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This	 report	 presents	 an	 Assessment	 of	 Devel-
opment	 Results	 (ADR)	 in	 Serbia.	 The	 ADR	
is	 an	 independent	 evaluation	 conducted	 by	 the		
Evaluation	Office	of	UNDP.	It	assesses	 the	rele-
vance	and	strategic	positioning	of	UNDP’s	support	
and	 its	 contributions	 to	 a	 country’s	 development	
over	a	given	period	of	time.	The	aim	of	the	ADR	is	
to	generate	lessons	for	strengthening	country-level	
programming	and	contribute	to	the	organization’s	
effectiveness	and	substantive	accountability.		

Serbia	has	undergone	a	major	transition	since	the	
conflict	 and	 international	 isolation	 of	 the	 1990s.	
Reforms	introduced	in	2000	have	begun	address-
ing	the	dual	needs	of	recovery	from	the	economic	
crisis	caused	by	conflict	and	the	transition	from	a	
command	to	a	market	economy.	The	country	has	
successfully	accelerated	the	initial	pace	of	reform	to	
create	a	favourable	climate	for	growth,	foreign	trade	
and	investment,	guiding	it	towards	the	longer-term	
goal	of	membership	in	the	European	Union	(EU).	
However,	 there	 have	 been	 social	 costs	 associated	
with	transition,	unemployment	has	growth	steadi-
ly	 since	 2000,	 and	 poverty	 rates	 have	 stagnated.	
While	 the	 risk	of	 future	conflict	has	 lessening,	 it	
has	 not	 completely	 diminished.	 The	 continuing	
efforts	 to	modernize	state	 institutions,	 implement	
reforms	and	address	economic	inequalities	remain	
central	to	future	security	and	development.

The	evaluation	found	that	in	this	context	of	transi-
tion,	UNDP	quickly	re-established	itself	as	a	ca-
pable	and	reliable	implementing	agency	of	Govern-
ment	and	donors.	In	particular,	UNDP	was	seen	
to	be	effective	in	responding	to	the	crisis	in	South	
Serbia,	demonstrating	that	stability	and	peace	can	
be	 nurtured	 by	 responding	 quickly,	 developing	
and	implementing	sound	programmes,	effectively	

mobilizing	 resources	 and	 building	 local	 partner-
ships.	 Its	 contribution	 to	 public	 administration	
reform	was	found	to	be	more	mixed,	filling	priority		
capacity	development	gaps	in	the	immediate	post-
crisis	 period,	 but	 being	 less	 effective	 in	 support	
of	the	development	or	implementation	of	broader	
public	administration	reforms.	Likewise,	efforts	to	
support	economic	development,	poverty	reduction,	
and	social	inclusion	found	mixed	results,	due	in	large	
part	to	a	lack	of	focus	as	to	where	and	how	UNDP		
can	 be	 most	 effective.	 	 This	 was	 found	 to	 have		
improved	 over	 the	 period	 of	 evaluation,	 with	 an	
identification	of	comparative	strengths	in	facilitat-
ing	dialogue	and	NGO	capacity	development	help-
ing	UNDP	refine	its	approach	to	social	inclusion	
and	poverty	reduction.

The	envisaged	role	of	UNDP	in	Serbia	was	to	be	
a	 trusted	 and	 effective	 development	 partner	 of	
Government,	 providing	 outstanding	 advice	 and	
advocating	the	core	values	of	the	United	Nations.	
The	ADR	concludes	that	this	role	was	ambitious,	
and	that	UNDP	in	practice	has	been	an	effective	
programme	implementer,	with	policy	dialogue	and	
advocacy	activities	as	minor	contributors.	Within	
this	context,	the	development	and	implementation	
of	 UNDP’s	 strategies	 in	 Serbia	 have,	 with	 some	
exceptions,	been	successful	or	on	track.	In	view	of	
the	 short	 timeframe	 of	 programme	 growth	 from	
a	 virtual	 zero-base	 in	 2000	 to	 one	 comprising	
several	 dozen	 projects	 across	 a	 complex	 array	 of	
programme	clusters	 in	2005,	the	results	achieved	
are	considered	remarkable.	However,	this	growth	
has	been	at	a	cost,	and	the	evaluation	found	that	
UNDP	had	become	involved	in	too	wide	a	range	of	
activities,	reducing	its	ability	to	perform	optimally	
in	areas	of	accumulated	experience	and	expertise.
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Development	 policy	 in	 Serbia	 is	 dominated	 now	
and	for	the	foreseeable	future	by	needs	associated	
with	EU	accession,	and	the	Government	may	well	
look	 to	 UNDP	 to	 assist	 in	 the	 mobilization	 of		
resources	 to	 meet	 a	 range	 of	 development		
programme	 implementation	 needs.	 Some	 of	
the	 most	 pressing	 problems	 are	 at	 the	 sub-	
national	 or	 local	 level	 where	 income	 dispari-
ties	 persist	 or	 are	 growing,	 where	 poverty	 is	
most	 prevalent	 and	 where	 the	 capacities	 of		
Government,	 civil	 society	 and	 the	 private	 sector	
are	weakest.	The	evaluation	notes	that	UNDP	has		
a	 proven	 track	 record	 in	 supporting	 multi-	
disciplinary	development	programmes	at	this	level,	
and	thus	may	continue	to	be	a	chosen	implementer.		
It	also	highlights	that	the	rule	of	law	continues	to	
be	an	urgent	problem	for	Serbia,	an	issue	in	which	
UNDP	 is	well	 positioned	 and	 is	 already	making	
a	 difference.	 The	 ADR	 sums	 up	 by	 noting	 that	
in	Serbia,	as	a	middle-income	country	that	could	
soon	 graduate	 to	 net	 contributor	 country	 status,	
UNDP	 should	 begin	 thinking	 seriously	 about	 an	
exit	strategy	that	could	coincide	with	the	country’s	
strategy	 for	 EU	 accession	 and	 economic	 develop-
ment.	Beyond	Serbia,	the	evaluation	suggests	that	a	
corporate	policy	on	UNDP’s	role	in	EU-candidate	
countries	that	have,	or	are	expected	to,	become	net	
contributors	could	help	guide	UNDP	in	its	continual	
relations	with	host	governments	and	the	EU.

A	number	of	people	contributed	to	this	evaluation,	
particularly	the	evaluation	team	composed	of	Richard	
Flaman,	team	leader,	Beata	Czajkowska	and	Ranka	
Šarenac	 as	 team	 members,	 Derek	 Blink	 during	
the	inception	phase,	and	David	Rider	Smith,	the	

Evaluation	Office	team	member	and	task	manager.	
We	would	also	like	to	thank	Michelle	Sy	and	Anish	
Pradhan	for	their	administrative	support.	

The	 research	 and	 preparation	 of	 the	 evaluation	
was	also	thanks	to	the	excellent	collaboration	and	
openness	of	the	UNDP	Country	Office	in	Serbia,	
led	by	 the	Resident	Representative	Lance	Clark,	
his	 predecessor	 (Resident	 Representative,	 a.i.),		
Arturo	Hein,	the	Deputy	Resident	Representative,		
Rastislav	Vrbensky,	and	 to	all	 the	UNDP	Serbia		
staff.	 I	 would	 also	 like	 to	 thank	 the	 Regional		
Bureau	 for	 Europe	 and	 Commonwealth	 of		
Independent	 States	 (CIS)	 led	 by	 the	 Director		
Kalman	 Mizsei,	 the	 Deputy	 Director,		
Marta	 Ruedas,	 and	 Senior	 Programme		
Adviser	 for	 the	 Western	 Balkans,	 Moises		
Venancio,	for	their	cooperation.		Lastly,	this	report	
would	not	have	been	possible	without	 the	 strong	
interest	 and	 support	 of	 the	 Serbian	 Government		
at	the	central	and	local	levels.	The	ADR	is	indebted	
to	representatives	of	civil	society,	the	private	sector,	
donors,	 and	 from	 representatives	 of	 the	 United		
Nations	 Country	 Team,	 including	 the	 Interna-
tional	Financial	Institutions	for	their	cooperation.

UNDP	has	been	a	partner	of	Serbia	since	1952,	most	
recently	to	assist	the	country	as	it	strives	to	forge	a	
new	national	identity	and	transition	from	crisis	and	
post-conflict	 to	democracy	 and	EU	membership.	
I	 hope	 that	 the	 findings	 and	 recommendations	
of	this	report	will	assist	UNDP	in	improving	the	
effectiveness	of	its	assistance	in	Serbia	in	responding	
to	 the	 country’s	 challenges,	 and	 in	 providing		
broader	lessons	that	may	be	of	relevance	to	UNDP	
and	its	partners	internationally.
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Director,	Evaluation	Office
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__________________________________________________________________________
1.		Assessments	of	both	the	Serbia	and	Montenegro	programmes	were	carried	out	concurrently,	reflecting	their	programmatic	re-

lationship	under	the	auspices	of	a	Country	Office	located	in	Belgrade	and	a	Liaison	Office	in	Montenegro.	With	Montenegro’s	
independence,	the	assessment	has	been	divided	into	two	documents	–	an	ADR	for	Serbia	and	an	ADR	for	Montenegro.

A	decade	of	regional	warfare	during	the	1990s,	in-
tervention	by	the	North	Atlantic	Treaty	Organi-
zation	 (NATO)	and	 the	authoritarian	policies	of	
the	 Milošević	 regime	 left	 Serbia	 socially,	 politi-
cally	and	economically	devastated.	Virtually	all	in-
ternational	cooperation	ceased	and	Serbia	became	
isolated	from	the	 international	community.	With	
the	 overthrow	 of	 the	 Milošević	 regime	 in	 2000,	
the	process	of	democratic	reform	began,	bringing	
with	it	a	certain	degree	of	success	in	terms	of	eco-
nomic	growth	and	stability.	However,	the	transi-
tion	brought	with	it	a	number	of	costs,	such	as	in-
creased	unemployment	and	widening	inequality.	

The	 year	 2006	 is	 likely	 to	 be	 pivotal.	 In	 May,	
Montenegro	 voted	 for	 independence	 and	 with-
drawal	 from	 the	 state	 union	 with	 Serbia.	 This		
independence	was	confirmed	by	the	Montenegrin	
parliament	in	June.	The	status	of	Kosovo	−	one	of	
the	world’s	few	UN	protectorates	−	will	most	like-
ly	be	determined	this	year.	And	while	Serbia	has	
met	 the	 political	 criteria	 to	 begin	 the	 process	 of		
European	 Union	 accession,	 its	 long-term	 strate-
gic	goal	of	full	membership	is	not	a	foregone	con-
clusion.	 The	 most	 pressing	 issue	 in	 that	 regard	
for	 Serbia	 today	 remains	 improved	 cooperation	
with	 the	International	Criminal	Tribunal	 for	 the		
former	Yugoslavia	(ICTY).	

In	 response	 to	 the	 post-conflict	 and	 increasing	
development	 needs	 of	 Serbia,	 UNDP	 actively	
pursued	avenues	of	support	in	late	2000.	Since	that	
time,	 the	UNDP	country	programme	has	grown	
from	a	virtual	zero-base	to	a	large	and	substantive	
portfolio	 cutting	across	 crisis	prevention,	poverty	
reduction,	institutional	development,	judicial	reform	
and	related	areas.	UNDP	secured	the	confidence	of	
Government	and	donors	in	supporting	the	design	
and	 implementation	 of	 several	 large	 programmes	
and	established	itself,	in	a	relatively	short	period	of	

time,	as	a	credible	and	valued	development	partner.	
The	 experiences	 of	 the	 past	 five	 years	 or	 so	 have	
generated	valuable	lessons.	

This	Assessment	of	Development	Results	(ADR)	
for	 Serbia1	 sets	 out	 to	 evaluate	 that	 experience.	
It	 was	 carried	 out	 from	 mid-2005	 to	 early	 2006	
and	covers	 a	five-year	period	beginning	 in	2001.	
The	 UNDP	 programme	 had	 been	 through	 one	
complete	Country	Cooperation	Framework	 cycle	
(2002−2004)	and	was	refining	its	new	programme	
(2005−2009)	 within	 the	 broader	 context	 of	
the	 United	 Nations	 Development	 Assistance	
Framework	 (UNDAF).	 Furthermore,	 a	 new	
resident	representative	had	just	come	on	board,	all	
of	 which	 provided	 a	 strong	 rationale	 to	 evaluate	
the	 results	 achieved	 over	 the	 last	 programming	
cycle,	 and	 an	 opportune	 time	 to	 draw	 lessons		
for	future	programming.

PURPOSE AND APPROACH  
OF THIS ASSESSMENT

The	assessment	is	based	on	an	evaluation	of	current	
and	 past	 programmes	 and	 extensive	 stakeholder	
consultations.	It	provides	an	analysis	of	the	extent	
to	 which	 UNDP	 has	 positioned	 itself	 effectively	
to	 identify	 and	 respond	 to	 national	 development	
needs.	 It	 also	 offers	 an	 overall	 assessment	 of	 the	
development	results	achieved	in	cooperation	with	
the	Government	and	other	development	partners.	
In	 particular,	 the	 assessment	 identifies	 how	
UNDP	has	supported	the	goal	of	accession	to	the	
European	Union,	and	analyses	achievements	in	the	
areas	 of	 post-conflict	 transition	 and	 governance.	
The	 issues	of	complementarity,	 sustainability	and	
coordination	are	also	addressed.	

The	strong	base	of	evidence	from	programme	eval-
uations	commissioned	by	the	UNDP	Country	Of-
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fice	provided	a	foundation	upon	which	the	ADR	
could	 build.	 Limitations	 were	 identified,	 notably	
the	comparability	of	such	evidence	and	the	weak-
nesses	 in	 results	 matrices	 and	 monitoring	 data.	
Nevertheless,	 the	 ADR	 team	 is	 confident	 that	
its	 observations	 are	 broadly	 representative	 of	 the		
effectiveness	 of	 UNDP’s	 support	 and	 that	 its	
recommendations	 can	 serve	 as	 useful	 input	 to		
UNDP’s	future	strategic	planning.

THE NATIONAL CONTEXT

Serbia	 was	 one	 of	 six	 republics	 of	 the	 Socialist	
Federal	Republic	of	Yugoslavia	 (SFRY),	 founded	
in	 1945.	 The	 wave	 of	 democracy	 that	 began	 in	
the	late	1980s	across	central	and	Eastern	Europe	
inspired	 independence	 movements	 among	 the	
republics	 of	 Yugoslavia	 –	 against	 the	 wishes	 of	
Serbia	 and	 its	 increasingly	 authoritarian	 leader,	
Slobodan	 Milošević.	 Slovenia	 and	 Macedonia	
left	 the	 federation	 in	 1991,	 which	 led	 to	 a	 brief	
armed	 conflict	 in	 Slovenia.	 But	 full-scale	 wars	
broke	 out	 in	 response	 to	 Croatia’s	 and	 Bosnia-
Herzegovina’s	secession	from	the	SFRY.	In	1998,	
nine	 years	 after	 Serbia	 revoked	 the	 autonomy	 of	
the	 Kosovo	 province,	 conflict	 between	 Yugoslav	
security	 forces	 and	 the	 Kosovo	 Liberation	 Army	
erupted.	Failed	peace	negotiations	led	to	a	NATO	
intervention	 in	 Serbia	 in	 March	 1999.1	 The	 only	
remnant	 of	 Yugoslavia	 after	 a	 decade	 of	 conflict	
was	 a	 two-republic	 entity	 consisting	 of	 Serbia		
and	 Montenegro.	 The	 two	 republics	 formed	 a	
looser	State	Union	of	Serbia	 and	Montenegro	 in	
February	2003.	

The	 political	 and	 economic	 reforms	 in	 Serbia	
following	 the	democratic	 change	and	Milosevic’s	
ouster	 from	 power	 in	 2000	 are	 driven	 by	 the	
republic’s	 long-term	 development	 objective	 of	
joining	 the	 European	 Union.	 The	 accession	
process	provides	a	framework	for	reforms	and	is	an	
opportunity	for	Serbia	to	enter	political,	economic	
and	security	structures	that	can	guarantee	stability	
and	prosperity	for	its	citizens.	However,	the	process		
is	 complicated	 by	 the	 necessity	 of	 stabilizing	
the	 republic	 after	 the	conflicts	of	 the	1990s,	 and	
putting	 into	 place	 a	 market	 economy	 and	 sound	
systems	of	governance.	

The	necessary	economic	reforms	have	high	social	
costs	 and	 are	 taking	 place	 in	 a	 fragile	 political,	
social	 and	 economic	 environment.	 The	 war,	
international	sanctions	in	1992	and	1998,	the	loss	of	
former	Yugoslavian	and	other	markets,	and	missed	
attempts	 at	 reform	 by	 the	 authoritarian	 regime	
had	 an	 adverse	 impact	 on	 incomes,	 education,	
health	and	overall	quality	of	 life.	The	substantial	
human	 capital	 that	Serbia	once	had	 continues	 to	
be	 depleted.	 Many	 people,	 especially	 the	 young	
and	the	educated,	are	leaving	or	planning	to	leave	
Serbia	to	work	and	live	abroad.	The	challenge	for	
human	development	in	Serbia	today	is	twofold:	to	
reverse	the	decline	and	to	stimulate	conditions	to	
make	Serbia	an	attractive	and	hospitable	country	
for	all	of	its	citizens.	

Even	if	the	political	challenges	that	Serbia	is	facing	
−	 the	 problems	 of	 cooperation	 with	 the	 ICTY,	
Kosovo,	 and	 the	 recent	 break-up	 of	 the	 State	
Union	−	are	satisfactorily	resolved,	Serbia	will	not	
move	 toward	 EU	 accession	 without	 a	 major	 and	
sustained	investment	in	development.		

UNDP RESPONSE

The	environment	in	which	UNDP	re-established	
its	 presence	 in	 Serbia	 was	 one	 of	 volatility,	
characterized	 by	 shifting	 needs	 and	 priorities.	
In	 2000,	 two	 events	 proved	 to	 be	 UNDP’s	
launching	pad	for	its	eventual	substantial	country	
programme	and	presence:	a	mission	from	UNDP	
Headquarters	sent	to	gauge	the	overall	situation	in	
the	Federal	Republic	of	Yugoslavia	and	to	identify	
potential	areas	for	possible	UNDP	assistance;	and	
UNDP’s	participation	in	an	inter-agency	mission	
to	southern	Serbia,	an	area	that,	at	the	time,	was	
experiencing	conflict	between	Albanian	rebels	and	
Serb	forces,	fuelled	by	ethnic	tensions	in	Kosovo.	

The	main	result	of	the	needs	assessment	mission	was	
the	report,	‘Governance	for	Human	Development’.	
The	 report	 provided	 the	 framework	 for	 five	
priority	 targets	 of	 UNDP	 assistance:	 democratic	
governance,	 administration	 of	 justice,	 economic	
and	financial	management,	public	administration	
and	social	development.	In	terms	of	programming,	
the	 report	 recommended	 the	 establishment	 of	
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a	 joint	 donor-Government	 Capacity	 Building	
Fund	 that	 could	 assist	 in	 filling	 priority	 gaps	 in	
Government	while	also	introducing	key	elements	
for	 public	 administration	 reform.	 The	 mission	
to	 southern	 Serbia	 recommended	 immediate	
investment	 in	 local	 governance,	 reintegration	
of	 marginalized	 communities	 and	 promotion	 of	
economic	recovery	that	would	 jointly	address	 the	
root	 causes	 of	 conflict	 alongside	 post-conflict	
stabilization	activities.	This	led	to	the	formulation	
of	 a	 large	 multidonor	 programme	 in	 southern	
Serbia,	 executed	 by	 UNDP,	 and	 UNDP’s	 entry	
into	 development	 at	 the	 local	 level.	 In	 time,	
South	 Serbia	 turned	 out	 to	 be	 one	 of	 UNDP’s		
‘flagship’	programmes.

UNDP	 was	 well	 positioned	 for	 constructive	
engagement	 in	 Serbia.	 It	 had	 a	 long	 history	 in	
Yugoslavia,	 including	 a	 presence	 on	 the	 ground	
during	the	 fall	of	 the	Milošević	 regime,	and	was	
generally	perceived	as	neutral.	The	UNDP	Country	
Office	in	Yugoslavia	opened	in	Belgrade	in	January	
2001.	 With	 an	 established	 physical	 presence,		
donors,	 interested	 in	 stabilizing	 the	 country	 and		
eager	 to	 assist	 the	 new	 democratic	 Government,	
poured	in	resources.	

Due	 to	 its	 reputation	 and	 presence	 (albeit	 small)	
on	 the	 ground,	 UNDP	 was	 approached	 by	 both	
Government	 and	 donors	 to	 help	 design	 and	
implement	programmes.	UNDP	was	able	to	place	
the	projects	it	helped	develop	at	a	high	level	in	new	
government	ministries,	obtaining	direct	access	to	
the	ministers	and	the	Office	of	the	Prime	Minister.	
The	UNDP	office	grew	and	the	programmes	with	
which	it	was	associated	expanded.1	With	its	prior	
history	and	contacts,	UNDP	was	able	to	strengthen	
the	 Country	 Office	 by	 attracting	 high-quality	
professional	 staff	and	national	 experts	with	prior	
experience	 in	 the	 public	 and	 non-governmental	
sectors.	

The	 initial	 UNDP	 programme	 strategy	 was	
embodied	in	the	Country	Cooperation	Framework	
of	 2002-2004	 that	 identified	 three	 priority	 areas		
for	programming:	

•	  Democratic governance, which	focused	on	sup-
porting	 reforms	 of	 governance	 institutions	 at	
central	 and	 local	 levels	 and	 promoting	 public	

participation	 and	 community	 empowerment.		
It	 also	 envisaged	 a	 Capacity	 Building	 Fund	
for	 priority	 capacity-building	 and	 public	 ad-
ministration	 reform,	 along	 with	 reform	 of	 the	
judiciary.	 Strengthening	 civil	 society’s	 role	 for	
public	 advocacy	 was	 recognized	 and	 UNDP	
would	 later	 support	 participation	 of	 NGOs	 in	
the	preparation	of	the	World	Bank-led	Poverty	
Reduction	Strategy	Paper	(PRSP).	

•	 	Crisis prevention and recovery	 concentrated	
mainly	on	post-conflict	conditions	 in	southern	
Serbia.	 This	 covered	 UNDP	 support	 for	 the	
implementation	of	large	multidonor	programmes	
for	 rapid	 recovery	 (the	 Rapid	 Employment	
Programme),	 including	 support	 to	 long-term	
development	of	the	region	through	investments	
in	infrastructure	and	capacity-building	of	local	
actors.	 An	 interregional	 initiative	 to	 promote	
stabilization	 and	 cooperation	 on	 security	
was	 later	 launched	 and	 hosted	 by	 the	 UNDP	
Country	Office.	

•	  Energy and environment	supported	the	revital-
ization	of	 these	 sectors	by	 advancing	 the	Fed-
eral	 Republic	 of	 Yugoslavia’s	 participation	 in	
the	 Global	 Environment	 Facility	 (GEF),	 and	
capacity-building	 for	 the	 reform	of	 the	 energy	
sector.

These	 strategies	 were	 adapted	 over	 subsequent	
years	through	the	development	of	annual	strategy	
notes	 explaining	 UNDP’s	 adjustment	 to	 what	
were,	 at	 times,	 dramatic	 changes	 in	 the	 external	
and	political	environment.	Attention	to	democratic	
governance	 had	 given	 way	 to	 increased	 focus	
on	 capacity-building	 and	 sporadic	 attempts	 at	
public	administration	reform.	But	 little	had	been	
accomplished	in	the	area	of	energy	or	environment.	
The	mission	and	vision	of	the	Country	Office	were	
still	seen	to	be	valid,	but	with	increased	emphasis	
on	supporting	EU	integration.	Adjustments	to	the	
programme	strategy	for	2003	included	support	to	
the	development	of	the	PRSP,	the	strengthening	of	
non-governmental	organizations,	HIV	prevention,	
and	municipal	improvement.

The	current	programming	strategies,	embodied	in	
the	 Country	 Programme	 Document	 and	 Action	
Plan	 of	 2005-2009,	 comprise	 public	 administra-
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tion	reform,	the	rule	of	 law	and	access	to	 justice,	
and	 sustainable	 development.	 These	 represent	 a	
significant	 shift	 from	 the	 Country	 Cooperation	
Framework.	 As	 with	 the	 initial	 choices,	 these		
areas	 of	 assistance	 continue	 to	 be	 highly	 rele-
vant,	 reflecting	the	priorities	of	Government	and	
funding	 partners.	 However,	 the	 appearance	 of	 a		
narrower	 focus	belies	 the	breadth	of	projects	and		
programmes	 that,	 in	 the	 view	 of	 the	 evalua-
tion	 team,	 potentially	 strains	 UNDP’s	 ability	 to		
perform	optimally	 in	areas	of	accumulated	expe-
rience	and	expertise.	UNDP	has	been	willing	 to	
experiment	and	take	risks.	It	has	made	some	mis-
takes,	but	in	the	aggregate	over	the	past	five	years,	
in	the	view	of	the	evaluation	team,	 it	has	chosen	
well	given	the	country	context.	

DEVELOPMENT RESULTS

Over	 the	 period	 2001−2005,	 the	 strategies	
supported	 by	 UNDP	 in	 Serbia	 have,	 with	 some	
exceptions,	 yielded	 significant	 development	
results.	 These	 include	 strengthened	 capacities	
of	 central	 government	 ministries	 and	 agencies,	
including	 the	 justice	 system,	 and	 resolution	 of	
conflict,	stabilization	and	community	development	
in	southern	Serbia.	 In	other	areas,	notably	urban	
regeneration	 and	 poverty	 reduction,	 results	 have	
been	 less	 evident.	 While	 UNDP	 has	 not	 played	
a	 strong	 advocacy	 role	 during	 this	 period,	 it	 has	
proved	 to	 be	 an	 extremely	 important	 and	 valued	
implementing	 partner.	 Measurable	 benchmarks	
of	 success	 have	 not	 been	 defined	 in	 programme	
documentation;	 however,	 the	 following	 are	 some	
of	 the	 key	 areas	 in	 which	 UNDP	 is	 assessed	 to	
have	supported	the	achievement	of	results:

Crisis prevention: The case of South Serbia. 
As	 part	 of	 a	 UN	 inter-agency	 mission	 in	 2001,	
UNDP	responded	to	a	crisis	resulting	from	ethnic	
conflict	 in	 southern	 Serbia.	 Over	 the	 next	 four	
years,	 the	 crisis	 abated	 and	 the	 public	 dialogue	
shifted	to	the	economic	issues	of	jobs,	poverty	and	
the	underdevelopment	of	the	region.	To	overcome	
poor	 governance,	 considered	 to	 be	 one	 of	 the	
root	 causes	 of	 conflict,	 UNDP	 used	 innovative	
approaches	 to	 draw	 local	 government	 and	 non-
governmental	 actors	 into	 decision-making.	
UNDP	 was	 an	 effective	 catalyst	 for	 change	 at	
the	local	level:	it	used	participation	and	practised	
transparency	 to	build	 local	 capacity,	 to	 introduce	

new	 thinking,	 to	bring	knowledge	of	democratic	
processes	 and	 to	 implement	 local	 mechanisms	
for	 delivery	 of	 development	 assistance.	 The	 case	
of	 South	 Serbia	 demonstrates	 that	 stability	
and	 peace	 can	 be	 nurtured	 by	 responding	
quickly,	 developing	 and	 implementing	 sound	
programmes,	 effectively	 mobilizing	 resources	
and	 building	 local	 partnerships.	 Furthermore,	
as	 the	 case	 demonstrates,	 UNDP	 can	 play	 a	
significant	role	in	bringing	change	and	innovation		
to	local	institutions.		

Poverty reduction. Poverty	is	and	will	be,	at	least	
in	the	near	future,	a	challenge	for	Serbia.	Drawing	
from	 the	 experience	 of	 the	 non-implementation	
of	the	PRSP,	and	looking	at	development	from	a	
rights-based	perspective,	UNDP	correctly	assessed	
that	targeting	the	needs	of	the	most	disadvantaged	
among	 the	 poor	 in	 Serbia	 will	 fall	 to	 donors.	
UNDP	also	recognized	that	the	PRSP	may	have	
limited	 duration	 and	 relevance	 in	 the	 context	 of	
Serbia,	 and	 that	 increasing	 importance	 will	 be	
given	to	the	EU	social	inclusion	agenda.	That	said,	
the	three	programmes	evaluated	in	this	report	that	
UNDP	implemented	with	donor	support	under	the	
auspices	of	civil	society	development	and	economic	
empowerment	of	the	poor	and	vulnerable	had,	at	
best,	 limited	 impact.	 A	 notable	 exception	 is	 the	
Social	Innovation	Fund,	in	which	UNDP	was	able	
to	 facilitate	 national	 ownership.	 The	 work	 with	
the	 Civil	 Society	 Advisory	 Committee,	 which	
UNDP	 helped	 to	 establish,	 enabled	 completion	
of	 the	 PRSP.	 However,	 further	 work	 by	 civil	
society	on	PRSP	implementation	and	monitoring	
was	 stalled.	 Beautiful	 Serbia,	 a	 project	 designed	
to	 improve	 the	 urban	 environment	 and	 create	
temporary	 jobs	 by	 targeting	 the	 most	 vulnerable	
among	 the	 unemployed,	 provided	 an	 example	 of	
where	UNDP	involvement	was	more	of	an	obstacle	
than	an	asset.

Institutional development.	 The	 concept	 of	 a	
Capacity	 Building	 Fund	 (CBF)	 evolved	 in	 the	
immediate	aftermath	of	the	democratic	overthrow	
of	the	former	regime.	Its	aim	was	to	strengthen	the	
Government’s	human	resources,	begin	the	process	
of	reforming	the	public	administration	and	attract	
the	 Serbian	 diaspora	 back	 to	 their	 homeland	 to	
support	 the	 process.	 The	 CBF	 produced	 mixed	
results.	On	the	one	hand,	it	assisted	key	ministries	
in	acquiring	a	critical	mass	of	capacity	to	initiate	
priority	policy,	legislative	and	other	reforms.	UNDP	
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and	other	donors,	through	the	fairly	quick	response	
mechanisms	 of	 the	 CBF,	 demonstrated	 tangible	
commitment	 to	 Government	 by	 filling	 priority	
capacity-development	 gaps.	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	
the	 CBF	 was	 not	 initially	 successful	 in	 assisting	
the	 Government	 in	 developing	 or	 implementing	
broader	public	 administration	 reforms.	The	main	
reason	 for	 the	 lack	 of	 initial	 success	 was	 the	
absence	 of	 political	 leadership,	 coordination	 and	
an	effective	national	institutional	focal	point.	With	
the	 recent	 change	 of	 Government,	 a	 strategy	 for	
public	 administration	 reform	has	been	developed	
and	 the	 levels	 of	 cooperation	 among	 donors	 in	
supporting	 its	 implementation	 are	 reported	 to		
have	improved.

Justice reform. Under	 the	Milošević	 regime,	 the	
rule	 of	 law	 suffered	 terrible	 setbacks.	 The	 new	
democratic	Government	that	came	into	power	 in	
2000	 had	 the	 strong	 intention	 of	 reforming	 the	
judicial	 system.	However,	 the	 state	of	emergency	
declared	 after	 the	 assassination	 of	 the	 prime	
minister	in	March	2003	adversely	affected	ongoing	
reforms.	 It	 is	 against	 this	 backdrop	 that	 UNDP	
entered	 the	 field,	 developing	 tools	 for	 education,	
training,	 research	 and	 knowledge-sharing	 that	
are	 necessary	 for	 modernizing	 and	 advancing	
the	legal	profession.	The	biggest	impact	has	been	
made	 in	 the	 establishment	of	 a	 Judicial	Training	
Centre,	 a	new	 institution	 set	 up	 to	deliver	high-
quality,	 cutting-edge,	 demand-driven	 training	
to	 judges,	 prosecutors	 and	 legal	 staff.	 Since	 its	
establishment,	 the	centre	has	organized	over	280	
workshops,	 seminars	 and	 conferences,	 drawing	
more	 than	 8,000	 participants,	 including	 every	
judge	in	Serbia.

UNDP PERFORMANCE

The	prime	role	of	UNDP	has	been	that	of	imple-
menting	partner	 to	Government	 through	 the	di-
rect	execution	of	projects.	In	this	capacity,	UNDP	
delivered	 a	 wide	 range	 of	 services,	 from	 policy		
advocacy	 and	 dialogue	 to	 procurement,	 recruit-
ment	 and	 contracting	 support.	 A	 considerable	
amount	of	assistance	was	delivered	in	the	form	of	
‘soft	 services’,	 such	 as	 coaching,	 mentoring,	 net-
working	and	team-building	–	assistance	that	was	
found	 to	 be	 especially	 valued	 by	 the	 ministries.	
UNDP’s	 performance	 can	 be	 assessed	 across	 the		
following	criteria:

Effectiveness and efficiency. After	 five	 years,	 a	
Country	 Office	 has	 been	 built	 in	 Belgrade	 that,	
along	 with	 the	 sub-office	 in	 Vranje,	 is	 able	 to	
support	both	existing	programmes	and	potentially	
expanded	 future	 operations.	 The	 national	
development	 priorities	 supported	 during	 this	
period	 have	 included	 stabilization	 and	 transition	
in	 southern	 Serbia,	 poverty	 reduction	 and	 EU	
accession.	 UNDP	 has	 been	 very	 active	 in	 the	
former	area,	but	somewhat	marginal	 in	the	latter	
two.	Some	of	the	UNDP-supported	programmes	
in	Serbia	have	been	closely	aligned	to	EU	accession	
(for	example,	through	the	capacity-building	of	key	
ministries),	and	others	have	tackled,	on	a	limited	
basis,	 issues	 of	 poverty	 (for	 example,	 the	 Rapid	
Employment	Programme	and	support	to	the	PRSP	
process).	 Generally,	 most	 UNDP	 activity	 has	
concentrated	on	capacity-building	and	institutional	
development,	as	reflected	in	the	various	project	and	
programme	 documents.	 Based	 on	 independent	
evaluations,	 most	 of	 the	 project	 and	 programme	
objectives	have	been	achieved	or	are	on	track.	The	
efficiency	 of	 UNDP-supported	 programmes	 is	
much	more	difficult	to	measure	since	little	exists	in	
the	way	of	market	comparisons.	The	delivery	rates	
and	management	services	fees	charged	by	UNDP	
for	project	implementation	are	seen	by	the	funding	
donors	to	be	generally	acceptable.		

Complementarity. For	 the	 most	 part,	 UNDP	
programmes	 complemented	 those	 of	 others	 –	
especially	 the	 multidonor	 South	 Serbia	 initiative	
and	those	in	which	cost-sharing	agreements	were	
struck.	 In	 the	 case	 of	 the	 CBF	 –	 a	 presumed	
partnership	–	there	was	lack	of	clarity	as	to	the	main	
purpose	of	the	Fund	as	well	as	individual	partner’s	
agendas	and	expectations.	During	the	early	stages	
of	 the	 Country	 Cooperation	 Framework,	 there	
was	 some	 competition	 between	 the	 European	
Agency	for	Reconstruction	(EAR)	and	UNDP	in	
support	of	public	administration	reform.	If	there	is	
one	weakness	in	the	UNDP	country	programme,	
it	 is	 the	UNDP	 tendency	 to	 be	 overly	 visible,	 to	
wave	 the	 flag,	 and	 to	 claim	 too	 much	 credit	 for	
programme	or	project	success.
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Sustainability. It	 is	 too	 early	 in	 the	 programme	
cycle	to	predict	with	any	certainty	that	the	UNDP-
supported	 programmes	 will	 be	 sustainable.	
However,	 the	 early	 indications	 are	 that	 many	 of	
the	 components	 will	 be	 institutionalized	 within	
Government	 and	 other	 national	 organizations,	
depending	 on	 the	 absorptive	 capacity	 of	
Government,	 the	 availability	 of	 adequate	
programme	 financing,	 and	 the	 willingness	
and	 capacity	 of	 civil	 society	 and	 private	 sector	
organizations	 to	 take	 up	 some	 responsibility	 in	
programme	 implementation	 and	 service	 delivery.	
Through	the	CBF,	UNDP	and	other	donors	had	
targeted	priority	capacity-building,	and	the	case	of	
the	Ministry	of	International	Economic	Relations,	
the	Ministry	 of	Social	Affairs,	 and	 the	Ministry	
of	 Finance	 serve	 as	 examples	 of	 sustainable	
institutional	development.	However,	in	some	other	
projects,	too	much	attention	may	have	been	given	
to	 the	 setting	 up	 of	 ‘programme	 implementation	
or	 management	 units’	 (for	 example,	 the	 Social	
Innovation	 Fund)	 that	 focus	 more	 on	 time-
bound	implementation	of	projects,	rather	than	on	
sustainable	institutional	development.	

UN system coordination. Coordination	 among	
UN	 Country	 Team	 members	 appears	 to	 have	
suffered	from	fragmented	leadership	over	the	past	
five	years.	UN	agencies	have	not	worked	effectively	
together	 in	 supporting	Serbia	 towards	 its	goal	of	
EU	accession,	but	largely	developed	and	operated	
alone.	With	a	new	resident	coordinator,	the	signs	
for	 better	 UN	 system	 coordination	 are	 positive. 
The	UNDAF	has	been	viewed	broadly	as	a	positive	
platform	upon	which	the	UN	Country	Team	can	
begin	to	improve	their	alignment.	A	broad	range	
of	joint	activities	were	identified	in	the	formulation	
stage	in	2004,	and	the	annual	review	has	identified	
limited	 progress.	 However,	 the	 establishment	
of	 new	 areas	 for	 cooperation	 is	 tempered	 by	 the	
strength	of	the	relationship	of	individual	agencies	
with	government	counterpart	ministries,	the	noted	
weakness	of	Government-donor	coordination	and	
the	narrowness	of	inter-donor	cooperation.	

Donor and government coordination.	 General	
coordination	 among	 donors	 has	 also	 been	 weak,	
with	 donors	 themselves	 admitting	 to	 continued	
unilateral	 behaviour.	 The	 coordinating	 ministry,	
the	Ministry	of	International	Economic	Relations,	
has	 also	 acknowledged	 that	 coordination	 occurs	
on	 a	 case-by-case	 basis,	 with	 the	 role	 being	

devolved	 more	 to	 the	 republic	 level	 ministries.	
However,	 the	 lack	 of	 a	 single	 agency	 lead	 for	
coordination	 has	 shifted	 more	 recently,	 with	
the	 World	 Bank	 agreeing	 to	 establish	 ‘heads	 of	
agency’	 meetings	 for	 about	 six	 donors	 every	 two	
months	 or	 so.	 While	 such	 a	 mechanism	 may	
address	 broader	 coordination	 issues,	 the	 main	
challenge	for	UNDP,	the	Government	and	other	
donors	 is	at	the	 level	of	key	development	sectors,	
such	as	public	administration	reform/institutional		
development	and	decentralization.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE FUTURE

UNDP	 has	 established	 itself	 as	 a	 capable	 and	
reliable	implementing	agency	for	the	Government,	
the	EAR	and	for	other	European	donors	that	are	
bilaterally	 funding	 Serbia’s	 preparation	 for	 the	
accession	process.	The	donors	–	driven	by	their	own	
agendas	 –	 along	 with	 the	 Government,	 perceive	
UNDP	 to	 be	 more	 of	 an	 implementing	 agency,	
rather	than	a	partner	in	the	policy	domain.	UNDP	
perceives	 itself	 not	 so	 much	 as	 an	 implementing	
agency,	 but	 as	 a	 full	 development	partner	 that	 is	
able	to	engage	in	and	influence	the	policy	agenda,	
and	that	is	able	to	advocate	the	core	values	of	the	
United	Nations.	

Within	the	context	of	UN	reform,	the	UNDP	of-
fice	in	Belgrade	will	need	to	clarify	and	then	com-
municate	 its	 vision,	 mission	 and	 role.	 That	 role	
should	be	aligned	with	national	development	pri-
orities,	 on	 the	 one	 hand,	 and	 remain	 consistent	
with	an	amended	or	new	UNDAF	for	Serbia,	on	
the	other	hand.	Furthermore,	UNDP	should	con-
centrate	on	what	it	has	been	doing	best:	implemen-
tation.	At	the	same	time,	UNDP	should	also	link	
its	 downstream,	 operational	 and	 implementation	
experience	 to	 selected	 areas	 of	 coordinated	 up-
stream	policy	advocacy,	in	such	areas	as	human	se-
curity,	poverty	reduction	and	decentralization.

Several	 of	 the	 following	 recommendations	 are		
specific	 to	 the	 Serbia	 programme;	 others	 are	
UNDP-wide.

RECOMMENDATIONS SPECIFIC TO SERBIA

•	 	Align strategically with Serbia’s priority for 
EU accession.	Development	policy	in	Serbia	is	
dominated	now	and	for	the	foreseeable	future	by	
needs	associated	with	EU	accession.	The	domi-

xvi  e X e C U T I V e 	 S U M M A r Y



nant	players	in	this	process	will	continue	to	be	EU	
entities	–	the	European	Agency	for	Reconstruc-
tion,	its	successor,	and	EU	bilateral	donors.	2006	
is	expected	to	be	the	last	year	of	EAR	program-
ming,	and	consequently	the	June	2004	Memo-
randum	of	Understanding	between	the	EC	and	
UNDP	should	be	used	as	the	basis	for	working	
out	 concrete	 collaborative	 arrangements.	 The	
Government	may	well	look	to	UNDP	to	assist	
in	the	mobilization	of	resources	to	meet	a	range	
of	 development	 programme	 implementation	
needs,	particularly	in	those	areas	where	UNDP	
is	 well	 positioned	 and	 is	 currently	 providing	
support.	 Having	 worked	 in	 the	 EU	 accession	
countries,	 UNDP	 has	 substantial	 institution-
al	experience	supporting	national	governments	
and	civil	society	in	the	process	of	European	in-
tegration.	It	could	be	of	great	benefit	for	Serbia	
if	UNDP	facilitated	information	exchanges	and		
knowledge-sharing	 with	 other	 Eastern	 and	
Central	European	countries.	

