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	Programme Title & Project Number
	

	Programme Title:  PBF/IRF-120: Risk Management Support for the UN MPTFSomalia and Somalia Development and Recovery Facility (SDRF) 
Programme Number (if applicable)      
MPTF Office Project Reference Number:
  96372
	
	


	Recipient UN Organizations
	
	Implementing Partners

	List the organizations that have received direct funding from the MPTF Office under this programme:  UNDP



	
	List the national counterparts (government, private, NGOs & others) and other International Organizations:   Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Planning, World Bank, UNDP / Risk Management Unit (RMU) 



	Programme/Project Budget (US$)
	
	Programme Duration

	PBF contribution (by RUNO) UNDP - $300,000
	
	
	Overall Duration (months)  12 months
	

	
	
	
	Start Date
 (dd.mm.yyyy) 15.07.2015
	

	Government Contribution
(if applicable)
     
	
	
	Original End Date
 (dd.mm.yyyy)
	15.07.2016 

	Other Contributions (donors)

(if applicable)
     
	
	
	Current End date
(dd.mm.yyyy)      
	

	TOTAL:
	     
	
	
	


	Programme Assessment/Review/Mid-Term Eval.
	
	Report Submitted By

	Assessment/Review  - if applicable please attach

 FORMCHECKBOX 
     Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
  No    Date:      
Mid-Term Evaluation Report – if applicable please attach          
 FORMCHECKBOX 
    Yes           FORMCHECKBOX 
  No    Date:      
	
	Name: Marc Jacquand


Title: Head - Integrated Office of the DSRSG/RC/HC
Participating Organization (Lead): UNDP
Email address: marc.jacquand@one.un.org


PART 1 – RESULTS PROGRESS

1.1 Assessment of the current project implementation status and results 
For PRF projects, please identify Priority Plan outcome and indicators to which this project is contributing: 

	Priority Plan Outcome to which the project is contributing. 
4.3 Governance of peacebuilding resources (including JSC/PBF Secretariats) 


	Priority Plan Outcome indicator(s) to which project is contributing. 
The SDRF Trust Funds provide an effective contribution to Somalia's peacebuilding and statebuilding priorities due to better risk mitigation in the design and implementation of support interventions 



For both IRF and PRF projects, please rate this project’s overall achievement of results to date:  FORMDROPDOWN 

For both IRF and PRF projects, outline progress against each project outcome, using the format below. The space in the template allows for up to four project outcomes.
Outcome Statement 1:  The Implementation of the Compact, and the political transition, is facilitated by effective funding instruments
Rate the current status of the outcome:  FORMDROPDOWN 

Output progress
List the key outputs achieved under this Outcome in the reporting period (1000 character limit).Outputs are the immediate deliverables for a project.
1. RM Strategy implemented, with monthly analysis of risk levels and design, implementation and follow up of mitigation measures and MPTF funded Joint Programmes supported to strengthen risk management approaches 
2. Technical Assistance to Government counterparts (training, mentoring etc) on MPTF National Window
  

Outcome progress
Describe progress made during the reporting period toward the achievement of this outcome. This analysis should reflect the above indicator progress and the output achievement. Is there evidence of the outcome contributing to peacebuilding and to the specific conflict triggers? Is the theory of change that underpins the project design still relevant for this outcome (3000 character limit)? 
1. Risk Management Strategy Implemented

(a) Risk Management Dashboard and Strategy managed with WB Fund Administrator and Government Counterpart & 
(b)  Risk Management Working Group for SDRF funds convened on regular basis - 7 meetings (including the one scheduled for Dec 5th) respectively in March, April, May, June, August, October and the last one has been scheduled for this year 2016 on December 5th (The RMG agreed to meet bi-monthly).

