addition to intended impact of income generation (farming)
+ increased interest among youth on becoming involved with NGO
+ change in public perception that the role of NGOs is limited to sports promotion
+ created awareness among youth regarding the small grants facility and led to more proposals the following year
+ relationship with local government improved due to increased engagement in implementing the project – increased cooperation following end of project
· Decentralization introduced prematurely – required transition period, local government require capacity building. Would be good for UNDP to have a direct partnership with local councils to ensure enabling environment.
· Number of female beneficiaries dropping over time due to issues with male dominance of management and resources 
· Assumed entrepreneur skills that did not exist – had to accommodate later
· Being a small community, maintaining confidentiality of information posed a challenge
· Unintended stigmatisation of identified vulnerable groups due to local cultural context
*Not applicable
**Don’t Know
---Didn’t answer
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