•  Use local development and rule of law reforms 
as the flagship programmes. Some	of	the	most	
pressing	development	needs	in	Serbia	are	at	the	
subnational	 or	 local	 level	 where	 income	 dis-
parities	 persist	 or	 are	 growing,	 where	 poverty	
is	 most	 prevalent	 and	 where	 the	 capacities	 of	
Government,	civil	society	and	the	private	sector	
are	weakest.	Further,	it	is	at	certain	local	levels	
where	 the	 risk	 of	 stability	 or	 crisis	 still	 exists.	
UNDP	has	a	proven	track	record	in	supporting	
multidisciplinary	 development	 programmes	 at	
the	local	level	(South	Serbia	and	the	new	EAR-
funded	 programme	 in	 Sandžac).	 While	 many	
other	donors,	including	the	European	Commis-
sion,	 are	 expected	 to	 continue	 to	provide	 sub-
stantial	levels	of	funding	and	support	at	the	cen-
tral	levels	of	the	Serbian	Government,	it	would	
appear	 that	 major	 gaps	 in	 capacity-develop-
ment,	 economic	 and	 human	 development	 and	
public	administration	reform	will	persist	at	the	
local	level	–	gaps	that	UNDP	could	fill.	

In	the	area	of	judicial	reform,	UNDP	has	found	
an	 entry	 point	 through	 a	 successful	 Judicial	
Training	Centre	project.	As	the	rule	of	law	con-
tinues	to	be	a	urgent	problem	for	Serbia,	UNDP	
is	well	positioned	to	make	a	difference	on	a	few	
well-chosen	issues	–	improving	the	profession-
alism	and	competency	of	the	judiciary,	legal	aid,	
support	to	transitional	justice	through	research	

and	facilitation	of	information	exchanges	–	which	
UNDP	 is	 currently	 pursuing	 by	 developing		
new	projects.	

•  Support anti-corruption at all levels of pro-
gramming.	 Any	 and	 all	 development	 efforts	
could	 be	 seriously	 undermined	 –	 or	 even	 fail	
–	if	corruption,	deterioration	in	the	rule	of	law	
and	organized	crime	are	not	 tackled	 in	a	con-
certed	and	coordinated	manner.	The	UNDP	in		
Serbia	has	a	role	to	play,	and	this	can	range	from		
supporting	 UN	 conventions	 on	 anti-corrup-
tion	 to	 factoring	 anti-corruption	 consider-
ations	 into	 programme	 design,	 performance	
measures	 and	 targeted	 capacity	 development.		
Experience	 in	 some	countries	 that	have	 joined	
the	EU	have	shown	some	backsliding	on	the	anti-	
corruption	front,	and	it	cannot	be	assumed	that	
accession	to	the	EU	alone	will	solve	the	prob-
lem.	 The	 Council	 of	 Europe	 and	 European		
Commission	bodies	can	and	should	take	a	lead		
role	 in	 this	 area,	 while	 UNDP	 can	 play	 an		
important	supporting	role.	

•  Strengthen strategic management and main-
tain programme focus.	The	UNDP	programme	
in	Serbia	 is	 in	 its	 early	 stages.	 Individual	 pro-
grammes	supporting	areas	such	as	local	develop-
ment,	the	rule	of	law	and	judicial	reform	require	
a	long	time	to	generate	results,	outcomes	or	im-
pacts.	The	UNDP	country	programme	over	the	
period	evaluated	may	be	seen	as	the	first	phase	
of	a	longer-term	partnership	to	assist	Serbia	in	
meeting	 human	 and	 economic	 development	
goals.	Without	any	concrete	baselines	or	mea-
sures	of	performance,	other	proxy	or	qualitative	
indicators	may	be	needed	to	measure	and	assess	
performance	of	the	overall	country	programme.	
The	 organization	 and	 structure	 of	 the	 office	
need	to	be	streamlined,	and,	in	this	regard,	the	
recent	 planning	 and	 organizational	 workshops	
carried	out	on	the	new	management	structures		
are	encouraging.		

•  Think early about an exit strategy.	The	former	
Yugoslavia	was	a	founding	member	of	the	Unit-
ed	Nations	and	an	initial	contributor.	Serbia	to-
day	is	a	middle-income	country	that	could	soon	
graduate	 to	net	 contributor	 country	 status	 and	
be	accepted	as	a	candidate	for	EU	membership.	
The	argument	has	been	made	 that	UNDP	es-
tablished	a	position	in	Serbia	and	expanded	its	
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programmes	because	it	had	a	legitimate	role	to	
play	as	a	UN	agency	(for	example,	in	crisis	pre-
vention	 in	 southern	 Serbia).	 Serious	 thinking	
about	UNDP	exiting	 from	the	country	should	
coincide	 with	 Serbia’s	 strategy	 for	 EU	 acces-
sion	 and	 economic	 development.	 One	 mech-
anism	 to	 ensure	 that	 such	 strategic	 thinking		
occurs	 is	 to	 place	 a	 ‘sunset	 clause’	 for	 the	
UNDP	presence	in	Serbia	in	the	UNDAF	and		
Country	 Programme	 Document,	 to	 be	 re-
viewed	 annually	 in	 the	 Country	 Programme	
Action	Plan.	The	current	programme	cycle	ends	
in	 2009,	 and	 this	 may	 be	 a	 good	 juncture	 to		
review	 and	 decide	 on	 continued	 UNDP	 pres-
ence	or	exit	from	the	country.	

UNDP-WIDE RECOMMENDATIONS

•   Achieve greater national balance in prog- 
ramming.	 UNDP	 has	 made	 significant	 prog-
ress	 in	 supporting	 policy	 and	 capacity	 devel-
opment	in	Government	and	civil	society,	while	
at	the	same	time	building	bridges	between	the	
two.	However,	while	it	is	not	a	major	issue	at	the	
present	time,	there	is	the	risk	that	future	UNDP	
programming	 and	 implementation	 could	 tilt	
more	towards	NGOs	to	offset	corruption	or	ca-
pacity	 weaknesses	 in	 Government.	 This	 could	
produce	national	 imbalances	where	 the	 role	of	
Government	(in	policy,	in	some	areas	of	service	
delivery,	and	in	programme	management)	could	
be	undermined.	UNDP	might	strive	in	the	fu-
ture	 to	 attain	 a	 greater	 development	 balance	
in	 consultation	 and	 participation	 by	 involving	
Government,	 the	broader	 civil	 society	 and	 the		
private	 sector	 through	 such	 initiatives	 as	 the	
‘global	compact’.

•  Use partnerships as a means to better coor-
dination and capacity development.	 At	 the		
sectoral	level,	the	challenge	for	UNDP	is	to	be	
able	to	strike	a	balance	between	meeting	nation-
al	priorities	 that	might	often	 take	 the	 form	of	
reactive	 ‘quick	 fixes’,	 and	 advocacy	 for	 a	 long-
term	 approach	 to	 improve	 governance.	 The		
notion	of	partnership	or	sector-wide	approaches	
to	programming	and	the	channelling	of	devel-
opment	assistance	can	be	introduced	as	a	means	
to	 address	 some	 of	 these	 programming	 and		
coordination	problems.	UNDP	is	in	a	good	po-

sition	to	provide	coordination	leadership	in	the	
subsectors	of	public	administration	reform/	in-
stitutional	 development,	 decentralization	 and	
judicial	 reform.	 At	 the	 programme	 execution	
level,	 UNDP	 should	 endeavour	 to	 use	 struc-
tured	 and	 collaborative	 partnership	 modalities	
for	 the	 execution	 and	 implementation	 of	 proj-
ects	and	programmes,	and	move	away	from	the	
NEX/DEX	 dichotomy.	 UNDP	 may	 well	 find	
alternative	methods	for	project	and	programme	
implementation	 through	 sub-contract	 and/or	
subsidiary	 partnership	 arrangements,	 thus	 re-
ducing	 the	 size	 of	 its	 directly	 contracted	 proj-
ect	personnel	while	at	the	same	time	spreading	
the	benefits	of	implementation	and	correspond-
ing	capacity-building	to	the	non-governmental	
and	private	sectors.	

•  Develop standard measures for country  
program performance.	 For	 the	 Belgrade	 of-
fice	 and	 other	 Country	 Offices	 in	 the	 region,	
UNDP	 should	 develop	 a	 standard	 approach	
to	 country	 programme	 performance	 measure-
ment.	 The	 UNDP	 ‘Executive	 Snapshot’	 may	
be	 a	good	 foundation	 for	 this.	Measures	deal-
ing	with	such	aspects	as	resource	mobilization,	
office	costs	and	efficiency,	and	so	on	would	be	
most	 useful	 not	 only	 in	 quantifying	 some	 as-
pects	 of	 country	 programme	 performance,	
but	 also	 in	 drawing	 comparisons	 and	 sharing		
experiences	 across	 the	 region	 and	 with	 other		
development	partners.	Results	measures	should	
also	be	considered	and	included,	where	feasible.	
To	generate	these,	more	attention	will	need	to	
be	paid	 to	 strategic	planning	and	performance	
monitoring	 at	 the	 individual	 Country	 Office	
level.	Such	measures,	however,	 should	be	kept	
simple,	 drawing	 from	 readily	 available	 sources		
of	information.	

•  Develop a UNDP policy on net contributor 
countries.	The	countries	in	Eastern	Europe	are	
a	special	case	for	UNDP	from	a	number	of	per-
spectives.	A	major	differentiating	factor	 in	de-
velopment	 and	 development	 assistance	 is	 the	
reality	 and	 potential	 of	 EU	 membership.	 Fur-
ther,	 there	 is	 considerable	 likelihood	 that	 Ser-
bia	could	achieve	 ‘net	contributor	country’	sta-
tus	within	a	reasonably	short	period	of	time.	It	
can	be	tempting	to	rationalize	an	ongoing	role	
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for	UNDP	in	such	situations.	However,	UNDP	
operations	in	Serbia	and	other	countries	of	the	
region	 are	 expensive	 relative	 to	 other	 regions	
of	 the	 world,	 where	 scarce	 UNDP	 resources	
and	talent	may	be	better	deployed.	It	is	recom-
mended	that	UNDP	develop	a	formal	policy	on	
its	 role	 in	 EU	 and	 EU-candidate	 countries	 in		

Eastern	 Europe	 that	 have	 or	 are	 expected	 to	
graduate	to	net	contributor	status.	Such	a	policy	
would	 guide	 the	 development	 of	 country	 pro-
grammes	and	the	nature	of	the	UNDP	relation-
ship	to	the	host	governments,	the	EU	and	other	
participating	donors.
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1.1 BACkGROUND AND CONTEXT

A	decade	of	regional	warfare,	intervention	by	the	
North	Atlantic	Treaty	Organization	(NATO)	and	
the	authoritarian	policies	of	the	Milošević	regime	
devastated	Serbia,	politically	and	economically.	It	
also	led	to	the	suspension	of	virtually	all	interna-
tional	 cooperation	 and	 isolated	 the	 country	 from	
the	 international	 community.	 The	 democratic	
transition	since	2000	has	been	shaped	by	Serbia’s	
long-term	 goal	 of	 membership	 in	 the	 European	
Union	 (EU).	Reforms	have	been	under	way	over	
this	period,	 and	 there	have	been	 successes	 in	 re-
spect	 to	 economic	 reform,	 growth	 and	 stability,	
coherent	 policy	 evolution,	 improvements	 in	 the	
legislative	framework	and	social	sectors.	However,	
much	remains	to	be	done.	

The	year	2006	could	be	critical	for	Serbia.	The	State	
Union	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro	has	come	to	an	
end	with	Montenegro’s	vote	for	independence	and	
secession	 from	 the	 union.	 The	 status	 of	 Kosovo	
−	one	of	 the	world’s	 few	UN	protectorates	−	will	
most	likely	be	determined	this	year.	And	although	
Serbia	 had	 initially	 met	 the	 political	 criteria	 to	
begin	 the	 process	 of	 EU	 accession,	 membership	
is	not	a	foregone	conclusion.	The	immediate	issue	
for	Serbia	remains	improved	cooperation	with	the	
International	 Criminal	 Tribunal	 for	 the	 former		
Yugoslavia	(ICTY).	

1.2 RATIONALE FOR THE EVALUATION

The	 United	 Nations	 Development	 Programme	
(UNDP),	under	 its	predecessor	organization,	has	
been	active	in	Yugoslavia	since	1952.1	Operations	
were	suspended	during	the	1990s,	and	the	UNDP	
office	only	reopened	officially	in	2001.	The	UNDP	
programme	has	sought	to	establish	itself	as	a	major	
force	 in	assisting	 in	 the	 stabilization	and	growth	
of	Serbia	and	Montenegro	and	the	reintegration	of	

its	people.	In	doing	so,	UNDP	has	been	working	
in	a	number	of	areas,	notably	crisis	prevention	and		
recovery	 and	 institutional,	 public	 administrative	
and	judicial	reform.	

Assessments	of	Development	Results	 (ADR)	are	
independent	 evaluations	 that	 assess	 and	 validate	
UNDP’s	 contributions	 to	 development	 results	 at	
the	 country	 level.	 They	 seek	 to	 ensure	 UNDP’s	
substantive	accountability	as	an	organization,	pro-
vide	a	base	of	evidence	for	learning	on	substantive	
matters	and	support	programming	at	the	Country	
Office	level.	Not	all	countries	are	subject	to	such	
evaluation;	 rather,	 specific	 countries	 are	 chosen	
with	strategic	purposes	in	mind.	

Serbia,	 under	 the	 auspices	 of	 the	 previous	
state	 union	 with	 Montenegro,	 was	 selected	 for	
evaluation	in	2005	through	an	agreement	among	
UNDP	 senior	 management,	 the	 Government	
and	 the	 UNDP	 Evaluation	 Office.	 The	 UNDP	
programme	 in	 both	 republics	 had	 been	 through	
one	 complete	 Country	 Cooperation	 Framework	
cycle	 (2002-2004)	 and	 was	 refining	 its	 new	 pro-
gramme	 (2005-2009)	 within	 the	 context	 of	 the	
broader	 United	 Nations	 Development	 Assistance	
Framework.	 New	 senior	 management	 was	 intro-
duced	 to	 the	Country	Office	 in	November	2005,	
which	 presented	 an	 opportunity	 to	 evaluate	 the	
results	achieved	over	the	last	programming	cycle.	
Furthermore,	the	potential	change	in	the	political	
status	 of	 the	 union,	 and	 Montenegro’s	 indepen-
dence,	 made	 this	 an	 opportune	 (if	 challenging)	
time	to	evaluate.	

1.3  OBjECTIVES AND SCOPE  
OF THE EVALUATION

Objectives.	 The	 evaluation	 has	 two	 primary	
objectives.	 First,	 to	 analyse	 the	 extent	 to	 which	
UNDP	has	positioned	 itself	 strategically	 in	both	

Chapter 1

Introduction

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		UNDP	came	into	existence	on	1	January	1966,	following	UN	General	Assembly	resolution	2029	to	consolidate	the	Expanded	

Programme	of	Technical	Assistance	and	the	Special	Fund	into	the	United	Nations	Development	Programme.
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republics	 to	 add	 value	 in	 response	 to	 national	
needs	 and	 changes	 in	 the	 national	 development	
context.	In	particular,	the	evaluation	aims	to	iden-
tify	 how	 UNDP	 has	 supported	 the	 priority	 goal	
of	accession	to	the	European	Union.	Second,	the	
evaluation	 provides	 an	 overall	 assessment	 of	 the	
development	 results	 achieved	 through	 UNDP	
support	and	in	partnership	with	other	key	devel-
opment	 actors	 since	2001,	with	 a	 view	 to	 results	
that	are	on	track	to	be	achieved	during	the	current	
country	programme	period	(through	2009).	Based	
on	 an	 analysis	 of	 positioning	 and	 achievements,	
the	 evaluation	 seeks	 to	 present	 major	 findings,	
draw	key	lessons,	and	provide	clear,	forward-look-
ing	 recommendations	 for	 pragmatic	 strategies	
that	might	be	considered	by	UNDP	and	partners	
towards	intended	results	in	the	future.	

Scope and issues addressed. The	 scope	 of	 the	
evaluation	−	its	coverage	and	focus	−	was	defined	
through	 extensive	 stakeholder	 consultations	
conducted	 during	 the	 preliminary	 phase	 of	 the	
assessment.	 These	 inputs,	 in	 turn,	 were	 framed	
under	the	overall	objectives	of	evaluating	strategic	
positioning	and	development	results,	and	in	terms	
of	coordination,	complementarity	and	sustainabil-
ity.	In	terms	of	UNDP’s	strategic	positioning,	the	
evaluation	concentrates	on	four	areas:

•	 	Strategic intent.	 Has	 the	 organization’s	 long-
term	 involvement	 played	 any	 role	 in	 its	 cur-
rent	 presence	 in	 the	 country?	 Did	 its	 re-entry	
in	 2001	 reflect	 a	 strategic	 response	 to	 specific	
events	 and	 needs?	 How	 is	 it	 perceived	 in	 this	
light	by	various	development	partners?	

•	 	Governance.1	UNDP	has	been	consistent	 in	 its	
commitment	 to	 government	 capacity-build-
ing	at	both	the	state	union	and	republic	levels.	
Has	 the	 niche	 developed	 in	 the	 delivery	 of	
governance	 programmes	 been	 recognized	 by	
the	 governments	 and	 donors?	 Is	 UNDP	 seen	
as	the	most	appropriate	agency	to	provide	these	
services?	Is	its	approach	appropriate	in	the	con-
text	of	change	factors	such	as	the	future	of	the	

State	Union	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro	and	the	
international	community’s	 insistence	on	Serbia	
cooperating	 with	 the	 International	 Criminal	
Tribunal?	 Does	 a	 role	 remain	 for	 UNDP	 in	
respect	 to	 building	 a	 constituency	 for	 change	
and	 capacity-building	 for	 the	 Government	 to	
deal	with	these	issues,	based	on	UNDP’s	widely	
perceived	neutrality?

•	 	Post-conflict transition.	 Responding	 to	 spe-
cific	post-crisis	needs,	notably	in	South	Serbia,	
UNDP	 committed	 itself	 to	 programmes	 of	
crisis	prevention,	recovery	and	stabilization.	In	
doing	so,	the	evaluation	asks	whether	the	orga-
nization	has	 the	capacity,	expertise	and	ability	
to	expand	its	portfolio	in	this	area.	If	not,	how	
does	 it	 plan	 to	 integrate	 its	 interventions	 with	
those	of	other	donors?	

The	approach	to	assessing	the	development	results	
achieved	or	contributed	to	by	UNDP	is	based	on	
the	 standard	 evaluation	 criteria2	 of	 effectiveness,	
efficiency	 and	 sustainability	 of	 programme	 com-
ponents.	In	addition,	it	looks	at	complementarity,	
ownership	and	coordination:

•	 	Effectiveness	 is	 assessed	 by	 judging	 the	 extent	
to	 which	 specific	 objectives	 were	 achieved,	 or	
are	 expected	 to	 be	 achieved,	 taking	 into	 ac-
count	 their	 relative	 importance,	 the	 quality	 of	
partnerships,	and	the	timeliness	of	response	to	
lessons.	

•	 	Efficiency 3	 at	 the	 level	 of	 the	 overall	 country	
programme	 is	 considered	 in	 terms	 of	 the	 ap-
plication	 of	 strategic	 resource	 mobilization	 in	
programmes.

•	 	Complementarity	 among	 and	 between	 proj-
ects,	 clusters	 and	 operational	 units	 is	 assessed	
as	 part	 of	 overall	 performance.	 Linkages	 are	
considered	 both	 vertically,	 between	 the	 orga-
nization’s	 work	 at	 the	 central	 and	 local	 (com-
munity)	 levels	 and	 horizontally,	 across	 sectors		
and	programmes.	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	Governance	includes	the	areas	of	public	administration	reform,	the	rule	of	law	as	well	as	the	security	sector.	
2.		The	remaining	standard	evaluation	criterion,	impact,	has	not	been	covered.	The	assessment	of	UNDP’s	impact	relates	to	the	

fundamental	question	of	what	results	have	been	achieved	and,	beyond	this,	what	difference	has	been	made	by	these	results.	
Since	the	ADR	does	not	include	a	comprehensive	primary	survey	of	the	effect	of	all	interventions,	nor	looks	over	a	sufficient	
period	of	time	to	determine	such	change,	this	criterion	has	been	left	out.

3.		The	limited	resources	available	for	the	ADR,	the	lack	of	data	on	programme	input	costs,	and	the	lack	of	market	comparisons	
meant	that	the	team	could	not	undertake	a	financial	or	economic	cost-benefit	analysis	of	the	UNDP	portfolio	in	Serbia.	
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•	 	Sustainability	refers	to	whether	the	organization	
is	developing	permanent	structures,	procedures	
and	 professional	 cadre	 within	 institutions.	 Is	
it	building	 long-term	capacity	or	 is	 it	building	
capacity	to	deliver	particular	projects?	

•	 	Ownership.	 Capacity-building	 relates	 to	 issues	
of	 national	 ownership	 of	 programmes.	 Most	
UNDP	 programmes	 in	 Serbia	 and	 Montene-
gro	 are	 directly	 executed	 (DEX).	 What	 has	
this	 meant	 for	 the	 national	 ownership	 of	 the	
programmes	supported?	What	does	it	imply	for	
direct	 versus	 national	 execution	 modalities	 in	
the	future?

•	 	Coordination.	 UNDP	 in	 Serbia	 and	 Monte-
negro	 is	 part	 of	 a	 14-member	 United	 Nations	
Country	 Team.	 How	 has	 coordination	 fared	
among	the	agencies	and	what	are	 the	 implica-
tions	 for	 the	effective	delivery	of	programmes,	
joint	 and	 alone?	 Has	 the	 resident	 coordinator	
been	an	effective	catalyst	in	brokering	stronger	
partnerships	 in	 supporting	 the	 country’s	 prog-
ress	towards	EU	accession?

1.4 METHODOLOGY

The	design	of	the	evaluation	methodology	is	based	
on	the	objectives	and	scope	 identified	during	the	

consultations,	 and	 a	 subsequent	 review	 of	 pro-
gramme	evaluability,	which	addressed	 the	 extent	
to	 which	 the	 structures	 and	 data	 streams	 enable	
the	 programme	 to	 be	 evaluated	 effectively	 (see	
Box	1).	Based	on	the	review	findings,	and	in	line	
with	the	Evaluation	Office’s	ADR	methodological	
guidelines,	the	analytical	tools	and	techniques	are	
as	follows:

•	 	Documentation review.	 An	 initial	 compila-
tion	 of	 documents	 was	 followed	 by	 extensive	
reviews	 of	 the	 breadth	 and	 quality	 of	 data	
from	 secondary	 sources.	 This	 was	 broadened	
during	 the	 process	 to	 include	 reviews	 of	 na-
tional	 planning	 documents,	 donor	 reports	
and	 the	 like,	 and	 was	 fed	 into	 the	 evalua-
tion	 as	 both	 guiding	 and	 validating	 material.	
Annex	 3	 contains	 a	 list	 of	 documents	 that		
were	referenced.

•	 	Meta-analysis of external evaluations. Twelve 
outcome	and	project	evaluations,	seven	external	
reviews,	and	a	project	audit	and	partner	survey	
were	used	as	the	basis	upon	which	programme	
performance	 was	 considered	 and	 cross-refer-
enced	 with	 internal	 monitoring	 data	 (drawn	
from	 the	 Results-oriented	 Annual	 Report,	
project	 reports,	 a	 country	 programme	 review	
and	global	 staff	 survey)	 and	 validated	 through	
semi-structured	interviews.

Box 1: Evaluability Review

A	review	of	the	quality	of	programme	objectives	and	strategies,	existence	and	quality	of	monitoring	and	
evaluation	data,	evaluation	reports	and	external	studies	was	conducted	during	the	start-up	phase	of	the	
evaluation.	The	review	made	a	number	of	observations:

Results Linkages

n	 	overall	country	programme	objectives	are	reasonably	well	defined	in	the	macro	documents	(Country	
Cooperation	Framework,	UN	development	Assistance	Framework,	Country	programme	Action	plan),		
although	somewhat	ambitious.	

n  The clarity and consistency of project-level objectives, design indicators and monitoring systems vary 
considerably.

n  There is reasonable availability of data on national level change and individual project activities and 
outputs, but little that links the two.

Evaluations

n  Over two thirds of the country programme (including Montenegro) has been covered by external  
evaluation, addressing all the major components.

n  The quality and credibility of these evaluations are generally high, and thus serve as a strong evidence 
base for performance.

n  These evaluations vary in their focus and approach; they are therefore not strictly comparable, and  
aggregate assessments of results may be challenging.
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•	 	Semi-structured stakeholder interviews.	
Through	 extensive	 semi-structured	 interviews	
of	a	cross-	section	of	stakeholders,	primary	data	
was	 gathered	 on	 upstream	 issues	 (such	 as	 the	
effects	 of	 policy	 and	 advisory	 work,	 advocacy,	
etc.).	The	interviews	also	served	to	validate	the	
findings	 of	 programme	 evaluations	 and	 self-
assessments.	 The	 selection	 of	 interviewees	 was	
based	on	a	mapping	exercise	to	ensure	a	balance	
between	 internal	 knowledge	 and	 views	 and	
external	perspectives.	An	initial	list	was	drawn	
up	by	the	evaluation	team	with	the	assistance	of	
the	Country	Office.	This	list	was	revised	several	
times	to	ensure	this	balance	and	was	augmented	
during	the	main	mission	through	various	leads	
established.	The	main	mission,	which	took	place	
over	 the	 course	 of	 three	 weeks	 in	 December	
2005,	 was	 divided	 between	 Belgrade,	 Vranje	
(South	 Serbia)	 and	 Podgorica,	 Montenegro	
(December	 2005),	 with	 a	 one-week	 follow-up	
mission	 to	 Belgrade	 in	 January	 2006.	 These	
missions	were	central	to	primary	data-gathering	
and	 validation.	 In	 total,	 116	 persons	 were	
interviewed	in	relation	to	the	Serbia	programme.	
1	 The	 list	 of	 interviewees	 can	 be	 found	 in		
Annex	2.	

Thus,	the	principal	methodologies	comprised	sec-
ondary	data	review	and	semi-structured	interviews	
for	 primary	 data-collection	 and	 validation.	 The	
evaluation	 team	 considered	 but	 rejected	 carrying	
out	additional	survey	work,	since	they	concluded	it	
would	not	add	value.2	The	four-person	evaluation	
team	comprised	three	international	consultants	(a	
team	 leader,	 principal	 consultant	 and	 secondary	
consultant/researcher),	and	the	UNDP	Evaluation	
Office	task	manager.	The	evaluation	itself	was	con-
ducted	between	July	2005	and	May	2006.	

1.5  LIMITATIONS, ASSUMPTIONS AND  
DEPENDENCIES

Limitations to the analysis. While	 the	 evalua-
tive	base	for	the	assessment	was	strong,	gaps	were	
found	both	for	the	purposes	of	cross-comparison,	
and	 to	 attribute	 reliably	 to	 higher-order	 results	
and	 impacts.	 The	 non-availability	 of	 certain	
government	 personnel	 and	 representatives	 of	 the	
private	sector	also	reduced	the	intended	balance	in	
interviewees.	

Analytical and reporting structure.	 The	 estab-
lishment	of	the	State	Union	of	Serbia	and	Monte-
negro	created	a	federation	of	two	distinct	entities,	
Serbia	 and	 Montenegro,	 respectively,	 sharing	
a	 limited	 number	 of	 competencies	 at	 the	 state	
union	level.	In	most	respects,	the	two	constituent	
elements	of	the	union	operate	as	separate	entities.	
UNDP	 designed	 its	 programmes	 to	 support	 the	
particular	needs	of	each	republic.	Hence,	the	dif-
ferences	in	focus	of	UNDP’s	operations	in	the	two	
constituent	 elements	 suggest	 that	 the	 ADR	 has	
to	 treat	 Serbia	 and	 Montenegro	 separately	 from	
the	point	of	view	of	the	overall	purpose,	intended	
outcomes	 and	 strategic	 positioning	 of	 UNDP’s	
programmes.	 The	 programmes	 in	 Montenegro	
started	more	recently	than	those	in	Serbia.	Conse-
quently,	the	ADR	was	managed	as	one	evaluation	
with	separate	components	for	Serbia	and	Monte-
negro.	 With	 independence,	 the	 two	 components	
have	 been	 cleaved	 and	 produced	 as	 two	 separate	
reports.	 However,	 the	 text	 was	 written	 prior	 to	
independence	 and	 has	 not	 been	 substantially	
changed	 to	 reflect	 the	 current	 situation	 of	 two	
independent	states.

Kosovo.	 Kosovo	 is	 administratively	 a	 part	 of	
Serbia,	 but	 has	 been	 under	 mandated	 UN	 ad-
ministration	 since	 1999.	 Kosovo	 was	 included	 in	
the	 December	 2001	 First	 Country	 Cooperation	
Framework	for	Yugoslavia	(2002-2004)	and	in	the	
June	 2004	 Country	 Programme	 Document	 for	
Serbia	 and	 Montenegro	 (2005-2009).	 However,	
UN	 involvement	 in	 Kosovo	 has,	 in	 cooperation	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		The	stakeholder	groups	were	defined	as	 follows:	NGOs,	private	sector	(chambers	of	commerce,	entrepreneurs,	etc.);	others	

(journalists,	trade	unions,	etc.);	donors/	international	development	partners	(funding	and	not	funding	UNDP);	Government	
(line	ministries,	aid	coordination	units	and	chief	policy	makers);	UN	agencies	(senior	and	programme	staff);	UNDP	(manage-
ment,	programme	and	project	staff).			

2.		The	assessment	of	evaluability	concluded	that	the	majority	of	critical	areas	within	the	scope	of	the	evaluation	have	strong	or	fair	
evidence,	or	are	sufficiently	structured	to	enable	appropriate	data	to	be	gathered	through	the	methods	described	above.	
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with	many	bilateral	and	multilateral	donors,	given	
rise	 to	 a	 large	 number	 of	 assistance	 programmes	
that	 are	 quite	 separate	 from	 the	 programmes	
implemented	 under	 the	 auspices	 of	 the	 Country	
Office	 in	 Belgrade.	 Consequently,	 the	 March	
2004	UN	Development	Assistance	Framework	for	
the	period	2005-2009	does	not	 refer	 to	Kosovo.1	
For	 these	 reasons,	 the	 ADR	 shall	 not	 include	
an	 assessment	 of	 development	 results	 related	 to	
UNDP-sponsored	and	implemented	programmes	
in	Kosovo.

Period and cut-off date.	 Although	 UNDP	 and	
its	 predecessor	 organization	 have	 been	 pres-
ent	 in	 Yugoslavia	 for	 over	 50	 years,	 the	 current	
programmes	 can	 be	 held	 to	 have	 emerged	 with	
the	 establishment	 of	 UNDP’s	 Country	 Office	 in	
2001.	It	was	at	this	time	that	the	general	direction	
of	current	programming	was	developed.	The	pres-
ent	 ADR	 shall	 therefore	 cover	 the	 period	 2001	
to	 the	 present,	 but	 draw	 on	 previous	 events	 and	
findings	where	they	bear	relevance	to	the	existing	
programme.	 Because	 an	 accurate	 assessment	 of	
resources	deployed	 requires	 a	 formal	 cut-off	date	
for	financial	information,	the	cut-off	date	was	set	
at	 31	 January	2006.	However,	 in	 view	of	 rapidly	
changing	 circumstances,	 some	 information	 after	
this	date	has	been	included.	

1.6 STRUCTURE OF THIS REPORT

The	 UNDP	 programmes	 for	 the	 two	 republics	
forming	the	State	Union	of	Serbia	and	Montene-
gro	 are,	 in	 many	 respects,	 two	 separate	 ‘republic	
(country)	 programmes’.	 This	 report	 presents	 the	
ADR	for	Serbia.	

Chapter 1	–	is	an	introduction.

Chapter 2	 –	 presents	 an	 introduction	 and	
national context	specific	to	the	republic,	out-
lining	 the	 main	 development	 challenges	 and	
priorities.

Chapter 3	 –	 presents	 the	 UNDP program-
ming and positioning context,	and	describes	
the	 strategies	 UNDP	 developed	 and	 imple-
mented	over	the	period	2001–2005.

Chapter 4	 –	 presents	 the	 assessment of de-
velopment results for	 each	of	 the	main	pro-
grammes	 and	 projects	 for	 which	 there	 exists	
reasonable	 documentary	 evidence.	 The	 main	
programmes	are	covered,	and	these	are	orga-
nized	for	the	most	part	into	the	existing	‘clus-
ter’	 structure	 of	 the	 UNDP	 Country	 Office	
(in	 Belgrade).	 Other	 aspects	 of	 programme	
performance	such	as	coordination,	are	covered	
in	this	chapter.

Chapter 5	–	examines	the	programme port-
folio	 (growth	 and	 other	 metrics)	 and	 man-
agement	 of	 the	programmes	 in	 the	Country	
Office,	 including	 organization	 structure,	 de-
livery	modalities	and	performance	reporting.

Chapter 6	–	presents	 summary	conclusions, 
main lessons and main recommendations.

The	annexes	contain	the	ADR	terms	of	reference	
and	detailed	supporting	data.	The	following	sub-
section	presents	a	brief	overview	and	summary	of	
UNDP	programming	at	the	state	union	level.

1.7  NOTE ON THE STATE UNION OF SERBIA 
AND MONTENEGRO

The	 State	 Union	 of	 Serbia	 and	 Montenegro	 was	
proclaimed	on	4	February	2003	after	a	 ‘Belgrade	
Agreement’	 between	 Serbia	 and	 Montenegro	
in	 2002	 to	 transform	 a	 two-republic	 entity,	 the	
Federal	Republic	of	Yugoslavia,2	into	a	looser	and	
potentially	temporary	union	of	two	equal	member	
states.	The	State	Union	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro	
was	not	a	successor	state	to	the	Federal	Republic	of	
Yugoslavia,	but	a	new	state	and	“a single personality 
in international law” (Article	14	of	 the	Constitu-
tional	 Charter).	 The	 aims	 of	 the	 State	 Union	 of	
Serbia	and	Montenegro	were	to	uphold	the	prin-
ciples	of	human	rights,	to	create	a	market	economy	
and	 common	 market	 on	 its	 territory	 and	 to	 join	
the	European	Union.	Belgrade,	the	capital	of	the	
Republic	 of	 Serbia,	 was	 an	 administrative	 centre	
of	the	State	Union	with	seats	of	the	Assembly,	the	
presidency	and	the	five	ministries.	The	Court	was	
seated	in	Podgorica,	Montenegro’s	capital	city.	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		As	stated	in	the	Country	Programme	Document	2005-2009,	no	formal	UN	Development	Assistance	Framework	has	been	pre-

pared	for	Kosovo.	Instead,	the	UN	Development	Group	in	Kosovo	will	be	guided	by	bi-annual	strategic	plans,	which	provide	
the	framework	for	coordinated	UN	development	assistance.

2.	The	Federal	Republic	of	Yugoslavia	was	established	in	1992	during	the	break-up	of	Yugoslavia.
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The	 relations	 between	 the	 State	 Union	 of	 Serbia	
and	 Montenegro	 and	 its	 member	 states	 were	
governed	 by	 the	 Constitutional	 Charter.	 The	
Constitutional	Charter,	article	60,	stipulated	that	
after	 three	 years	 from	 the	 inception	 of	 the	 State	
Union	 of	 Serbia	 and	 Montenegro,	 “member states 
shall have the right to initiate the proceedings for the 
change in its state status and for breaking away from 
the State Union of Serbia and Montenegro.”	Monte-
negro	exercised	this	right,	and	on	21	May	2006,	in	
a	referendum,	voted	for	independence,	thus	mak-
ing	 the	State	Union	obsolete	and	completing	 the	
dissolution	of	Yugoslavia.		

Following	the	Constitutional	Charter,	Serbia	will	
become	a	successor	state	and	has	a	right	to	assume	
the	international	personality	of	the	State	Union	of	
Serbia	 and	 Montenegro.	 Serbia	 will	 also	 assume	
obligations	pertaining	to	the	Federal	Republic	of	
Yugoslavia	–	 in	particular,	UN	Security	Council	
resolution	1244	regarding	the	province	of	Kosovo	
that,	since	1999,	has	been	administered	by	the	UN	
Interim	Mission	in	Kosovo.	

1.7.1 IMPACT OF THE STATE UNION 

The	 establishment	 of	 the	 State	 Union	 was	 a	 ne-
gotiated	process	between	Serbia	and	Montenegro,	
and	 the	 Constitutional	 Charter	 reflected	 the	
peculiarity	of	 relations	between	 the	 two	member	
states.	The	union	has	been	designed	to	administer	
these	relations.	The	temporary	arrangement	of	the	
State	Union	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro	weakened	
the	 impact	 of	 state	 union	 institutions	 from	 the	
start,	 and	 created	 an	 environment	of	 uncertainty	
over	the	country’s	future.	Long	before	the	referen-
dum,	the	anticipation	of	this	event	and	a	potential	
for	 break-up	 of	 the	 union	 had	 effectively	 stalled	
activities	at	 the	state	union	 level	and	strengthens	
the	 commitment	 of	 the	 republics	 to	 pursue	 their	
domestic	and	international	affairs	separately.	

The	Serbia	and	Montenegro	national	governments	
developed	domestic	and	international	policies	best	

suited	to	their	national	needs	and	priorities.	Upon	
entry	 into	 the	 union,	 each	 republic	 retained	 its	
state	structures	with	the	republic’s	own	presidency,	
legislature	and	judicial	system.	In	addition	to	the	
ministries	at	the	state	union	level,	both	states	had	
their	 ministries	 for	 international	 economic	 rela-
tions.	Montenegro	also	had	a	separate	Ministry	of	
Foreign	Affairs	and	Ministry	of	National	Minori-
ties	and	Ethnic	Groups,	while	the	State	Union	of	
Serbia	and	Montenegro’s	Ministry	of	Human	and	
Minority	 Rights	 had	 been	 responsible	 for	 both	
state	union	and	Serbian	affairs.	At	the	same	time,	
the	 state	 frameworks	 of	 the	 republics	 remained	
incomplete.	 Although	 required	 by	 the	 Constitu-
tional	Charter	to	draft	new	constitutions,	neither	
Montenegro	nor	Serbia	have	done	so.	

1.7.2  INTERNATIONAL RESPONSE:  
A TWO-TRACk APPROACH 

In	 response	 to	 the	 arrangements	 of	 the	 State	
Union	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro	and	its	member	
states,	 international	 organizations	 adjusted	 their	
policies	to	reflect	the	dominant	role	played	by	the	
national	 governments	 in	 policy-making.	 A	 two-
track	 approach	 was	 developed	 to	 provide	 for	 the	
implementation	 of	 one	 policy,	 but	 through	 sepa-
rate	measures	tailored	to	the	needs	of	both	Serbia	
and	Montenegro.	

The	State	Union	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro	and	its	
member	states	shared	the	goal	of	accession	to	the	
European	 Union.	 Since	 only	 internationally	 rec-
ognized	 independent	 states	 can	be	 admitted,	 the	
EU	–	recognizing	that	sufficient	political	reforms	
have	 taken	 place	 in	 Serbia	 and	 Montenegro	 to	
start	negotiations	on	 the	Stabilization	and	Asso-
ciation	Agreement1	–	 formally	opened	talks	with	
the	State	Union	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro	in	Oc-
tober	2005.	At	the	same	time,	it	initiated	separate	
sectoral	 talks	on	the	agreement	with	both	Serbia	
and	Montenegro.2	The	World	Bank	and	the	Inter-
national	Monetary	Fund	used	a	similar,	two-track	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		The	European	Union	and	South	East	Europe	Stabilization	and	Association	Process	Proposed	by	 the	Commission	 in	May	

1999.	It	covers	Albania,	Bosnia	and	Herzegovina,	Croatia	(candidate	country),	The	former	Yugoslav	Republic	of	Macedonia	
(candidate	country)	and	Serbia	and	Montenegro,	including	Kosovo.	The	geopolitical	rationale	is	the	stabilization	of	the	region	
and	gradual	rapprochement	with	the	European	Union.	See	Commission	of	the	European	Communities,	Communication	from	
the	Commission	on	the	preparedness	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro	to	negotiate	a	Stabilization	and	Association	Agreement	with	
the	European	Union,	Brussels	2005.

2.		The	EU’s	Stabilization	and	Accession	Agreement	talks	with	Serbia	are	now	suspended	on	the	grounds	of	non-compliance	with	
the	ICTY.
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approach	in	preparation	of	the	Poverty	Reduction	
Strategy	Papers	by	Serbia	and	Montenegro,	with	
each	republic	drafting	a	national	document.1	

1.7.3 UNDP PROGRAMMES

Since	the	re-opening	of	the	UNDP	Country	Of-
fice	in	2001,2	the	focus	of	UNDP	programmes	in	
Serbia	 and	Montenegro	has	 been	 at	 the	national	
and	 subnational	 levels	 of	 the	 two	 republics.	 The	
Country Cooperation Framework	 for	 Yugosla-
via	 (2002-2004)	 reflected	 the	 emphasis	 that	 the	
Country	 Office	 placed	 on	 the	 stabilization	 and	
democratization	processes	in	Serbia	and	activities	
supporting	 the	 environment	 sector	 in	 Monte-
negro.	 In	 fact,	 the	 UNDP	 Strategic	 Note	 2002	
anticipated	 a	 potentially	 violent	 break-up	 of	 the	
Federal	Republic	of	Yugoslavia.	