(b) In coordination with WB, updates and new risks introduced in each of the RMG meetings and a risk calendar has been developed until June 2017 

(c) Risk management updates provided to SDRF (two updates – May and October 2016) 
(d) UN MPTF inter-program risk analysis completed, recommendations to improve risk management provided for each Joint Programme
2. Technical Assistance provided to Government counterparts (training, mentoring etc)
(a) Risk management tailored technical assistance provided to Trust Fund recipients and government counterparts

(b) UN MPTF Risk Manager participation in UNDP Local Project Appraisal Committee and provision of regular inputs and technical assistance (weekly) to partner risk management and engagement plans

(b) MPTF inter-programme risk analysis conducted, with main observations and recommendations for approvement brought to the attention of agency management and a risk management training package developed and conducted for MPTF Joint Programme staff; 

(c) Inputs provided to portfolio risk management reporting as part of the MPTF quarterly report and programme documents
(d) Programme specific risk management improved through provision of direct TA to the fund recipient and through training sessions for the UN staff and government counterparts - Four training sessions  organized (April, June, and two sessions in September) at the request of the agencies and government counterparts.

3. Contributed to the operationalization and implementation of the PBF funded pilot project under the National Window

(a) Guidance manual for the UN MPTF National Window finalized in March 2016 and training for MoF Program Implementation Unit (PIU) conducted in April. 

(b) MoF PIU  supported to kick of the operationalization of the pilot project uby developing workplans, a risk management plan, a procurement plan and the capacity needs assessment of the PIU

(c) Identification, in coordination with the WB, of the commonalities in using the national systems while complying with the specific procedures and the requirements of the UN in implementing PBF and MPTF funded programmes, areas of intervention, and reporting requirements
(d) Development and implementation, in coordination with the RCO, of a training package specific for the PIU  which was expanded to other government counterparts engaged in implementation of the MPTF/PBF funded projects - MoF, MoJ, MoIFA, MoIS, MOPIC, etc  

Reasons for low achievement and rectifying measures
If sufficient progress is not being made, what are the key reasons, bottlenecks and challenges? Were these foreseen in the risk matrix? How are they being addressed and what will be the rectifying measures (1500 character limit)?
The main challenges encountered with regard to the risk management are the following:

1. Limited engagement across all three SDRF fund adminstrators - AfDB, UN, and WB'. Whilst the UN and the WB trust funds have been operational since 2015, AfDB is about to start the operationalization of the SIF (Somalia Infrastructure Fund) at the end of 2016. However, there has been continuous coordination between the two other fund administrators - UN & WB especially through the RMG to assess, update, analyze and recommend mitigation measures to the Government of Somalia, the SDRF and the fund administrators. 

2. Limited coordination among the PUNOs, that apply different approaches in managing risks based on their mandates, risk tolerance and risk management procedures. Based on the analysis conducted, it was noticed that the coordination between participatory UN agencies at the project level was limited. The risk analysis did provide recommendations for better management of the risks and the respective mitigation measures in order to improve the overall risk management by each agency and to apply an integrated approach on the most common risks across programmes. 



Outcome Statement 2:  Project Management and Implementation Team
Rate the current status of the outcome:  FORMDROPDOWN 

Output progress
List the key outputs achieved under this Outcome in the reporting period (1000 character limit).Outputs are the immediate deliverables for a project.

1. RMU Management

2. Equipment/Supplies

3. Travel

4. M&E and oversight

Outcome progress
Describe progress made during the reporting period toward the achievement of this outcome. This analysis should reflect the above indicator progress and the output achievement. Is there evidence of the outcome contributing to peacebuilding and to the specific conflict triggers? Is the theory of change that underpins the project design still relevant for this outcome (3000 character limit)? 

The UN MPTF Risk Manager is part of the Risk Management Unit and has contributed to a number of risk management services that the RMU provides, for the MPTF and other funds being implemented in Somalia.These include: 
- Missions in Somalia undertaken in Somalia to provide support, advice and training on risk management issues, public procurement, financial management and reporting based on the Somalia national systems and MPTF requirements. 