As	 that	 fear	 did	 not	 materialize,	 and	 after	 the	
State	 Union	 of	 Serbia	 and	 Montenegro	 was	

founded	 in	 2003,	 the	 UNDP	 Country	 Office	
established	 cooperation	 with	 its	 administration	
and	 implemented	 institutional	 development	 pro-
grammes	at	the	State	Union’s	ministries	under	the	
Capacity	Building	Fund.	(The	Capacity	Building	
Programme	is	discussed	in	Chapter	4.3.)	

The	Country Programme Document	(2005	−2009)	
and	the	Country Programme Action Plan,	signed	
jointly	by	 the	Government	of	 the	State	Union	of	
Serbia	and	Montenegro	and	the	Governments	of	
the	two	republics	in	July	2005,	reflected	continued	
UNDP	 commitment	 to	 building	 state	 union	
institutions	to	improve	“efficiency, accountability and 
transparency in governance structures.”3	However,	in	
light	of	 the	 referendum	and	a	potential	break-up	
of	 the	 State	 Union	 of	 Serbia	 and	 Montenegro,	
UNDP	 did	 not	 develop	 new	 programmes	 at	 the	
state	union	level.	

____________________________________________________________________________
1.	The	Poverty	Reduction	Strategy	Paper	process	and	UNDP’s	support	for	it	is	discussed	in	Chapter	4.2.
2.	UNDP	strategic	positioning	in	Serbia	and	Montenegro	is	discussed	in	detail	in	Chapter	3.
3.	Country	Programme	Document	2005−2009,	p.	4.
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Serbia’s	democratic	transition,	which	started	with	
the	 ouster	 of	 Slobodan	 Milošević	 in	 2000,	 has	
been	shaped	by	its	long-term	goal	of	membership	
in	 the	 European	 Union.	 But	 en	 route	 to	 EU	
accession,	 Serbia	 continues	 to	 face	 challenges	
rooted	in	regional	instability,	the	unresolved	status	
of	 Kosovo,	 poverty,	 and	 the	 legacy	 of	 the	 recent	
history	 of	 conflict	 –	 all	 of	 which	 culminated	 in	
the	 assassination	 of	 Serbia’s	 prime	 minister	 in	
2003.	 Political	 fragmentation	 and	 social	 division	
continue	 to	 impede	 the	 republic’s	 development.	
Moreover,	 the	 recent	 decision	 by	 Montenegro	
to	 leave	 the	 state	 union	 with	 Serbia	 will	 present	
challenges	of	another	kind.		

2.1  POLITICAL EVOLUTION OF THE  
REPUBLIC OF SERBIA

2.1.1 YUGOSLAVIA

Serbia	 was	 one	 of	 six	 federated	 republics	 of	 the	
Socialist	Federal	Republic	of	Yugoslavia,	founded	
in	1945	(the	others	were	Bosnia	and	Herzegovina,	
Croatia,	Macedonia,	Montenegro,	 and	Slovenia).	
The	 Communist	 Party	 of	 Yugoslavia	 (renamed	
the	League	of	Communists	of	Yugoslavia	in	1952)	

built	its	position	on	the	legacy	of	the	World	War	II	
resistance	movement	and	the	charismatic	yet	semi-
authoritarian	 leadership	 of	 Josip	 Broz	 Tito	 (for	
more	background	on	Serbia,	see	Box	2).	

The	 socialist	 republic	 had	 links	 outside	 the	 So-
viet	 sphere	 of	 influence.	 Yugoslavia	 was	 an	 ac-
tive	 member	 of	 the	 Non-Aligned	 Movement.	
The	 economy	 was	 relatively	 liberalized	 but	 de-
pendent	 upon	 foreign	 aid	 and	 loans.	 Although	
political	 dissent	 and	 challenge	 to	 one-party	 rule	
was	 not	 tolerated,	 Yugoslavia’s	 citizens	 enjoyed	
more	 open	 cultural	 and	 travel	 opportunities	 and	
a	higher	standard	of	living	than	other	countries	in		
Eastern	Europe.	

By	the	late	1960s,	in-party	fighting	along	nation-
alist	lines	led	to	political	decentralization.	The	di-
minished	appeal	of	communist	ideology	weakened	
the	 identity	 and	 legitimacy	 of	 the	 unified	 Yugo-
slav	state.	And	in	1974,	a	new	constitution	granted	
greater	 autonomy	 to	 the	 republics.	The	 collective	
presidency,	 instituted	 after	 Tito’s	 death	 in	 1980	
with	 representatives	 from	 each	 republic	 and	 the	
two	autonomous	provinces	of	Kosovo	and	Vojvo-
dina,1	was	ineffective	and	became	a	forum	for	pur-
suit	of	individual	interests	by	the	republics.

Chapter 2 

National Challenges and Strategies

Box 2: Serbia at a Glance

Serbia	is	a	landlocked	republic	in	the	western	Balkans	bordering	Bosnia	and	herzegovina,	Croatia	and	
Montenegro	to	the	west,	hungary	to	the	north,	romania	and	Bulgaria	to	the	east,	and	the	former	Yugoslav	
republic	of	Macedonia	to	the	south.	part	of	the	border	with	FYr	Macedonia	and	with	Albania	coincides	with	
the	border	of	the	Autonomous	province	of	Kosovo,	which	has	been	administered	since	1999	by	the	United	
Nations	Interim	Administration	Mission	in	Kosovo	(UNMIK).	

Serbia	is	a	parliamentary	democracy	with	a	population	of	7.5	million	people	(excluding	Kosovo).	Serbs	are	
the	majority	ethnic	group,	comprising	83	percent	of	the	population.	The	official	language	is	Serbian,	a	Slavic	
language.	The	Cyrillic	alphabet	is	used	officially,	but	the	Latin	alphabet	is	commonly	used	in	mass	media	and	
everyday	communication.	The	majority	of	Serbs	declare	themselves	to	be	orthodox	Christians	(85	percent),	
followed	by	Catholics	(5.5	percent)	and	Muslims	(3.2	percent).	The	capital,	Belgrade,	(population	1.5	million)	
is	the	largest	city	and	the	seat	of	the	Government	and	legislature	of	the	republic	of	Serbia.	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		The	two	autonomous	provinces	 in	Serbia	of	Kosovo	and	Vojvodina	were	created	in	1945.	Under	the	1974	constitution,	the	

provinces	were	given	the	status	of	federal	units,	further	separating	them	from	Serbia.	
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Poor	economic	performance	and	mounting	foreign	
debt	intensified	the	rivalry	among	the	republics.	The	
richer,	northern	republics	of	Slovenia	and	Croatia	
resented	subsidizing	the	other	republics.	By	the	late	
1980s,	secessionist	republican	sentiment	increased	
and	political	elites	appealed	to	ethnic	nationalism	
to	mobilize	 further	 support	 for	 independence.	 In	
Serbia,	 Slobodan	 Milošević	 rose	 to	 prominence	
with	 a	 populist	 promise	 of	 protecting	 ethnic	
Serbs	 against	 (perceived)	 discrimination	 in	 other	
republics	 and	 by	 Albanians	 in	 the	 autonomous	
province	of	Kosovo.	

2.1.2  THE CONFLICT IN THE BALkANS:  
THE DISSOLUTION OF YUGOSLAVIA

The	democratic	transition	in	Central	and	Eastern	
Europe	and	successful	examples	of	nation-building	
expressed	 in	terms	of	pursuit	of	state	sovereignty	
(such	as	 the	 independence	of	 the	Baltic	Republic	
from	the	Soviet	Union	and	the	consensual	division	
of	 the	 Czech-Slovak	 Federal	 Republic)	 inspired	
independence	movements	in	Yugoslavia.	Efforts	to	
re-establish	Yugoslavia	as	a	union	of	sovereign	states	
failed	 as	 Serbia	 pushed	 in	 the	 opposite	 direction	
of	 re-centralization	 and	 a	 stronger	 federation.	

Slovenia	and	Macedonia	left	the	federation	in	1991.	
This	led	to	a	brief	armed	conflict	in	Slovenia.	But	
a	full-scale	war	broke	out	in	response	to	Croatia’s	
declaration	of	independence	in	1991	(see	Box	3	for	
other	political	milestones).	

Croatia,	 under	 the	 autocratic	 leadership	 of	
nationalist	 Franjo	 Tudjman,	 pursued	 a	 policy	
of	 ethnic	 cleansing	 against	 Serbs	 and	 Bosniaks	
(who	 are	 Muslim).	 In	 Bosnia	 and	 Herzegovina,	
Croats,	 Serbs	 and	 Muslims,	 for	 three-and-a-half	
years,	 fought	a	complex	conflict	characterized	by	
shifting	 political	 alliances,	 refugee	 movements,	
the	 formation	 of	 ‘safe	 havens’	 protected	 by	
the	 UN,1	 and	 NATO	 air	 strikes.	 In	 1995,	 the	
Dayton	Accords	were	signed	dividing	Bosnia	and	
Herzegovina	into	two	entities:	the	Muslim-Croat	
Federation	and	a	Serb-majority	Republika	Srpska,	
both	under	a	common	central	government	with	a	
rotating	presidency.2	With	Tudjman	and	Milošević	
as	signatories	of	the	Dayton	Accords,	Croatia	and	
Serbia	resumed	relations	in	1996.

In	 1998,	 nine	 years	 after	 Serbia	 revoked	 the	
autonomy	 of	 Kosovo,	 conflict	 between	 Yugoslav	
security	 forces	 and	 the	 Kosovo	 Liberation	 Army	

Box 3: Political Milestones

n	 1945	The	foundation	of	the	Socialist	Federal	republic	of	Yugoslavia	(SFrY)
n	 	1974	New	SFrY	constitution	gives	more	autonomy	to	the	republics	and,	within	Serbia,	to	the		

autonomous	provinces	of	Vojvodina	and	Kosovo
n	 	1989	Beginning	of	the	transition	to	democracy	in	Central	and	eastern	europe.	Slobodan	Milošević		

becomes	president	in	Serbia,	and	revokes	the	autonomy	of	the	provinces
n	 1991-1999	Conflict	in	the	Balkans
n	  1992	The	Federal	republic	of	Yugoslavia	established	by	the	republics	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro
n	  1999	NATo	begins	bombing	of	Serbia.	UN	establishes	Interim	Administration	Mission		

in	Kosovo
n	 2000	The	democratic	opposition	wins	elections	in	Serbia
n	  2001	Milošević	arrested	and	transferred	to	ICTY	in	the	hague.	Milošević	died	in	2006	in	ICTY	custody	

before	his	trial	was	concluded	
n	 	2003	State	Union	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro	established.	Serbian	prime	Minister	Zoran	djindjic		

assassinated
n	 	2005	european	Union	opens	negotiations	on	the	Stabilization	and	Association	Agreement	with		

Serbia	and	Montenegro	(suspended	in	May	2006)

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		UN	protection	was	not	a	guarantee	of	survival:	An	infamous	incident	took	place	in	1995	in	Srebrenica	when	Bosnian	Serbs	led	

by	Ratko	Mladić	massacred	Bosnian	Muslims	despite	the	presence	of	Dutch	UN	troops.	
2.		International	NATO	peacekeeping	troops	were	deployed	to	Bosnia	after	1995	and	replaced	in	2004	by	a	smaller	European	

Union-led	peacekeeping	force.	



erupted.	Failed	peace	negotiations	led	to	a	NATO	
intervention	 in	 Serbia	 in	 March	 1999.1	 After	
the	 withdrawal	 of	 Serb	 forces	 from	 Kosovo,	 the	
province	was	placed	under	the	 jurisdiction	of	the	
United	 Nations	 and	 its	 Interim	 Administration	
Mission	in	Kosovo	(UNMIK).2	

The	 only	 remnant	 of	 Yugoslavia	 remaining	 after	
a	 decade	 of	 conflict	 was	 the	 Federal	 Republic	 of	
Yugoslavia,	 a	 two-republic	 entity	 consisting	 of	
Serbia	and	Montenegro.	The	two	republics	formed	
a	 looser	 State	 Union	 of	 Serbia	 and	 Montenegro	
in	February	2003.	The	State	Union	was	dissolved	
after	 the	 Montenegro’s	 independence	 vote	 on	 21	
May	2006.	

2.1.3 THE CONSEqUENCES OF CONFLICT

It	 would	 be	 an	 oversimplification	 to	 look	 at	 the	
Balkan	 wars	 of	 the	 1990s3	 only	 in	 terms	 of	 the	
ethnic	 conflicts.	 Ethnic	 and	 nationalist	 rhetoric	
was	 used	 to	 mobilize	 support,	 define	 the	 enemy	
and	frame	the	conflict.	But	the	wars	were	fought	
for	 control	 over	 resources,	 territory	 and	 people.	
Beyond	 the	 loss	 of	 life	 and	 livelihoods,	 the	
conflict	 devastated	 the	 economic	 and	 physical	
infrastructure;	this,	and	the	reduced	investment	in	
education	and	health,	continue	to	impede	human	
development.	The	conflict	has	also	weakened	state	
institutions	and	the	rule	of	law.	The	centralization	
of	power	by	elites	has	led	to	a	culture	of	corruption,	
the	growth	of	extra-legal	patron-clients	networks,	
and	 drug	 and	 human	 trafficking	 by	 organized	
crime.	Serbia	had	 also	become	a	host	 country	 to	
139,180	(registered)	refugees,	mostly	from	Bosnia	
and	Herzegovina	and	Croatia,	and	around	200,000	
internally	displaced	persons	(IDPs)	from	Kosovo.	

In	 Serbia,	 the	 consequences	 of	 the	 conflict	 are	
evident	in	the	destruction	of	social	trust	and	public	
disillusionment	 with	 the	 state	 as	 a	 guarantor	 of	
security	and	stability.	The	conflict	also	stimulated	
a	‘brain	drain’:	talented	and	highly	educated	people	
left	to	seek	better	(or	safer)	opportunities	abroad.	
The	 in-country	 opposition	 to	 the	 regime	 was	
centred	in	the	NGO	sector;	it	attracted	people	who,	

for	political	reasons,	were	not	willing	or	no	longer	
welcome	 to	work	 in	public	 institutions.	The	civil	
society	sector	received	support	from	international	
organizations	and	eventually	became	an	important	
force	in	the	overthrow	of	the	Milošević	regime	and	
the	democratization	movement.	

2.1.4 THE DEMOCRATIC VICTORY IN 2000

Although	elections	were	held	in	Serbia	throughout	
the	1990s,	they	were	won	by	Milošević’s	Socialist	
Party	of	Serbia.	Only	once,	in	1996,	the	opposition	
won	in	the	major	Serb	cities,	but	the	victory	was	
short-lived	 as	 the	 regime	 quickly	 re-centralized	
local	 competencies	 and	 re-asserted	 control	 over	
public	 funds	 and	 resources,	 actively	 diverting	
them	 from	 the	 municipalities	 that	 voted	 for	
the	 opposition.	 Civil	 protests	 in	 1996	 and	 1997	
catalysed	 student,	 youth	 and	 union	 movements.	
The	 NGO	 community,	 along	 with	 civil	 society	
organizations,	active	in	relief	and	service	delivery	
for	refugees,	also	took	a	stand	against	the	regime.	

In	 September	 2000,	 Milošević	 refused	 to	 accept	
electoral	defeat	in	the	federal	presidential	elections.	
Massive	 demonstrations	 followed	 in	 support	 of	
the	 candidate	 of	 the	 Democratic	 Opposition	 of	
Serbia,	 Vojislav	 Koštunica,	 who	 won	 the	 federal	
presidency.	 Milošević	 finally	 conceded	 the	
elections	 in	 October	 2000,	 and	 Koštunica	 was	
sworn	in	as	the	president	of	the	Federal	Republic	
of	Yugoslavia.	In	December,	the	democratic	parties	
of	 the	 opposition	 decisively	 won	 early	 general	
elections	 in	 Serbia,	 ensuring	 Milošević’s	 and	 his	
party’s	ouster	from	power	at	both	the	federal	and	
republic	levels.	In	January	2001,	the	new	Republic	
of	 Serbia	 Government	 was	 formed,	 with	 Zoran	
Djindjic	as	prime	minister,	marking	the	beginning	
of	Serbia’s	multiple	transitions.	

2.2  SERBIA’S EVOLUTION TO  
A MODERN STATE 

The	 political	 and	 economic	 reforms	 in	 Serbia	
following	the	democratic	change	in	2000	are	linked	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	The	NATO	air	bombing	campaign	lasted	for	78	days.	
2.	Authorized	under	UN	Security	Council	resolution	1244.	
3.		Slovenia	 (1991),	 Croatia	 (1991−1995),	 Bosnia	 (1991−1995),	 Kosovo	 (1998−1999).	 FYR	 Macedonia	 declared	 independence	

in	1991.	For	10	years	there	were	flare-ups	of	tension	between	the	Macedonian	majority	and	Albanian	minority,	eventually	
leading	to	a	brief	civil	war,	NATO	intervention	and	a	peace	agreement	between	the	Macedonian	Government	and	Albanian		
rebels	in	2001.	
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to	 the	 country’s	 long-term	 strategic	 development	
objective	of	joining	the	European	Union.	The	EU	
accession	 is	 a	 key	 driver	 of	 the	 reform	 process. 
The	 accession	 process	 provides	 a	 framework	 for	
reforms	and	is	an	opportunity	for	Serbia	to	enter	
political,	economic	and	security	structures	that	can	
guarantee	stability	and	prosperity	 for	 its	citizens.	
However,	the	accession	process	 is	complicated	by	
the	 necessity	 of	 stabilizing	 the	 country	 after	 the	
conflicts	of	the	1990s.

To	meet	the	challenges	of	political,	economic	and	
human	development,	Serbia	 is	proceeding	with	a	
dual	transition:	

•	 	A transition from crisis and post-conflict that	
requires	rapid	response	measures	to	assure	secu-
rity,	stabilize	the	economy,	address	the	spread	of	
poverty	 and	 make	 state	 institutions	 functional	
and	capable	of	implementing	reforms.

•	 	A transition to democracy and a market econ-
omy that will enable Serbia to gain member-
ship in the European Union. The	 accession	
process	to	the	EU	requires	long-term	measures	
to	 consolidate	 governance	 through	 public	 ad-
ministration	 reforms	 and	 the	 development	 of	
rule	of	law	institutions	as	well	as	reform	of	the	
centrally	planned,	socialist	economy	to	achieve	
market	competitiveness.	

These	transitions	had	to	be	initiated	simultaneous-
ly	after	the	end	of	the	Milošević	regime,	since	Ser-
bia’s	isolation	in	the	1990s	has	retarded	its	progress	
toward	European	integration	vis-à-vis	other	coun-
tries	in	the	region.1	The	transitions	are	proceeding	
in	an	awkward	political	environment	with	the	dis-

solution	of	the	State	Union	and	the	lack	of	a	com-
plete	state	framework.	Most	notably,	foreign	policy	
and	defence	were	competencies	of	the	State	Union.	
The	State	Union	was	also	a	 signatory	of	 interna-
tional	treaties	and,	under	the	agreement,	only	the	
State	Union	–	not	Serbia	or	Montenegro	separately	
–	could	become	an	EU	member.

2.2.1 TRANSITION FROM CONFLICT

Security	and	stability	in	Serbia	has	greatly	improved	
since	 2000.	 Although	 the	 political	 system	 is	
fragmented,	 leadership	 change	 at	 the	 national	
and	 local	 level	 has	 been	 accomplished	 through	
elections.	 The	 strength	 of	 the	 political	 system	
was	tested	by	the	assassination	of	Prime	Minister	
Djindjic	 on	 12	 March	 2003.	 The	 assassination	
did	not	cause	a	breakdown	of	 social	order	or	 the	
collapse	 of	 government.	 A	 state	 of	 emergency	
declared	 after	 the	 assassination,	 however,	 was	 a	
setback	in	building	the	rule	of	law.

The	factors	that	fuelled	localized	conflict	in	south-
ern	Serbia	(1999-2001)	–	the	 impact	of	events	 in	
Kosovo,	ethnic	segregation	and	poverty	−	are	be-
ing	 addressed	 by	 the	 Coordination	 Body,	 a	 state	
institution	 responsible	 for	 the	 implementation	 of	
government	assistance	in	southern	Serbia,	as	well	
as	by	 international	donors.	Economic	 investment	
and	support	for	capacity-building	of	local	govern-
ment	and	civil	society	have	improved	the	environ-
ment	for	social	and	political	dialogue	and	the	inte-
gration	of	minorities.	

The	immediate	threats	to	human	security	in	Serbia	
have	subsided,	but	refugees	and	IDPs	remain	vul-

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		The	Czech	Republic,	Estonia,	Hungary,	Latvia,	Lithuania,	Slovakia,	Slovenia	and	Poland	completed	the	accession	process	and	

became	EU	members	on	1	May	2004.	Bulgaria	and	Romania	membership	applications	have	been	accepted	and	the	countries	
are	expected	to	join	the	EU	in	2007.

Box 4: Mixed Cooperation with the International Criminal Tribunal

Amid	much	domestic	controversy,	the	Serbian	Government	under	Zoran	djindjic	arrested	Slobodan	
Milošević,	who	was	indicted	by	the	International	Criminal	Tribunal	for	Former	Yugoslavia	(ICTY)	for	war	
crimes	committed	in	Croatia,	Bosnia	and	Kosovo.	In	June	2001,	Milošević	was	handed	over	to	the	ICTY	in	the	
hague	where	he	was	put	on	trial.	he	died	of	natural	causes	in	March	2006,	before	the	trial	was	concluded.	

Serbia	is	in	compliance	on	the	provision	of	waivers	for	witnesses	and	access	to	documents;	it	also	froze	the	
assets	of	ICTY	fugitives.	But	the	policy	of	‘voluntary	surrenders’	has	been	assessed	as	unsatisfactory	by	the	
ICTY	prosecutor	(report	to	the	UN	Security	Council,	June	2005)	and	the	pressure	on	Belgrade	is	rising	since		
a	number	of	inductees	are	still	at	large	−	in	particular	ratko	Mladić	and	radovan	Karadzić.



nerable.	Serbia	is	the	host	country	for	the	largest	
number	 of	 displaced	 persons	 in	 Europe	 (139,180	
registered	refugees	and	200,000	IDPs	from	Koso-
vo).	Additional	 lingering	 security	 threats	 include	
the	large	number	of	small	arms	and	illegal	weapons	
and	weak	civilian	control	over	the	security	sector.	

While	 the	 risk	 of	 conflict	 and	 violence	 as	 an	
expression	of	social	grievance	is	low,	dissatisfaction	
with	 the	 reform	 process,	 political	 fragmentation	
and	 distrust	 of	 state	 institutions	 exacerbate	
alienation	 and	 the	 disintegrative	 trends	 evident	
in	Serbian	 society.	Nationalist	 sentiments	 appear	
in	the	rhetoric	of	groups	unsympathetic	to	foreign	
institutions,	 including	 the	 European	 Union,	 the	
UN,	 the	 International	 Criminal	 Tribunal	 and	
NATO.	 The	 persistence	 of	 poverty,	 growing	
economic	 inequalities	 and	 the	 perception	 of	
government	ineffectiveness	cooled	the	enthusiasm	
of	the	early	transition	period	and	will	continue	to	
challenge	the	transition	process	as	it	moves	towards	
European	integration.

2.2.2  TRANSITION TO DEMOCRACY  
AND EU ACCESSION 

With	an	exception	of	Belarus,	the	sole	authoritarian	
dictatorship	 in	 Europe,	 EU	 membership	 has	
been	 a	 goal	 and	 an	 ambition	 of	 all	 Eastern	
and	 Central	 European	 countries.	 European	
integration	 −	 achieved	 through	 compliance	 with	
the	 Copenhagen	 criteria	 and	 the	 harmonization	
of	 national	 laws	 with	 the	 body	 of	 EU	 laws,	
known	as	the	acquis communautaire − has	become	
a	model	for	the	transition	from	state	socialism	in	
the	 European	 context.	 Unlike	 other	 transitions,	
where	 a	 country	 may	 choose	 to	 liberalize	 the	
economy	without	increasing	competitiveness	of	the	

political	 system	(China,	 for	 example)	or	partially	
democratize	 to	 include	 elections	 without	 putting	
in	place	full	systemic	constraints	on	the	executive	
(such	as	post-Soviet	Central	Asian	republics),	EU	
accession	 requires	 full	 compliance	with	 the	 rules	
and	 regulations	 of	 the	 European	 Commission.	
For	 most	 accession	 countries,	 compliance	 means	
implementation	 of	 substantial	 changes	 in	 the	
design	 of	 the	 state	 and	 the	 way	 its	 institutions	
operate,	as	well	as	a	radical	shift	from	a	command	
to	a	market	economy.

As	an	aspiring	EU	entrant,	the	Serbian	Government	
prepared	an	integration	framework	guided	by	the	
Copenhagen	 criteria.	 The	 republic	 is	 developing	
new	 or	 reforming	 existing	 institutions	 to	 make	
them	capable	of	preserving	democratic	governance,	
rule	 of	 law	 and	 the	 protection	 of	 human	 rights.	
Serbia	 is	 also	 in	 the	 process	 of	 harmonizing	 its	
legislation	with	the	acquis communautaire.	

It	 should	be	noted	 that	no	EU	accession	process	
is	 easy.	 But	 Serbia	 and	 Montenegro	 (along	 with	
other	countries	in	the	Western	Balkans)	are	worse	
off	than	other	aspiring	members	have	been	at	the	
start	of	the	accession	process.	The	decade	of	wars	
following	 the	 break-up	 of	 Yugoslavia	 devastated	
their	 economies,	 raised	 poverty,	 damaged	 social	
fabric	 and,	 on	 the	 side	 of	 the	 EU,	 raised	 the	
entrance	criteria	to	include	a	requirement	of	good	
neighbourly	 relations.	 Hence,	 the	 pre-accession	
process,	as	neither	Serbia	nor	Montenegro	has	been	
officially	 invited	to	 join	the	EU,	 is	proceeding	 in	
parallel	to	the	process	of	post-conflict	stabilization.	
Additionally,	 in	 compliance	 with	 a	 requirement	
set	 by	 the	 EU	 for	 the	 countries	 in	 the	 Western	
Balkans,	Serbia	is	expected	to	respect	obligations	
of	the	concluded	peace	treaties	(that	is,	the	Dayton	
Agreement),	to	preserve	good	neighbourly	relations	

Box 5: The Copenhagen Criteria

“Membership requires that the candidate country has achieved stability of institutions guaranteeing democracy, 
the rule of law, human rights and respect for, and protection of, minorities, the existence of a functioning market 
economy as well as the capacity to cope with competitive pressure and market forces within the Union. Member-
ship presupposes the candidate’s ability to take on the obligations of membership including adherence to the aims 
of political, economic and monetary union.” 

Meeting of the European Council in Copenhagen, Denmark, June 2003
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in	 the	 region	 and	 to	 unconditionally	 cooperate	
with	the	ICTY1	(see	Boxes	4	and	5).

Serbia	 made	 notable	 progress	 in	 preparation	 for	
EU	 accession.	 The	 Feasibility	 Report	 adopted	
by	 the	 European	 Commission	 in	 April	 2005	
concluded	that	Serbia	 (and	Montenegro)	met	 the	
political	 criteria	 for	 the	 opening	 of	 negotiations	
on	 the	 Stabilization	 and	 Association	 Agreement	
(SAA);	 talks	were	 started	 formally	 in	November	
2005.	 Despite	 the	 opening	 of	 the	 SAA	 talks,	
EU	 accession	 is	 not	 a	 foregone	 conclusion.	 The	
immediate	 issue	 for	 Serbia	 is	 continued	 and	
improved	 cooperation	with	 the	 ICTY.2	The	pace	
and	 conclusions	 of	 the	 negotiations	 will	 also	
depend	 on	 progress	 in	 developing	 the	 legislative	
frameworks,	implementing	public	administration,	
rule	of	law	and	judicial	reforms,	and	completing	a	
state	framework	after	the	state	union	arrangement	
is	terminated.	

Public support for the European Union.	Opinion	
polls	show	a	comfortable	majority	(64-78	percent)	
would	likely	vote	‘yes’	in	an	EU	referendum	were	it	
held	today.3	People	in	Serbia	see	EU	membership	as	
an	opportunity	for	achieving	a	higher	standard	of	
living	and	a	better	quality	of	life,	for	travel	without	
visa,	and	for	employment	and	education.	The	EU	
is	 also	 associated	 with	 more	 safety	 and	 better	
government.	 However,	 there	 is	 “the discrepancy 
between the great will to accede to the EU and low 
level of knowledge on the substance of this process 
and social consequences thereof,”4	which	will	need	to	
be	 addressed	 through	 public	 education	 to	 avoid	
inflated	expectations.	

2.3 CHALLENGES AHEAD 

Although	 the	 risk	of	 conflict	has	 lessened,	 it	has	
not	 completely	 diminished.	 The	 issue	 with	 the	
potential	to	destabilize	and	to	split	Serbian	society	
is	Kosovo.	The	talks	on	its	final	status	are	scheduled	

for	2006.	The	violence	in	Kosovo	in	March	2004	
had	a	limited	impact	outside	the	province,	but	the	
events	 were	 a	 reminder	 that	 Kosovo	 remains	 a	
volatile	and	emotional	issue	for	Serbia.	In	addition	
to	Kosovo,	Serbia’s	 future	as	a	 state	will	need	be	
defined	further	 in	 light	of	Montenegro’s	decision	
to	withdraw	from	the	State	Union.	

The	political,	social	and	economic	systems	of	Ser-
bia	remain	fragile.	This	fragility	is	evident	in	the	
fragmentation	 of	 the	 political	 scene,	 which	 has	
opened	 a	 space	 for	 the	 re-emergence	 of	 popu-
list	 and	 radical	 nationalist	 forces.	 Reforms	 have	
just	 begun	 to	 be	 implemented,	 but	 the	 outcome	
is	uncertain.	Economic	 reforms	carry	high	social	
costs	 and	 are	 unpopular,	 but	 the	 minority	 coali-
tion	Government	is	under	pressure	from	the	IMF	
to	 implement	 them.	 Poverty	 remains	 a	 prob-
lem	 and	 has	 a	 negative	 impact	 on	 human	 devel-
opment	 and	 human	 security,	 especially	 among		
the	most	vulnerable.	

2.3.1  POLITICAL FRAGMENTATION  
AND UNCERTAINTY 

The	broad	reform	course	 initiated	after	2000	has	
been	followed	with	some	degree	of	consistency	and	
commitment,	but	implementation	has	suffered	as	a	
result	of	political	in-fighting,	weak	coalition	gov-
ernments,	and	uncertainty	over	Kosovo	talks	and	
the	future	of	the	State	Union.	

Political fragmentation.	The	united	front	of	op-
position	parties	that	ousted	Milošević	from	power	
was	short-lived.5	Differences	over	fundamental	is-
sues	−	national	 identity,	 the	pace	of	 reforms,	 co-
operation	 with	 the	 ICTY,	 and	 the	 assassination	
of	the	prime	minister,	among	other	things	−	split	
the	reformist	parties	and	the	electorate.	No	politi-
cal	party	gained	a	majority	in	the	December	2003	
parliamentary	elections.	Part	of	the	former	demo-
cratic	 coalition	 formed	 a	 minority	 government,	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		The	cooperation	with	ICTY	is	an	international	obligation	for	Serbia	and	Montenegro	as	a	whole,	as	a	UN	member	state	and	as	

a	signatory	of	Dayton	Agreement.	Therefore	it	also	concerns	the	Republic	of	Montenegro.
2.		On	19	January	2006,	the	EU	Enlargement	Commissioner	warned	Serbia	that	moves	towards	eventual	EU	membership	may	

be	halted	if	Belgrade	fails	to	hand	over	a	top	war	crimes	suspect.	As	of	this	writing,	talks	have	been	suspended	on	the	grounds	
of	non-compliance.

3.		Data	collected	by	Serbian	European	Integration	Office.	June	2002-September	2005.	See:	www.seio.sr.gov.yu
4.		Government	of	the	Republic	of	Serbia,	Serbian	European	Integration	Office.	June	2005.	National	Strategy	of	Serbia	for	Serbia	

and	Montenegro’s	Accession	to	the	European	Union,	p.	7.
5.		The	rivalry	is	particularly	pronounced	between	the	Democratic	Party	of	Serbia	(led	by	Koštunica)	and	the	Democratic	Party	

(whose	leader	was	Djindjic).



with	the	external	support	of	Milošević’s	Socialist	
Party,	 while	 the	 biggest	 democratic	 party	 joined	
the	opposition.	Apart	from	consensus	over	EU	ac-
cession,	the	coalition	governments	have	difficulty	
agreeing	on	other	national	goals	or	formulating	a	
coherent	policy	for	development.	Serbia	has	yet	to	
draft	a	new	constitution	and	to	complete	setting	up	
a	state	framework.	

In-fighting	among	parties,	and	among	individual	
politicians,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 increasing	 social	 costs	
of	 economic	 reforms	 are	 contributing	 to	 a	 grow-
ing	lack	of	trust	and	diminishing	confidence	in	the	
system	 of	 governance.	 The	 disillusionment	 with	
politics	 was	 evident	 in	 Serbia’s	 presidential	 elec-
tions	that	required	a	run-off	before	Boris	Tadjic	of	
the	 Democratic	 Party	 was	 elected	 in	 June	 2004.	
Three	 presidential	 polls	 were	 invalidated	 because	
turnout	failed	to	reach	the	required	50	percent.	

Earlier	 parliamentary	 elections	 (in	 December	
2003)	showed	substantial	support	for	the	extreme	
nationalist	party,	the	Serbian	Radical	Party,	which	
received	a	plurality	of	votes	(28	percent),	but	came	
short	 of	 the	majority	 required	 to	 form	a	 govern-
ment.	The	Serbian	Radical	Party	also	fared	well	in	
the	local	elections	in	September	2004.	

Impact on governance.	The	new	democratic	Gov-
ernment	of	Serbia	 initially	exhibited	the	political	
will	for	state	reform	and	designated	the	reform	of	
governance	as	a	priority.	Lacking	resources,	expe-
rience	and	expertise	for	the	implementation	of	such	
broad	reform,	the	Government	relied	on	donors	to	
support	 the	 reform	 of	 public	 administration	 and	
local	 self-government	 and	 to	 introduce	 modern	
management	systems	and	strengthen	policy	devel-
opment.	But	building	democratic	governance	also	
requires	reforms	 in	the	 judiciary	and	 in	the	elec-
toral	system.	

Some	of	 the	reforms,	such	as	 those	 in	public	ad-
ministration	 and	 decentralization,	 have	 started,	
while	others,	most	notably	the	reform	of	the	judi-
ciary,	have	yet	to	take	place.	The	activities	that	are	
ongoing	have	been	somewhat	scattered	and	driven	
by	 the	 immediate	 needs	 of	 compliance	 with	 the		
acquis communautaire.	The	current	political	climate	
of	competition	among	political	parties	and	the	pres-

sures	of	economic	reforms	are	shifting	the	Govern-
ment’s	focus	away	from	institutional	reform.	

An incomplete state framework. Although	 the	
dissolution	of	the State	Union	was	decided	by	the	
May	 2006	 Montenegro	 referendum	 on	 indepen-
dence,	the	uncertainty	over	the	union’s	status	has	
posed	 significant	 obstacles	 to	 policy	 formulation	
and	 the	 implementation	 of	 reforms	 for	 the	 past	
three	 years.	 Serbia’s	 transitions	 were	 proceeding	
without	a	complete	state	framework,	which	posed	
questions	of	policy	competencies.	The	state	union	
level	 institutions	 were	 weak	 and	 ineffective,	 and	
the	republic’s	ministries	had	taken	the	lead	on	set-
ting	domestic	policy	and	economic	reforms.	Some	
competencies	had	been	transferred	to	the	republic	
level,	notably	the	State	Union	Ministry	of	Human	
and	Minority	Rights	that	is,	de facto,	a	ministry	rep-
resenting	the	interests	of	the	Republic	of	Serbia.	

Despite	these	limitations,	Serbia	is	proceeding	with	
policy	 design	 and	 reforms,	 including	 preparation	
for	EU	accession.	That	said,	the	European	Union	
will	conclude	negotiations	only	with	 internation-
ally	 recognized	states.	Until	 this	point,	 there	has	
been	 a	 two-track	 approach	 to	 sectoral	 talks	with	
Serbia	 and	Montenegro	 and	 separate	negotiation	
teams	on	the	issues	of	preamble,	political	dialogue,	
general	 principles,	 institutional	 provisions,	 tran-
sitional	 and	 final	 clauses,	 visa/asylum/migrations	
and	harmonization	at	the	state	union	level.	In	light	
of	the	Montenegro’s	referendum	results,	this	nego-
tiation	framework	will	have	to	be	revised.	

2.3.2 ECONOMIC AND MARkET REFORMS

Economic	reforms	in	Serbia	are	addressing	the	dual	
needs	of	recovery	from	the	economic	crisis	caused	
by	conflict	and	the	transition	from	a	command	to	a	
market	economy.	The	war,	international	sanctions	
in	 1992	 and	 1998,	 the	 loss	 of	 former	 SFRY	 and	
other	markets,	and	missed	attempts	at	 reform	by	
the	authoritarian	regime,	all	contributed	to	a	sharp	
decline	 in	 the	 standard	of	 living	and	 the	general	
pauperization	of	Serbian	society.	Although	Serbia	
maintains	 its	 position	 as	 a	 middle-income	 coun-
try,	poverty	 remains	a	problem.1	The	strategy	 for	
poverty	 eradication	 is	 linked	 to	 growth	 through	
market	 reforms.	 The	 overall	 reorientation	 of	 the	
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1.		According	to	data	published	 in	the	First	Poverty	Reduction	Strategy	Report,	around	10	percent	of	Serbia’s	citizens	 live	 in	

poverty,	while	another	10-15	percent	live	just	above	the	poverty	line,	and	thus	are	at	risk	of	poverty.	The	number	remained	
constant	throughout	the	transition	period.
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economy	towards	the	market	is	also	a	requirement	
for	accession	to	the	European	Union.	

Serbia	 successfully	 accelerated	 the	 initial	 pace	 of	
market	 reform	 to	 create	 a	 favourable	 climate	 for	
growth,	 foreign	 trade	 and	 investment.	 Table	 1	
provides	 an	 overview	 of	 Serbia’s	 economic	 per-
formance	since	2000.	The	gross	domestic	product	
(GDP)	per	capita	increased	from	$1,069	in	2000,	
which	 reflected	 the	 economic	 devastation	 of	 the	
country	by	conflicts	of	the	1990s,1	to	about	$2,700	
in	2004.	Still,	Serbia	is	the	second	poorest	part	of	
the	former	Yugoslavia,	ahead,	but	only	slightly,	of	
Bosnia	and	Herzegovina.	

For	the	past	five	years	Serbia	followed	general	prin-
ciples	of	liberalization	and	privatization,	including	
the	removal	of	direct	controls	on	prices	and	foreign	
trade,	the	reduction	of	tariffs	to	below	10	percent,	

lowering	 of	 the	 corporate	 tax	 rate	 to	 10	 percent,	
and	the	introduction	of	the	value	added	tax	(VAT,	
1	 January	 2005).	 The	 collection	 of	 revenues	 im-
proved	and	the	necessary	laws	were	adopted	for	re-
forms	of	the	fiscal,	monetary	and	banking	sectors.	
In	2004,	the	World	Bank	put	Serbia	and	Monte-
negro 2	 among	 the	 top	 leading	 reformers	 ranked	
by	the	‘ease	of	doing	business’.	A	new	labour	code	
allowing	more	flexible	working	hours,	a	reduction	
in	 administrative	 barriers	 for	 the	 registration	 of	
companies,	along	with	the	lowering	of	the	capital	
requirement	at	registration,	from	$5,000	to	€500,	
helped	to	activate	the	enterprise	sector	(10,500	new	
companies	were	registered	in	2005).	Still,	access	to	
finance	remains	a	problem.	

As	is	the	case	for	all	countries	undergoing	similar	
rapid	economic	transformation	from	a	state-owned	
to	 free-market	 economy,	 there	 have	 been	 social	

Table 1: Republic of Serbia - Main Economic Trends

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

real	Gdp	growth	 percent	 5.2	 5.1	 4.5	 2.4	 8.6	 6.1	 1st	half	

Inflation	rate	 percent	(average)	 69.9	 91.1	 21.2	 11.3	 9.5	 17.1	 Jan-Sept	

percent	(end-of-period)	 113.5	 39.0	 14.2	 7.6	 13.4	 16.5	 Sept	

Unemployment	
rate	

percent	of	labour	force	 NA	 12.2	 13.3	 14.6	 18.5	 NA	

General	gov’t		
balance	1

percent	of	Gdp	 NA	 -1.2	 -3.7	 -2.3	 -0.3	 NA	

General	gov’t		
balance	2	

percent	of	Gdp	 NA	 -0.8	 -3.5	 -2.6	 -0.8	 NA	

Trade	balance	4 percent	of	Gdp	 -21.0	 -24.5	 -25.2	 -23.6	 -31.0	 -21.0	 1st	half	

Current	account	
balance	

percent	of	Gdp	 -7.1	 -9.7	 -12.9	 -12.3	 -15.5	 -7.6	 1st	half	

Current	account	
balance	

percent	of	Gdp	 -3.9	 -4.6	 -8.9	 -7.3	 -13.1	 -6.6	 1st	half	

external	debt	4 percent	of	Gdp	 132.0	 103.2	 76.5	 69.9	 62.0	 54.0	 1st	half	

Billion	euros	 12.3	 13.3	 12.5	 12.6	 12.0	 11.6	 1st	half	

debt–export	ratio	4	 percent	 600	 595	 491	 461	 354	 268	 1st	half	

Foreign	direct		
investment	

percent	of	Gdp	 0.3	 1.4	 3.6	 6.9	 4.3	 5.5	 1st	half	

Million	euros	 27.1	 184.2	 594.3	 1242.0	 826.4	 664.0	 1st	half	

(1)	Before	grants.	(2)	After	grants.	(3)	Net.	(4)	For	2000-2004,	Serbia	and	Montenegro	together.		
For	2005,	Serbia	only.	

Source:  european	Commission, Serbia and Montenegro 2005 Progress Report,	Brussels	2005. data	from	national,	
IMF	and	eC	estimates.

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	GDP	in	2000	was	about	half	of	the	pre-conflict	level	10	years	earlier.	
2.	Only	the	aggregate	ranking	is	available	(World	Bank.	Doing Business in 2006).	



costs	 associated	 with	 transition.	 Unemployment	
has	been	steadily	growing	since	2000	(from	26	per-
cent	in	2000	to	33	percent	in	20051)	as	a	result	of	
restructuring	large	state-owned	enterprises,	public	
administration	layoffs	and	weak	job	creation	in	the	
private	 sector.	 Poverty	 rates	 have	 stagnated,	 but	
could	rise	if	more	jobs	are	lost	in	the	privatization	
of	 the	public	sector.	Inequality	 is	also	 increasing.	
With	a	Gini	coefficient	of	0.34	(2002	data),	Serbia	
is	 joining	 the	 ranks	 of	 other	 transition	 countries	
in	the	region2	where	newly	emerging	markets	have	
changed	the	patterns	of	consumption.

2.3.3 HUMAN DEVELOPMENT 

Serbia	is	in	the	upper-medium	category	of	human	
development.3	But	the	decade	of	conflict	and	eco-
nomic	crisis	has	had	an	adverse	impact	on	incomes,	
education,	health	and	overall	standard	and	quality	
of	life.	The	human	capital	reserves	that	Serbia	had,	
due	 to	 the	 investments	 in	development	 in	Yugo-
slavia,	continue	to	be	depleted.	Many	people,	es-
pecially	 the	 young	 and	 the	 educated,	 are	 leaving	
Serbia	to	work	and	live	abroad	since	the	republic	
continues	to	be	seen	as	lacking	proper	socio-eco-
nomic	 and	 political	 conditions	 to	 raise	 a	 family	
or	to	pursue	a	meaningful	and	well-compensated	
career.	 The	 challenge	 for	 human	 development	 in	
Serbia	 is	 twofold:	 to	 reverse	 the	 decline	 and	 to	
stimulate	 conditions	 to	 make	 Serbia	 an	 attrac-
tive	and	hospitable	country	for	all	of	 its	residents		
(see	Box	6).	

Although	Serbia’s	Human	Development	Index	has	
improved	from	0.729	in	1999	to	0.772	in	2002,	the	
increase	 is	 primarily	due	 to	GDP	growth.	Adult	
literacy	 (93	 percent	 in	 1999)	 and	 overall	 educa-
tion	indicators	(combined	primary,	secondary	and	
tertiary	 enrolment	 ratio	 of	 69)	 remain	 high,	 but	

the	 quality	 of	 education,	 teachers	 and	 facilities	
has	deteriorated.	Life	expectancy	at	birth	 fell	 for	
men	(to	70.1	years	in	2002)	and	remained	constant	
for	 women	 (at	 75.1	 years	 in	 2002).	 A	 decline	 in	
the	quality	of	medical	services,	lack	of	preventive	
health	care,	 along	with	 smoking,	 alcoholism	and	
drug	use	are	widening	the	health	gap	between	the	
citizens	of	Serbia	and	those	of	Western	European	
countries.	 However,	 the	 most	 dramatic	 decline	
and,	consequently,	the	greatest	challenge	to	human	
development	has	been	in	terms	of	low	incomes	and	
rising	poverty	rates.	

Poverty.	 Before	 the	 conflict,	 poverty	 existed	 in	
isolated	 pockets	 of	 Serbia,	 mostly	 among	 ethnic	
and	 religious	 minorities	 −	 in	 southern	 Serbia,	 in	
the	Sandžak	region	of	western	Serbia,	in	munici-
palities	along	the	Romanian	border,	and	in	Roma	
communities.	 While	 regional	 income	 disparities	
persist,4	 the	decade	of	 the	1990s	widened	pover-
ty,	 moved	 it	 to	 the	 forefront	 of	 the	 development	
challenge	and	brought	a	phenomenon	of	 ‘income	
poverty’	 −	 a	 condition	 whereby	 incomes	 may	 be	
sufficient	 for	subsistence	but	are	perceived	as	un-
satisfactory	in	terms	of	the	quality	of	life	they	af-
ford	 and	 the	 security	 they	 provide.	 Measured	 by	
income	poverty,	about	half	of	Serbia’s	citizens	de-
clared	themselves	dissatisfied	with	their	financial	
situation.5

Economic	growth	over	the	past	five	years	has	not	
changed	the	aggregate	number	of	Serbian	citizens	
who	 live	 in	poverty	 (about	10	percent).6	But	new	
issues	 of	 social	 inclusion	 are	 emerging	 since	 the	
ongoing	 economic	 restructuring	 poses	 a	 danger	
of	 increasing	poverty,	 even	more	 so	 as	 the	num-
ber	of	unemployed	 increases	and	 the	 income	gap	
widens.7	Creating	opportunities	to	benefit	from	a	
growing	economy	is	important	for	the	well-being	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	Economist	Intelligence	Unit.	October	2005.	Country	Report:	Serbia	and	Montenegro
2.		Gini	coefficients:	Albania	0.28	(2002),	Bulgaria	0.30	(2001),	Croatia	0.30	(1998),	Hungary	0.28	(1997),	Montenegro	0.29	

(2003).
3.	In	2002,	Serbia	ranked	74	out	of	178	countries	in	the	Human	Development	Index.	
4.		Southern	Serbia	remains	the	poorest	region	in	the	county,	contributing	only	3	percent	to	the	GDP.	Its	poverty	rate	reached	23	

percent	in	2003,	up	from	16	percent	in	2002.	Poverty	Reduction	Strategy	Progress	Report.
5.		Matkovic,	G.	June	2005.	Overview	of	Poverty	and	Social	Exclusion	in	the	Western	Balkans.	Paper	prepared	for	the	Western	

Balkan	Forum	on	Social	Inclusion	and	the	Millennium	Development	Goals.	Tirana,	Albania.	
6.		Government	of	Serbia.	2005.	First	Progress	Report	on	the	Implementation	of	the	Poverty	Reduction	Strategy	in	Serbia,	p.	8.
7.		An	income	differential	between	the	richest	municipality	in	Serbia,	Apatin	in	Vojvodina,	and	the	poorest,	Majdanek	near	the	

Romanian	border,	is	22:1	($4,981	to	$231	GDP	per	capita).	Economist	Intelligence	Unit.	1	October	2005.	Country	Profile:	
Serbia	and	Montenegro,	p.	33.
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of	the	country,	but	will	pose	a	particular	challenge	
for	the	inclusion	of	vulnerable	groups. 

The vulnerable.	Refugees,	former	refugees,	IDPs,	
returnees,	 Roma	 and	 victims	 of	 human	 traffick-
ing	are	more	affected	by	poverty	than	the	rest	of	
the	 population.	 They	 often	 face	 discrimination	
in	access	 to	social	welfare	and	health	care,	avail-
able	in	theory	but	not	always	in	practice.	Meeting	
the	needs	of	 the	vulnerable	will	continue	 to	be	a	
problem	as	the	fiscal	ability	of	the	state	to	deliver	
social	 welfare	 benefits	 and	 health	 care	 is	 already	
stretched	 and	 will	 be	 stretched	 further.1	 Among	
refugees	 and	 IDPs,	 problems	 are	 often	 exacer-
bated	by	their	unresolved	legal	status	and	missing		
documentation.	

In	 2002,	 the	 Government	 of	 Serbia	 adopted	 the	
National	 Strategy	 for	 Resolving	 the	 Problems	 of	
Refugees	and	Internally	Displaced	Persons.	It	had	
the	 dual	 aims	 of	 creating	 the	 conditions	 for	 the	

repatriation	of	potential	returnees	and	for	the	in-
tegration	of	 refugees	and	IDPs	at	 the	 local	 level,	
and	 for	assuring	 their	property	 rights,	 safety	and	
legal	security	The	process	of	including	vulnerable	
and	minority	groups	is	complicated	by	the	change	
in	public	attitudes	in	Serbia	over	the	last	decade.	
Nationalist	rhetoric	and	limited	opportunities	for	
exposure	to	alternative	values	have	reduced	social	
tolerance	 for	 diversity	 and	 inclusion.	 Serbia’s	 24	
minority	groups	account	for	16	percent	of	the	pop-
ulation	−	of	which	less	than	half,	6.5	percent	of	the	
total,	 are	 Albanians,	 Hungarians	 and	 Bosniaks.	
But	very	little	has	been	done	for	their	integration,	
either	in	terms	of	policy	or	activities	aimed	at	re-
ducing	existing	ethnic	tensions	in	society.	The	State	
Union	is	a	signatory	to	key	European	conventions	
on	civil,	political	and	human	rights	and	the	Con-
stitutional	Charter	has	clauses	against	discrimina-
tion.	Still,	Serbia	has	yet	to	pass	(and	implement)	a	
comprehensive	anti-discrimination	law.	

Box 6: The Human Development Report 2005: ‘Strength in Diversity’

The	Human Development Report 2005,	commissioned	by	UNdp,	stresses	that	the	republic	of	Serbia	is	ethni-
cally	and	culturally	heterogeneous.	Members	of	different	ethnic	groups,	who	lived	in	harmony	in	a	joint	
state	for	decades,	suffered	the	disintegration	of	their	country	and	a	series	of	wars	that	were	a	product	of	
nationalistic	political	strategies,	but	which	were	represented	as	(unavoidable)	ethnic	and	religious	conflicts.

For	that	reason,	it	is	important	to:

n	 	Come	to	terms	with	the	past	–	full	understanding	of	those	events	and	their	interpretation	must	be	the	
subject	of	open	dialogue,	which	will	provide	a	multiplicity	of	views	and	experiences.

n	 	Invest	in	helping	both	majority	and	minority	peoples	to	embrace	policies	based	on	social	and	cultural	
integration	rather	than	territorial	and	cultural	isolationism.

n	 work	on	the	developing	awareness	of	a	multiplicity	of	identities	among	individuals.

n	 	Strengthen	identities,	which	are	complementary	to	ethnic	identity,	such	as	citizenship,	european	iden-
tity,	regional	identity	and	others.

n	 	eliminate	the	‘hate	speech’	directed	against	other	ethnicities,	which	has	become	commonplace		
in	everyday	communication	and	in	the	media,	and	prosecute	those	responsible	for	it.

n	 	Affirm	multiculturalism	and	interculturalism	in	Serbia,	which	demands	a	clearly	defined	national		
strategy	and	measures	for	its	implementation.[…]

n	 	Target	specific	attention	to	vulnerable	groups.	[…]Although	information	on	human	development		
(measured	with	hdI)	according	to	ethnicity	or	various	sociocultural	groups	cannot	be	obtained,		
findings	based	on	other	sources	of	data	point	to	the	vulnerability	of	certain	groups,	such	as	the	roma		
in	particular,	refugees	and	Idps,	youngsters,	the	elderly,	etc.	

n	 	promote	multiculturalism	as	a	means	towards	improving	human	rights	and	human	development,		
which	complements	achievement	of	the	MdGs.

	 Source: Human Development Report 2005,	p.	5	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		Social	welfare	and	insurance	expenditures	in	Serbia	(including	pensions,	illness	and	disability,	family	and	children	and	vulner-

able	population)	amount	to	close	to	40	percent	of	budgetary	funds.	First	Progress	Report	on	the	Implementation	of	the	Poverty	
Reduction	Strategy	in	Serbia,	p.	82.



Gender. Women	in	socialist	Yugoslavia	have	had	
full	political	 rights	 since	1946,	enjoyed	equal	ac-
cess	to	education	and	sought	employment	outside	
the	household.	Although	there	were	no	legal	bar-
riers	to	political	participation	and	the	professional	
advancement	of	women,	the	primary	responsibility	
for	household	management	and	care	for	children,	
the	 elderly,	 and	 the	 infirmed	 fell	 on	 them,	mak-
ing	 it	more	difficult	 for	women	to	be	engaged	 in	
politics	and	pursue	demanding	careers.	At	present,	
women	have	a	token	representation	in	the	leader-
ship	of	the	country	(12	percent	in	the	Republic	of	
Serbia	Parliament	and	Government).	

Women	were	and	continue	to	be	subject	 to	hori-
zontal	 occupational	 segregation:	 They	 receive	
lower	 pay	 for	 comparable	 jobs	 (the	 female-male	
wage	ratio	was	0.82	to	1.00	in	1999).	Although	the	
Serbian	Government	formed	a	Council	for	Gender	
Equality	in	2004,	Serbia	does	not	yet	have	a	gen-
der	 equality	 law	 or	 a	 national	 action	 plan,	 based	
on	 the	 Beijing	 Platform,	 for	 the	 elimination	 of	
discrimination	against	women.	The	legal	status	of	
victims	of	human	trafficking,	most	of	them	wom-
en,	 is	 ridden	 with	 ambiguity	 since	 the	 Criminal	
Law	of	Serbia	treats	 them	as	 illegal	entrants	and	
does	not	recognize	trafficking	as	a	violation	of	hu-
man	rights.	

Regrettably,	Serbia	 is	 not	 unique	 in	 its	 discrimi-
nation	against	women.	With	a	Gender	Empower-
ment	Measure	(GEM)	of	0.495,	Serbia	falls	below	
some	countries	in	the	region	(including	Slovenia	at	
0.584,	Croatia	at	0.560	and	Hungary	at	0.529,	but	
ranks	above	Romania’s	GEM	of	0.465).1	It	is	un-
likely	that	without	a	clear	policy	and	actions	to	cre-
ate	more	favourable	conditions	for	women	to	seek	
political	and	professional	advancement,	the	situa-
tion	will	improve.	In	fact,	it	could	worsen.	The	de-
cline	in	public	spending	for	facilities	for	day-care	
and	for	seniors	has	already	reduced	the	time	avail-
able	to	women	to	seek	job	opportunities	and	career	

development.	The	overall	unemployment	data	 for	
women	 is	 inconclusive,2	 but	 it	 is	 clear	 that	 first-
time	job	seekers	and	middle-aged	women	who	lost	
their	jobs	in	the	restructuring	of	public	enterprises	
are	at	a	disadvantage	in	finding	employment.	

2.4  NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT GOALS AND 
STRATEGIES

The	 political	 goal	 of	 Serbia	 is	 EU	 membership.	
With	a	focus	on	fulfilling	the	conditions	for	mem-
bership,	 the	 Government	 of	 Serbia	 developed	
several	strategies	to	guide	the	policy-making	pro-
cess	for	macroeconomic	stabilization	and	political	
democratization.	The	primary	documents	are	 the	
strategies	supporting	the	process	of	the	EU	acces-
sion	 and	 the	 Poverty	 Reduction	 Strategy	 (PRS).	
The	 Office	 of	 the	 Deputy	 Prime	 Minister	 is	 re-
sponsible	for	policy	coordination	on	development3	
and	the	EU	accession	process	at	the	national	level.	

2.4.1  STRATEGIES SUPPORTING THE EU  
ACCESSION PROCESS

In	order	to	comply	with	the	EU	accession	process	
and	 to	plan	 for	 the	 implementation	of	 the	 acquis 
communautaire	 requirement,	 the	 Government	 of	
Serbia	 developed	 a	 Strategy for Public Admin-
istration.4	 The	 strategy	 was	 intended	 to	 support	
the	process	of	reforming	and	building	capacity	of	
public	institutions	for	the	harmonization	of	laws,	
enforcing	decisions	and	policy-making.	It	also	laid	
out	 measures	 for	 the	 establishment	 of	 a	 profes-
sional,	 accountable,	de-politicized	 and	decentral-
ized	civil	service	necessary	for	the	functioning	of	
a	modern	state.	It	is	supported	by	the	Law	on	the	
Government,	 the	Law	on	Public	Administration	
and	 the	Law	on	Civil	Servants.	A	Communica-
tion Strategy5	 was	 adopted	 with	 the	 aim	 of	 im-
proving	the	capacity	of	the	Government	to	inform	
citizens	 about	 the	 accession	 process,	 to	 monitor	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	For	comparison,	Sweden	has	a	GEM	of	0.854.	Source:	UNDP.	Serbia Human Development Report,	2005,	p.	113.
2.		Depending	on	the	source,	the	share	of	women	among	the	unemployed	varies	from	50	percent	to	60	percent.	See	the	discussion	

of	the	data	in:	Government	of	the	Republic	of	Serbia	and	UNDP.	August	2005.	‘Improving	the	Position	of	Women	in	the	
Labour	Market’.	Draft	document,	pp.	2-3.

3.		The	project	coordinating	PRS	efforts	in	the	Deputy	Prime	Minster’s	Office	is	supported	by	the	UK	Department	for	Interna-
tional	Development	(DFID)

4.		Government	of	the	Republic	of	Serbia.	2005.	Strategy for Public Administration Reform in the Republic of Serbia.
5.		Government	of	the	Republic	of	Serbia,	European	Integration	Office.	2004.	Communication Strategy of the Republic of 

Serbia about the Stabilization and Association Process of the State Union Serbia-Montenegro.	
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public	opinion	through	polls,	and	to	develop	mea-
sures	for	promoting	the	direct	involvement	of	state	
and	non-governmental	actors	in	increasing	under-
standing	of	the	process.	

Serbia	also	adopted	the	National Strategy of Ser-
bia for Serbia and Montenegro’s Accession to 
the European Union.1	It	is	a	comprehensive	(211	
pages)	 plan	 for	 realizing	 sectoral	 reforms	 neces-
sary	for	the	accession	process	and	a	review	of	the	
context	 and	 status	 of	 reforms	 implemented	 to	
date.	 Compliance	 with	 EU	 standards	 and	 prog-
ress	 on	 accession	 opens	 opportunities	 for	 Serbia	
to	 access	 EU	 structural	 funds	 that	 are	 necessary		
for	development.	

The	EU	Accession	Strategy	defined	EU	member-
ship	as	a	national	goal	and	stated	the	Government’s	
commitment	to	this	goal.	It	also	outlined	progress	
made	through	a	review	of	sectoral	compliance	with	
the	harmonization	process.	In	addition	to	the	new	
agreements	 on	 the	 association,	 Serbia	 has	 over	
20,000	 secondary	 laws	 and	 regulations	 that	 will	
eventually	need	to	be	harmonized.	In	2005,	Serbia	
committed	to	harmonizing	41	sets	of	laws	neces-
sary	for	the	Stabilization	and	Association	Agree-
ment	(SAA)	for	EU	accession.	

In	addition	to	progress	reports,	the	EU	Accession	
Strategy	also	identified	further	areas	that	required	
improvement	−	especially	those	involving	the	rule	
of	law,	including	reform	of	the	judiciary,	increasing	
the	efficiency	of	 the	 justice	 sector	and	protecting	
human	and	minority	rights.	The	latter	is	so	far	reg-
ulated	by	 international	 charters,	 since	Serbia	has	
yet	to	draft	a	new	constitution	that	would	codify	
the	rights	of	its	citizens	at	the	national	level.	The	
EU	 Accession	 Strategy	 discussed	 the	 issues	 that	
ought	 to	 be	 addressed	 by	 the	 new	 constitution,	
which	include	freedom	of	expression	and	freedom	
of	the	media,	the	right	to	assembly	and	association,	
the	right	to	property,	speedy	and	equitable	access	
to	justice	and	protection	against	discrimination.	

In	the	area	of	economic	development,	the	strategy	
emphasized	 the	 Government’s	 commitment	 to	
sustainable	 development,	 including	 protection	 of	

the	 environment	 and	 adherence	 to	 the	principles	
of	the	PRS.	Finally,	the	strategy	identified	the	re-
form	of	public	institutions	and	the	administration	
as	an	underlying	condition	for	the	implementation	
of	other	sectoral	reforms.	

European Union support for Serbia.	The	Euro-
pean	Commission	 (EC)	 is	 supporting	 the	Serbia	
–	 and	 Montenegro	 –	 Stabilization	 and	 Associa-
tion	 Process	 (SAP)	 through	 interventions	 aimed	
at	democratic	 stabilization,	good	governance	and	
institution-building.	These	encompass	areas	relat-
ing	 to	 public	 administration	 reform,	 justice	 and	
home	affairs	and	support	to	customs	and	taxation,	
and	 economic	 and	 social	 development,	 including	
infrastructure	 and	 environment.	 The	 European	
Commission	 is	 the	 largest	 assistance	 provider	 to	
Serbia	 and	 Montenegro,	 investing,	 since	 1998,	
over	€2.6	billion.	In	2005,	the	EC’s	assistance	in	
support	 of	 European	 Partnership	 priorities	 was		
€54.5	million.	

2.4.2 POVERTY REDUCTION STRATEGY PAPER 

The	 Poverty	 Reduction	 Strategy	 Paper	 (PRSP),2	
adopted	 in	 October	 2003,	 was	 prepared	 by	 the	
Government	of	Serbia	at	the	request	of	the	World	
Bank	 and	 the	 IMF.	 It	 was	 and	 remains	 Serbia’s	
principal	 development	 document.	 The	 PRS	 laid	
out	a	medium-term	development	 framework	 “di-
rected at reducing the key aspects of poverty by means of 
creating material and other preconditions and provid-
ing opportunities to all citizens to ensure better lives for 
themselves and their families.” 3 It	 is	a	multisectoral	
strategy	with	a	focus	on	market-oriented	economic	
reforms	 and	 economic	 development,	 which	 are	
seen	to	be	the	most	effective	means	to	reduce	pov-
erty	 and	 stimulate	 long-term	 growth.	 The	 PRS’s	
goal	is	to	reduce	poverty	in	Serbia	by	almost	half	
by	2010,	through	job	creation	and	higher	personal	
income;	prevent	new	poverty	as	a	consequence	of	
economic	 restructuring;	 and	 implement	 existing	
programmes	 and	 create	 new	 programmes,	 mea-
sures	and	activities	directly	 targeting	 the	poorest	
and	most	vulnerable	groups.	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	National Strategy of Serbia for Serbia and Montenegro’s Accession to the European Union.
2.	Government	of	the	Republic	of	Serbia.	2003.	Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper for Serbia.
3.		First	 Progress	 Report,	 p.	 6.	 See	 also	 the	 official	 Government	 of	 Serbia	 PRS	 website:	 http://www.prsp.sr.gov.yu/engleski	

/index	jsp.



The	 PRS	 was	 designed	 to	 complement	 the	 EU	
integration	process	and	to	be	implemented	in	ac-
cordance	 with	 public	 administration	 reform	 and	
decentralization.	 The	 PRS	 also	 integrated	 the	
Millennium	 Development	 Goals	 (MDGs),	 with	
specific	targets	developed	for	Serbia	(Box	7)1	that	
were	to	be	used	as	benchmarks.	

The	PRS	was	drafted	in	consultation	with	civil	so-
ciety	 and	 the	 Government.	 The	 intention	 was	 to	
continue	 involving	representatives	 from	non-gov-
ernmental,	private	and	public	 sectors,	along	with	
members	 of	 vulnerable	 groups,	 in	 implementing,	
monitoring	and	evaluating	the	strategy.	The	PRS	
was	guided	by	the	principles	of	efficiency	and	trans-
parency	of	policy	coordination	and	governance	and	
support	for	partnerships	through	coordination	and	
information-sharing.

However,	with	no	fiscal	 commitment	 supporting	
the	PRS	after	 its	approval,2	 its	 implementation	is	
more	a	 sectoral	matter	 rather	 then	a	comprehen-
sive	 effort	 of	 the	Government.	The	 First Progress 
Report on the Implementation of the PRS in Serbia 
reviewed	the	activities	pertaining	to	implementa-
tion	with	a	focus	on	preparing	a	legal	framework	
for	 reforms.3	 The	 report	 also	 discussed	 sectoral	
programmes,	plans	and	pilot	activities	financed	by	
the	 Government	 and	 international	 donors	 in	 the	
areas	of	private	 sector	development,	 the	building	
of	public	 institutions,	 employment	opportunities,	
social	welfare	and	protection	of	pensioners	and	the	
elderly,	 education,	 health	 and	 environment.	 The	

MDG	target	benchmarks	have	not	been	utilized	
and	 the	 areas	 for	 continued	 engagement	 of	 civil	
society	have	not	been	developed.	

There	is	no	accurate	data	on	the	amount	of	interna-
tional	assistance	directed	to	poverty	reduction	ef-
forts	in	Serbia.	However,	overall	assistance	over	the	
period	of	2000−2005	has	been	estimated	at	€5.3	
billion.	Of	the	€3.6	billion	already	 implemented,	
51	percent	have	been	grants	and	49	percent	con-
cessional	credits.4	Foreign	assistance	and	economic	
reforms	implemented	by	the	Government	are	im-
proving	 Serbia’s	 economic	 performance,	 and	 the	
designation	 of	 Serbia	 as	 a	 ‘PRSP	 country’	 is	 in-
creasingly	 coming	 into	 question.	 It	 is	 likely	 that	
Serbia’s	 new	 development	 strategy	 will	 focus	 on	
economic	stability	and	accession	to	the	EU,	with	
less	prominence	given	to	the	issue	of	poverty.	

2.4.3 SUMMARY 

Serbia	has	 linked	 its	development	strategy	 to	 the	
EU	accession	process.	Although	progress	has	been	
made	 to	 modernize	 state	 institutions	 and	 reform	
the	economy,	the	primary	weakness	of	the	strate-
gies	 and	 laws	 is	 their	 implementation.	 First,	 the	
strategies	are	not	accompanied	by	a	commitment	
of	resources;	the	burden	of	introducing	and	imple-
menting	most	innovations	falls	on	donors.	Second,	
the	line	ministries	are	divided	along	party	lines	in	
the	coalition	Government	and	cooperation	and	co-
ordination	among	them	remain	an	issue.	Overall,	
the	Government’s	commitment	to	development	is	

Box 7: MDG Targets for Serbia

•	 Achieve	dynamic	and	sustainable	economic	growth

•	 reduce	unemployment,	especially	long-term	unemployment	and	joblessness	among	youth

•	 reduce	the	proportion	of	people	living	on	less	than	$2.40	a	day

•	 reduce	the	poverty	of	vulnerable	groups	–	roma,	refugees,	Idps,	children	and	the	elderly

•	 reduce	regional	development	disparities

•	 Create	conditions	for	the	emergence	of	a	strong	and	stable	middle	class

•	 Adopt	a	national	plan	for	the	achievement	of	social	inclusion

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	Review of the Implementation of the Millennium Development Goals in Serbia,	p.	9.
2.		The	rush	for	passing	a	national	budget	after	the	elections	in	March	2004	accounted	for	lack	of	coordination	between	the	sec-

toral	activities	of	the	administration	and	the	priorities	defined	in	the	PRS.
3.		Annex	6	of	the	First Progress Report	on the Implementation of the PRS in Serbia	shows	the	progress	made	on	the	adoption	of	laws	

and	the	laws	envisaged	by	the	PRS	still	in	draft	form	or	in	the	preparation	process.	
4.	First Progress Report,	p.	84.
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fairly	weak	and	remains	more	on	the	policy	level,	
without	support	to	carry	out	the	policies.	

Even	if	the	political	challenges	that	Serbia	is	fac-
ing	−	the	problems	of	cooperation	with	the	ICTY,	

Kosovo	and	the	status	of	the	State	Union	−	are	sat-
isfactorily	 resolved,	 Serbia	 will	 not	 move	 toward	
EU	accession	without	investment	in	development.			



The	 relationship	 of	 Yugoslavia	 with	 the	 United	
Nations	 (UN)	 and	 its	 system	 dates	 back	 to	
1948	 when	 the	 Federal	 Republic	 of	 Yugoslavia	
gained	 membership	 in	 the	 UN.	 The	 break-up	 of	
the	 state	 in	 the	 1990s	 led	 to	 the	 establishment	
of	 four	 new	 independent	 states:	 Bosnia	 and	
Herzegovina,	 Croatia,	 The	 former	 Yugoslav	
Republic	of	Macedonia,	and	Slovenia.	The	SFRY	
was	 transformed	 into	 the	 Federal	 Republic	 of	
Yugoslavia,	consisting	of	Serbia,	with	Kosovo,	and	
Montenegro.	The	FRY	was	not	permitted	to	claim	
the	UN	seat	as	a	successor	state	of	Yugoslavia	and	
applied	for	membership,	granted	1	November	2000,	
as	a	new	state.	Yugoslavia	has	been	a	recipient	of	
UN	assistance	since	the	1950s.	The	first	office	of	
the	Expanded	Programme	of	Technical	Assistance	
and	 Special	 Fund,	 the	 predecessor	 organization	
of	UNDP,	opened	in	Belgrade	in	1952.	Between	
1966	 (when	 UNDP	 was	 established)	 and	 1992,	
UNDP	delivered	several	country	programmes	and	
supported	the	activities	of	other	UN	agencies.	In	
1992,	the	UNDP	office	was	closed	after	international	
sanctions	were	imposed	on	Yugoslavia.	During	this	
period,	 UNDP	 coordinated	 programmes	 for	 the	

former	Yugoslavia	from	an	office	in	Vienna.	After	
a	small	Liaison	Office	was	re-opened	in	Belgrade	
in	1996,	UNDP’s	work	focused	on	crisis	response	
by	 supporting	 other	 UN	 agencies,	 including	 the	
Office	of	the	UN	High	Commissioner	for	Refugees	
(UNHCR),	the	UN	Children’s	Fund	(UNICEF),	
the	World	Food	Programme	 (WFP)	and	NGOs	
working	 on	 humanitarian	 assistance	 and	 human	
rights	 for	 victims	 of	 conflict,	 especially	 refugees	
and	IDPs.	

3.1  CHALLENGES FOR UNDP  
DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

After	 a	 preparatory	 phase	 in	 late	 2000,	 the	 new	
UNDP	Country	Office	in	Yugoslavia	was	opened	
in	 Belgrade	 in	 January	 2001.	 UNDP	 was	 well	
positioned	for	constructive	engagement	in	Serbia.	
It	had	high	visibility	and	credibility	in	the	early	days	
of	transition.	It	had	a	 long	history	 in	Yugoslavia,	
including	 a	 presence	 on	 the	 ground	 during	 the	
fall	 of	 the	 Milošević	 regime,	 and	 was	 generally	
perceived	as	neutral.	This	neutrality	was	particularly	
important	 in	 light	 of	 the	 NATO	 intervention	

Chapter 3 
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Figure 1: UNDP Programme Financing, 2001−2005
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in	Serbia	 in	1999	 that	made	 it	difficult	 for	many	
European	 countries,	 and	 virtually	 impossible	
for	 the	 United	 States,	 to	 engage	 bilaterally	 with		
the	Government.

Donors,	 interested	 in	stabilizing	the	country	and	
eager	 to	 assist	 the	 new	 democratic	 Government,	
poured	in	resources.	Due	to	its	previous	reputation	
and	presence	(albeit	small)	on	the	ground,	UNDP	
was	approached	by	both	Government	and	donors	
to	help	develop	and	implement	programmes.	The	
rapid	 increase	 in	 programme	 financing	 over	 the	
period	2001–2005	is	illustrated	in	Figure	1.	Start-
ing	with	 core	 funding	of	 $3.3	million	 for	 2001–
2004,	UNDP	was	able	to	mobilize	resources	to	a	
cumulative	level	of	$56	million	by	2004,	doubling	
the	 initial	 resource	mobilization	 target.	The	pro-
gramme	budget	in	a	single	year	between	2001	and	
2002	grew	five	times	(from	$2.1	million	to	$10.7	
million).	With	the	new	Government,	UNDP	was	
able	to	place	the	projects	it	helped	to	develop	at	a	
high	level	in	ministries,	obtaining	direct	access	to	
the	ministers	and	the	Office	of	the	Prime	Minis-
ter.	The	UNDP	office	grew	and	the	programmes	
proliferated,	including	support	to	southern	Serbia	
where	UNDP	helped	to	build	a	programme	at	the	
local	level.	

How	relevant	have	the	strategies	been	to	national	
development	 goals	 over	 the	 past	 five	 years?	 Did	
UNDP	make	the	right	initial	strategic	choices	for	
development	 assistance?	 Has	 the	 role	 of	 UNDP	
emerged	as	one	of	a	 trusted	policy	adviser	 to	the	
Government?	 How	 did	 UNDP	 programmes		
complement	 those	 of	 other	 donors	 and	 fund-
ing	 agencies?	 These	 and	 other	 key	 questions	 are		
explored	in	this	report.

3.2 UNDP STRATEGIES FOR ASSISTANCE

The	 external	 environment	 in	 which	 UNDP	
operates	in	Serbia	has	been	volatile	and	subject	to	
un	certainty,	characterized	by	shifting	needs	and		
priorities.	 The	 UNDP	 Country	 Office,	 in	 the		

process	of	defining	a	role	it	could	play	in	Serbia,	made	a		
series	of	early	decisions	to	closely	align	itself	with	the	
Government.	It	did	so	by	supporting	government	
efforts	in	governance	reform,	institution-building,	
capacity-building	 and	 policy	 development.	 Since	
2001,	UNDP	has	been	consistently	 involved	in	a	
range	 of	 reforms	 and	 has	 worked	 primarily	 with	
the	 Serbia	 Republic	 at	 the	 national	 level	 and,	 to	
a	 much	 lesser	 extent,	 at	 the	 federal	 republic	 and	
later	state	union	levels.	Initial	programme	strategy	
development	 was	 based	 on	 a	 baseline	 needs	
assessment	carried	out	in	late	2000.

3.2.1 BASELINE NEEDS ASSESSMENT: 2000 

UNDP	response	to	the	humanitarian	crisis	in	the	
1990s	did	not	amount	to	a	strategy	that	could	be	
applied	 to	 the	 intervention	 after	 the	 democratic	
change	took	place	in	2000.	However,	in	late	2000,	
the	UNDP	Headquarters-based	Regional	Bureau	
for	 Eastern	 Europe	 and	 the	 Commonwealth	 of	
Independent	 States	 (RBEC)	 conducted	 a	 short	
mission	to	gauge	the	overall	situation	in	the	FRY	
and	to	identify	potential	areas	for	possible	UNDP	
assistance.1	The	first	priority	task	to	flow	from	the	
mission	was	a	second	and	more	intensive	mission	
to	 carry	 out	 a	 basic	 capacity-	 and	 institutional-
development	 needs	 assessment.	 This	 involved	
the	 review	 and	 assessment	 of	 the	 political	 and		
economic	context	of	the	FRY,	and	the	identifica-
tion	 of	 development	 challenges	 and	 priorities	 in	
the	 social	 sector,	 national	 and	 local	 government,	
non-governmental	 sector	 and	 the	 media.	 The	
second	priority	task	involved	UNDP	participation	
in	an	inter-agency	mission	to	southern	Serbia,	an	
area	 that,	 at	 the	 time,	 was	 experiencing	 conflict	
between	 Albanian	 rebels	 and	 Serb	 forces	 fuelled	
by	 ethnic	 tensions	 in	 Kosovo.	 Both	 of	 these		
initiatives	proved	to	be	UNDP’s	launching	pad	for	
immediate	programme	development.

The	main	 result	 of	 the	needs	 assessment	mission	
was	 the	 report	 Governance for Human Develop-
ment2	 that	 concluded:	 “a considerable amount of 
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__________________________________________________________________________
1.		The	mission	was	carried	out	by	a	senior	and	experienced	UNDP	official	with	a	background	and	prior	experience	in	governance	

and	post-conflict	environments.	This	proved	to	be	a	sound	and	strategic	decision	on	the	part	of	the	UNDP:	that	is,	to	send	the	
right	person,	with	the	right	qualifications	who	could	quickly	assess	a	complex	situation	and	suggest	broad	strategies	on	a	tight	
time-scale.	The	individual	subsequently	was	appointed	as	the	first	UNDP	resident	representative	and	UN	resident	coordinator	
in	the	FRY.

2.		UNDP.	December	2000.	Governance for Human Development. An Overview of Key Issues.	Belgrade.	The	report	was	prepared	
to	inform	a	discussion	at	a	donor	coordination	meeting	on	assistance	to	the	FRY	organized	by	the	European	Union	and	the	
World	Bank	on	12	December	2000.



technical cooperation is needed to help build institu-
tional capacity in many fields and prepare the way, 
beyond humanitarian aid, towards sustainable human 
development.” 1	While	not	a	particularly	surprising	
conclusion	 under	 the	 existing	 circumstances,	 it	
provided	the	framework	for	five	priority	targets	of	
assistance:	democratic	governance,	administration	
of	 justice,	 economic	 and	 financial	 management,	
public	administration	and	social	development.	In	
terms	of	programming,	 the	 report	 recommended	
the	 establishment	 of	 a	 joint	 donor-Government	
Capacity	 Building	 Fund	 (CBF)	 that	 could	 assist	
in	 filling	 priority	 gaps	 in	 government	 while	 also	
introducing	key	elements	for	public	administration	
reform.	The	CBF	is	discussed	in	detail	in	Chapter	
4	of	this	report.

The	mission	to	southern	Serbia	recommended	im-
mediate	investment	in	local	governance,	reintegra-
tion	of	marginalized	communities	and	promotion	
of	 economic	 recovery	 that	 would	 jointly	 address	
the	root	causes	of	conflict	alongside	post-conflict	
stabilization	 activities.	 This	 led	 to	 the	 formula-
tion	of	a	 large	multidonor-	and	UNDP-executed	
programme	in	southern	Serbia,	and	UNDP’s	entry	
into	development	at	the	local	level.	This	has	turned	
out	to	be	one	of	UNDP’s	‘flagship’	programmes	(as	
discussed	in	Chapter	4).

3.2.2  COUNTRY COOPERATION  
FRAMEWORk 2002-2004

The	development	of	a	UNDP	country	programme	
strategy	for	the	FRY	and	subsequent	State	Union	
were	built	upon	and	then	extended	from	the	above-
noted	programmes,	both	of	which	were	launched	
in	2001.	Initial	programme	strategy	development	
in	 Serbia	 was	 more	 informal	 and	 consisted	 of	 a	
series	 of	 discussions	 and	 policy	 dialogues	 among	
UNDP,	donors,	government	and	other	stakehold-
ers;	 internal	 UNDP	 management	 decisions;	 and	
the	 production	 of	 internal	 reports	 containing	 a	
range	of	analyses	and	recommendations	on	UNDP	
positioning	and	programming.	The	year	2001	may	

be	seen	as	the	year	of	strategy	development,	leading	
to	formulation	and	approval	of	the	Country	Coop-
eration	Framework	(CCF)	the	following	year.	This	
was	followed	by	a	more	sound	strategy	reflected	in	
the	Country	Programme	Document	(CPD)	in	the	
context	 of	 the	 United	 Nations	 Development	 As-
sistance	Framework	(UNDAF),	both	covering	the	
period	2005–2009.

The	 CCF	 was	 accompanied	 by	 the	 first	 in	 a	 se-
ries	 of	 Strategy Notes	 prepared	 by	 the	 resident		
representative.2	 The	 three	 priority	 areas	 for	 pro-
gramming	included:	(1)	democratic reform	(directing	
institutional	 strengthening	and	capacity-building	
support	more	towards	the	Serbian	and	Montene-
gro	republican	governments,	in	recognition	of	the	
precarious	 and	 eroding	 role	 of	 the	 federal	 level		
of	 government);	 (2)	 crisis/conflict	 prevention	 (con-
tinued	assistance	primarily	in	southern	Serbia	for	
the	 prevention	 of	 conflict	 and	 mitigation/resolu-
tion	of	crises,	 through	support	 to	governance	re-
forms,	local	economic	development,	and	a	stronger	
UN	resident	coordinator	role);	and	(3)	energy and 
environment	(support	to	the	revitalization	of	these	
sectors	 by	 advancing	 FRY’s	 participation	 in	 the	
Global	Environment	Facility	(GEF),	and	forging	
partnerships	with	the	World	Bank	and	the	Euro-
pean	Agency	for	Reconstruction).

The	 Country Cooperation Framework	 for	 Yu-
goslavia3	organized	the	noted	country	programme	
priorities	 of	 UNDP	 along	 three	 clusters:	 demo-
cratic	governance,	 crisis	prevention	and	 recovery,	
and	energy	and	environment.	Four	themes	that	cut	
across	these	clusters	were	human	rights	and	gen-
der	equity,	policy	reform	and	consensus-building,	
constituency	 empowerment,	 and	 e-governance.	
The	combination	of	clusters	and	themes	provided	
a	 broad	 sweep	 of	 support	 to	 the	 FRY.	 Both	 the	
Strategy	Note	and	the	CCF	were	clearly	ambitious	
in	 terms	of	 the	 role	UNDP	might	play.	The	pri-
mary	objective	of	the	country	programme	as	stated	
in	the	CCF	was	“. . . to consolidate democracy and so-
cial equity through reform and recovery with a special 
focus on governance and policy advocacy.” 4	This	was	
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priorities	for	the	FRY,	with	a	brief	note	on	resource	mobilization	and	Country	Office	capacity.
3.	UNDP.	12	December	2001.	First Country Cooperation Framework for Yugoslavia (2002−2004).
4.	CCF	(2002–2004),		Section	III	–	programme	strategy,	paragraph	12,	page	4.



matched	in	the	Strategic	Note	by	the	stated	mis-
sion	of	the	UNDP/FRY	“. . .to work with Govern-
ment and people of FRY to achieve sustainable human 
development, democratic governance and economic 
recovery,”	while	it	envisioned	itself	“ … to be the most 
trusted and effective development partner of the FRY 
by providing outstanding advice, needed programmes, 
and collaboration among key actors.” 1	

A	description	of	each	CCF	cluster	follows:

•	 	Democratic governance	 focused	 on	 “…support 
reform of governance institutions at central and 
local levels and to promote broader public par-
ticipation and effective community empowerment 
in the process of active government.” 2	 UNDP	
targeted	its	programmes	at	the	central-govern-
ment	 level	 of	 the	 Republic	 of	 Serbia	 and	 the	
federal	and	state	union	levels.	It	also	helped	to	
set	 up	 the	 Capacity	 Building	 Fund	 for	 prior-
ity	capacity-building	and	public	administration	
reform,	 along	 with	 reform	 of	 the	 judiciary.	
Strengthening	civil	 society’s	 role	 for	public	ad-
vocacy	was	recognized	and	UNDP	would	later	
support	 participation	 of	 NGOs	 in	 the	 PRSP		
preparation	process.	