- Coordination and cooperation with the World Bank Office on the National Window and use of national systems, which has contributed to a number of joint plans as applicable (procurement plan and the workplan) for the MoF PIU as the joint implementation partner for both the National Window and WB Infrastructure project. 
- Regular briefing on the MPTF risk analysis and the PBF funded project on the National Window have been provided in the monthly donor meetings on the MPTF.
- Inputs into other RMU products, including the RMU training modules and risk assessments

- Active engagement in RMU's screening process in support of the 2016 Somalia elections, in collaboration with UNDP, UNSOM, and IOM.

 

Reasons for low achievement and rectifying measures
If sufficient progress is not being made, what are the key reasons, bottlenecks and challenges? Were these foreseen in the risk matrix? How are they being addressed and what will be the rectifying measures (1500 character limit)?

Outcome Statement 3:       
Rate the current status of the outcome:  FORMDROPDOWN 

Output progress
List the key outputs achieved under this Outcome in the reporting period (1000 character limit).Outputs are the immediate deliverables for a project.

     
Outcome progress
Describe progress made during the reporting period toward the achievement of this outcome. This analysis should reflect the above indicator progress and the output achievement. Is there evidence of the outcome contributing to peacebuilding and to the specific conflict triggers? Is the theory of change that underpins the project design still relevant for this outcome (3000 character limit)? 


Reasons for low achievement and rectifying measures
If sufficient progress is not being made, what are the key reasons, bottlenecks and challenges? Were these foreseen in the risk matrix? How are they being addressed and what will be the rectifying measures (1500 character limit)?

Outcome Statement 4:       
Rate the current status of the outcome:  FORMDROPDOWN 

Output progress
List the key outputs achieved under this Outcome in the reporting period (1000 character limit).Outputs are the immediate deliverables for a project.


Outcome progress
Describe progress made during the reporting period toward the achievement of this outcome. This analysis should reflect the above indicator progress and the output achievement. Is there evidence of the outcome contributing to peacebuilding and to the specific conflict triggers? Is the theory of change that underpins the project design still relevant for this outcome (3000 character limit)? 


Reasons for low achievement and rectifying measures
If sufficient progress is not being made, what are the key reasons, bottlenecks and challenges? Were these foreseen in the risk matrix? How are they being addressed and what will be the rectifying measures (1500 character limit)?

1.2 Assessment of project evidence base, risk, catalytic effects, gender in the reporting period
	Evidence base: What is the evidence base for this report and for project progress? What consultation/validation process has taken place on this report (1000 character limit)?
	- RMG meetings - minutes, analysis and dashboard

- RMG updates to MPTF - May 2016 on the RM Strategy and October 2016 update and recommendations to the SDRF

- Contribution to partner specific Risk Management and Engagement plan (UNDP LPAC membership) 

RM tailored and government procedures training materials

number of training / no of participats conducted to the fund recipiets (UN and government officials)

- UN MPTF inter JP risk analysis report
- SDRF meeting minutes (when RMU presented summary of  risk analysis from the RMG) 


	Funding gaps: Did the project fill critical funding gaps in peacebuilding in the country? Briefly describe. (1500 character limit)
	With risk management not yet mainstreamed in UN agency programming and systems, or in MPTF standard functions, and in light of the highly complex environment in Somalia, the project both filled a critical yet unfunded function, and equipped the MPTF with essential risk management capacities 

	Catalytic effects: Did the project achieve any catalytic effects, either through attracting additional funding commitments or creating immediate conditions to unblock/ accelerate peace relevant processes? Briefly describe. (1500 character limit)
	The project has contributed to:
- Increased accountability for donor funds throgh improved risk analysis and risk management 

- Increased coordination on risk management between the Fund Administrators, donors and government (through the RMG)

- Increased awareness and capacities on risk management across UN Joint Programmes, donors, and government 

- Increased trust, and possibility of expanded donro funding to both the UN Window and the National Window by donors