•	 	Crisis prevention and recovery	 concentrated	
mainly	on	post-conflict	conditions	 in	southern	
Serbia.	This	covered	UNDP	support	to	the	im-
plementation	 of	 large	 multidonor	 programmes	
for	rapid	recovery	(the	Rapid	Employment	Pro-
gramme),	 including	 support	 to	 long-term	 de-
velopment	of	the	region	through	investments	in	
infrastructure	and	capacity-building	of	local	ac-
tors:	the	municipal	administrations	and	NGOs.	
The	interregional	 initiative	of	stabilization	and	
cooperation	on	security	was	launched	and	host-
ed	by	the	UNDP	Country	Office.	

•	 	Energy and environment	 focused	 on	 capacity-
building	 for	 the	 reform	 of	 the	 energy	 sector	
in	 Serbia.	 However,	 the	 major	 activity	 in	 the	
cluster	 was	 the	 Eco-development	 Initiative	 in	
Montenegro.	

3.2.3 STRATEGY ADjUSTMENT, 2002−2004

In	 the	 immediate	post-conflict	period	 (late	2000	
through	2001),	donors	were	refining	their	strate-
gies	 and	 organizing	 their	 operations	 in	 Serbia.	
UNDP,	 with	 its	 prior	 history	 and	 contacts,	 was	
able	 to	 seize	 the	 aforementioned	 opportunities	
and	 expand	 the	 Country	 Office	 by	 attracting	
high-quality,	proactive	and	professional	 staff	and	
national	experts	with	prior	experience	in	the	public	
and	non-governmental	sector.	Chapter	5	discusses	
in	detail	programme	growth	and	the	various	strat-
egies	used	to	manage	that	growth.

The	UNDP	Country	Office	maintained	high	vis-
ibility	through	its	implementation	of	programmes	
and	participation	 in	events	at	 the	central	 level	of	
government.	In	southern	Serbia,	the	UN-UNDP	
presence	was	perceived	as	a	guarantee	of	security	
and	 a	 symbol	 of	 returning	 stability.	 The	 overall	
visibility	of	the	UN	in	Serbia	was	enhanced	by	a	
visit	 from	UN	Secretary-General	Kofi	Annan	 in	
November	2002.

Strategy	Notes	were	prepared	for	each	of	the	years	
2003–2005.	 They	 explained	 UNDP’s	 adjustment	
to	 what	 were,	 at	 times,	 dramatic	 changes	 in	 the	
external	 and	 political	 environment.	 The	 Federal	
Republic	of	Yugoslavia	gave	way	to	the	looser	State	
Union	 of	 Serbia	 and	 Montenegro	 with	 certain	
competencies	 assigned	 to	 the	 state	 level	 through	
the	Belgrade	agreement	of	March	2002.	This	was	
correctly	anticipated	by	UNDP	with	a	correspond-
ing	concentration	of	support	through	the	Capacity	
Building	Fund	given	to	the	Serbian	Government.	
By	the	end	of	2002,	the	only	cluster	priority	that	
seemed	to	be	on	track	was	that	dealing	with	crisis	
prevention	and	recovery	through	the	South	Serbia	
programmes.	 Democratic	 governance	 had	 given	
way	to	 increasing	 focus	on	capacity-building	and	
sporadic	attempts	at	public	administration	reform.	
Little	had	been	accomplished	in	the	area	of	energy	
or	 environment.	 The	 mission	 and	 vision	 of	 the	
Country	Office	were	still	seen	to	be	valid,	but	with	
increased	 emphasis	 now	 on	 supporting	 EU	 inte-
gration.	 Adjustments	 to	 the	 programme	 strategy	
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1.		Such	ambitious	statements	had	the	effect	of	raising	expectations	for	UNDP	to	deliver	on	its	promises.	The	2002−2004	resource	

mobilization	target	for	UNDP	as	set	out	in	the	CCF	amounted	to	a	grand	total	of	$38.5	million,	of	which	$2.2	million	or	about	
6	percent	of	the	total	would	be	allocated	from	UNDP	core	or	regular	resources.	As	a	funding	source,	UNDP	was	seen	as	a	very	
small	player.	Hence,	there	was	a	major	expectation	from	donors	and	Government	to	cost-share	UNDP	programmes	as	well	as	
to	secure	funding	through	various	trust	funds.	As	it	turned	out,	UNDP	exceeded	these	targets	(as	discussed	in	Chapter	5).

2.	CCF,	p.	4.



for	2003	 included	support	 to	 the	development	of	
the	PRSP,	NGO	strengthening,	HIV/AIDS,	and	
municipal	 improvement	 through	 support	 of	 the	
City-to-City	Programme.

Further	adjustments	were	made	throughout	2003,	
prompted	in	large	part	by	the	assassination	of	the	
Serbian	prime	minister	in	March	of	that	year	with	
subsequent	 political	 uncertainty	 and	 economic	
stagnation.	 The	 Government	 was	 not	 able	 to	
develop	 a	 public	 administration	 reform	 strategy,	
thus	leaving	much	of	the	Capacity	Building	Fund	
and	 other	 related	 reform	 and	 capacity-building	
initiatives	to	proceed	in	an	administrative	reform	
vacuum	(the	public	administration	reform	context	
is	 discussed	 in	 more	 detail	 in	 Chapter	 4).	 There	
was	 a	 slight	 downturn	 in	 resource	 mobilization	
from	 donors,	 which	 was	 offset	 somewhat	 by	 an	
increase	 in	 UNDP-administered	 trust	 funds.	 By	
early	 2004	 (the	 last	 year	 of	 the	 Country	 Coop-
eration	Framework),	a	new	coalition	Government	
had	been	elected,	and	programme	activity	in	Ser-
bia	continued	pretty	much	on	 the	 track	 that	had	
evolved	through	2003.	

Neither	 the	 Country	 Cooperation	 Framework	
nor	 the	 annual	 Strategy	 Notes	 provided	 any	
measurable	 indicators	 of	 performance,	 outcomes	
or	 the	 results	 to	 be	 achieved.	 The	 CCF	 offered	
in	broad	terms	‘expected	results’	from	each	of	the	
programme	 clusters,	 but	 these	 took	 the	 form	 of	
vague	objectives,	rather	than	results.	For	example,	
among	eight	expected	results	from	the	democratic	
governance	 cluster	 programmes,	 are	 included:		
“… to …strengthen the capacity of Serbian and federal 
institutions….contribute to the improvement of local 
and municipal governance structures,”	 and	 similar	

statements	 of	 intent	 (CCF,	 paragraph	 23,	 page	
4).	 Any	 assessment	 of	 development	 results	 from	
the	 country	 programme	 would	 therefore	 need	
to	 be	 based	 on	 evaluations	 of	 specific	 projects	
and	 programmes.	 Chapter	 4	 examines	 the	 major	
programmes	and	projects	where	some	have	deliv-
ered	against	expectation	 (South	Serbia,	Standing	
Conference	of	Towns	and	Municipalities,	Judicial	
Training	 Centre),	 some	 well	 below	 expectations	
(Beautiful	Serbia),	and	others	with	mixed	results	
(Capacity	Building	Fund).	

3.2.4  CURRENT PROGRAMME STRATEGIES: 
2005−2006

It	was	during	 late	2003	and	2004	that	work	was	
carried	out	on	the	development	of	the	new	country	
programme	 strategies	 for	 the	 period	 2005−2009.	
These	consist	of	the	United	Nations	Development	
Assistance	 Framework	 2005−2009,	 the	 Country	
Programme	 Document	 (2005−2009),	 and	 the	
Country	Programme	Action	Plan	(CPAP):	2005.	
The	 Common Country Assessment	 (CCA)	 car-
ried	 out	 in	 late	 2003	 was	 the	 foundation	 for	 the	
development	of	these	documents.	

The	 CCA	 for	 Serbia	 and	 Montenegro	 addressed	
the	 situation	 and	 challenges	 in	 four	 areas:	 a	
rights-based	 orientation	 to	 human	 development,	
governance	and	the	rule	of	law,	human	security,	and	
the	environment.1	The	assessment	was	a	cooperative	
UN-agency	effort	to	establish	a	common	analytical	
foundation	 for	 the	 country	 programme	 planning	
of	 individual	 agencies,	 in	 support	 of	 national		
priorities.	The	document	recommended	programme	
strategies	in	three	priority	areas	that	subsequently	
formed	 the	 programming	 frameworks	 in	 the		

Box 8: National Goals & UNDAF Intended Outcomes

National priority or goal Intended UNDAF outcome

Improved	and	equitable	access	to	public	service An	efficient,	accountable	and	people-centred		
public	sector

Increased	social	cohesion	and	realization	of	rights		
of	vulnerable	groups

Strengthened	rule	of	law	and	equal	access	to	justice

Use	of	policy	initiatives	and	global	goods	and		
concerns	to	promote	sustainable	development

Increased	municipal	capacity	to	promote	local		
sustainable	development

	 Source:	Cpd	2005–2009	(results	Framework)
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1.	UN	Country	Team.	October	2003.	‘Common	Country	Assessment	for	Serbia	and	Montenegro’.	Belgrade.



UNDAF	 and	 CPD:	 institutional	 and	 public	
administration	 reform,	 judicial	 reform	 and	 the	
rule	 of	 law,	 and	 sustainable	 local	 development	
(these	 later	 laid	 the	 basis	 for	 revised	 ‘cluster’	
organizational	 structures	 in	 both	 the	 Podgorica	
Liaison	 Office	 and	 the	 Belgrade	 office).	 Most	 of	
the	analysis	and	recommendations	focused	on	the	
Republic	of	Serbia.

The	 UNDAF	 and	 CPD	 covering	 the	 period	
2005−2009	 incorporate	 the	 recommendations	
stemming	from	the	CCA.1	The	UNDAF	was	also	
a	cooperative	effort	of	the	United	Nations	Country	
Team	during	2004,	 in	 consultation	with	 a	broad	
community	 of	 stakeholders	 (see	 also	 Chapter	
4.6	 on	 coordination).	 The	 recommendations	
from	the	CCA	along	with	the	eight	Millennium		
Development	Goals	were	reflected	in	the	UNDAF		
and	CPD.	

The	 national	 goals	 of	 the	 member	 states	 and		
intended	UNDAF	outcomes	are	noted	 in	Box	8.	
A	 ‘map’	of	 intended	development	results	 for	each	
area	 covered	 in	 the	 CCF,	 CPD	 and	 UNDAF	 is	
contained	 in	 Annex	 8.	 Other	 than	 providing	 a	
general	 framework	 for	 the	 country	 programme	
and	fostering	greater	cooperation	among	the	UN		
agencies,	the	utility	of	these	documents	as	manage-
ment	tools	to	monitor,	evaluate	or	adjust	ongoing	
programme	activities	has	been	questioned.	

The	CPD,	like	the	earlier	CCF,	gives	prominence	
to	 Serbia	 and	 the	 state	 levels	 of	 government.	
Unlike	 the	 CCF,	 the	 CPD	 2005–2009	 does	 not		
define	 country	 programme	 objectives,	 but	 rather	
“… seeks to further develop three thematic areas:  
a) public administration reform; b) rule of law and ac-
cess to justice; and c) sustainable development”	(CPD,	
paragraph	21).	Indicative	outcomes	in	the	CPD	are	
briefly	described	for	each	of	themes:	for	example,	
for	public	administration	reform	it	“… is improved 
efficiency, accountability and transparency in gover-
nance structures at both union and SCG member state 
levels”	(Ibid.,	paragraph	22).	It	is	not	clearly	stated	

in	the	CPD	how	such	intended	outcomes	are	to	be	
measured,	and	if	measurable,	how	such	improve-
ments	might	be	attributable	 to	UNDP	–	a	 small	
player	among	many	 that	are	active	 in	 supporting	
public	administration	and	related	reforms.

These	 themes	 represent	 a	 significant	 shift	 from	
the	 priority	 areas	 of	 the	 CCF	 where	 democratic	
governance	has	been	narrowed	to	focus	on	public	
administration	 reform	 and	 rule	 of	 law/access	 to	
justice;	and	where	the	more	general	area	of	crisis	
prevention	and	recovery	appears	to	be	merged	into	
local	government	reform.	While	 the	terminology	
has	 changed,	 the	 basic	 thrust	 of	 individual	 pro-
grammes	 and	projects	has	not	 −	 for	 example,	no	
programmes	appear	to	be	developed	under	the	ob-
jective	 of	 sustainable	 development.	 Furthermore,	
the	CPD	components	for	Serbia	make	no	mention	
of	the	earlier	CCF	cross-cutting	themes	of	gender	
(other	than	as	a	reference	to	the	MDGs),	and	little	
direct	mention	 is	made	of	 policy	 reform,	 and	no	
mention	of	e-governance.

It	 is	the	Country Programme Action Plan	 that,	
for	 the	 first	 time,	 presents	 specific	 programme	
strategies	 for	 Serbia,	 Montenegro	 and	 the	 State	
Union	 −	 the	 primary	 purpose	 of	 which	 is	 to	 se-
cure	an	agreement	between	UNDP	and	national	
partners	on	the	general	direction	and	scope	of	the	
country	programme.2	Programme	priorities	are	set	
out	 in	 the	three	aforementioned	themes	noted	 in	
the	 CCA	 and	 CPD,	 now	 referred	 to	 as	 clusters.	
Continuing	development	of	partnerships	 is	a	key	
feature	of	programme	 implementation	 in	each	of	
the	three	cluster	areas.	The	CPAP	further	refines	
the	country	programme	cluster	strategies	for	Ser-
bia,	in	part	by	building	on	lessons	from	the	CCF:	

•	 	Public	 administration	 reform	 −	 this	 first	
thematic	 area	 has	 been	 expanded	 to	 an	 ‘insti-
tutional	 development/public	 administration	
reform’	 cluster,	 comprising	 two	 subclusters	 of	
institutional	reform	and	decentralization.	

U N d p 	 I N 	 Y U G o S L A V I A 	 27

__________________________________________________________________________
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and	UNFPA,	DO/CPO/SCG/1.
2.		Specific	strategies	were	also	developed	for	the	State	Union	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro	and	the	Republic	of	Serbia.	See:	‘Country 

Programme Action Plan between the Council of Ministers of Serbia and Montenegro, Government of the Republic of Serbia and Gov-
ernment of the Republic of Montenegro and the United Nations Development Programme’,	2	February	2005.	The	CPAP	is	the	in-
strument	for	the	implementation	of	the	CPD	endorsed	by	the	Executive	Board	of	UNDP	at	its	January	2005	session	within	the	
context	of	the	basic	agreement	signed	between	the	predecessor	of	the	State	Union	Council	of	Ministers	and	UNDP	in	1988.



•	 	Rule	of	law	and	access	to	justice	focuses	on	tran-
sitional	justice,	access	to	knowledge	and	free	le-
gal	aid.

•	 	Sustainable	 development	 –	 as	 a	 broad,	 all-en-
compassing	topic	–	concentrates	on	development	
in	 the	broad	 sense	of	 the	word	at	 the	national	
and	local	level	as	stipulated	in	the	outcomes	of	
the	Rio	‘Earth	Summit’	in	1992	and	the	World	
Summit	on	Sustainable	Development	in	Johan-
nesburg	in	2002.

However,	not	all	of	the	current	clusters	are	directly	
linked	to	the	strategic	themes	outlined	above.	It	is	

not	clear	which	strategic	objectives	the	programmes	
−	present	and	future,	in	South	Serbia	(not	a	cluster	
but	a	programme	outside	of	the	cluster	framework),	
and	in	the	poverty	reduction	and	economic	growth	
and	human	security	clusters	−	are	supporting.	

The	 following	 chapter	 assesses	 performance	 of	
the	 main	 projects	 and	 programmes	 implemented	
or	 managed	 by	 the	 UNDP	 Country	 Office	 in		
Belgrade	 over	 the	 period	 2002–2005,	 and	 the		
degree	 to	 which	 they	 followed	 or	 influenced		
ongoing	 programme	 strategy	 development.	 A		
general	 assessment	 of	 the	 country	 programme		
strategies	is	provided	in	Chapter	6.	
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Over	 the	period	2001−2005,	UNDP	programme	
activity	in	Serbia	has	focused	on	the	four	main	areas	
of	crisis	prevention	(especially	in	southern	Serbia),	
poverty	 and	 economic	 development,	 governance	
and	 institutional	 development	 (including	 judicial	
reform),	 and	 human	 security.	 The	 design	 and	
effectiveness	 of	 UNDP-supported	 programmes	
in	 these	 areas	 has	 relied	 heavily	 on	 development	
partnerships	 with	 Government	 and	 especially	
funding	 donors.	 This	 has	 required	 intensive	
ongoing	 coordination	 with	 donors,	 Government,	
other	 UN	 agencies,	 civil	 society	 and	 a	 range	 of	
other	stakeholders.

This		chapter	of	the	report	presents	the	main	find-
ings	from	the	assessment	of	the	major	programmes	
and	projects	in	each	of	these	areas.	Also	included	is	
an	assessment	of	a	selection	of	smaller	projects	that	
fall	within	the	major	cluster	or	thematic	areas,	and	
reflect	the	diverse	scope	of	UNDP	activity	in	Serbia	
over	the	past	five	years.	As	noted	in	Chapter	1,	the	
findings	rely	primarily	on	independent	programme	
and	project	reviews	and	evaluations	that	have	been	
carried	out,	supplemented	by	consultations	with	all	
key	stakeholders.	Many	of	the	findings	are	based	
on	 perceptions	 of	 those	 who	 have	 been	 most	 in-
volved	 or	 impacted	 by	 the	 programmes.	 Where	
the	 documentary	 evidence	 exists,	 a	 validation	 of	
these	 perceptions	 has	 been	 made	 or	 qualified.	 It	
is	to	be	expected	that	in	many	of	the	complex	pro-
grammes,	 the	 perceptions	 of	 performance	 or	 re-
sults	 are	 a	matter	of	 viewpoint.	Nonetheless,	 the	
analysis	 attempts	 to	draw	out	 the	main	findings,	
lessons	and	conclusions	from	UNDP	programme	
implementation	experience.

Each	of	the	four	main	areas	of	UNDP	programme	
activity	is	addressed	in	separate	subsections	below.	
At	the	end	of	each	subsection,	summary	findings	
are	presented	and	general	conclusions	drawn.	

Chapter	6	of	the	report	brings	out	the	main	con-
clusions	 and	 recommendations	 pertaining	 to	 the	
overall	country	programme,	and	proposes	a	num-
ber	 of	 recommendations	 on	 future	 strategic	 pro-
gramming.	Annex	7	contains	graphic	‘programme	
maps’	 for	each	of	the	main	cluster	or	programme	
areas.

4.1  CRISIS PREVENTION:  
THE CASE OF SOUTH SERBIA

As	 part	 of	 a	 UN	 inter-agency	 mission,	 UNDP	
responded	 to	 crisis	 resulting	 from	 the	 ethnic	
conflict	in	South	Serbia	in	early	2001.	Over	the	next	
four	years,	the	crisis	abated	and	the	public	dialogue	
shifted	to	the	economic	issues	of	jobs,	poverty	and	
the	underdevelopment	of	 the	 region.	The	 case	 of	
South	 Serbia	 shows	 that	 UNDP,	 by	 responding	
quickly,	 developing	 and	 implementing	 sound	
programmes,	effectively	mobilizing	resources	and	
building	 local	 partnerships	 made	 a	 contribution	
to	 the	stability	of	 the	region	and	helped	to	build	
peace.	 Furthermore,	 as	 the	 case	 demonstrates,	
UNDP	 played	 a	 significant	 role	 in	 introducing	
change	and	innovation	to	local	institutions.	

4.1.1  TWO CHALLENGES OF SOUTHERN SERBIA: 
POVERTY AND ETHNIC CONFLICT 

The	region	of	southern	Serbia	borders	the	province	
of	 Kosovo	 and	 The	 former	 Yugoslav	 Republic	 of	
Macedonia.	Its	13	municipalities	have	been	among	
the	poorest	in	the	country1	and	the	poverty	rates	in	
the	region	continue	to	climb,	reaching	24	percent	
in	2003.2	In	this	primarily	agricultural	region,	the	
rural	 poverty	 level	 is	 twice	 the	 national	 average.	
The	 current	 population	 of	 around	 450,000	 is	
declining	 (4.7	 percent	 loss	 between	 1991−2002)	
and	aging.	The	young	and	more	educated	migrate	
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1.		The	two	poorest	districts	in	Serbia	are	in	the	south:	Jablanica,	with	only	46	percent	of	the	average	per	capita	national	income	

and	Pcinja,	with	52	percent.	
2.	Government	of	Serbia.	2005.	First Progress Report on the Implementation of PRS in Serbia,	p.	21.



out	 of	 the	 region	 to	 more	 prosperous	 parts	 of	
Serbia	and	abroad.	Southern	Serbia,	with	its	high	
unemployment	 rates,	 poor	 economic	 structure,	
dilapidated	infrastructure	and	limited	educational	
opportunities	 (the	 region	 has	 no	 university1)	 has	
problems	 attracting	 investment	 and	 remains	 a	
development	 challenge	 for	 local	 and	 national	
governments	and	the	international	community.	

The	 legacy	 of	 ethnic	 tensions	 between	 the	 Serbs	
and	the	Albanians	adds	another	dimension	to	the	
problems	 facing	 the	 region.	 The	 municipalities	
of	 Bujanovac	 and	 Preševo	 are	 predominantly	
Albanian,	 with	 about	 60	 percent	 and	 90	 percent	
Albanian	 residents,	 respectively;	 30-40	 percent	
of	 the	 residents	 of	 Medveđa	 are	 Albanian.2	
In	 the	 generally	 volatile	 period	 following	 the	
Kosovo	conflict,	nationalist	sentiments	fuelled	the	
eruption	of	localized	conflict	with	violent	clashes	in	
2000−2001	between	Serbian	forces	and	Albanian	
secessionist	 rebels3	 in	 these	 three	 municipalities	
located	 along	 the	 Kosovo	 administrative	 border.	
The	Kosovo	conflict	also	affected	southern	Serbia	
through	the	population	movements	of	IDPs	and	an		
influx	of	refugees.

Paradoxically,	the	conflict	in	southern	Serbia	was	
a	catalyst	for	development	in	the	region.	The	secu-
rity	interests	attracted	the	attention	of	the	national	
government	 and	 international	 community	 and	
mobilized	them	toward	constructive	engagement.	
Slowly	but	steadily	this	engagement	is	showing	re-
sults:	Over	 the	 last	 four	years,	progress	has	been	
made	 in	 addressing	 the	 root	 causes	 of	 conflict,	
which	include	political	exclusion	and	discrimina-
tion	 in	 access	 to	 and	 participation	 in	 public	 life	
and	 representation.	 Although	 the	 conflict	 and	
the	 needs	 of	 immediate	 post-conflict	 stabiliza-
tion	 have	 been	 a	 starting	 point	 for	 engagement,	
the	public	discourse	has	moved	from	politics	and	
ethnicity	to	jobs	and	economic	development.	This	
shift	 in	 interest	 and	 priorities	 was	 articulated	 in	
multiple	 interviews	 and	 was	 confirmed	 through	
a	 review	 of	 various	 strategic	 documents	 of	 orga-
nizations	 working	 in	 southern	 Serbia.	 Among	
the	 international	 organizations,	 Community		
Housing	 Finance	 (CHF)	 is	 implementing	 com-
munity	 development	 programmes	 for	 the	 US	
Agency	for	International	Development	(USAID),	
UNDP	 is	 continuing	 the	 municipal	 revival	 pro-

Box 9: The Coordination Body: A Stabilizing Force in Southern Serbia

The	Coordination	Body	is	a	government	institution	set	up	by	the	governments	of	the	Federal	republic	of	
Yugoslavia	and	the	republic	of	Serbia	in	december	2000,	with	a	head	office	in	Bujanovac.	The	Coordination	
Body	was	given	overall	responsibility	for	restoring	peace	and	promoting	economic	recovery	in	the	multi-
ethnic	municipalities	of	Bujanovac,	preševo	and	Medveđa	in	southern	Serbia.	It	was	also	responsible	for	
implementing	the	‘Čović	plan’,	a	strategic	political	and	development	strategy	named	after	its	broker,	deputy	
prime	Minister	dr.	Nebosja	Čović,	to	stimulate	ethnic	reconciliation	by	improving	the	security	situation,	
forming	a	multi-ethnic	police	force,	addressing	human	rights	abuses	and	assisting	in	the	return	of	Idps	from	
Kosovo.	The	Čovic	plan	also	included	an	ambitious	list	of	economic	projects	necessary	for	the	development	
of	Bujanovac,	preševo	and	Medveđa	a	municipalities.

Although	full	funding	for	the	Čovic	plan,	estimated	at	€190	million,	proved	impossible	to	obtain,	the	Gov-
ernment	of	Serbia,	through	the	Coordination	Body,	did	manage	to	raise	€100-€150	per	capita	in	the	three	
municipalities.	Cash	grants	from	the	Government,	in	addition	to	development	projects,	funded	security	
needs	such	as	demining,	and	the	collection	and	disposal	of	unexploded	ordinance.	The	Coordination	Body	
also	requested	donor	assistance	for	economic	and	other	development		
projects.	

The	Coordination	Body	has	been	a	substantial	stabilizing	force	for	the	region	of	southern	Serbia.	It	contrib-
uted	significantly	to	resolving	the	crisis	through	political	and	diplomatic	means,	involving	representatives	
of	the	Albanian	community	and	with	the	participation	and	support	of	the	international	community.	The	
Coordination	Body	was	also	able	to	respond	quickly	to	prevent	the	spread	of	violence	after	several	isolated	
security	incidents	broke	out	in	the	area.

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	The	closest	town	with	a	university	is	Niš.
2.		The	three	municipalities	have	108,000	residents:	Bujanovac,	with	49,146;	Preševo,	with	46,000;	and	Medveđa	with	13,500.	

See	Final	Performance	Report,	Rapid	Employment	Programme.	July	2003,	p.	7.
3.		The	Liberation	Army	of	Preševo,	Bujanovac	and	Medveđa	(OVPBM).	Once	the	violence	ended,	the	OVPBM	combatants	were	

given	an	opportunity	to	seek	amnesty,	exclusive	of	criminal	acts	committed.
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gramme,	 and	 the	 Serbian	 Government,	 through	
the	 Coordination	 Body	 (see	 Box	 9),	 is	 funding	
socio-economic	 development.	 The	 low	 capaci-
ties	of	 local	administration	are	also	being	target-
ed	 to	 make	 local	 institutions	 more	 responsive	 to	
citizen’s	 needs,	 more	 proactive	 and	 more	 able	 to		
implement	reforms.	

The	fact	 that	 local	development	 is	now	the	 focus	
of	activities	in	southern	Serbia	marks	a	remarkable	
change	in	the	environment,	especially	considering	
that	the	early	post-conflict	peace	and	stabilization	
measures	 required	 deployment	 of	 then	 Yugoslav	
troops	along	the	administrative	border	zone	with	
Kosovo.	 Joint	 efforts	 of	 the	 Coordination	 Body,	
international	 community	 and	 local	 communities	
are	 paying	 off.	 The	 measure	 of	 success	 may	 be	
the	 prevailing	 calm	 in	 the	 region	 after	 outbursts	
of	 violence	 in	 Kosovo	 in	 March	 2004.	 Among	
the	 political	 achievements,	 elections	 were	 held	
in	 the	 multi-ethnic	 municipalities	 of	 Bujanovac,	
Preševo	and	Medveđa	in	the	summer	of	2002.	The	
elections	led	to	the	establishment	of	multi-ethnic	
municipal	assemblies	and	municipal	councils	and	
to	the	election	of	an	Albanian	mayor	in	Bujanovac.	
The	international	community	 invested	funds	that	
contributed	 not	 only	 to	 immediate	 post-conflict	
stabilization	and	humanitarian	assistance,	but	also	
to	 the	 initiation	 of	 development	 and	 economic	
recovery	programmes.1	

4.1.2  UN ENGAGES SEVERAL AGENCIES IN 
SOUTHERN SERBIA 

The	UN	 inter-agency	mission	 to	 southern	Serbia	
was	launched	in	February	2001	to	assess	the	conflict	
situation	 and	 design	 a	 strategy	 for	 intervention.	
The	mission	recommended	a	joint	UN	intervention	
and	the	establishment	of	the	Inter-agency	Support	
Office	that	was	set	up	in	Vranje	in	May	2001.	The	
office	 comprised	 representatives	 from	 UNHCR,	
UNICEF,	the	UN	Office	for	the	Coordination	of	
Humanitarian	Affairs	(OCHA),	the	International	
Organization	 for	 Migration	 (IOM),	 the	 Food	
and	Agriculture	Organization	of	the	UN	(FAO),		
and	UNDP.	

The	 UN	 was	 well	 positioned	 for	 intervention	
because	it	was	perceived	as	being	neutral.	This	was	
particularly	important	in	the	context	of	other	actors,	
especially	the	Americans,	who	were	seen	as	taking	
sides	 in	 the	 Kosovo	 conflict.	 The	 UN	 presence	
had	 a	 positive	 psychological	 effect,	 especially	 for	
the	 Albanian	 population	 who	 felt	 reassured	 that	
“somebody	 cares	 about	 them.” It	 took	more	 time	
and	 considerably	 more	 effort	 to	 reach	 out	 to	 the	
Serb	and	Roma	populations.	

The	early	UN	assessment	mission	made	recommen-
dations,	implemented	by	the	Inter-agency	Support	
Office,	 that	 short-term	 relief	measures	 should	be	
followed	by	programmes	addressing	long-term	is-
sues	of	social	and	economic	development	and	good	
governance.	UNDP	took	the	lead	on	development	
efforts	in	southern	Serbia.	The	approach	to	devel-
opment,	with	a	focus	on	engaging	municipalities,	
has	 been	 remarkably	 successful	 and	 even	 vision-
ary.	UNDP	stimulated	 the	 reform	process	at	 the	
local	level	through	capacity-building	of	local	gov-
ernment.	UNDP	also	supported	stabilization	and	
peace-building	efforts	by	working	with	communi-
ties,	providing	jobs	and	giving	people	the	opportu-
nity	to	express	their	needs	through	participation	in	
decision-making.	

Since	 June	 2003,	 UNDP	 has	 been	 the	 sole	 UN	
agency	 operating	 in	 southern	 Serbia.	 To	 date,	
UNDP	 has	 implemented	 three	 programmes:	
the	 Rapid	 Employment	 Programme,	 the	 South	
Serbia	 Municipal	 Improvement	 and	 Recovery	
Programme,	 and	 the	 Municipal	 Improvement	
and	 Revival	 Programme.	 A	 new	 programme,	
Municipal	Improvement	and	Revival	Programme	
Phase	2	was	launched	in	December	2005.	

UNDP	programmes	engaged	local	municipalities	
and	communities	through	the	delivery	of	tangible	
benefits	 in	 the	 form	 of	 subprojects.	 Local	 co-
financing	 of	 these	 subprojects	 was	 required,	 and	
UNDP	was	successful	in	securing	co-funding	from	
municipalities	and,	for	the	Municipal	Improvement	
and	Revival	Programme,	from	local	communities.	
Because	 municipalities	 in	 southern	 Serbia	 could	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		An	estimated	$30	million	was	 invested	by	 international	donors	between	mid-2001	and	mid-2003	 in	 the	municipalities	of	

Bujanovac,	Preševo,	Medveđa,	Vranje,	Leskovac	and	Lebane.	Figure	found	in	Final	Performance	Report,	Rapid	Employment	
Programme,	p.	8.	



not	 afford	 co-financing	 from	 their	 budgets,1	 the	
Coordination	 Body	 supplied	 the	 extra	 funds	
need	 by	 municipalities	 to	 fulfil	 their	 co-funding	
obligations.	In	the	case	of	the	Rapid	Employment	
Programme,	 the	 Coordination	 Body	 provided	
€1.3	 million.	 For	 the	 Municipal	 Improvement	
and	Revival	Programme,	 the	Coordination	Body	
is	 funding	 25	 percent	 of	 the	 required	 municipal	
contribution	on	subprojects.	

4.1.3  UNDP ENTRY INTO DEVELOPMENT IN 
SOUTHERN SERBIA

UNDP	 designed	 the	 Rapid	 Employment	 Pro-
gramme	 and	 South	 Serbia	 Municipal	 Improve-
ment	and	Recovery	Programme	as	complimentary	
initiatives	supporting	the	strategic	objective	of	cri-
sis	prevention	and	recovery	as	outline	in	the	CCF	
(2002−2004).	 The	 employment	 programme	 ad-
dressed	the	issue	of	stabilization	and	was	set	up	to	
deliver	fast	results	–	temporary	employment	of	the	
jobless	and	projects	with	visible	results,	such	as	pub-
lic	works.	The	municipal	improvement	programme	
was	 a	 development-	 oriented	 intervention	 focus-
ing	 on	 municipalities	 and	 their	 interaction	 with	
citizens	and	NGOs	on	the	design	and	delivery	of	
projects.	Both	programmes	operated	in	a	difficult,	
volatile	 post-conflict	 environment	 and	 achieved		
impressive	results.

(1) Rapid Employment Programme

The	overall	objective	of	Rapid	Employment	Pro-
gramme	(REP)	was	to	contribute	to	stabilization	
and	peace	and	the	recovery	of	the	local	economy.	
The	programme’s	purpose	was	to	create	immediate	
temporary	 job	opportunities	 for	 the	unemployed.	
REP	was	primarily	a	labour-intensive	public	works	
programme	executed	in	the	municipalities	of	Bu-
janovac,	 Preševo,	 Medveđa	 and	 Vranje.2	 The	 lat-
ter,	 a	 Serb	 municipality,	 was	 included	 to	 assure	
that	 there	 was	 no	 ethnic	 discrimination	 in	 aid.	
The	 programme	 targeted	 communities3	 that	 had	
been	 isolated	and	neglected	by	 the	authorities.	 It	

was	the	first	time	that	many	of	them	had	benefited	
from	foreign	assistance.	UNDP	staff	worked	with	
local	community	structures	called	mesna zajednica	
(MZ)	to	generate	ideas	for	subprojects	from	indi-
viduals,	groups	and	local	NGOs.	

Project results.	 In	 order	 to	 gain	 visibility,	
demonstrate	 benefits	 and	 showcase	 UN	 presence	
–	 and	 to	 serve	 as	 a	 stabilizing	 factor	 –	 UNDP	
started	large,	labour-intensive	projects.	In	addition	
to	cash	payment	for	jobs,	UNDP	distributed	work	
clothes	 and	 accessories	 with	 the	 REP	 logo	 that	
became	 a	 sign	 of	 recognition	 among	 workers	 in	
various	communities.	Overall,	REP	delivered	155	
subprojects.	 Communities	 directly	 implemented	
84	 of	 them	 with	 a	 large	 component	 of	 unskilled	
labour.	 For	 projects	 implemented	 by	 contractors,	
use	of	some	local	unskilled	labour	was	mandatory.	
REP	 employed	 a	 total	 of	 6,093	 workers	 for	 an	
average	of	eight	weeks,	and	preference	was	given	
to	 the	 most	 vulnerable	 –	 ex-combatants,	 youth	
and	 ethnic	 minorities.	 Although	 most	 workers	
were	 unemployed,	 the	 targeting	 of	 vulnerable	
groups	was	not	entirely	successful.4	Still,	the	act	of	
bringing	together	different	ethnic	groups	to	work	
served	as	a	valuable	reminder	of	past	joint	contact	
and	revived	habits	of	collaboration.	

In	an	area	with	a	 long	history	of	distrust	 toward	
authorities,	and	following	a	volatile	period	of	cri-
sis,	REP	was	able	to	revive	communication	among	
citizens,	MZs	and	local	governments	about	needs,	
expectations	 and	 priorities.	 Most	 communities	
in	 the	 programme	 area	 and	 every	 community	 in	
the	‘ground	safety	zone’5	received	assistance.	This	
was	 seen	 as	 a	 significant	 achievement	 since	 the	
programme	 operated	 in	 a	 tense	 ethnic	 environ-
ment	and,	especially	in	the	Serb	community,	in	a	
climate	 of	 suspicion	 of	 any	 foreign	 intervention.	
UNDP	 staff	 worked	 tirelessly	 though	 multiple	
field	 visits	 and	 in	 close	 collaboration	 with	 com-
munities.	UNDP	was	directly	 involved	in	 imple-
menting	 the	 subprojects	 (the	project	was	directly	
executed	 by	 UNDP)	 including	 delivery	 of	 cash	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		Only	Leskovac	municipality,	the	wealthiest	in	the	region,	is	able	to	make	additional	contributions	for	development	initiatives	

from	the	municipal	budget.	These	funds	are	deposited	and	managed	by	the	Municipal	Development	Fund.
2.	The	programme	received	€4	million	in	funding	from	EAR	and	was	extended	from	January	2002	to	June	2003.
3.	Local	community	is	defined	as	an	MZ	area.	
4.		Social	data	of	workers	employed	in	REP	labour-intensive	projects.	Halifax	Consulting	–	UNDP	South	Serbia	SSMIRP/REP	

Evaluation	Report.	May-June	2003.	Annex.	
5.	Area	along	the	administrative	border	with	Kosovo	where	the	troops	were	deployed.	
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payments	at	worksites.	This	helped	to	ensure	fair-
ness	in	the	selection	of	workers	and	build	networks	
of	 communication	 between	 communities	 and		
municipal	representatives.	

(2) South Serbia Municipal Improvement and 
Recovery Programme 

The	overall	objective	of	the	South	Serbia	Municipal	
Improvement	and	Recovery	Programme (SSMIRP)	
was	 to	 reinforce	 “peace, prevention of conflict and 
increased livelihoods in multi-ethnic and minority 
regions in Serbia consolidated through the promotion 
of non-discriminatory governance tied to economic and 
social recovery initiatives.” 1 The	project,	extended	after	
the	first	18	months,	was	divided	into	components	
of	municipal	development,	social	rehabilitation	and	
economic	 recovery.2	 The	 intermediate	 objectives	
were	to	build	and	strengthen	institutional	capacity	
of	municipal	structures;	increase	participation	and	
promote	 activities	 that	 improve	 social	 cohesion;	
support	 development	 of	 civil	 society	 and	provide	
opportunities	 for	 NGOs;	 and	 increase	 economic	
opportunities,	especially	through	entrepreneurship	
and	small	business	development.

Programme	 activities	 covered	 six	 municipalities,	
four	 of	 which	 were	 also	 involved	 in	 the	 Rapid	
Employment	 Programme	 (Bujanovac,	 Preševo,	
Medveđa,	 Vranje),	 plus	 Lebane	 and	 Leskovac.	
From	 the	 outset,	 SSMIRP	 was	 a	 development	
programme	oriented	towards	process	intervention.	
The	challenges	to	working	with	local	governments	
and	administrations	were	numerous:	they	included	
an	institutional	culture	of	secrecy	and	a	legacy	of	
central	planning	that	was	not	conducive	to	decision-
making.	 An	 entrenched	 hierarchical	 system	

inhibited	 the	 advancement	 of	 bright	 individuals,	
and	 patronage	 networks	 exerted	 control	 over	
the	 distribution	 of	 goods.	 Furthermore,	 the	 skill	
sets	of	staff	administration	were	 limited,	and	the	
perception	prevailed	that	the	relationship	between	
citizens	and	municipalities	was	adversarial.	Despite	
these	constraints,	SSMIRP	achieved	good	results	
when	measured	against	its	objectives.

Project results.	SSMIRP	introduced	municipali-
ties	to	new	ways	of	thinking	through	open,	trans-
parent	 and	 accountable	management	of	demand-
driven	subprojects.	For	citizens,	communities	and	
local	 NGOs,	 the	 programme	 provided	 an	 op-
portunity	to	participate	in	development	decision-
making,	 including	 the	 setting	 of	 priorities.	 The	
programme	built	structures	and	institutions	for	the	
delivery	 of	 development	 aid	 and	 mechanisms	 for	
the	formulation	and	delivery	of	subprojects.	It	also	
built	 municipal	 staff	 capacities	 through	 training	
and	 direct	 engagement.	 Municipal	 Development	
Committees	 were	 established	 to	 liaise	 between	
the	community	and	 the	municipality.	To	operate	
efficiently	 and	 effectively,	 these	 committees	 re-
quired	 strengthening	 and	greater	 involvement	by	
municipalities.	Eventually	this	led	to	the	appoint-
ment	 of	 committee	 members	 by	 municipal	 as-
semblies	and	greater	ownership	of	the	process	(see	
Box	10	for	a	description	of	a	related	law	on	local		
self-government).

SSMIRP	 also	 created	 technical	 units	 to	 bring	
project	 implementation	 capacity	 into	 municipali-
ties.	Procurement	and	other	aspects	of	implemen-
tation	had	to	follow	UNDP’s	rules,	which	required	
monitoring	and	quality	control.	Finally,	to	assure	

Box 10: The Law on Local Self-government

This	2002	Law	on	Local	Self-government	gave	Serbian	municipalities	greater	responsibility	in	the	areas	
of	fiscal	and	administrative	decision-making.	As	a	result,	municipalities	have	more	control	over	their	own	
finances.	Still,	the	primary	source	of	revenue	is	through	central	government	transfers.	Municipalities	can	raise	
revenues	by	collecting	fees	on	services,	but	rates	are	centrally	determined.	Social	services,	too,	such	as	health	
and	education,	remain	a	function	of	central	government,	with	municipalities	responsible	for	maintaining	
local	facilities.	The	law	did	not	address	the	ownership	of	municipal	assets,	which	remain	the	property	of	the	
central	government	with	usage	rights	for	municipalities.	This	limits	the	potential	of	revenue	generation	and	
leaves	the	question	of	maintenance	unresolved.	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	SSMIRP	project	document.
2.		The	programme	received	a	total	of	$2	million	in	funding	from	the	World	Bank	($1.0	million),	SIDA	($500,000),	the	Govern-

ment	of	Luxembourg	($300,000),	the	Government	of	the	Netherlands	($200,000)	and	UNDP	($200,000)	for	the	preparatory	
phase.	The	programme	extended	over	the	period	December	2001−July	2005.



municipal	co-financing	(with	funds	made	available	
to	municipalities	by	the	Coordination	Body)	and	to	
deposit	SSMIRP	resources	for	financing	subproj-
ects,	Municipal	Development	Funds	(MDFs)	were	
set	up.1	With	the	exception	of	Leskovac,	where	the	
MDF	is	a	public	legal	entity,	other	MDFs	operate	
as	sub-accounts.	

SSMIRP	 introduced	 participatory	 processes	
for	 subproject	 proposals	 to	 facilitate	 dialogue	
between	 communities,	 including	 local	 NGOs	
and	 municipalities.	 This	 process	 was	 not	 entirely	
smooth:	Some	municipalities	and	their	employees	
resisted	change,	were	not	responsive	to	the	inclusive	
approach	 and	 did	 not	 like	 all	 of	 the	 projects	
proposed.	In	addition,	there	was	some	struggling	
to	find	good	ideas	for	subprojects,	especially	outside	
of	infrastructure	rehabilitation.	

NGOs	were	actively	engaged	 in	 the	programme.	
The	activities	promoting	social	cohesion	and	inter-
ethnic	 communication	 included	 very	 popular	
multi-ethnic	English	classes,	winter	and	summer	
camps	 for	 children	 and	 sponsorship	 of	 cultural	
events.	NGOs	were	often	used	to	implement	these	
projects,	 which	 demonstrated	 to	 municipalities	
that	 non-governmental	 organizations	 could	 be	
effective	service	delivery	providers.

	SSMIRP	also	created	a	forum	for	the	development	
of	 the	 region.	 To	 facilitate	 common	 thinking	
about	 the	 needs	 of	 southern	 Serbia,	 UNDP	
created	 a	 Regional	 Steering	 Committee	 of	
mayors,	 government	 representatives	 and	 donors.	
The	 committee	 was	 a	 major	 achievement	 of	 the	
SSMIRP	since	 it	provided	a	 forum	for	Albanian	
and	 Serb	 mayors	 to	 meet,	 exchange	 information	
and	start	a	dialogue	on	common	issues	pertaining	
to	development.	Moreover,	the	process	built	trust	
and	an	understanding	of	common	concerns.	

Economic	 recovery	 was	 partially	 achieved.	 Not	
surprisingly,	given	the	SSMIRP	emphasis	on	ca-
pacity-	building	of	municipalities	and	concentra-
tion	of	resources	on	the	development	of	participa-
tory	processes,	the	economic	recovery	objective	of	

SSMIRP	was	least	successful.	It	delivered	few	sub-
projects,	mostly	similar	to	REP	(for	example,	the	
clean-up	of	rivers	and	public	parks,	construction	of	
children’s	 playgrounds,	 rehabilitation	 of	 schools).	
Promotion	of	entrepreneurship	and	small-business	
initiatives	was	perhaps	too	ambitious	an	endeavour	
in	 the	post-conflict	period	when	economic	 stabi-
lization	was	a	more	immediate	need,	especially	in	
the	absence	of	a	framework	for	microfinance	and	
given	the	technical	 limitations	of	UNDP	staff	to	
facilitate	appropriate	initiatives.	

Lessons. Resource	mobilization	for	REP	and	SS-
MIRP	has	not	been	difficult,	as	is	often	the	case	
in	immediate	post-conflict	interventions.2	Donors	
and	the	 international	community	were	willing	to	
support	 initiatives	 that	would	 stabilize	 the	 situa-
tion	and	generate	quick	impact.	UNDP	used	the	
available	funding	well	and	made	a	significant	con-
tribution	to	the	peace-building	process	in	southern	
Serbia	by	choosing	not	only	to	engage	quickly,	but	
with	 a	 clear	 development	 objective.	 The	 funding	
enabled	 UNDP	 to	 recruit	 high	 quality	 staff	 and	
scale-up	the	programmes.	

The	 initial	 REP	 subprojects	 especially	 were	 de-
signed	 to	be	highly	 visible	 and	produce	 immedi-
ate,	tangible	results.	The	programme	gained	popu-
larity	 and	 generated	 considerable	 interest	 among	
the	 citizens,	MZs	and	municipalities.	Direct	 ex-
ecution	by	UNDP	did	not	require	setting	up	new	
mechanisms	 or	 institutions	 for	 procurement	 and	
disbursement.	 SSMIRP,	 in	 contrast,	 had	 a	 slow	
start,	required	explanation	of	procedures	and	‘buy-
in’	from	beneficiaries	–	municipalities,	civil	society	
and	 NGOs.	 The	 benefits	 of	 SSMIRP	 −	 creating	
local	 capacity	 for	 management	 of	 development	 −	
were	neither	immediately	obvious	nor	visible	and,	
at	first,	might	have	appeared	as	a	burden,	especial-
ly	 in	 comparison	 to	 the	easily	obtainable	outputs		
of	REP.3	

Without	a	doubt,	UNDP	made	the	right	decision	
to	engage	in	development	alongside	rapid	recovery.	
But	there	are	lessons	to	be	drawn	from	this	experi-
ence:

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	UNDP	initially	deposited	$100,000	in	each	of	six	Municipal	Development	Funds.
2.	Interviews	with	UNDP	staff	and	donors	confirmed	that	funding	for	REP	and	SSMIRP	was	not	a	problem.
3.		The	mission	heard	in	several	interviews	that	the	start-up	phase	of	the	SSMIRP	was	difficult,	and	would	have	been	easier	if	more	

time	had	been	allocated	for	staff	training	and	for	better	preparing	municipalities	to	receive	the	programme.	The	interviewees	
noted	that	the	logic	of	SSMIRP	became	clear	only	after	municipalities	established	ownership	and	gained	experience	in	the	
process	of	implementation.	
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•	 	Rapid	 economic	 recovery	 programmes	 have	
high	 visibility	 and	 are	 popular	 among	 benefi-
ciaries,	but	 inflate	expectations	of	what	can	be	
delivered.	

•	 	Labour-intensive	public	works	programmes	are	
quick	fixes	and	the	sustainability	of	their	results,	
while	desired,	should	not	be	expected.

•	 	Positive	effects	achieved	by	rapid	recovery	pro-
grammes	build	trust	in	communities	and	contrib-
ute	to	an	enabling	environment	for	more	complex		
development	initiatives.	

•	 	While	 sequencing	of	 rapid	 recovery	and	deve-
lopment	 activities	 is	 advised,	 the	 initiatives	
should	be	managed	as	components	of	one	pro-
gramme	 to	 maximize	 benefits	 and	 learning	
among	 the	 beneficiaries	 and	 programme	 staff	
and	to	minimize	administrative	costs.	

•	 	In	multi-ethnic	settings,	 it	 is	 important	to	de-
liver	benefits	to	all	ethnic	and	minority	groups	
to	 avoid	 the	 perception	 of	 unfairness	 and	 dis-
crimination.	

4.1.4  BUILDING LOCAL CAPACITY  
FOR DEVELOPMENT

As	 the	 security	 environment	 improved	 and	 the	
danger	 of	 a	 return	 to	 conflict	 diminished,	 the	
priorities	 in	 southern	 Serbia	 begun	 to	 shift	 to-
wards	economic	needs.	UNDP	continued	its	sup-
port	 to	 the	development	of	 southern	Serbia	with	
the	 Municipal	 Improvement	 and	 Revival	 Pro-
gramme	 (MIR)	 and	 built	 on	 the	 experience	 of	
SSMIRP.1	 The	 emphasis	 in	 MIR	 was	 placed	 on	
working	 with	 local	 government	 to	 strengthen	
systems	 for	 local	 management	 and	 delivery	 of		
development	assistance.

The	 environment	 for	 development	 remained	 dif-
ficult.	 After	 national	 elections	 in	 2003,	 the	 new	
Government	 in	 Belgrade	 showed	 signs	 of	 dis-
engagement	 and,	 after	 a	 very	 dynamic	 start,	 the	
Coordination	 Body	 weakened	 and	 underwent	 a	

change	 in	 leadership.2	 The	 Government	 had	 not	
set	policy	for	the	region,	and	southern	Serbia	once	
again	experienced	marginalization	by	the	Repub-
lic’s	Government	in	Belgrade.	

(1) Municipal Improvement and  
Revival Programme 

The	overall	objective	of	MIR	was	“to contribute to 
the implementation of national strategies for poverty 
reduction (PRSP) by strengthening the environment 
for political stability and community capacity-building 
in southern Serbia within the decentralization policy 
of the Republican Government.”	 MIR	 organized	
its	activities	along	three	objectives:	strengthening	
municipal	capacities	for	service	delivery;	strength-
ening	 community	 and	 civil	 society	 structures	
through	participation	 in	municipal	 planning	 and	
identification	 of	 key	 development	 priorities;	 and	
implementing	 labour-intensive	 subprojects	 select-
ed	from	priority	lists	to	continue	economic	support	
for	southern	Serbia.3	

Capacity-building	 in	 municipalities	 was	 a	 focal	
point	 of	 MIR.	 UNDP	 extended	 programming	
in	 southern	 Serbia	 to	 11	 (out	 of	 13)	 municipali-
ties.	MIR	built	upon	and	re-organized	structures	
set	up	by	SSMIRP	to	increase	involvement	of	the	
municipalities.	 And	 frequent	 contact	 and	 infor-
mation	exchange	between	 the	municipalities	and	
UNDP	had	a	positive	impact	on	overall	manage-
ment	and	supervision	of	subprojects.	UNDP	set	up	
Programme	Implementation	Units	 in	all	munici-
palities	covered	by	the	programme.	While	benefi-
cial	to	the	municipalities,	this	decentralization	of	
UNDP	in	southern	Serbia	made	it	more	difficult	
for	staff	to	cooperate	with	each	other	and	to	clearly	
follow	management	lines.	

Project results.	The	functioning	of	the	Municipal	
Development	 Funds,	 with	 municipalities	 nomi-
nating	 a	 focal	person	 to	 co-sign	payments,4	 con-
tinued.	 Municipal	 staff	 capacity	 was	 enhanced	
through	direct	participation,	but	opportunities	for	
professional	improvement	were	also	made	available	
to	a	wider	range	of	administrative	and	elected	of-

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	Some	activities	of	SSMIRP	were	run	concurrently	with	MIR.	
2.		The	political	influence	of	Dr.	Čović,	who	was	a	former	president	of	the	Coordination	Body,	subsided	after	the	elections.	He	was	

eventually	replaced	by	the	state	union	minister	for	human	and	minority	rights,	Mr.	Rasim	Ljaić,	as	president	of	the	Coordina-
tion	Body	in	August	2005.	The	deputy	president,	Mr.	Mica	Marcović,	resigned	in	July	2005	after	four	years	in	the	post.

3.	The	project	extended	over	the	period	July	2003	to	September	2005	and	received	a	total	of	€6.5	million	from	the	EAR.
4.		All	Municipal	Development	Funds	were	audited	by	Deloitte	&	Touche	(April−May	2005).	Compliance	with	UNDP	rules	was	

confirmed	and	no	irregularities	were	found.



ficials.	For	example,	several	rounds	of	training	on	
public	procurement,	the	new	Law	on	Planning	and	
Construction	and	use	of	computers	and	software	
packages	as	well	 as	 training	on	communications,	
public	 relations	 and	 facilitation	 were	 delivered.1	
The	training	benefited	municipal	staff	more	than	
elected	 representatives	 who	 were	 less	 willing	 to	
commit	time.2	Some	specific	training,	for	example,	
on	the	bill	of	quantities	software,	was	provided	to	
public	utilities	companies.	

The	 Municipal	 Development	 Committees	 facili-
tated	 joint	 decision-making	 between	 municipali-
ties	and	civil	society.	MIR	placed	a	clear	emphasis	
on	various	forms	of	engagement	of	municipalities	
and,	 in	 the	 subproject	 approval	 process,	 engaged	
them	 through	 membership	 on	 the	 committees.	
The	 Municipal	 Development	 Committees,	 first	
developed	under	SSMIRP,	were	transformed	into	
nine-member	 bodies,	 approved	 by	 municipal	 as-
semblies,	 consisting	 of	 five	 municipal	 and	 four	
civil	society	representatives.	The	committees	were	
responsible	 for	 scoring	 and	 approving	 subproject	
proposals.	 Recruitment	 of	 civil	 society	 members	
among	 citizens	 with	 some	 standing	 and	 promi-
nence	 in	 their	 communities	 proved	 beneficial	 to	
the	 objectivity	 and	 transparency	 of	 the	 project	
approval	 process.	 It	 was	 recognized	 that	 politics	
played	a	role	and	there	was	pressure	on	the	com-
mittees	to	advance	subprojects	favoured	by	mayors	
and	municipal	officials.	It	was	reported,	however,	
that	as	the	committees	gained	recognition	for	fol-
lowing	procedures	and	open	decision-making	pro-
cesses,	the	attempted	‘interventions’	subsided.	

MIR	contributed	to	 improvements	 in	the	quality	
of	 service	delivery	by	municipalities.	Conducting	
business,	 obtaining	 documents	 or	 even	 receiv-
ing	 information	 from	 municipalities	 is	 generally	
a	frustrating	experience	for	citizens	in	Serbia.	In-
convenience,	wasted	time	and	the	perception	that	
‘connections’	 are	 necessary	 for	 successfully	 con-
cluding	transactions	with	municipalities	harm	re-
lations	between	citizens	and	local	administration.	

Issues	of	improving	access	to	services,	streamlining	
procedures	 and	 making	 them	 more	 user-friendly	
have	 been	 addressed	 throughout	 Serbia	 with	 the	
organization	of	Citizen	Assistance	Centres.	These	
‘one-stop-shops’	 enable	 citizens	 to	 apply	 for	 per-
mits,	receive	documents	(such	as	birth	certificates	
and	 building	 licenses),	 and	 get	 information	 and	
advice	on	administrative	processes	in	a	profession-
al	 setting	 from	 staff	 trained	 in	 customer	 service.	
The	 demystification	 of	 requirements,	 accessibil-
ity	of	administrative	 staff	and	open	 layout	of	 the	
centres	are	also	contributing	to	the	transparency	of	
transactions	and	cut	the	culture	of	petty	‘favours’	
and	gifts	that	were	frequently	exchanged	in	return	
for	services.	

After	 initial	 hesitancy	 to	 open	 one-stop-shops,	
municipalities	 now	ask	donors	 to	 fund	 them.	To	
date,	 six	 one-stop-shops	 in	 MIR	 municipalities	
of	Vranje,	Lebane,	Leskovac,	Bujanovac,	Vladicin	
Han	and	Bosilegrad	have	opened.3	Four	of	 these	
were	co-funded	by	the	UNDP	programme,	CHF	
and	 Development	 Alternatives,	 Inc.	 (DAI).4	 For	
all	municipalities	except	Bosilegrad,	local	govern-
ment	co-financing	was	also	provided.	

MIR	 delivered	 tangible	 benefits.	 About	 half	 of	
the	MIR	budget	(€3.3	million)	was	spent	on	im-
plementation	 of	 subprojects,	 the	 value	 of	 which	
amounted	to	over	€6.3	million,5	with	contributions	
made	 by	 municipalities	 and	 others.	 There	 was,	
however,	a	great	deal	of	frustration	with	the	deliv-
ery	of	some	subprojects	due	to	the	delays	associat-
ed	with	funding	for	the	Coordination	Body	by	the		
Republic	of	Serbia.	

Local	communities	were	engaged	 in	MIR	in	 the	
project	proposal	stage.	Communities	worked	with	
MZs	and	MIR	facilitators	on	selecting	and	prepar-
ing	proposals	and	provided	the	10	percent	required	
financial	contributions.	In-kind	contributions	were	
accepted	and	often	exceeded	the	requirements.	In	
some	cases,	large	financial	contributions	(for	exam-
ple,	€100,000	each	for	two	sewage	projects)	were	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	For	a	complete	list	of	training	sessions,	see	MIR,	Final	Report	(draft),	Annex	VIII.
2.	There	are	other	organizations,	including	the	OSCE	and	DAI,	that	provide	training	catered	to	the	needs	of	elected	officials.	
3.	MIR	funding	for	one-stop-shops	was	€233,800,	representing	about	a	third	of	their	total	costs.
4.	DAI	also	funded	a	one-stop-shop	in	Preševo,	and	DAI	and	CHF	funded	one	in	Medveđa.
5.	The	total	value	of	projects	was	€6.4	million.	See	MIR.	Final	Report	(draft),	Annex	V.
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collected	 by	 communities,	 which	 demonstrated	
their	ability	to	mobilize	substantial	resources,	even	
in	a	very	poor	region,	if	there	is	local	commitment	
to	a	project.	

Infrastructure	projects	were	most	often	proposed	
and	selected	(111	out	of	145	MIR	subprojects	were	
infrastructure).1	This	reflected	dire	local	needs	for	
construction	 of	 water,	 sewage	 and	 electrical	 sys-
tems,	 rehabilitation	 of	 schools,	 and	 sports	 and	
cultural	 facilities	 as	 well	 as	 the	 EAR’s	 decision	
to	devote	80	percent	of	subproject	funding	to	in-
frastructure.	 Because	 most	 of	 the	 infrastructure	
projects	 required	 skilled	 labour,	 and	 because	 of	
the	high	costs	of	short-term	employment	(because	
of	taxes	and	social	security	payments),	only	eight	
labour-intensive	 subprojects	 were	 implemented.	
Through	 these	projects	 and	 some	 support	 for	 lo-
cal	businesses,	MIR	created	1,515	short-term	jobs.	
Although	 local	 communities	 benefited	 from	 the	
projects,	 the	MIR	model	of	 catering	 to	 localized	
needs	was	 less	 than	 ideal	 since	 it	did	not	 lead	 to	
systematic	or	planned	development.

4.1.5  OTHER INTERNATIONAL INTERVENTIONS 
IN SOUTHERN SERBIA 

In	the	early	post-conflict	period,	the	international	
community	brought	 stabilization	and	humanitar-
ian	aid	 swiftly	 and	effectively.	The	United	States	
(USAID/Office	 of	 Transition	 Initiatives),	 Euro-
pean	 Union	 (EAR),	 the	 Organization	 for	 Secu-
rity	and	Cooperation	in	Europe	(OSCE),	and	the	
World	Bank	were	all	financing	programmes	along	
with	bilateral	donors	–	 the	governments	of	Lux-
embourg,	 Norway,	 Switzerland	 and	 Sweden.	 In	
retrospect,	 the	 cumulative	 interest	 in	 stabilizing	
southern	 Serbia	 may	 have	 amounted	 to	 an	 over-
reaction,	perhaps	understandable	in	the	context	of	
recent	Balkan	and	Kosovo	crises.	

Considerably	 fewer	 donors	 showed	 interest	 in	
long-term	development	of	the	region	or	were	will-
ing	to	fund	socio-economic	and	political	activities.	
OSCE	took	the	lead	on	political	dialogue,	train-
ing	of	a	multi-ethnic	police	force	and	integrating	
Albanians	into	the	judiciary.	USAID	funded	the	
Serbia	 Local	 Governance	 Reform	 Programme,	
now	concluded,	with	activities	in	southern	Serbia	

implemented	by	DAI.	The	European	Community	
funded	 the	 Regional	 Socio-economic	 Develop-
ment	 Programme	 and	 the	 Municipal	 Infrastruc-
ture	Agency.	

The	largest	programme	(with	five-year	funding	of	
about	 $10	 million	 a	 year)	 currently	 operating	 in	
southern	Serbia	is	USAID’s	Community	Revital-
ization	through	Democratic	Action.	This	commu-
nity	 development	 programme	 is	 implemented	 by	
Community	 Housing	 Finance	 (CHF).	 In	 terms	
of	 funding,	 UNDP	 implements	 the	 second	 larg-
est	international	programme	in	the	region.	UNDP	
and	CHF	work	 is	complementary.	The	CHF	ap-
proach	focuses	on	communities	and	changing	the	
way	 they	 work	 together	 and	 with	 local	 authori-
ties.	 UNDP	 works	 with	 local	 government	 and	
opens	the	door	for	better	interaction	and	respon-
siveness	 of	 local	 administration	 to	 community		
needs	and	priorities.	

4.1.6 SUMMARY ASSESSMENT

Clarity in vision and message.	The	two-pronged	
approach	in	southern	Serbia	–	combining	improve-
ments	 in	 livelihoods	 through	 the	delivery	of	 im-
mediate	impacts	and	tangible	benefits	(subprojects)	
with	activities	creating	an	enabling	environment	for	
reform	of	the	local	administration	–	has	been	very	
effective.	UNDP-implemented	programmes	went	
beyond	 responding	 to	 local	 needs	 and	 drove	 the	
change.	The	programmes	introduced	innovation	to	
the	 frameworks	 of	 existing	 local	 institutions	 and	
built	new	ones	 for	better	delivery	of	 services	and	
management	 of	 development	 aid	 (through	 Mu-
nicipal	Development	Committees	and	Municipal	
Development	Funds).	The	programmes	had	focus,	
a	 clear	 direction	 and	 a	message	 that,	 in	 order	 to	
prevent	 conflict,	 the	underlying	governance	defi-
ciencies	must	be	addressed.	

UNDP	 also	 sent	 a	 clear	 message	 that	 human	
development	 is	 a	 common	 good	 and	 common	
goal.	 Programmes	 in	 southern	 Serbia	 focused	
on	 inclusion	 and	 benefited	 all	 ethnic	 groups	 and	
minorities.	 UNDP	 worked	 with	 local	 officials	
and	 their	 administrations	 regardless	 of	 political	
affiliation,	respecting	citizens’	will	in	their	electoral	
choices.	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	For	a	full	list	of	subprojects	and	financial	reports,	see	MIR,	Final	Report	(draft),	Annex	IX.



Flexible programme design.	 Programmes	 have	
been	 dynamic	 and	 tailored	 to	 the	 local	 political	
and	 economic	 environment.	 They	 showed	 a	
logical	 progression	 from	 rapid	 results	 and	 high-
impact	activities	 (REP)	 towards	process-oriented	
interventions	(SSMIRP	and	MIR).	

(a) Learning from experience.	 Each	 consecutive	
programme	showed	that	experience	on	the	ground	
was	 utilized.	 The	 local	 UNDP	 team	 learned	
what	 worked	 and	 what	 did	 not	 work	 and	 made	
adjustments	 accordingly	 (for	 example,	 there	 was	
a	 shift	 from	 working	 with	 NGOs	 to	 a	 focus	 on	
local	 administrations	 between	 the	 SSMIRP	 and	
MIR	programmes;	investment	in	labour-intensive	
projects	 decreased	 to	 develop	 projects	 with	 more	
sustainable	 results).	Also,	 recommendations	 from	
programme	 evaluations	 were	 taken	 seriously	 and	
incorporated	into	new	programme	design;	this	was	
apparent	in	the	design	of	phase	two	of	MIR.	

	(b) Focus on process.	The	programmes	emphasized	
the	 process	 of	 development	 and	 the	 necessity	 of	
bringing	together	local	government	and	civil	society.	
Working	 on	 the	 principle	 that	 good	 governance	
requires	 participation	 and	 open	 and	 transparent	
decision-making,	UNDP	fostered	dialogue	between	
local	government	and	communities.	Through	this	
process,	 authorities	 became	 more	 aware	 of	 local	
needs	and	more	responsive	to	them,	not	only	in	the	
time	 of	 upcoming	 elections.	 Citizens,	 in	 return,	
were	increasing	their	confidence	in	working	with	
local	authorities.	

(c) Ownership.	Local	ownership	was	delineated	by	
increasing	involvement	of	municipalities,	especially	
in	the	framework	of	the	MIR	programme,	in	day-to-
day	management	decisions	on	subproject	selection,	
financing,	procurement	and	technical	supervision.	
The	 UNDP-supported	 programme	 team	 worked	
with	 and	 through	 municipal	 structures,	 and	
strengthened	and	modified	them	when	necessary.1	
New	 institutions	 for	 municipalities	 (Municipal	
Development	Funds,	Citizen	Assistance	Centres)	

were	developed	to	respond	to	citizens’	needs	more	
efficiently	and	effectively.	

(d) Rules and procedures.	 The	 transparency	 of	
UNDP’s	 rules	 and	procedures	 and	an	open-door	
policy	were	steps	taken	to	break	down	the	culture	
of	 nepotism	 and	 favouritism.	 Project	 documents	
and	 practices	 were	 adapted	 for	 doing	 business	
with	 municipalities	 (Leskovac	 public	 utility	
company,	 for	example,	now	uses	UNDP-inspired	
procurement	practices).	

(e) Partnerships.	UNDP	engaged	local	government	
structures,	MZs,	elected	officials	and	bureaucracies	
in	 municipalities	 in	 sharing	 responsibility	 for	
the	 process	 of	 decision-making	 as	 well	 as	 the	
management	and	implementation	of	development	
assistance.	 Through	 development	 of	 a	 Regional	
Steering	Committee,	UNDP	fostered	cooperation	
among	 local	 mayors,	 government	 representatives	
and	 the	Coordination	Body.	UNDP	also	 formed	
partnerships	with	other	international	organizations	
for	joint	implementation	and	co-financing	of	some	
subprojects.	

Effective local team.	 The	 UNDP	 South	 Serbia	
programme	 team	contributed	 significantly	 to	 the	
effectiveness	of	programmes	and	the	accomplish-
ment	 of	 results.2	 The	 team	 is	 professional,	 mo-
tivated	 and	 engaged	 in	 day-to-day	 programme	
implementation.	Over	40	team	members	are	local	
residents	who,	in	addition	to	direct	knowledge	of	
local	conditions,	have	a	stake	in	the	programme’s	
success.	 Indeed,	 they	 are	 and	 will	 be	 beneficia-
ries	of	long-term	development	of	southern	Serbia.	
Many	team	members	worked	for	UNDP	for	sev-
eral	years	and	on	several	programmes,	and	conse-
quently	have	developed	knowledge	and	experience	
to	 contribute	 to	 better	 programme	 design.	 The	
mission	observed	cordial	and	professional	relations	
between	UNDP	and	municipal	staff.	The	UNDP	
leadership	 is	 strong	 and	 encourages	participatory	
programme	decisions,	exchange	of	knowledge	and	
information-sharing.	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		Building	structures	for	the	delivery	of	development	aid	outside	of	local	institutions	may	allow	for	better	efficiency	and	gives	

the	implementing	organization/donor	more	control	over	the	process.	However,	the	drawback	of	‘parallel	structures’	is	lack	of	
sustainability	and	local	ownership.	The	criticism	of	building	parallel	structures	has	been	expressed	in	regard	to	the	USAID/	
Community	Revitalization	through	Democratic	Action	programme.	See:	USAID.	2004.	CRDA	Evaluation.

2.		This	assessment	was	formed	through	interviews	with	UNDP	staff,	municipal	representative	and	donors,	who	made	positive	
comments	about	the	South	Serbia	programme	team.	Similar	assessments	were	made	by	other	missions	(see	SSMIRP/MIR	and	
MIR	Mid-Term	Reviews).
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On	the	other	hand,	in	MIR,	the	geographic	spread	
of	Project	Implementation	Units,	the	every-day	is-
sues	 of	 implementation	 as	well	 as	 a	 cumbersome	
organizational	structure	diverted	the	team’s	atten-
tion	away	from	the	overall	aim	of	the	programme.	
This	issue	was	addressed,	and	corrected,	through	a	
new	organizational	structure	and	new	job	descrip-
tions1	that	 linked	performance	to	results.	UNDP	
applied	an	innovative	approach	to	management	in	
southern	Serbia:	all	staff	had	to	re-apply	and	com-
pete	for	the	new	positions	that	were	created	for	the	
implementation	 of	 the	 MIR	 2	 programme.	 This	
decision	 was	 controversial	 and	 brought	 anxiety	
to	 the	 staff.	 But	 it	 also	 enabled	 UNDP	 to	 prac-
tise	modern	management	and	utilize	the	strategic	
planning	practices	it	wants	to	introduce	to	munici-
palities	in	southern	Serbia.	

Transfer of knowledge.	 UNDP	 facilitated	
transfer	of	knowledge	on	development,	passing	it	
on	to	municipalities.	This	has	been	accomplished	
through	 training	 linked	 to	 the	 application	 of	
knowledge,	 skills	 improvement	 and	 participation	
in	 a	 process	 that	 is	 changing	 perceptions	 as	 to	
how	 things	 should	 work.	 The	 language	 of	 rules	
and	 procedures	 is	 starting	 to	 be	 used	 by	 mayors	
in	 discussions	 on	 development.	 The	 newly	
acquired	 knowledge,	 and	 the	 experience	 gained	
through	 participation	 in	 UNDP-implemented	
projects	 enables	 municipalities	 and	 mayors	 to	 be	
better	 positioned	 to	 seek	 development	 aid	 from		
other	donors.	

Excellent donor coordination.	 International	
organizations	 working	 in	 southern	 Serbia	
–	 UNDP,	 CHF,	 OSCE	 and,	 until	 its	 recent	
departure,	 DAI	 –	 have	 developed	 strong	 and	
effective	 working	 relationships.	 For	 example,	
care	 is	 taken	 to	 avoid	 duplication	 of	 efforts,	 and	
some	 subprojects	 are	 co-financed	 (for	 example,	
one-stop-shops	 as	 well	 as	 larger	 infrastructure	
projects).	 Information	 and	 ideas	 are	 exchanged	
informally	and	in	regular	meetings	among	the	local	

team	 leaders	 of	 international	 organizations.2	 All	
international	organizations	are	also	working	with	
the	Coordinating	Body	and	the	Regional	Steering	
Committee.	UNDP	work	in	southern	Serbia	was	
recognized	by	the	funding	donors	for	high-quality	
results	 and	 effectiveness	 of	 approach.	 UNDP	 is	
perceived	as	a	valuable	and	trusted	partner	for	the	
implementation	of	donors’	resources.	

High visibility.	 UNDP	 is	 very	 well	 known	 in	
southern	Serbia.	In	the	five	years	it	has	had	a	presence	
there,	UNDP	formed	effective	partnerships	at	the	
local	 level,	 implemented	 several	 million	 dollars’	
worth	 of	 development	 aid	 and	 has	 a	 wide	 geo-
graphic	 reach	 with	 Programme	 Implementation	
Units	 in	 11	 municipalities.	 Thousands	 of	 people	
benefited	 from	 job	 opportunities	 created	 by	
donor-funded	and	UNDP-	implemented	projects,	
many	 more	 are	 beneficiaries	 of	 infrastructure	
improvements	and	have	better	access	to	municipal	
services.	 Anecdotal	 evidence3	 indicates	 that	
programmes	 like	 REP	 are	 still	 remembered	 in	
villages	 where	 they	 were	 implemented.	 Surveys	
conducted	 during	 MIR	 showed	 that	 up	 to	 50	
percent	of	the	population	in	southern	Serbia	were	
aware	of	the	UNDP-implemented	programme.4	

While	perceptions	and	numbers	suggest	excellent	
results	 for	 UNDP	 in	 southern	 Serbia,	 there	 are	
two	 drawbacks	 to	 the	 high	 degree	 of	 visibility	
that	 has	 been	 attributed	 to	 the	 organization.	
First,	affiliation	of	UNDP	with	aid	management	
and	delivery	adds	to	the	local	perception	that	aid	
comes	 from	outside	and	perpetuates	a	 ‘culture	of	
expectation.’	It	also	overshadows	the	role	that	local	
actors	–	municipalities	and	communities	–	play	in	
the	 process	 of	 change	 and	 reform	 in	 the	 region.	
Second,	 high	 visibility	 of	 UNDP	 retracts	 the	
visibility	of	donors.	Some	donors	indicated	to	the	
ADR	team	that	greater	attention	should	be	paid	to	
the	attribution	and	publicity	given	to	the	donors.	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		Municipal Improvement and Revival (MIR) Programme Phase II, Towards Greater Efficiency and Effectiveness: Improved 

Management and Implementation.
2.		In	interviews	with	the	mission,	recognition	and	credit	for	the	positive	role	in	fostering	good	working	relationships	among	the	

international	organizations	in	South	Serbia	was	given	to	a	UNDP	programme	manager.
3.	Mission	interviews	with	UNDP	staff,	5−6	December	2005.	
4.	MIR,	Final	Report	(draft),	p.	6.



Uncoordinated and ad hoc development efforts.	
The	primary	mode	of	delivery	of	tangible	benefits	
to	 communities	 in	 southern	 Serbia	 has	 been	
through	 infrastructure	 rehabilitation	 subprojects.	
In	the	three	programmes,	UNDP	worked	on	over	
300	 subprojects	 that	 varied	 in	 size	 and	 type	 and	
included	 water	 and	 sewage,	 electrical	 works,	 the	
building	 and	 repairing	 of	 schools,	 bus	 stops	 and	
roads,	and	cleaning	of	rivers,	parks	and	green	areas.	
These	improvements,	in	a	geographic	area	that	has	
been	under-invested	in	and	poorly	maintained	by	
the	 Government,	 made	 an	 immediate	 difference	
to	 beneficiaries	 and	 to	 local	 communities	 who	
requested	and	made	an	effort	to	secure	matching	
funds	 for	 implementation.	 Subprojects	 were	 also	
an	 important	 entry	 point	 for	 UNDP	 for	 other	
interventions	in	the	area	and	offered	incentives	for	
municipalities	to	become	involved	in	the	process	of	
participatory	decision-making.	

However,	as	much	as	the	subprojects	may	have	re-
flected	the	needs	and	priorities	of	local	communi-
ties,	the	result	was	an	ad	hoc	development	effort.	
Lack	 of	 coordination,	 planning	 and	 insufficient	
procedures	to	prevent	capture	by	local	interests	at	
times	stimulated	competition	rather	than	coopera-
tion	and	had	a	negative	impact	on	the	overall	effi-
ciency	and	effectiveness	of	development	assistance	
for	the	region.	

On	 the	 positive	 side,	 UNDP-implemented	 pro-
grammes	 and	 UNDP	 staff	 working	 at	 Project	
Implementation	Units	helped	municipalities	gain	
experience	 in	 the	 process	 of	 subproject	 delivery.	
Local	 administrations,	 however,	 continued	 to	 be	
more	reactive	than	proactive	in	responding	to	needs	
and	requests.	By	 its	willingness	 to	support	 infra-
structure	projects,	UNDP	might	have	also	sent	a	
message	that	infrastructure	should	be	a	priority	for	
development	planning	 rather	 than	 a	 stimulus	 for	
business	and	services	development.	

4.1.7 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Poor	governance	is	seen	as	one	of	the	root	causes	of	
conflict.	The	UNDP-implemented	programmes	in	
southern	Serbia	provide	a	textbook	example	of	how	
governance-oriented	interventions	can	be	executed	
in	a	post-conflict	environment.	The	drivers	of	suc-
cess	for	the	programmes	and	for	UNDP	in	south-

ern	Serbia	 are	 found	 in	 innovative	 approaches	 to	
respond	to	conflict	and	the	excellence	of	the	local	
staff	and	UNDP	local	management	team.	UNDP	
was	 an	 effective	 catalyst	 for	 change	 at	 the	 local	
level	by	building	capacity,	introducing	new	think-
ing,	 bringing	knowledge	of	 democratic	 processes	
and	 implementing	effective	 local	mechanisms	 for	
delivery	 of	 development	 assistance.	 The	 overall	
recommendation,	 reflecting	 endorsement	 of	 the	
programme	 and	 the	 team’s	 achievements,	 is	 that	
UNDP	should	continue	its	support	of	programmes	
in	southern	Serbia.	

However,	 some	 adjustments	 may	 be	 necessary.	
UNDP	in	southern	Serbia	played	the	role	of	‘reform	
driver’,	and	it	should	continue	to	advocate	for	more	
reforms,	 especially	 in	 the	 areas	 of	 municipal	 and	
regional	 strategic	 planning.	 Development	 in	 the	
region	can	only	happen	if	there	is	cooperation	and	
collaboration	among	local	actors.	UNDP	is	aware	
of	 these	 challenges.	 The	 programme	 document	
for	 Municipal	 Improvement	 and	 Revival	 Phase	
2	 reflects	 the	 donors’	 and	 UNDP’s	 emphasis	 on	
building	“ local government capacities so that southern 
Serbia municipalities, individually and jointly, plan 
and take strategic action to achieve the sustainable 
economic and social development of the region and 
fulfil their obligations to citizens.” 1 UNDP,	with	 its	
wide	 geographic	 reach	 and	 internal	 institutional	
capacity	for	coordination	among	municipalities,	is	
well	positioned	to	deliver	results.

To	date,	the	South	Serbia	programmes	implemented	
by	 UNDP	 have	 operated	 more	 as	 stand-alone	
activities	rather	than	as	part	of	an	integrated	UNDP	
programme	in	Serbia.	Although	there	are	formal	
institutional	 linkages,	 the	 UNDP	 South	 Serbia	
office	and	its	programmes	are	not	well	incorporated	
into	 Country	 Office	 structures.	 Under	 the	 CCF	
(2002-2004),	the	South	Serbia	programmes	were	
placed	–	appropriately	–	under	the	crisis	prevention	
and	 recovery	 cluster.	 In	 the	 CPD	 (2005-2009),	
South	Serbia	programmes	are	included	as	part	of	
the	 sustainable	 development	 objective	 and	 their	
results	 are	 targeted	 to	 contribute	 to	 MDGs	 1,	 7	
and	8.	Under	the	current	organizational	structure	
of	 the	 UNDP	 Serbia	 Country	 Office,	 MIR		
and	MIR2	and	the	local	team	are	not	attached	to	
any	cluster.	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	Municipal	Improvement	and	Revival	Programme	(MIR)	Phase	II.	Programme	document,	p.	6.
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Arguably,	these	are	only	bureaucratic	arrangements,	
but	 they	 have	 an	 effect	 on	 perceptions.	 UNDP	
staff	in	Belgrade	and	in	southern	Serbia	have	little	
interaction,	and	this	adversely	impacts	the	potential	
of	and	opportunities	for	knowledge	exchange	and	
learning.	 UNDP	 management	 in	 Belgrade	 have	
increased	the	frequency	of	their	visits	to	southern	
Serbia	and	have	made	more	efforts	recently	to	be	
better	informed	and	more	engaged	in	programmes	
there.	 These	 gestures	 have	 been	 appreciated	 by	
the	local	South	Serbia	team,	but	more	needs	to	be	
done	 in	terms	of	advocacy	for	and	increasing	the	
visibility	of	these	programmes	in	Belgrade.	

In	 light	 of	 the	 increasing	 focus	 on	 capacity-
building	of	local	government	structures	and	with	
the	 emphasis	 on	 regional	 strategic	 planning,	 the	
South	 Serbia	 team	 will	 need	 to	 increase	 their	
own	capacities	to	deliver	on	these	objectives.	The	
professional	knowledge	and	experience	of	UNDP	
in	 capacity-building,	 institutional	 development	
and	 decentralization	 should	 be	 better	 utilized.	
Potential	should	be	explored	for	linkages	with	the	
Belgrade-run	local	governance	and	decentralization	
programmes:	 for	 example,	 the	 programme	 in	
Sandžac	and	MIR	2.	Finally,	the	UNDP	Country	
Office	should	explore	how	to	best	utilize	lessons	that	
the	South	Serbia	team	and	programmes	generated.	
UNDP	 Vranje	 has	 done	 an	 excellent	 job	 staying	
tuned	to	 local	needs	 in	a	volatile	environment;	 it	
remained	innovative,	dynamic	and	willing	to	take	
risks	 to	 stimulate	 much	 needed	 changes	 in	 the	
region	that	will	remain	a	challenge	to	development	
for	many	years	to	come.	

4.2  SOCIAL INCLUSION, POVERTY 
REDUCTION AND ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT

Protection	and	social	inclusion	of	the	most	vulnerable	
requires	sound	policy	as	well	as	opportunities	for	
participation	 in	 the	economy.	Although	the	state	
takes	 the	 lead	 on	 policy-making	 and	 the	 private	
sector	 on	 job	 creation,	 there	 is	 a	 role	 for	 civil	
society	 in	 economic	 development.	 Civil	 society	
can	advocate	for	the	poor,	provide	social	services,	
gather	and	disseminate	research	and	information.	

It	can	also	keep	Government	and	the	private	sector	
accountable	 (for	 example,	 by	 monitoring	 labour	
laws).	However,	bringing	together	two	parties	that	
are	not	natural	allies	to	work	for	the	poor	and	the	
vulnerable	is	a	challenge.	