	Risk taking/ innovation: Did the project support any innovative or risky activities to achieve peacebuilding results? What were they and what was the result? (1500 character limit)
	The use of the National Window represents a risky, yet highly innovative and potentially highly impactful way of supporting statebuilding and peacebuilding in Somalia. For the last 25 years, the UN has bypassed government and government systems, with funding going directly to UN agencies and NGO implementing partners. The use of the National Window represents in this regard a concrete application of a paradigm shift, within the New Deal approach (also used in Somalia), to support government led implementation. It constitutes a core element of the UN's effort to support non only state authority, but more importatnly state acountability and responsibility (to deliver services directly to its citizens on the basis of sound risk management procedures)  

	Gender: How have gender considerations been mainstreamed in the project to the extent possible? Is the original gender marker for the project still the right one? Briefly justify. (1500 character limit)
	The project has an indirect impact on this cross-cutting area by supporting appropriate management of gender, minorities and disadvantaged related risks and the treatment measures associated to them. 

In addition, all Joint Programs ensure that all outputs have gender mainstreamed through them and (UNDP) LOAs also have allocations for female interns. In addition at least 30% of JP beneficiaries are women
However, the Gender marker in this project has been rated as 1 (one) since it doesn't have a direct contribution to gender related matters. 


	Other issues: Are there any other issues concerning project implementation that should be shared with PBSO? This can include any cross-cutting issues or other issues which have not been included in the report so far. (1500 character limit)
	Since Otober, the Risk manager, as part of the RMU, has been supporting the Joint Programme on Elections Support with the following tasks:

- Vetting of delegates, candidates, elders, FIEIT and SIEIT members towards the UNSC designated lists etc.;

- Providing support in strengthening UN monitoring activities and the risk mitigation measures  being used tfor processes such as payments to the delegates, vendors etc.  



1.3 INDICATOR BASED PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT: Using the Project Results Framework as per the approved project document- provide an update on the achievement of key indicators at both the outcome and output level in the table below. Where it has not been possible to collect data on indicators, state this and provide any explanation in the qualitative text above. (300 characters max per entry)

	
	Performance Indicators
	Indicator Baseline
	End of project Indicator Target
	Current indicator progress
	Reasons for Variance/ Delay

(if any)
	Adjustment of target (if any)

	Outcome 1

The SDRF Trust Funds provide an effective contribution to Somalia’s peacebuilding and statebuilding priorities due to better risk mitigation in the design and implementation ofThe Implementation of the Compact, and the political transition, is facilitated by effective funding instruments 
	Indicator 1.1

 Somalia Compact completion rate
	Baseline: 1/3 off track, 1/3 in progress, 1/3 uncertain/delayed (from May 2015 internal ISF monitoring report )



	Target: ¼ off track, 1/3 uncertain/delayed, 5/12 in progress (from internal ISF monitoring report)
	Based on the MPTF JP quarterly reports progress projects, are all on track in support of Compact objectives, with delays caused due to the electoral process in Somalia, and security related constraints
	Electoral process

Security concerns and access restrictions

	     

	
	Indicator 1.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 1.3

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 1.1

RM strategy Implemented

	Indicator  1.1.1

Output Indicator 1.1.1 : Risk analysis and RMG convened according to strategy (see risk management strategy)
	N/A
	yes
	7 meetings have been conducted in 2016 (March, April, May, June, August, October, December)

New risks identified and  analyzed; existing risks updated in 2016. 

- MPTF inter-programme risk analysis completed

-New members have joined the RMG - EU and AfDB since  Infrastructure funds became operation 

	Target fully achieved in 2016.

Plan for 2017: 

- Risk analysis/updates calendar for 2017  developed; - the first meeting for 2017 has been planned for Feb 2017.

- RM dashboard 

- Joint Risk Management Strategy for SDRF funds will be revised/updated

- 

	 NA

	
	Indicator 1.1.2

 
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 1.2

Technical Assistance to Government counterparts (training, mentoring etc) 
	Indicator  1.2.1

Number of trainings on risk management (related to trust fund strategy)



	0
	3
	Target exceeded: 5 RM training conducted to:

- PIU/Ministry of Finance (Apr)

- MoIFA & Support to stabilisation project staff  (June)

- MPTF JP funded programmed (Sep)

- JP RoL programme  partners (Sep)

- PIU/MOF and 6 other government partners (Sep)

- Total number of participants - 70

	Target exceeded.