UNDP	began	to	respond	to	this	challenge	through	
civil	 society	 strengthening	 activities	 soon	 after	
programming	 resumed	 in	 Serbia	 in	 2001.	 It	 has	
since	 refined	 its	 approach	 to	 poverty	 reduction	
through	socially	responsible	economic	development.	
Under	a	broad	objective	of	democratic	governance	
established	 in	 the	 CCF	 2002-2004,	 UNDP	
developed	 and	 implemented	 two	 projects	 for	 the	
Ministry	 of	 Social	 Affairs	 as	 part	 of	 the	 Civil	
Society	 Development	 Programme:	 support	 for	
the	preparation	of	the	Poverty	Reduction	Strategy	
Paper	(PRSP)	and	for	the	Social	Innovation	Fund	
(SIF).	These	projects	were	established	as	part	of	a	
programme	 supporting	 policy	 dialogue	 between	
the	Government	and	civil	society.	The	third	project,	
Beautiful	 Serbia,	 was	 designed	 as	 a	 stand-alone	
project.	 It	 represented	UNDP	efforts	 to	 replicate	
a	 successful	project	 in	Bulgaria	 that	 served	as	an	
entry	into	economic	development:	the	objective	of	
the	 ‘Beautiful	Bulgaria’	 project	was	 to	 use	 active	
labour-market	 measures	 to	 target	 unemployment	
among	the	most	vulnerable.	

At	present,	the	three	projects	are	managed	by	the	
poverty	 reduction	 and	 economic	 development	
(PRED)	cluster	formed	in	March	2005.	The	cluster	
is	 a	 strategic	 response	 by	 UNDP	 to	 consolidate	
its	 experience	 in	 working	 with	 civil	 society,	
Government	 and	 the	 private	 sector	 on	 poverty-
related	 issues.	 However,	 at	 their	 inception,	 the	
projects	were	designed	to	support	the	CCF	strategic	
objective	of	developing	democratic	governance	in	
Serbia	and	pre-date	the	formulation	of	the	strategy	
for	 the	 PRED	 cluster.	 Therefore,	 the	 projects	
are	not	 assessed	 in	 regard	 to	 the	 current	UNDP	
and	PRED	approach	 to	 social	 inclusion,	poverty	
reduction	 and	 economic	 development.	 Rather,	
this	 section	 focuses	 on	 an	 assessment	 of	 these	
projects	as	discrete	units	and	the	lessons	that	they	
generated.	The	three	projects	 reviewed	here	were	
previously	 evaluated,	 and	 the	 following	 	 sections	
draw	information	from	these	studies.1

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		Civil	Society	Advisory	Committee	and	the	Social	Innovation	Fund:	Allen,	R.	May	2005.	UNDP Serbia Civil Society Devel-

opment Programme. Mid-term Review Final Report;	Beautiful	Serbia:	Allen,	R.	December	2004.	Beautiful Serbia. Mid-term 
Review	and	GfK.	December	2005;	Evaluation of the ‘Beautiful Serbia’ Project.



4.2.1  CIVIL SOCIETY INCLUSION IN PRSP 
PREPARATION, IMPLEMENTATION  
AND MONITORING 

In	 the	 early	 transition	 period,	 the	 World	 Bank	
and	the	IMF	assessed	Yugoslavia	as	a	low-income	
country,	 and,	 in	 April	 2002,	 asked	 the	 Govern-
ment	of	FRY	to	prepare	a	national	document	on	
poverty	 reduction.	 The	 process	 of	 drafting	 the	
Poverty	 Reduction	 Strategy	 Paper	 (PRSP)	 was	
separate	for	Serbia	and	Montenegro:	Each	republic	
produced	a	document	relevant	to	its	national	needs	
and	goals.	In	Montenegro,	admitting	that	poverty	
was	a	problem	was	a	major	challenge	to	the	PRSP	
process.	In	contrast,	in	Serbia	there	was	little	doubt	
that	poverty	was	a	major	obstacle	to	the	country’s	
development;	 the	 Serbian	 Government	 also	 rec-
ognized	that	poverty	was	most	widespread	among	
the	vulnerable.	

The	 Ministry	 of	 Social	 Affairs	 of	 Serbia,	 whose	
mandate	 included	 the	 protection	 and	 provision	
of	social	services	to	the	vulnerable,	was	given	the	
lead	 and	 assigned	 the	 coordination	 function	 for	
the	PRSP	process.1	Once	drafted	and	approved	in	
October	2003,	the	PRS	became	the	Government’s	
primary	framework	for	macroeconomic	and	mar-
ket	reforms.	The	Deputy	Prime	Minster’s	Office	is	
currently	designated	as	the	focal	point	for	coordi-
nating	 PRS	 implementation.	 However,	 as	 Serbia	
continues	 to	 improve	 its	 economic	 performance,	
the	designation	of	a	PRSP	country	is	increasingly	
being	 questioned	 The	 new	 national	 development	
strategy	is	likely	to	focus	more	on	economic	stabil-
ity	and	EU	accession	and	give	less	prominence	to	
the	issue	of	poverty.	

UNDP project response.2	Consultation	between	
civil	society	and	the	Government	as	well	as	inclu-
sion	of	civil	society	in	the	preparation,	implemen-
tation	and	monitoring	of	the	PRS	is	a	World	Bank	
requirement.	 The	 Ministry	 of	 Social	 Affairs	 had	
previous	experience	with	UNDP,	through	the	Ca-
pacity	Building	Fund,	and	asked	UNDP	to	facili-
tate	the	engagement	of	civil	society	in	the	process.	
UNDP	set	up	one	of	seven	PRSP	advisory	com-

mittees,	a	Civil	Society	Advisory	Committee,	and	
facilitated	a	consultative	process	between	the	com-
mittee	 and	 the	 Government	 between	 December	
2002	and	September	2003.	

The	World	Bank	requirement	for	civil	society	par-
ticipation	in	the	PRSP	does	not	specify	a	format	or	
method	of	consultation.	Nor	does	it	define	civil	so-
ciety.	Based	on	the	experience	of	other	countries,	
NGOs,	trade	unions,	publicly	funded	national	and	
local	media,	think-tanks,	research	institutes	as	well	
as	 citizens	 associations	 were	 included	 in	 concep-
tualizing	the	Civil	Society	Advisory	Committee.	
Eventually,	to	avoid	conflict	of	interest,	the	think-
tanks	and	university	experts	who	played	a	role	in	
drafting	the	PRSP	on	behalf	of	the	Government,	
were	excluded	 from	participation	 in	 the	commit-
tee.	The	media	were	not	interested	in	drafting	the	
PRSP	and	the	trade	unions	decided	to	form	a	sep-
arate	advisory	committee.	

The	final	Civil	Society	Advisory	Committee	was	
formed	 by	 UNDP	 and	 Catholic	 Relief	 Services	
−	 designated	 by	 the	 World	 Bank	 to	 oversee	 the	
consultative	 process	 −	 with	 membership	 drawn	
from	 established	 NGOs	 and	 NGO	 networks.	
Funding	 ($27,450)	 for	 setting	 up	 and	 operating	
the	 committee	 was	 provided	 by	 the	 Canadian	
International	Development	Agency	(CIDA);	EAR	
covered	the	consultation	process	(around	$130,000	
from	a	larger	EAR-funded	programme,	which	also	
included	support	to	the	Social	Innovation	Fund).	

Participation	 in	 the	 PRSP	 process	 was	 an	 op-
portunity	 for	 NGOs	 sitting	 on	 the	 committee	
to	 share	 their	 views	and	act	 as	 a	 channel	 for	 the	
perspectives	 of	 a	 larger	 group	of	 civil	 society	 or-
ganizations,	 associations,	 groups	 and	 individu-
als	 solicited	 in	 the	process	of	preparation	 for	 the	
talks	with	the	Government.	As	both	sides	lacked	
capacity	and	experience	in	policy	dialogue	and	ne-
gotiation,	the	talks	were	difficult	and	hampered	by	
distrust	 and	 a	 history	 of	 tense	 relations	 between	
NGOs	 and	 Government.	 Communication	 issues	
persisted:	Government	experts	used	PRSP	‘exclu-

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		The	Ministry	of	Social	Affairs	set	up	a	PRSP	Management	Unit,	funded	by	the	World	Bank	($250,000)	and	DFID	($300,000).	

Additional	funding	for	projects	implemented	in	the	consultative	PRSP	process	was	obtained	from	a	variety	of	donors	on	a	per-
project	basis.	

2.		The	role	of	UNDP	in	the	PRSP	process	in	Serbia	was	different	and	more	limited	than	the	role	of	UNDP	in	a	parallel	process	
in	Montenegro,	where	UNDP	coordinated	and	 facilitated	 the	process	and	provided	 substantial	 technical	 assistance	 to	 the	
Government.
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sionary’	 jargon	 of	 policy	 speak	 and	 the	 commit-
tee	had	problems	translating	field	experience	into	
policy	recommendations.	There	were	also	internal	
divisions	 in	 the	 committee	 over	 its	 role	 and	 the	
impact	 it	was	having	on	the	process	 (that	 is,	was	
the	committee	engaged	by	 the	Government	only	
for	 legitimizing	 the	 process?).1	 Overall,	 the	 pro-
cess	was	described	by	 the	NGOs	 and	UNDP	as	
frustrating	and	time-consuming.	It	was	also	con-
ducted	 under	 exceptionally	 tight	 deadlines	 –10	
months	rather	than	the	usual	two	years	allocated	
by	 the	 World	 Bank	 in	 other	 countries.	 The	 pro-
cess	 was	 further	 disrupted	 by	 the	 state	 of	 emer-
gency	 imposed	 following	 the	assassination	of	 the		
prime	minister.	

Project results.	Despite	these	problems,	the	Civil	
Society	 Advisory	 Committee	 –	 with	 UNDP	
support	–	accomplished	the	process	of	consulting	
with	 the	 Government	 on	 time	 and,	 through	 its	
networks,	 worked	 with	 about	 250	 organizations.	
The	 committee	 submitted	 comments	 on	 two	
drafts	 of	 the	 PRSP.	 Through	 these	 inputs	 and	
continued	 negotiations,	 the	 final	 draft	 of	 the	
PRSP	placed	greater	emphasis	on	issues	of	interest	
to	NGOs	–	the	environment,	corruption,	a	human	
rights-based	 approach	 to	 poverty	 and	 gender	
sensitive	 analysis.	 The	 most	 formative	 input	 of	
the	 committee	 to	 the	 PRSP	 has	 been	 advocacy	
for	 the	 vulnerable	 –	 especially	 refugees,	 IDPs	
and	 the	 Roma	 –	 and	 raising	 the	 profile	 of	 these	
excluded	groups	in	the	final	document.	From	the	
Government’s	perspective,	the	consultations	with	
the	advisory	committee	expanded	its	understanding	
and	 awareness	 of	 poverty	 and	 pointed	 to		
potential	solutions.

UNDP role and contribution. Under	 deadlines	
and	with	pressure	to	deliver	input	into	the	PRSP	
from	 a	 group	 it	 coordinated,	 UNDP	 focused	 on	
making	 the	 Civil	 Society	 Advisory	 Committee	

work	and	on	overcoming	multiple	internal	disputes	
that	 were	 a	 permanent	 feature	 of	 it.	 Within	 the	
confines	 of	 the	 process,	 UNDP	 handled	 the	
facilitation	of	dialogue	between	of	the	committee	
and	 the	 Government	 well.	 As	 an	 international	
organization,	 UNDP	 was	 well	 positioned	 to	
facilitate	 discussion	 and	 debate	 due	 to	 the	
perception	 of	 UNDP	 as	 a	 neutral	 arbiter.	 The	
UNDP	role	as	coach	and	gentle	mentor	was	much	
appreciated.	 It	helped	 the	group	 reach	 consensus	
and	 maintain	 focus	 in	 discussions,	 internally	
and	 with	 government	 counterparts.	 UNDP’s	
active	 approach	was	 assessed	 as	 sensible	 and	 ‘not	
overly	 prescriptive’.2	 NGOs	 appreciated	 UNDP	
for	 helping	 them	 build	 capacity	 in	 negotiation	
and	 for	 improving	 their	 standing	 vis-à-vis		
the	Government.	

Although	the	Civil	Society	Advisory	Committee	
and	the	Government	were	satisfied	with	the	pro-
cess,	questions	have	been	raised	about	the	possibly	
too	 narrow	 representation	 of	 civil	 society	 by	 the	
committee	 and	 its	 adherence	 to	 the	 principle	 of	
consensus	endorsed	by	UNDP.3	The	 latter	might	
have	 led	 to	 an	 over-representation	 of	 views	 of	 a	
minority	with	 stronger	powers	of	persuasion	and	
better	 knowledge	 of	 the	 subject.4	 However,	 it	 is	
impossible	to	tell	if	a	differently	facilitated	PRSP	
consultation	process	could	have	led	to	better	advo-
cacy	on	behalf	of	civil	society	and	given	it	a	stron-
ger	 voice	 in	 the	 implementation	 process.	 UNDP	
could	 have	 chosen	 a	 different,	 broader	 and	 more	
inclusive	approach	to	the	consultation	process,	but	
the	 overall	 delay	 in	 establishing	 a	 dialogue	 with	
civil	 society	 in	 the	 implementation	 and	monitor-
ing	 of	 the	 PRSP	 occurred	 on	 the	 government	
side:	 There	 was	 a	 change	 in	 leadership	 and	 time	
was	needed	before	the	Government	was	able	to	re-
commit	itself	to	the	PRS.	The	First Progress Report 
on the Implementation of PRSP	shows	no	evidence	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		A	good	analysis	of	the	process	is	presented	in:	UNDP.	May	2004.	Action	Reflection	Note	on	Poverty	Reduction	(Civic	En-

gagement	in	Practice).	The	difficulty	of	the	dialogue	was	also	conveyed	in	interviews	in	Belgrade	in	December	2005.	
2.	Allen.	UNDP Serbia Civil Society Development Programme,	p.	13.
3.		See	discussion	in:	Allen.	UNDP Serbia Civil Society Development Programme,	pp.	13-19	and	UNDP.	Action	Reflection	Note,	

p.	2.
4.		For	example,	the	issues	of	refugees	and	IDPs	were	of	greater	general	concern	to	Grupa	484	than	other	NGO	members	of	the	

committee.	Grupa	484	is	a	dynamic	NGO	that	focuses	on	problems	of	refugees	and	IDPs	in	Serbia.	Without	the	strong	pres-
ence	of	the	Grupa	484	and	its	chairmanship	of	the	Civil	Society	Advisory	Committee,	the	issue	of	refugees	and	IDPs	may	not	
have	been	so	heavily	emphasized.	



of	 government	 effort	 towards	 civil	 society	 inclu-
sion,	 apart	 from	 restating	 the	 importance	 of	 the	
consultative	mechanism.	

Lessons.	From	the	outset,	UNDP	recognized	that	
the	PRSP	may	have	a	 limited	duration	and	rele-
vance	in	the	context	of	Serbia,	and	that	increasing	
importance	will	be	given	to	the	EU	social	inclusion	
agenda.	UNDP	seriously	 re-examined	 the	 role	 it	
had	played	 in	 the	PRSP	process	and	published	a	
Poverty	Reduction	in	Serbia.	The	Role	of	Civil	So-
ciety	report	in	2005.	The	report	critically	reviews	
the	PRS	and	explores,	through	policy	advice	and	
examples	from	the	field,	civil	society	entry	points	
into	the	poverty-	reduction	initiatives.	

When	the	Government	re-committed	itself	to	the	
PRS	in	January	2006,	the	lessons	learned	through	
the	process	of	facilitating	civil	society	engagement	
were	used	to	define	a	broader	scope	for	civil	society	
inclusion	in	PRS	implementation	and	monitoring.	
A	joint	UNDP-Government	of	Serbia	agreement	
concluded	that	the	government	PRS	team	will	have	
direct	 interaction	with	civil	 society	organizations	
(CSOs).	UNDP	will	continue	to	support	selected	
CSOs,	focusing	on	themes	relevant	for	poverty	al-
leviation,	rather	then	providing	support	to	perma-
nent	structures	such	as	the	Civil	Society	Advisory	
Committee.	The	agreement	also	pointed	out	that,	
from	the	government	perspective,	UNDP	has	ful-
filled	 its	 role	 in	 the	 phase	 of	 PRSP	 formulation	
and	 that	CSOs	have	been	 empowered	 to	 engage	
directly	in	policy	dialogue	with	Government.	

4.2.2  SOCIAL WELFARE REFORM:  
THE SOCIAL INNOVATION FUND 

The	new	democratic	Government	of	Serbia	had	a	
strong	 commitment	 to	 social	 welfare	 reform	 and	
was	prepared	to	experiment	in	search	of	solutions	
to	 social	 service	 delivery	 problems.	 Minimal	 at-
tention	 had	 been	 paid	 to	 social	 services	 by	 the	
Milošević	 regime	 and,	 consequently,	 the	 sector	
operated	in	the	old	socialist	framework	of	central-
ized	 policy	 with	 heavy	 bureaucracy	 and	 limited	
resources.	 The	 Ministry	 of	 Social	 Affairs	 –	 now	
transformed	into	the	Ministry	of	Labour,	Employ-
ment	and	Social	Policy	–	set	up	the	Social	Innova-
tion	Fund	(SIF)	as	a	model	of	a	reform	mechanism	

in	 the	 social	 service	 delivery	 sector	 that	 would	
follow	the	principles	of	diversification	of	services,	
pluralism	 of	 service	 providers,	 better	 outreach	
and	a	rights-based	approach.	This	new,	fast-track	
mechanism	was	designed	to	address	the	problems	
of	poor	choice	and	quality	of	services	at	the	local	
level	by	emphasizing	pluralism	among	service	pro-
viders,	engaging	NGOs	in	the	sector,	and	creating	
local-level	demand	for	their	services.	Further,	the	
SIF	was	designed	as	a	mechanism	for	information-
gathering	and	transfer	of	knowledge	from	the	local	
to	the	central	ministry	level	to	better	inform	social	
policy-making.	

The	 Ministry	 of	 Social	 Affairs	 made	 a	 decision	
to	align	SIF	interventions	with	the	PRSP	recom-
mendations	 and	 to	 focus	 on	 the	 most	 vulnerable	
populations	in	the	projects.	To	date,	SIF	projects	
have	responded	to	the	needs	of	children	(especially	
the	 abused	 and	 those	 without	 parental	 care),	 the	
elderly,	people	with	disabilities	and	families	at	risk.	
SIF	activities	have	promoted	services	fostering	so-
cial	 inclusion	and	de-institutionalization	through	
the	establishment	of	day-care	services,	foster	care,	
halfway	houses,	guardianships	and	support	for	fam-
ilies	providing	home	care.	SIF	also	funded	coun-
selling	services	and	shelters	as	well	as	advocacy	and	
awareness-raising	initiatives	(for	example,	against		
domestic	violence).1

At	the	municipal	level,	SIF	works	with	the	Cen-
tres	for	Social	Work	that	represent	part	of	a	well-	
established	 government	 institutional	 framework	
from	the	socialist	period:	SIF	works	with	centres	
on	their	gradual	modernization	by	including	them	
in	the	implementation	of	time-limited	innovative	
projects.	However,	the	main	innovation	of	SIF	is	
the	 introduction	 of	 partnerships	 between	 public	
institutions	–	Centres	for	Social	Work,	for	exam-
ple	–	and	civil	society	organizations	to	expand	the	
range	and	outreach	of	services	and	to	upgrade	their	
quality.	

UNDP programme response.	 In	 2002–2003,	
when	the	SIF	was	conceptualized,	the	UNDP	ap-
proach	to	civil	society	development	focused	on	the	
NGO	sector.	Hence,	UNDP	welcomed	an	oppor-
tunity	 to	 help	 strengthen	 NGOs	 as	 service	 pro-
viders	and	was	happy	to	engage	with	the	Ministry	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		For	a	list	of	88	projects	funded	in	the	first	two	rounds	of	the	SIF	see:	Ministry	of	Labour,	Employment	and	Social	Policy.	June	

2005.	Social Innovation Fund. Achieving Changes Through Partnership, Annexes	1	and	2.
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of	 Social	 Affairs	 to	 make	 the	 Social	 Innovation	
Fund	operational.	From	the	beginning,	and	based	
on	the	lessons	drawn	from	the	Capacity	Building	
Fund,	it	was	UNDP’s	intention	to	develop	SIF	as	a	
programme	that	will	have	strong	ministry	identity	
and	ownership.	

Under	 the	 guidelines	 of	 the	 Fund’s	 Operational	
Manual,1	 UNDP	 set	 up	 the	 management	 tools	
for	 the	 implementation	of	 the	SIF,	 including	 the	
creation	of	the	SIF	unit	at	the	ministry,	develop-
ing	 appraisal	 criteria	 for	 projects,	 project	 record-
ing	systems	and	tendering	procedures.	UNDP	also	
put	 in	 place	 a	 process	 –	 based	 on	 the	 principles	
of	 voluntary	 practice	 sharing	 and	 adoption	 –	 for	
feedback	of	local	experience	to	the	national	level.	It	
also	selected	six	NGOs	as	monitoring	and	evalua-
tion	units	for	the	SIF	programme.2	

SIF	 funding	 for	 local-level	 projects	 is	 provided	
jointly	 by	 the	 Government	 of	 Serbia	 and	 donors	
(the	 Government	 of	 Norway	 and	 EAR	 through	
UNDP).3	The	programme	is	managed	and	imple-
mented	for	the	Ministry	of	Social	Affairs/Minis-
try	of	Labour,	Employment	and	Social	Policy	by	
the	 UNDP-supported	 SIF	 management	 unit	 lo-
cated	at	 the	ministry.	The	operating	costs	of	SIF	
management	unit	are	covered	by	EAR.	It	has	been	
agreed	among	UNDP,	EAR	and	the	Ministry	of	
Labour,	 Employment	 and	 Social	 Policy	 that,	 by	
end-2008,	SIF	will	transition	into	a	fixed	mecha-
nism	at	the	ministry.	

Programme results.	 UNDP	 success	 in	 fostering	
national	 ownership	 of	 the	 SIF	 makes	 it	 difficult	
to	distinguish	between	the	results	achieved	by	the	

Fund	 and	 the	 results	 of	 UNDP	 implementation	
support	to	the	programme.	SIF	is	a	well-regarded,	
effective	and	influential	social	programme,	operat-
ing	 throughout	 Serbia.4	 The	 programme	 engages	
NGOs	 as	 social	 welfare	 providers,	 continues	 to	
build	 their	 capacity	 for	 service	 delivery	 and	 to	
bridge	the	gap	between	statutory	welfare	provision	
agencies	and	NGOs	at	the	local	level.5	The	experi-
ence	and	lessons	of	the	SIF	programme	provided	
key	inputs	to	the	Social	Welfare	Reform	Strategy,	
adopted	in	December	2005.

A	 similar	 difficulty	 in	 attribution	 of	 results	
applies	 to	 the	 SIF	 management	 unit.	 The	 SIF	
unit	is	administratively	linked	to	UNDP	through	
management	lines	and	work	plans,	but	it	is	located	
in	the	Ministry	of	Labour,	Employment	and	Social	
Policy	and	perceives	itself	as	part	of	the	ministry.	
An	independent	evaluation	found	the	unit	to	have	
done	 a	 very	 good	 job.6	 It	 fully	 operationalized	
the	 programme	 and	 manages	 it	 professionally	
and	 transparently.	 The	 SIF	 unit	 has	 capacity	 for	
project	review	and	policy	advice,	evidenced	by	the	
participation	of	its	members	in	the	drafting	of	the	
social	 welfare	 strategy.	 The	 ministry	 is	 satisfied	
with	 the	 unit	 and	 sees	 its	 role	 expanding	 in	 the	
future	through	planned	SIF	initiatives,	that	is,	the	
implementation	of	the	new	strategy.	

As	was	intended	by	the	Operational	Manual	and	
UNDP	project	documents,	 the	SIF	management	
unit	 has	 become	 a	 primary	 mechanism	 for	
gathering	 information	 and	 for	 feeding	 it	 back	
into	 the	 government	 policy	 process:	 The	 SIF	
unit	 contributed	 to	 policy-making,	 encouraged	
innovation	 by	 highlighting	 local-level	 experience	

___________________________________________________________________________
1.	Ministry	of	Social	Affairs.	June	2003.	Social Innovation Fund: Empowering the Poor and Vulnerable. Operational Manual.
2.		The	inclusion	of	six	NGOs	as	SIF	monitoring	and	evaluation	units	is	a	clear	example	of	linking	civil	society	engagement	in	moni-

toring	poverty	alleviation	interventions	with	monitoring	of	SIF	activities	as	a	mechanism	for	PRSP	implementation.
3.		In	the	first	round	of	funding	(2003−2004),	the	Government	of	Serbia	provided	approximately	€700,000	and	the	Government	

of	Norway,	€1.5	million.	In	the	second	round	(2005),	the	Government	of	Serbia	gave	25	million	dinars	and	EAR	€0.9	million	
(through	the	CARDS	account).	

4.		A	beneficiary	survey	showed	a	very	high	degree	of	satisfaction	(over	90	percent)	with	the	services	provided	by	the	SIF.	This	result	
should	be	interpreted	with	caution,	however.	If	not	for	the	‘innovative’,	that	is,	otherwise	unavailable	services,	the	beneficiaries	
would	have	been	unlikely	to	receive	any	support	under	the	current	rules.	However,	if	interpreted	more	broadly,	the	high	degree	of	
satisfaction	can	be	a	proxy	indicator	for	the	quality	of	services	received.	The	survey	was	conducted	by	the	NGO	monitoring	and	
evaluation	units	of	the	SIF.	Source:	SIF.	2005.	Beneficiary Assessment.

5.		In	the	first	call	for	proposals	(not	funded	by	EAR/UNDP),	government	support	was	primarily	targeting	institutions	for	social	
protection	–	Centres	for	Social	Work	and	residential	institutions;	while	the	partnerships	with	NGOs/CSOs	were	possible,	they	
were	not	mandatory.	In	the	second	call	for	proposals	in	2005,	due	to	EAR/	UNDP	funding	requirements,	a	public-CSO	partner-
ship	became	a	condition	for	obtaining	SIF	grants.	Only	in	the	third	round	(in	progress),	are	municipalities	able	to	apply	to	the	
SIF	directly	for	project	funding.

6.	Allen,	UNDP Serbia Civil Society Development Programme,	pp.	22-32.



to	 the	 ministry	 and	 provided	 extensive	 advice	 to	
NGOs	 working	 in	 the	 welfare	 service	 provision	
sector.	The	SIF	unit	also	contributed	to	capacity-
building	 in	 the	 ministry	 through	 an	 initiative	 of	
secondment	of	ministry	staff	to	the	SIF.	

UNDP role and contribution. The	 primary	
contribution	 of	 UNDP	 to	 the	 Social	 Innovation	
Fund	 was	 to	 design	 a	 sound	 programme	 and	
to	 select	 a	 professional	 team	 to	 manage	 it.	
UNDP	carefully	maintained	a	distance	 from	the	
programme	 to	 encourage	 ministry	 ownership	
and	engagement	 in	the	programme.	At	the	same	
time,	 given	 the	 political	 volatility	 and	 change	 of	
Government,	including	major	restructuring	of	the	
ministry,	it	was	also	important	for	the	programme	
to	 have	 UNDP-EAR	 support;	 this	 ensured	 the	
survival	 of	 SIF	 in	 a	 time	 of	 transition	 and	 the	
continuous	 commitment	 to	 the	 SIF	 model	 by	
the	ministry	 and	 the	Government.	Furthermore,	
civil	 society	 inclusion	 in	 service	 provision	 and	
monitoring	of	SIF	activities	would	not	have	taken	
place	without	strong	encouragement	from	UNDP	
and	the	EAR.	

Ministry	 ownership	 of	 SIF	 leaves	 the	 issue	 of	
accountability	for	the	programme	and	the	SIF	unit	
somewhat	 unresolved.	 A	 Steering	 Committee	 to	
provide	 oversight	 for	 the	 SIF	 has	 been	 formally	
constituted.	 But	 the	 ministry	 did	 not	 organize	
regular	 meetings	 of	 the	 committee.	 This	 limited	
the	ability	of	the	committee	to	act	as	a	management	
mechanism,	 with	 responsibilities	 regarding	 SIF	
operations	 and	 accountability.	 Accountability	 is	
maintained	through	UNDP	and	ministry	meetings	
and	the	exchange	of	official	correspondence	related	
to	 SIF	 operations	 to	 ensure	 that	 the	 Operations	
Manual	 and	 EAR-UNDP	 project	 documents	
and	 agreements	 are	 followed.	 UNDP	 maintains	
regular	 consultations	 with	 the	 SIF	 unit	 and	 has	
clear	reporting	and	management	lines.

4.2.3  VOCATIONAL TRAINING AND TEMPORARY 
jOBS: BEAUTIFUL SERBIA

After	 the	 assassination	 of	 the	 prime	 minister	 in	
March	2003,	the	Government	expressed	a	need	to	
the	donors	for	a	project	that	could	visibly	demon-
strate	 continued	 international	 support	 for	Serbia.	

Among	the	ideas	considered	was	the	replication	of	
a	 UNDP-implemented	 programme	 in	 Bulgaria,	
that	 had	 caught	 the	 imagination	 of	 the	 Govern-
ment	 and	 donors.	 ‘Beautiful	 Bulgaria’	 was	 per-
ceived	 to	 be	 a	 successful	 programme	 with	 high	
impact	and	visibility.1	In	contrast,	Beautiful	Serbia	
turned	 out	 to	 be	 perhaps	 the	 most	 problem-rid-
den	 project	 in	 the	 UNDP	 portfolio.	 The	 project	
was	 poorly	 designed,	 executed	 with	 great	 diffi-
culty	and	required	several	mid-course	corrections	
in	 management	 and	 implementation.	 Leadership	
change	at	the	national	and	local	government	lev-
els	(UNDP	counterparts)	and	changes	among	the	
donors’	staff	multiplied	problems	since,	with	each	
change,	UNDP	had	to	get	all	sides	re-committed	
by	explaining	the	project’s	complex	nature.	

The	two	components	of	Beautiful	Serbia	−	improv-
ing	the	urban	environment	and	creating	temporary	
jobs	by	 targeting	 the	most	vulnerable	among	 the	
unemployed	 (refugees,	 IDPs	 and	 Roma)	 −	 were	
to	be	combined	at	sites	selected	for	beautification.	
Temporary	 workers	 were	 to	 receive	 vocational	
training	 and	 gain	 experience	 for	 future	 employ-
ment.	 The	 temporary	 employment	 approach	 was	
designed	in	a	larger	framework	of	contributions	to	
poverty	alleviation	in	Serbia.

UNDP project response. UNDP,	under	pressure	
to	start	the	project	very	quickly,	essentially	copied	
the	 Beautiful	 Bulgaria	 model	 without	 assessing	
needs	or	giving	any	consideration	to	the	disparity	
in	funding	of	the	two	projects	(Beautiful	Bulgaria	
had	 funding	 of	 about	 €40	 million;	 Beautiful	
Serbia,	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 had	 a	 budget	 of	 only	
$2.5	million,	from	CIDA	and	the	governments	of	
Austria,	Greece	and	the	Netherlands,	for	the	period	
2003	to	2005).	Furthermore,	the	site	selection	was	
not	completed	prior	to	signing	the	agreements	with	
the	Ministry	of	Labour,	Employment	and	Social	
Policy	and	the	city	of	Belgrade.	Because	municipal	
co-funding	was	 required,	 large	cities	with	bigger	
resources	were	chosen	–	Belgrade,	Niš	in	southern	
Serbia	and	Novi	Sad	in	Vojvodina;	Novi	Sad	was	
replaced	later	by	the	much	smaller	municipality	of	
Zrenjanin,	also	in	Vojvodina.	

Beautiful	 Serbia	 was	 a	 pilot	 project	 that	 was	
nationally	 executed,	 and	 a	 National	 Programme	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	UNDP	Evaluation	Office.	2003.	Bulgaria. Country Evaluation: Assessment of Development Results,	especially	pp.	42-45.
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Management	 Unit	 was	 set	 up	 at	 the	 ministry.	
However,	 there	 was	 a	 lack	 of	 clarity	 in	 lines	 of	
responsibility	 for	 implementation,	 given	 the	 fact	
that	the	subprojects	were	executed	at	the	municipal	
level.	 A	 mixed	 NEX-DEX	 modality	 became	 a	
necessary	tool	for	carrying	out	large	procurement	
processes	by	international	UNDP	standards.	

Several	 problems	 emerged	 as	 a	 result	 of	 an	
unrealistic	 project	 design:	 targets	 were	 not	 met	
(80	percent	of	 the	 temporary	workers	were	 to	be	
recruited	 from	 the	 ranks	 of	 the	 unemployed1);	
contractors	 were	 inexperienced	 and	 required	
to	 bid	 on	 complex	 tenders	 required	 by	 UNDP	
procedures;	a	focus	was	placed	on	the	restoration	
of	historic	buildings2	that	called	for	highly-skilled	
labour	that	was	difficult	to	find;	and	negotiations	
were	difficult	with	the	Institute	for	the	Protection	
of	 Cultural	 Monuments.	 All	 these	 combined	 to	
delay	 the	 project	 considerably.	 With	 very	 little	
progress	by	mid-2004,	it	became	obvious	that	the	
programme	was	in	serious	trouble.	

UNDP	took	corrective	measures	that	made	it	pos-
sible	to	finish	the	project.	A	new	(and	third)	pro-
gramme	manager	was	hired	and	was	able	to	turn	
the	project	around.	An	evaluation	was	carried	out3	
and	provided	solid	management	recommendations	
that	were	 followed.	A	 study	 tour	 to	Bulgaria	 for	
project	 counterparts	 was	 also	 organized	 to	 learn	
from	that	country’s	experience.	

Project results. The	 outputs	 of	 Beautiful	 Ser-
bia	 were	 modest:	 34	 facades	 and	 one	 pedestrian	
pathway	were	renovated	(22	sites	were	refurbished	
in	 Belgrade,	 11	 in	 Niš	 and	 2	 in	 Zrenjanin);	 321	
unemployed	 people	 got	 temporary	 jobs	 and	 238	
(out	 of	 252)	 completed	 vocational	 training.	 The	
programme	fell	short	of	all	of	its	expected	results,	
including	 alleviation	 of	 unemployment	 problems	

in	the	targeted	municipalities,	contributing	to	the	
skills	of	 the	 labour	 force,	 regenerating	 the	urban	
environment,	generating	civic	pride	and	optimism	
among	 citizens,	 and	 supporting	 decentralization	
and	 local	 governance.4	 The	 high	 expectations	 of	
the	Beautiful	Serbia	programme	were	the	root	of	
the	problem:	The	project	was	not	clear	in	its	objec-
tives,	lacked	focus	and	attempted	to	solve	too	many	
problems	 at	 the	 same	 time.	UNDP	had	 separate	
agreements	 with	 each	 donor	 and,	 in	 the	 absence	
of	 a	 coordination	 mechanism,	 donors	 expected	
Beautiful	Serbia	 to	 focus	on	the	 issues	 they	were	
interested	 in	 (that	 is,	 employment	 of	 the	 Roma	
and	 development	 of	 local	 enterprises).	 Although	
there	was	 some	effort	 to	publicize	Beautiful	Ser-
bia,	 the	project	was	not	 recognized	or	 associated	
with	UNDP.5	This	may	be	seen	as	a	positive	result	
considering	how	poorly	the	project	performed.	

Lessons.	Copying	a	model	from	Bulgaria	without	
adapting	 it	 to	 the	 Serbian	 context	 was	 a	 clear	
mistake	 made	 by	 UNDP	 in	 designing	 Beautiful	
Serbia.	However,	 the	more	 fundamental	problem	
accounting	 for	 failure	 was	 the	 lack	 of	 UNDP	
capacity	 and	 experience	 in	 implementing	 the	
project.	 Beautiful	 Serbia	 was	 intended	 to	 be	
UNDP’s	entry	into	employment	promotion	through	
active	 labour-market	 measures.	 As	 UNDP	 was	
just	 beginning	 to	 gain	 expertise	 in	 the	 provision	
of	 vocational	 training,	 promotion	 of	 small-	 and	
medium-sized	 enterprises	 and	 working	 with	 the	
National	 Employment	 Services,	 the	 field	 was	
already	crowded.	Other	donors	−	the	World	Bank,	
EAR,	DFID,	SIDA	and	the	International	Labour	
Organization	 (ILO)	 −	 had	 made	 substantive	
investments,	 developed	 capacity	 and	 strategies	
for	targeting	Serbia’s	unemployment	several	years	
prior	to	UNDP	involvement.	Arguably,	the	UNDP	
focus	on	the	vulnerable	could	have	been	a	valuable	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		This	requirement	was	later	amended	to	a	more	realistic	target	of	50	percent,	on	average,	when	it	became	clear	that	there	was	a	

lack	of	interest	and	motivation	among	many	of	the	unemployed	to	get	jobs	offered	by	Beautiful	Serbia	subprojects.	The	contrac-
tors	were	also	not	willing	to	employ	unskilled	labour	and	complained	about	poor	work	habits.	

2.	Not	all	sites	were	of	historical	value.	Beautiful	Serbia	also	renovated	facades	of	private	residences	and	commercial	restaurants.	
3.	Allen,	R.	December	2004.	Beautiful	Serbia.	Mid-term	Review.
4.	UNDP.	December	2005.	Beautiful Serbia. Final Report.	Eight	expected	results	are	listed	on	pp.	3-4.
5.		GfK.	December	2005.	Evaluation of the ‘Beautiful Serbia’ Project.	This	 is	a	 survey	 report	of	perceptions	among	project	par-

ticipants,	 not	 an	 analytical	 evaluation.	 See	 pp.	 12-13	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 survey	 results	 of	 general	 public	 awareness	 of		
‘Beautiful	Serbia’.



contribution.	 However,	 for	 practical	 reasons,1	 it	
was	not	realized.	

Further,	 the	 role	 of	 UNDP	 as	 a	 broker	 among	
donors,	the	Ministry	of	Labour,	Employment	and	
Social	 Policy	 and	 the	 municipalities	 might	 have	
unnecessarily	 complicated	 implementation	 by	
adding	 layers	 of	 procedures	 and	 administration.	
For	the	Beautiful	Bulgaria	programme,	UNDP	had	
set	up	a	system	of	procedures	for	implementation	
and	 coordination	 of	 a	 large	 programme	 with	 a	
wide	national	reach.	UNDP	in	Bulgaria	was	also	
engaged	by	donors	to	assure	overall	accountability	
of	 the	programme.	For	a	much	smaller	Beautiful	
Serbia	 programme,	 similar	 functions	 played	 by	
UNDP	brought	redundancy	and	debatable	utility.

Beautiful	Serbia	was	certainly	a	learning	experience	
for	UNDP,	although	at	over	$2	million	dollars	it	
was	an	expensive	one.	UNDP	attempted	to	use	it	to	
mobilize	resources	for	the	continuation	of	Beautiful	
Serbia,	but	it	is	the	donors	who	learned	the	lesson.	
As	Beautiful	Serbia	never	generated	the	energy	or	
impact	that	it	promised,	it	will	not	continue.

4.2.4 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Poverty	is	and	will	be,	at	least	in	the	near	future,	a	
challenge	to	Serbia.	Drawing	on	the	experience	of	
the	non-implementation	of	the	PRSP	and	looking	
at	 development	 from	 a	 rights-based	 perspective,	
UNDP	 correctly	 assessed	 that	 targeting	 the	
needs	of	the	most	disadvantaged	among	the	poor	
will	 fall	 on	 donors.	 However,	 the	 programmes	
that	 UNDP	 implemented	 under	 the	 umbrella	 of	
democratic	governance,	civil	society	development,	
and	 economic	 empowerment	 of	 the	 poor	 and	
vulnerable	had,	at	best,	a	limited	impact.	The	Social	
Innovation	Fund	is	a	notable	exception.	However,	
as	argued	above,	the	primary	UNDP	contribution	
to	 SIF	 was	 to	 facilitate	 national	 ownership	 of	
the	programme.	The	work	with	the	Civil	Society	
Advisory	Committee	was	effective	in	the	short	run:	
It	enabled	completion	of	the	PRSP,	but	the	weak	
commitment	of	the	Government	has	stalled	further	
collaboration	 with	 civil	 society.	 Beautiful	 Serbia	
provided	example	of	an	intervention	where	UNDP	
involvement	was	more	of	an	obstacle	than	an	asset	
to	the	efficiency	and	effectiveness	of	a	project.	

Social inclusion.	Through	a	review	of	its	experi-
ence	as	a	broker	between	the	Government	and	civil	
society,	UNDP	has	refined	its	approach	to	social	
inclusion	and	poverty	reduction.	The	new	poverty	
reduction	and	economic	growth	cluster	represents	
UNDP’s	 effort	 to	 address	 poverty	 across	 sectors	
from	 a	 socio-economic	 perspective.	 The	 PRED	
cluster	will	focus	on	social	inclusion	and	civil	so-
ciety	development	for	monitoring	poverty-related	
interventions,	and	support	to	civil	society	organi-
zations	to	advocate	for	pro-poor	legal	frameworks.	
The	cluster	will	also	work	on	the	accreditation	of	
NGOs	in	relation	to	social	services	provision	and	
provide	 assistance	 to	 the	 Serbian	 Parliament	 to	
monitor	PRS	implementation.

The	cluster	is	still	developing	programmes,	hence	
any	review	of	its	efforts	is	not	yet	possible.	However,	
caution	 is	 advised	 against	 overly	 high	 ambitions,	
especially	 in	 light	 of	 a	 volatile	 commitment	 of	
Government.	

A	 cluster	 may	 want	 to	 establish	 linkages	 to	
complement	 other	 initiatives	 undertaken	 by	
UNDP.	The	human	security	cluster	is	focusing	on	
support	for	the	vulnerable	(refugees,	IDPs,	Roma)	
and	is	developing	programmes	with	NGOs.	These	
activities	could	benefit	 from	inclusion	of	a	socio-
economic	component	−	for	example,	strengthening	
NGOs	 as	 service	 delivery	 providers	 –	 or	 could	
be	 cautiously	 expanded	 into	 small	 business	
development	for	the	disadvantaged	to	bring	them	
out	of	poverty.	