	     

	
	Indicator 1.2.2

Proportion of recommendations to offset emergent risks implemented.
	0
	100%
	Target achieved. 

Due to the political situation/Elections, new risks have been identified and analised. 

	     
	     

	Output 1.3

Do-No Harm approach implemented in UN MPTF projects
	Indicator 1.3.1

Percentage of projects implemented through Trust Fund that proactively manage potential risks to gender equality, and women's empowerment
	N/a
	75%
	At least five projects have indicated gender related matters/risks at the project design. In addition, reporting on gender indicators at the JP and portfolio level has become part of the MPTF quarterly progress reports. 
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 1.3.2

Percentage of Trust Fund resources allocated to gender specific activities/interventions
Percentage  of projects implemented through Trust Fund that routinely formally monitor stakeholder vulnerability/concerns


	n/a

n/a

	15%

75%

	The RCO and the UN Women have been working to introduce the gender indicators in the quarterly reporting of the MPTF funded programmes. Work is ongoing to support agencies in trackig gender specific expenditures
	     
	     

	Outcome 2

Project Management and Implementation Team 

	Indicator 2.1

     
	     
	     
	Project implementation plan has been closely monitored quarterly during 2016 to assess progress towards outcomes, outputs, indicators and annual targets related to the risk management at the fund and individual JP and ensure integrated approach
	 No indicators, baseline and targets set up at the project formulation phase
	Indicator 2.1.- No. of times project 

New Baseline - bi-annual progress reports

target for 2017 - bi-annuial progress  reports (2)

 


	
	Indicator 2.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 2.1

RMU Management

	Indicator  2.1.1

     
	     
	     
	Risk management strategy implemented - new risks identified and analyzed, the existing risks updated. Inter JP risks analyzed, direct recommendations for improvement and mitigation measures provided. 
	No indicators, baseline and targets set up at the project formulation phase
	     

	
	Indicator  2.1.2

     
	     
	     
	 
	     
	     

	Output 2.2

Equipment/

supplies

	Indicator  2.2.1

     
	     
	     
	Office facilities and equipment provided to the MPTF Risk Manager
	No indicators, baseline and targets set up at the project formulation phase
	NA

	
	Indicator  2.2.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 2.3

Travel
	Indicator  2.3.1

     
	     
	     
	10 travels to Mogadishu have taken place during 2016 which have been related to risk updates and training on risk management to MPTF joint programme staff and Government officials contributing to an improved risk management for MPTF funds.
	No indicators, baseline and targets set up at the project formulation phase
	     

	
	Indicator  2.3.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Outcome 3

     
	Indicator 3.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 3.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 3.1

     
	Indicator 3.1.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 3.1.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 3.2

     
	Indicator 3.2.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 3.2.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 3.3

     
	Indicator 3.3.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 3.3.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Outcome 4

     
	Indicator 4.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 4.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 4.1

     
	Indicator 4.1.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 4.1.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 4.2

     
	Indicator 4.2.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 4.2.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 4.3

     
	Indicator 4.3.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 4.3.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     


PART 2: LESSONS LEARNED AND SUCCESS STORY  
2.1 Lessons learned

Provide at least three key lessons learned from the implementation of the project. These can include lessons on the themes supported by the project or the project processes and management.

	Lesson 1 (1000 character limit)
	The UN system's approach to risk management in programming remains fragmented

	Lesson 2 (1000 character limit)
	The MPTF has provided an entry point for risk management discussions and capacity building with government

	Lesson 3 (1000 character limit) 
	Sustained risk management support to JP has increased donor confidence in UN in Somalia, and constitutes a driver for renewed donor support

	Lesson 4 (1000 character limit)
	The use of a National Window, buttressed by a strong and sustained risk management focus is an essential element in the UN's support to extension of State Authority and Accountability

	Lesson 5 (1000 character limit)
	Risk management represents another area of interesting, yet still underexplored, collaboration with the WB in complex environments. 


2.2 Success story (OPTIONAL)
Provide one success story from the project implementation which can be shared on the PBSO website and Newsletter as well as the Annual Report on Fund performance. Please include key facts and figures and any citations (3000 character limit).
     
PART 3 – FINANCIAL PROGRESS AND MANAGEMENT ARRANGEMENTS
3.1 Comments on the overall state of financial expenditure
Please rate whether project financial expenditures are on track, slightly delayed, or off track:   FORMDROPDOWN 

If expenditure is delayed or off track, please provide a brief explanation (500 characters maximum):

     
Please provide an overview of expensed project budget by outcome and output as per the table below.

	Output number
	Output name
	RUNOs
	Approved budget
	Expensed budget
	Any remarks on expenditure

	Outcome 1: The Implementation of the Compact, and the political transition, is facilitated by effective funding instruments

	Output 1.1
	RM strategy Implemented
	UNDP
	134,373
	104,028
	57% of the staff cost

	Output 1.2
	Technical Assistance to Government counterparts (training, mentoring, etc. )
	UNDP
	100,000
	78,477
	43% of the staff cost




	Output 1.3
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Outcome 2: Project management and Implementation Team

	Output 2.1
	RMU Management
	UNDP
	10,000
	     
	     

	Output 2.2
	Travel
	UNDP
	15,000
	6315.91
	     

	Output 2.3
	General Operating and other direct cost 
	UNDP
	15,000
	15,000
	One time direct project cost charged. 

	Outcome 3: UNDP General Management Services  

	Output 3.1
	General Management Services 7%
	UNDP
	19,626
	11,290
	as of Nov 2016 Final figures for 2016 will be upon the financial closure of the year..

	Output 3.2
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 3.3
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Outcome 4:      

	Output 4.1
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 4.2
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 4.3
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Total:
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     


3.2 Comments on management and implementation arrangements

Please comment on the management and implementation arrangements for the project, such as: the effectiveness of the implementation partnerships, coordination/coherence with other projects, any South-South cooperation, the modalities of support, any capacity building aspect, the use of partner country systems if any, the support by the PBF Secretariat and oversight by the Joint Steering Committee (for PRF only). Please also mention if there have been any changes to the project (what kind and when); or whether any changes are envisaged in the near future (2000 character maximum):
For use of country systems, see aforementioned reporting on the National Window, under the supervision of the PBF funded Risk Manager. 

The Risk Manager is located within the RMU, which provides risk management support to the entire UN system, including UNSOM and UNSOS. The RMU is part of the Integrated Office of the DSRSG/RC/HC, which has allowed greater access to the entire system and greater mainstreaming of risk management in sections and agencies.

Collaboration with the WB has proved essential in developing a 'risk management multilateral center of gravity' , in designing and implementing the National Window, and in successfully engaging with government and donors on risk management issues

� The MPTF Office Project Reference Number is the same number as the one on the Notification message. It is also referred to “Project ID” on the � HYPERLINK "http://mdtf.undp.org" ��MPTF Office GATEWAY�


� The start date is the date of the first transfer of the funds from the MPTF Office as Administrative Agent. Transfer date is available on the � HYPERLINK "http://mdtf.undp.org/" ��MPTF Office GATEWAY�


� As per approval of the original project document by the relevant decision-making body/Steering Committee.


� If there has been an extension, then the revised, approved end date should be reflected here. If there has been no extension approved, then the current end date is the same as the original end date. The end date is the same as the operational closure date which is when all activities for which a Participating Organization is responsible under an approved MPTF / JP have been completed. 


� Please note that financial information is preliminary pending submission of annual financial report to the Administrative Agent. 
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