Economic development.	Economic	development	
of	Serbia	requires	structural	reforms,	fundamental	
interventions	into	the	labour	market,	strengthening	
the	 market	 economy	 and	 private	 sector,	 large	
resources	and	access	 to	expertise	 that	are	beyond	
the	scope	of	UNDP	as	a	relatively	small	player	in	
Serbia.	UNDP	should	focus	on	where	and	how	it	
can	be	effective	and	scale	down	the	aspirations	it	
set	out	 for	 itself.	 In	 the	current	political	 climate,	
support	 to	 government	 capacity-building	 (for	
example,	 the	 Ministry	 of	 Labour,	 Employment	
and	 Social	 Policy	 )	 or	 attempting	 to	 work	 with	
the	Government	 so	 that	 “patterns of pro-poor and 
pro-job growth [are] incorporated into key strategies at 
central and local level”1do	not	promise	 sustainable	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		Inability	to	find	enough	candidates	among	the	targeted	vulnerable	groups	and	the	reluctance	of	refugees,	IDPs	and	Roma	

to	participate.	yu/tareas/?area=IDPAR	for	a	description	of	the	strategies	and	programmes	of	the	institutional	development	
cluster.	
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results:	 Serbia	 already	 has	 many	 strategies,	 but	
they	 are	not	being	 implemented.	UNDP	may	be	
able	 to	 liaise	with	 and	 foster	development	of	 the	
private	sector	in	niche	areas	at	the	local	level.	But	
any	initiatives	to	establish	economic	development	
projects	should	also	be	evaluated	against	UNDP’s	
existing	 internal	 capacity	 and	 experience,	 which	
are	limited.

In	2005,	UNDP	began	to	explore	the	feasibility	of	
launching	a	programme	in	support	of	the	private	
sector.	One	major	legacy	of	the	socialist	system	is	
the	high	level	of	mistrust	and	lack	of	communication	
between	the	public	sector,	private	sector	and	civil	
society	 in	 Serbia,	 although	 the	 PRSP	 process	
began	to	break	down	some	of	the	barriers	between	
civil	society	and	Government.	The	general	thrust	
of	the	UNDP	strategy	is	to	find	ways	and	means	
of	 securing	 the	 involvement	 of	 the	private	 sector	
as	 a	 partner	 in	 development,	 with	 a	 focus	 on	
poverty,	 vulnerable	 groups,	 local	 development	
and	 corporate	 social	 responsibility.	 With	 grant	
funding	from	UNDP,	the	strategy	has	resulted	in	
three	new	projects:	Promotion	of	Corporate	Social	
Responsibility,	 Sustainable	 Barriers	 for	 Poverty	
Alleviation,	 and	 Public-Private	 Partnerships	 for	
a	 Knowledge-based	 Economy.	 The	 first	 two	 are	
related	 to	 UNDP	 global	 initiatives	 (that	 is,	 the	
Global	Compact).	It	is	too	early	yet	to	know	if	these	
projects	will	generate	other	projects	or	attract	donor	
funding.	 Additional	 attention	 could	 be	 focused	
on	developing	the	private	sector	at	the	local	 level	
through	reform	of	services	delivery.	For	example,	
with	projects	already	under	way	at	the	 local	 level	
(for	 example,	 programmes	 in	 South	 Serbia),	
UNDP	 could	 advocate	 and	 support	 alternative	
municipal	services	delivery	through	the	formation	
of	 public-private	 partnerships,	 contracting	 out		
and	outsourcing.	

4.3 INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT

The	institutional	development	cluster	or	thematic	
area	supports	the	state	union	and	Serbian	Republic	
levels	of	government	in	priority	areas	of	capacity-	
and	 institutional-development.2	 Although	 the	
cluster	was	only	recently	formed,	UNDP	was	active	
in	supporting	institutional	development,	capacity-
building	and	public	administration	reform	as	soon	
as	 the	 Country	 Office	 presence	 was	 established	
in	 late	 2001.	 The	 first	 major	 initiative	 was	 the	
Capacity	Building	Fund	(CBF),	which	is	serving	
as	 a	 general	 facility	 to	 fill	 key	 capacity	 gaps	 and	
functions	 as	 a	 catalyst	 for	 public	 administration	
reform.	The	CBF	was	soon	followed	by	support	to	
capacity-development	 at	 the	 local	 administration	
level,	primarily	through	assistance	to	the	Standing	
Conference	 of	 Towns	 and	 Municipalities	
(SCTM).3	These	two	initiatives	in	particular	have	
generated	 considerable	 experience,	 results	 and	
lessons.	The	CBF	is	by	far	the	larger	programme,	
with	a	good	base	of	evaluative	evidence	revealing	a	
mix	of	performance	results.	

4.3.1  THE GOVERNANCE AND PUBLIC 
ADMINISTRATION CONTEXT IN SERBIA

During	the	extended	period	of	conflict,	combined	
with	authoritarian	rule,	the	systems	of	governance	
and	 public	 administration	 at	 both	 the	 state	
union	 and	 republic	 levels	 suffered	 from	 years	
of	 mismanagement	 and	 a	 severe	 depletion	 of	
financial	and	especially	human	resources.	Isolation	
from	 the	 international	 community	 prevented	 the	
introduction	of	any	sort	of	reform	or	development	
at	any	level	of	the	state	administration.	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		These	and	other	examples	of	potential	interventions	envisioned	by	the	PRED	cluster	were	found	in	UNDP,	Cluster	Strategic	

Plan,	pp.	1-3.	
2.		The	cluster,	set	up	in	June	2004,	is	the	UNDP	Country	Office	response	to	the	first	key	thematic	area	of	the	UNDAF:	institu-

tional	reform	and	reform	of	public	administration,	and	more	specifically,	to	support	the	need	for	an	efficient,	accountable	and	
people-centred	public	sector.	Programmes	within	the	cluster	are	further	organized	into	institutional	reform	(including	infor-
mation	society	development)	and	decentralization	&	local	governance.	See	the	UNDP	website	at:	http://www.undp.org.

3.		Other	recent	programme	initiatives	under	the	institutional	development	cluster	include	support	to	ICT4D	(information	and	
communications	technology	for	development),	support	to	the	development	and	implementation	of	Serbia’s	new	Public	Admin-
istration	Reform	Strategy,	and	the	provision	of	a	range	of	technical	and	policy	assistance	to	a	number	of	ministries	(most	are	
spin-offs	from	the	CBF).	Another	major	initiative	was	the	one-year	project,	‘Support	to	Strategic	Policy	Management	in	the	
Deputy	Prime	Minister’s	Office’,	which	ended	in	late	December	2005.	However,	as	performance	experience	from	these	initia-
tives	is	limited	and	the	evaluative	evidence	was	not	available	as	of	end	2005,	they	are	not	addressed	in	this	ADR.



When	 the	 newly	 elected	 coalition	 Government	
came	 into	 power	 in	 early	 2001,	 the	 notion	 of	 a	
professional	 civil	 service	 was,	 for	 the	 most	 part,	
alien	to	public	administrators	and	the	country	as	
a	whole.	Political	authority	had	driven	decisions	in	
public	 administration	 and	had	guided	 its	 culture	
and	 behaviour.	 Each	 ministry	 was	 managed	 as	
a	 separate	 entity,	 where	 rules	 were	 altered	 with	
changes	in	leadership,	resulting	in	little	horizontal	
coordination	 or	 alignment	 with	 broader	 reform	
priorities	or	needs.	Since	 the	higher	 levels	of	 the	
administrative	 echelons	 were	 tied	 to	 political	
parties,	there	was	little	potential	for	an	independent	
civil	service	–	the	notion	of	‘service	to	the	citizen’	
was	non-existent.

There	was	no	professional	training	of	civil	servants1	
and	leadership	in	administrative	reform	didn’t	exist.	
Performance	was	weak	 and	not	measured,	 and	–	
with	an	absence	of	any	accountability	frameworks	
or	 enforcement	 measures	 –	 replete	 with	 corrupt	
practices.	Indeed,	the	poor	salary	and	remuneration	
systems	 were	 not	 only	 major	 disincentives	 for	
managers	and	staff,	but	also	a	contributing	cause	
of	corrupt	practices.	The	motivation	and	discipline	
for	work	was	low	since	many	civil	servants	had	to	
seek	earning	opportunities	outside	of	government	
in	the	informal	sector.	These	were	also	factors	that	
contributed	 to	 the	 ‘brain	 drain’,	 further	 eroding	
government	institutional	capacity	at	all	levels.

The	strengthening	of	government	institutions	and	
associated	 capacities	 then	 was	 seen	 by	 the	 new	
Government	 as	 a	 high-priority	 area	 for	 reform,	
both	 to	 restore	 the	 trust	 and	 confidence	 of	 the	
people	in	government	as	well	as	to	meet	pressing	
needs	for	service	delivery.	This	was	also	mirrored	by	
a	pressing	need	from	the	international	community	
to	 ensure	 progress	 on	 the	 reform	 agenda.	 The	
governments	 at	 both	 the	 union	 and	 republic	
levels	 recognized	 that	 administrative	 reform	 was	
essential	 for	 the	 implementation	 of	 social	 and	
economic	 reforms.	 The	 transition	 to	 democratic	
governance	 called	 for	 reform,	 including	 of	 the	
judiciary	and	electoral	system,	and	for	the	review	
and	 establishment	 of	 laws	 to	 create	 enabling	
environments	 for	 good	 governance,	 economic	
recovery	 and	 social	 cohesion.	 Concerted	 effort	

would	be	needed	to	combat	corruption	through	the	
institution	of	a	code	of	conduct	 for	civil	 servants	
plus	other	measures.

At	 the	 central	 levels	 of	 public	 administration,	
the	 new	 governing	 authorities	 saw	 as	 a	 high	
priority	 the	 establishment	 of	 a	 fiscally	 sustain-
able	 and	 an	 accountable	 and	 competitively	 re-
munerated	 professional	 civil	 service,	 capable	 of	
building	 strong	 partnerships	 with	 lower	 levels	
of	 government,	 civil	 society	 and	 the	 emerging	
private	 sector.	 The	 machinery	 and	 organization	
of	 government	 needed	 attention	 in	 terms	 of	 re-
defining	 missions	 and	 structures	 for	 ministries	
and	 public	 agencies,	 streamlining	 and	 simplify-
ing	 systems	 and	 procedures,	 and	 strengthening		
policy	development.	

4.3.2  UNDP ENTRY INTO GOVERNANCE AND 
PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION REFORM

The	 daunting	 challenges	 associated	 with	 post-
conflict	 governance	 and	 public	 administration	 in	
Serbia	 formed	 the	 background	 to	 UNDP	 entry	
into	 this	 arena.	 Immediately	 after	 the	 change	 of	
regime	in	late	2000,	UNDP	fielded	a	high-priority	
mission	to	Belgrade	to	identify	the	main	challenges	
and	priorities	for	reform	of	the	state	administration,	
but	approached	this	from	the	angle	of	enhancing	
‘governance	for	human	development’.	The	resulting	
report2	 contained	 a	 general	 assessment	 of	 the	
political	and	economic	context	of	the	then	Federal	
Republic	of	Yugoslavia,	with	a	more	focused	analysis	
of	reform	and	development	challenges	within	the	
social	 sector,	 central	 and	 local	 government,	 the	
non-governmental	 sector	and	the	media.	Priority	
areas	 for	 rebuilding	 national	 capacities	 were	
identified	 and	 general	 proposals	 were	 forwarded	
on	 democratic	 governance,	 the	 administration	
of	 justice,	 economic	 and	 financial	 management,	
public	 administration,	 social	 development,	 and	
modalities	for	international	cooperation.	

It	was	 recognized	 that	 the	FRY	would	 require	 a	
very	 substantial	 and	 sustained	 level	 of	 capacity-
building	assistance	 in	all	branches	of	 the	various	
levels	 of	 government.	 Furthermore,	 the	 UNDP	
report	 emphasized	 that	 “… the effective and 

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	The	Yugoslav	Public	Administration	Institute	that	had	been	active	in	the	1980s	was	abolished	in	1991.
2.		See:	UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro.	December	2000. Governance for Human Development: An Overview of Key Issues.	Bel-

grade.	The	report	was	used	for	discussions	at	a	major	Donors	Coordination	Meeting	on	assistance	to	the	Federal	Republic	of	
Yugoslavia,	co-organized	by	the	World	Bank	and	European	Union	on	12	December	2000	in	Brussels.
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coordinated utilization of technical cooperation resources 
[required] the creation of a facilitating mechanism 
to channel, monitor and evaluate the impact of the 
resources invested in building national institutions.” 1	
The	UNDP	report	was	 seen	as	 the	key	 ‘baseline’	
document	 from	 which	 an	 immediate	 response	
could	be	made	by	the	Government	and	by	UNDP	
for	the	formulation	of	development	assistance	and,	
to	a	certain	degree,	for	resource	mobilization	and	
joint	donor	action.	It	proposed	a	Capacity	Building	
Fund	that,	as	mentioned,	would	serve	as	a	general	
facility	 to	 fill	 key	 capacity	 gaps	 and	 serve	 as	 a	
catalyst	for	public	administration	reform.	

4.3.3 THE CAPACITY BUILDING FUND

The	genesis	of	the	CBF	was	a	discussion	between	
the	 president	 of	 the	 Fund	 for	 an	 Open	 Society	
–	Yugoslavia	 (FOSYU)	and	 the	UNDP	Admin-
istrator	 in	November	2000.	This	occurred	 in	 the	
immediate	aftermath	of	the	democratic	overthrow	
of	the	former	regime	and	following	the	convening	
by	UNDP	of	the	first-ever	joint	meeting	of	inter-
national	agencies,	NGOs,	and	government	repre-
sentatives	on	transition	management	matters.	One	
of	the	main	constraints	discussed	at	the	outset	was	
the	gap	between	government	salaries	and	those	in	
the	 private	 and	 non-governmental	 sectors.	 Gov-
ernment	salaries	were	20–25	percent	of	the	com-
parable	non-governmental	market,	and	were	well	
below	the	living	wage	in	Belgrade	at	the	time.	If	

the	salary	differential	issue	could	not	be	resolved,	
the	Government	faced	the	prospect	of	not	only	be-
ing	 unable	 to	 attract	 new	 talent,	 but	 also	 of	 los-
ing	even	more	of	their	limited	base	of	existing	top	
staff.	The	Government	felt	that	without	a	critical	
mass	 of	 senior	 level	 human	 resources	 skilled	 in	
policy	 analysis,	 they	 would	 lose	 any	 real	 chance	
to	design	and	implement	the	necessary	reforms	−	
reforms	 imposed	 by	 the	 International	 Monetary	
Fund	(IMF)	and	needed	for	accession	to	the	EU.	

Recognizing	that	time	was	of	the	essence,	UNDP	
engaged	 an	 international	 expert	 to	 help	 in	 the	
design	of	a	programme	with	three	main	objectives:	
(1)	 to	 meet	 the	 pressing	 need	 to	 strengthen	 the	
Government’s	 human	 resources,	 (2)	 to	 begin	 the	
process	of	support	to	needed	public	administration	
and	 institutional	 development	 reforms	 through	
capacity-building,	 and	 (3)	 to	 attract	 the	 Serbian	
diaspora	 to	 support	 government	 reforms	 (that	 is,	
the	‘brain	gain’)	(see	Box	11).	The	initial	funding	
partners	 (Government,	 UNDP	 and	 FOSYU)	
weighed	in	differently	as	to	where	they	felt	priority	
attention	 should	 be	 given.	 The	 Government	
viewed	 the	 first	 objective	 as	 the	 top	 priority	 for	
the	 programme.	 UNDP	 and	 a	 number	 of	 other	
donors	saw	the	second	objective	as	the	top	priority	
and	a	more	conventional	approach	to	development	
assistance	in	such	situations.	FOSYU	was	especially	
concerned	 with	 measures	 to	 accelerate	 the	 brain	
gain.	The	challenge	of	balancing	the	differing	but	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	Ibid.,	p.	6.

Box 11: Bringing Home the Serbian Diaspora

one	of	the	objectives	of	the	CBF	was	to	attract	the	diaspora	back	to	Serbia	–	especially	individuals	at	the	
senior	managerial,	professional	and	technical	ranks	of	the	civil	service.	Since	no	tracking	and	follow-up	
mechanisms	were	established	by	the	CBF	(an	easy	enough	task),	it	is	not	possible	to	provide	exact	figures	on	
the	degree	to	which	this	objective	was	achieved.	Based	on	anecdotal	evidence,	of	the	500	or	so	national	con-
sultants	recruited	by	the	CBF,	it	is	estimated	that	perhaps	10−15	percent	were	drawn	back	from	the	diaspora.	
Among	those,	it	is	estimated	that	half	that	number	stayed	in	the	country	once	project	tasks	were	completed,	
in	the	range	of	25–40	individuals.	Some	of	those	who	stayed	were	employed	at	senior	levels	in	Government,	
while	others	assumed	senior	positions	in	the	private	(for	example,	banking)	and	civil	society	sectors.

The	‘brain	drain’	continues	to	be	a	problem	for	Serbia.	Government,	donors,	economists	and	others	are	
concerned	about	the	economic	consequences	of	losing	more	of	the	best	and	brightest	people	to	opportuni-
ties	presented	in	more	developed	countries.	with	potential	for	eU	accession,	the	Serbian	diaspora	may	well	
increase.	over	the	medium	to	longer	term,	the	main	challenge	for	Serbia	(and	other	countries	in	the	region)	
lies	in	knowledge	becoming	the	key	resource	for	economic	development,	productivity	and	competitive	
advantage	–	especially	in	an	increasingly	globalized	economy.	Further,	it	is	most	often	the	case	that	knowl-
edge	workers	own	the	means	of	production.	one	lesson	from	the	CBF	is	that	more	analysis	is	needed	on	the	
ongoing	diaspora	debate	to	ensure	the	adoption	of	policies	leading	to	more	‘brain	gain’	and	‘brain	retain’	
than	‘brain	drain’.	



compatible	 agendas	 of	 the	 different	 players	 was	
to	be	given	 to	a	 joint	government-donor	 steering	
committee	to	be	chaired	by	the	Government.

The	first	 round	of	 support	 from	 the	CBF	was	 to	
extend	 for	 one	 year	 and	 was	 to	 be	 provided	 to	
three	Serbian	Republic	ministries	and	one	Serbian	
agency:	 the	 Ministry	 of	 International	 Economic	
Relations,	 the	 Ministry	 of	 Social	 Affairs,	 the	
Ministry	of	Justice,	and	the	Civil	Service	Council.1	

Each	was	consulted	as	to	their	needs	and	priority	
areas	for	support.	These	initial	partners	signed	the	
CBF	 Programme	 Support	 Document	 in	 March	
2001.	The	pace	of	reform	activity	(including	CBF	
programming	 and	 delivery)	 under	 the	 Djindjic	
Government	 was	 energetic.	 However,	 after	 his	
assassination,	 things	 slowed	 down	 considerably	
due	 to	 political	 uncertainty	 and	 the	 subsequent	
election	 of	 the	 coalition	 Government.	 This	 had	
a	 direct	 impact	 on	 the	 CBF	 in	 the	 sense	 that	
ministries	 became	 divided	 by	 party	 affiliation,	
slowing	 down	 decision-making,	 exacerbating	
horizontal	 coordination	 and	 hampering	 progress	
on	reform	of	the	public	administration.

Nonetheless,	 the	 CBF	 was	 seen	 as	 a	 positive	
response	to	a	critical	government	need	at	the	right	
time.	Given	the	many	uncertainties	in	the	country,	
both	UNDP	and	FOSYU	made	a	calculated	risk	
to	 support	 the	 FRY	 and	 the	 Republic	 of	 Serbia	
at	 a	 time	 when	 no	 other	 donors	 were	 willing	 to	
take	such	risks	or	simply	were	not	ready	to	provide	
development	 assistance.	 The	 UNDP	 physical	
presence	 in	 the	 country,	 combined	 with	 funding	
availability	 from	 both	 UNDP	 and	 FOSYU,	
enabled	 a	 ‘quick	 response’	 in	 the	 form	 of	 the	
CBF.	 It	 provided	 needed	 early	 assurance	 to	 the	
Government	 that	 the	 UNDP,	 the	 FOSYU	 and	
other	donors	were	ready	and	willing	to	help.	This	
was	seen	then,	and	now,	as	a	case	of	innovation	and	
quick	response.	

The	main	objective	of	the	CBF	was	to	support	“…	
the Government of the Republic of Serbia in fulfilling 

the objectives of its public administration reform and 
building the administrative capacity to formulate and 
implement public policies in an efficient and effective 
manner. The programme activities initiate a series 
of projects for capacity-building to be formulated by 
ministries/public agencies and municipalities to be 
financed under a Capacity Building Fund.” 2 

The	CBF	was	to	serve	as	a	programme	framework	
and	 financing	 mechanism	 for	 projects	 according	
to	 needs	 and	 priorities	 set	 by	 the	 joint	 steering	
committee	 and	 under	 a	 yet-to-be	 developed	
National	Public	Administration	Reform	Strategy.	
The	CBF	also	presented	a	coordination	mechanism	
for	 donors	 interested	 in	 supporting	 the	 reforms,	
but	who	did	not	have	the	internal	embassy	capacity	
to	manage	or	 implement	 their	own	programmes,	
to	 pool	 funds.	 In	 practice,	 the	 CBF	 initiative	
was	 not	 a	 fund	 per	 se,	 but	 rather	 a	 collection	 of	
individual	 cost-shared	 projects,	 most	 of	 which	
were	 signed	 with	 counterpart	 ministries	 or	
agencies.	Legal	agreements	were	between	UNDP	
and	 the	 Government,	 and	 between	 UNDP	 and	
donors.	But	in	all	cases,	UNDP	played	the	role	of	
executing	agent	(direct	execution).	

Growth and Highlights of the Capacity 
Building Fund

The	CBF	proved	to	be	a	long	running	programme,	
despite	several	challenges	–	not	the	least	of	which	
was	operating	in	a	difficult	and	uncertain	political	
and	 bureaucratic	 environment.	 Over	 the	 nearly	
five-year	 period	 from	 its	 launch	 in	 March	 2001	
to	late	2005,	when	the	last	few	remaining	projects	
wound	 down,	 the	 CBF	 had	 grown	 rapidly	 from	
four	 government	 recipients	 to	 encompass	 a	 total	
portfolio	of	15	projects	in	both	federal	(subsequently	
state	union)	and	Serbian	Republic	ministries	and	
agencies	(see	Annex	4).	The	total	amount	of	funds	
committed	by	donors	 in	 cost-sharing	agreements	
amounted	 to	 $10	 million	 over	 that	 period.	 A	
diverse	 community	 of	 donors	 supported	 CBF	
projects.3	The	Fund’s	rapid	growth	may	be	seen	as	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	The	CSC	existed	only	in	concept	at	the	time,	but	a	senior	Serbian	official	had	been	nominated	to	head	it	up.
2.		See:	UNDP.	March	2001.	 ‘Capacity	Building	Fund	–	Capacity	Building	Programme	–	Phase	1:	 an	 International	Public-

Private	Partnership	 in	Support	of	 Institutional	Reforms’.	Programme	Support	Document.	UNDP,	Belgrade.	The	quote	 is	
extracted	from	the	signature	page.

3.		The	findings	on	performance	and	results	are,	for	the	most	part,	extracted	from	a	limited	base	of	documentary	evidence.	This	
includes:	(1)	a	major	mid-term	independent	review	of	the	CBF	as	a	whole	in	May	2003;	(2) ‘CBF as a Country Case Study on 
Capacity Development Facilities’, prepared	by	the	UNDP	Country	Office	and	presented	at	a	UNDP	Capacity	Building	Seminar	
in	the	Slovak	Republic	in	November	2005;	and	(3)	three	individual	project/ministry	level	reviews/evaluations	carried	out	by	
UNDP:	(a)	the	Ministry	of	Labour	and	Employment	(April	2004);	(b)	the	Ministry	of	Social	Affairs	(May	2004);	and	(c)	the	
Serbian	Ministry	of	International	Economic	Relations	(June	2004).	These	were	supplemented	by	interviews	with	some	of	the	
initial	key	designers	and	managers	of	the	programme.

52  C h A p T e r 	 4



A S S e S S M e N T 	 o F 	 d e V e L o p M e N T 	 r e S U L T S 	 53

success	in	its	own	right,	but	it	gave	rise	to	several	
implementation	and	growth	challenges.

Given	the	programme’s	magnitude,	its	multiplicity	
of	objectives	and	its	diverse	nature	in	the	uncertain	
Serbian	 context,	 it	 is	 to	 be	 expected	 that	 CBF	
performance	 would	 generate	 diverse	 opinion.	
Much	 depended	 on	 the	 ‘stake’	 that	 a	 particular	
CBF	 partner	 had	 put	 into	 the	 programme	 –	 as	
mentioned	above	–	and	what	they	expected	from	
it	 (whether	 UNDP,	 funding	 donor	 or	 individual	
government	entity).	To	a	certain	extent,	questions	
of	 focus,	 approach	 and	 management,	 results	 or	
impact	 are	 a	 matter	 of	 divergent	 opinion	 and	
perception.	Beyond	the	pure	metrics	of	programme	
performance,	 the	 absence	 of	 any	 baselines	 or	
quantifiable	measures	for	substantive	performance	
left	 ample	 room	 for	 subjective	 interpretation	 as	
to	 where	 CBF	 performance	 was	 strong	 or	 weak,	
effective	or	not.	This	is	not	to	say	that	one	perception	
is	more	valid	than	another.	Rather,	as	mentioned,	
it	is	very	much	a	function	of	individual	viewpoint.	
The	following	assessment	of	performance	attempts	
to	strike	a	balance.

The	 performance	 of	 the	 numerous	 CBF	 projects	
focused	 to	 a	 large	 extent	 on	 the	 recruitment	 of	
national	 experts,	 with	 the	 provision	 of	 some	
training	 and	 computer	 systems	 and	other	 inputs.	
Without	these	‘human	resources	inputs’,	a	number	
of	 government	 economic	 reforms	 and	 agencies	
would	 probably	 not	 have	 taken	 off,	 according	
to	 the	 views	 of	 several	 heads	 of	 agencies	 and	
ministries	(this	was	also	supported	by	the	findings	
of	 independent	 project	 evaluations).	 Despite	
the	 ‘input’	 nature	 of	 the	 assistance,	 the	 various	
project	 documents	 endeavoured	 to	 define	 the	
utilization	 of	 such	 expertise	 in	 the	 context	 of	
time-bound,	 results-	or	output-oriented	activities	
–	 either	 packaged	 as	 ‘projects’	 in	 UNDP	 project	
documents,	 or	 packaged	 in	 ministry-based	 work	
groups,	change	management	units	or	projects.	

It	 is	 not	 possible	 in	 the	 limited	 space	 of	 this	
report	to	cover	the	results	of	all	the	CBF	projects	
or	 all	dimensions	of	 the	programme.	One	of	 the	
government	 ministries	 that	 first	 received	 CBF	
assistance	 was	 the	 former	 Ministry	 of	 Social	

Affairs,	 and	 it	 is	 indicative	 of	 the	 more	 positive	
results.	 Highlights	 of	 the	 external	 evaluation	
carried	 out	 for	 the	 ministry,	 supplemented	 by	
follow-up	 interviews	 by	 the	 ADR	 team,	 are	
presented	below.1

(1) The Former Ministry of Social Affairs 

Ministry context.	The	former	Ministry	of	Social	
Affairs	 serves	 as	 an	 example	 of	 successful	 and	
effective	 delivery	 of	 project	 support	 through	 the	
CBF	 within	 a	 ministry	 that	 had	 a	 firm	 reform	
strategy,	 strong	 and	 committed	 leadership	 from	
the	minister	and	substantive	support	from	several	
donors	on	parallel,	but	complementary,	non-UNDP	
projects.	 The	 former	 ministry	 was	 established	
as	 a	 separate	ministry	 in	 the	beginning	of	 2001,	
by	 dividing	 the	 previous	 Ministry	 of	 Labour,	
Employment,	 Social	 Affairs	 and	 Veterans	 into	
two	 separate	 institutions.2	 As	 noted	 in	 	 Chapter	
2	of	this	report,	social	safety	network	reform	was	
recognized	as	a	key	priority	in	Serbia.	Social	services	
and	 the	pension	 system	needed	 to	be	more	 cost-
effective	 and	 to	 focus	on	 alleviating	 the	negative	
impact	 of	 economic	 restructuring,	 especially	 on	
the	standard	of	 living	and	poverty	alleviation	for		
vulnerable	groups.	

The	Ministry	of	Social	Affairs	defined	both	short-
term	and	long-term	strategies.	Crisis	management	
was	featured	in	the	short	term	in	view	of	the	then	
significant	 arrears	 in	 social	 benefits	 as	 well	 as	
widespread	poverty.	Among	 immediate	measures	
for	 the	 protection	 of	 vulnerable	 groups	 was	 the	
attention	given	to	changes	in	the	pension	system.	
Longer-term	 reforms	 comprised	 assistance	 to	
vulnerable	 groups	 to	 achieve	 a	 minimal	 level	 of	
social	 security,	 programmes	 of	 assistance	 to	 the	
elderly	and	those	with	disabilities,	care	for	children,	
prevention	of	violence	and	provision	of	assistance	
to	victims	of	violence.	

UNDP project response.	The	CBF	project	for	the	
Ministry	of	Social	Affairs	(seen	as	the	first	phase	
in	 a	 longer-term	 development	 programme)	 was	
designed	 as	 a	quick	 response	mechanism	 to	help	
the	 ministry	 implement	 its	 short-term	 strategies	
and	to	build	the	needed	capacities	for	longer-term	
reform.	 The	 project	 was	 implemented	 by	 UNDP	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		The	evaluation	reports	were	considered	by	some	to	be	controversial	since	there	were	no	baselines	and	the	assessment	was	designed	

on	the	basis	of	the	individual	perceptions	of	mainly	government	officials.	See:	UNDP.	November	2005.	‘CBF as a Country Case 
Study on Capacity Development Facilities. Prepared	for	the Capacity	Building	Seminar	in	the	Slovak	Republic,	p.	6.	

2.	The	ministry	was	reorganized	again	in	early	2004	into	the	new	Ministry	of	Labour,	Employment	and	Social	Policy.



over	the	period	1	September	2003	to	31	July	2004	
with	 a	 total	 budget	 of	 $441,000	 dollars,	 funded	
by	the	Government	of	the	Netherlands.	The	main	
role	 of	 UNDP	 was	 the	 recruitment	 of	 national	
and	 international	 experts,	 resource	 mobilization,	
and	 ongoing	 monitoring	 and	 evaluation.	 An	
independent	external	evaluation	was	carried	out	at	
the	end	of	the	first	phase.1

A	main	feature	of	the	project	was	the	establishment	
of	working	expert	groups	consisting	of	external	(but	
generally	national)	and	 internal	 (that	 is,	ministry	
staff)	consultants	to	address	specific	problems.	The	
project	 comprised	 eight	 subprojects	 with	 a	 ninth	
focused	 on	 the	 set-up	 and	 support	 to	 the	 Policy	
Support	Unit	 that	 is	 staffed	 for	 the	most	part	by	
external	 resources	 through	 the	CBF	project.	The	
unit	was	responsible	for	coordinating	the	execution	
of	 the	 subprojects	 and	 providing	 general	 expert	
support	 to	 various	 ministry	 sectors.	 The	 Policy	
Support	Unit	was	found	to	be	the	driving	force	of	
project	execution	as	well	as	for	the	implementation	
of	the	overall	social	reform	strategy.	

Project results.	One	of	the	most	significant	early	
achievements	of	the	ministry	was	its	leading	role	in	
the	formulation	of	the	Poverty	Reduction	Strategy	
Paper	with	 support	 from	 the	World	Bank.	With	
assistance	 from	 national	 consultants	 provided	
through	the	CBF	project,	the	Ministry	of	Foreign	
Affairs	was	able	 to	create	and	sustain	 the	broad-
based	 participatory	 process,	 which	 included	 all	
other	 ministries,	 government	 representatives,	
think-tanks	and	the	academic	community,	NGOs,	
business	 representatives,	 donors,	 international	
partners,	 and	 representatives	 of	 vulnerable	
groups.	 This	 resulted	 in	 a	 well-received	 strategic	
government	document	that	was	widely	accepted	by	
various	stakeholders	and	ready	for	implementation.	
It	is	important	to	note	that	this	was	accomplished	
at	 a	 time	 of	 post-conflict	 political	 and	 economic	
uncertainty.	 UNDP	 was	 seen	 as	 an	 independent	
and	 objective	 facilitator	 of	 the	 process,	 a	 neutral	
arbiter,	a	builder	of	networks	and	agent	of	change.	
UNDP	 also	 contributed	 to	 policy	 dialogue	
through	 the	 sharing	 of	 international	 experience	
and	 recruitment	 of	 international	 experts	 in	 such	
specialized	areas	as	pension	reform.

In	addition	to	the	above,	the	project	supported	the	
production	of	several	key	outputs:

•	 	Databases	and	software	packages	that	contrib-
uted	to	capacity-building	for	policy	formulation	
and	analysis	as	well	as	implementation.	

•	 	Support	for	the	drafting	of	laws	that	were	either	
passed	or	well	on	their	way	to	being	passed	(that	
is,	Law/Programme	for	Merging	Pension	Funds,	
an	 updated	 Family	 Code	 that	 encompasses	
family	violence	to	reflect	Serbia’s	ratification	of	
the	 international	 convention,	 a	 Law	 on	 Social	
Contributions	 aimed	 at	 harmonization,	 and	 a	
Law	on	Voluntary	Pension	Contributions).	

•	 	Training	 delivered	 mostly	 at	 the	 local	 level:	
for	 example,	 training	 of	 professionals	 on	 the	
opening	 of	 a	 system	 of	 schools	 for	 parents	
of	 children	 with	 special	 needs,	 training	 for	
professional	caregivers	employed	in	institutions	
for	 children	 with	 special	 needs,	 and	 training	
and	 joint	 planning	 of	 local	 stakeholders	 in	
the	 area	 of	 social	 protection	 for	 social	 reform	
processes.	Participant	 evaluations	 of	 these	 and	
other	training	events	were	positive.	

•	 	Several	situation	assessments	and	studies	on	the	
merging	of	pension	funds	and	the	harmonization	
of	social	contributions.	

Considerable	 time	 will	 be	 needed	 to	 see	 if	 the	
various	 laws,	 reforms	 and	 assistance	 provided	 by	
the	project	will	be	sustainable	or	have	any	impact.	
Clearly,	 social	 reforms	 are	 very	 much	 dependent	
on	 the	 success	 of	 economic	 reforms	 and	 reforms	
in	broader	public	administration.	However,	in	the	
short	 term,	 the	 Ministry	 of	 Social	 Affairs-CBF	
project	 proved	 to	 be	 flexible	 and	 responsive	 to	
the	immediate	needs	of	the	ministry.	The	project	
was	 seen	 as	 a	 successful	 short-term	 solution	 to	
fill	 key	 capacity	 gaps	 –	 perceived	 by	 some	 to	 be	
mere	 capacity	 substitution.	 The	 focus	 on	 the	 use	
of	 national	 consultants	 combined	 with	 ministry	
staff	 incentives	was	 found	 to	have	 contributed	 to	
the	 internalization	and	ownership	of	 the	 reforms	
(the	 issue	 of	 the	 role	 of	 national	 consultants	 and	
salary	supplements	is	discussed	further	under	the	
Ministry	 of	 International	 Economic	 Relations	
case).	 Based	 on	 the	 positive	 performance	 of	 the	
project,	a	second	phase	was	formulated	and	received	
donor	funding.	
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1.	See	Morsiani,	G.	et	al.	May	2004.	‘Final	Evaluation	of	Capacity	Building	Fund	Programme:	Ministry	of	Social	Affairs’.
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Based	 on	 an	 independent	 evaluation,	 plus	 com-
ments	 provided	 by	 the	 former	 minister	 and	 cor-
roborated	 by	 UNDP	 programme	 staff,	 it	 is	 felt	
that	 the	developed	 institutional	 and	 staff	 capaci-
ties	supported	by	the	project	have	a	high	likelihood	
of	sustainability.	This	has	been	achieved	primarily	
through	 the	 training	of	 civil	 servants,	 the	devel-
opment	of	reference	materials	and	handbooks,	the	
transfer	of	know-how	and	generally	expanding	the	
understanding	of	more	modern	methods	of	policy	
formulation,	project	management,	monitoring	and	
reporting	 and	 related	 functions	 (for	 example,	 or-
ganizing	and	conducting	meetings	and	workshops,	
information-sharing	 and	 public	 communication,	
liaison	and	so	on).	All	these	were	seen	as	elements	
of	an	exit	strategy,	with	the	project	completed	by	
end-2005.

(2) Other Notable CBF Experiences

Public administration reform.	 In	 the	 broader	
sense,	 the	 CBF	 was	 not	 particularly	 successful	
in	advancing	public	administration	reform	in	the	
Government	of	Serbia,	even	though	it	was	initially	
to	be	aligned	with	the	overall	public	sector	reform	
agenda.	 In	 early	 2001,	 the	 Government	 had	
established	 the Civil	 Service	 Council	 and	 the	
Agency	 for	Public	Administration	Development.	
The	 Civil	 Service	 Council	 was	 to	 function	 as	
the	 high-level	 government	 policy	 advisory	 body	
while	 the	 Agency	 for	 Public	 Administration	
Development	 would	 serve	 as	 the	 implementing	
agency.	 Due	 to	 political	 and	 other	 constraints,	
these	agencies	failed	to	deliver	on	their	mandates.	
The	 Council	 has	 been	 inactive	 since	 November	
2003,	and	the	Agency	for	Public	Administration	
Development	was	abolished	by	decree	on	12	May	
2004,	 with	 its	 functions	 transferred	 to	 the	 new	
Ministry	of	Public	Administration	and	Local	Self-
governance,	which	had	been	established	in	2002.	
Hence,	CBF	support	delivered	to	these	agencies	is	
considered	unsuccessful.

After	 setting	 up	 the	 institutional	 development	
cluster	 and	 rationalizing	 UNDP	 projects	 in	 the	
area,	UNDP	provided	 continuing	 support	 to	 the	
Ministry	of	Public	Administration	and	Local	Self-
governance,	but	outside	of	the	CBF	(which,	by	that	
time,	 was	 winding	 down).	 With	 a	 new	 Govern-
ment	in	place,	the	World	Bank,	among	others,	had	
encouraged	 the	new	Government	 to	develop	and	
formally	approve	the	needed	strategy	on	public	ad-

ministration	reform	(which	was	also	required	as	a	
condition	for	EU	accession).	Because	of	UNDP’s	
earlier	 involvement	 in	PAR-related	 issues	 as	well	
as	 facilitation	 of	 capacity-building	 processes	 in	
several	ministries,	the	World	Bank	suggested	that	
UNDP	assist	in	facilitating	the	PAR	development	
process.	UNDP	provided	some	initial	seed	funds,	
carried	out	 consultations	with	donors,	 conducted	
various	meetings,	and	engaged	three	local	experts	
to	help	draft	specialized		sections	of	the	strategy.	
The	ministry	drafted	the	PAR	strategy	document	
and	it	was	seen	as	Government-owned.	It	was	ap-
proved	by	the	Council	of	State	Administration	Re-
form	(chaired	by	the	prime	minister)	and	formally	
approved	by	Government	in	late	2004.	This	mile-
stone	fulfilled	a	World	Bank	criterion	for	further	
funding	support	in	the	country.	High	priority	ele-
ments	of	the	PAR	strategy	are	to	be	implemented	
in	early	2006,	with	donor	funding	and	implemen-
tation	support	from	UNDP.

UNDP role and performance.	 UNDP	 played	
a	 similar	 role	 in	 the	 cases	 of	 the	 Ministry	 of	
International	 Economic	 Relations	 and	 the	
Ministry	of	Social	Affairs,	as	well	as	many	other	
CBF	projects.	The	role	was	that	of	implementing	
agent.	By	far	the	most	important	dimension	of	this	
role	was	support	to	the	selection	and	recruitment	of	
national	and	international	experts	and	consultants.	
However,	 when	 the	 CBF	 was	 first	 launched,	
UNDP	 did	 not	 have	 adequate	 implementation	
or	 operational	 capacity	 to	 meet	 what	 turned	 out	
to	be	a	major	operational	 task	(over	500	national	
and	 international	 consultants/experts/advisers	
were	 deployed	 through	 the	 various	 projects	 over	
the	 term	 of	 the	 CBF).	 Furthermore,	 the	 limited	
existing	 capacities	 in	 the	 Country	 Office	 at	 the	
time	 had	 to	 be	 applied	 across	 programmes	 and	
projects	other	than	the	CBF.	

In	2003,	 the	Country	Office	had	 set	up	a	 rather	
large	 and	 complex	 ‘Executive	 Office’,	 with	 the	
exclusive	mandate	to	manage	the	CBF	and	increase	
its	 rate	 of	 delivery.	 As	 the	 mid-term	 review	 of	
the	 CBF	 noted,	 the	 roles	 and	 responsibilities	
of	 the	 CBF	 Executive	 Office	 were	 unclear,	 with	
numerous	 layers	 of	 management	 and	 confused	
communications	 between	 it	 and	 the	 Country	
Office	 governance	 cluster	 and	 operations	 unit.	
Nonetheless,	 UNDP	 did	 sustain	 performance	
levels	that,	for	the	most	part,	met	the	expectations	
of	most	ministries	and	funding	donors.	 In	2004,	



as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 cluster	 re-organization	 in	 the	
Country	 Office,	 the	 CBF	 Executive	 Office	 was	
disbanded	and	remaining	projects	were	rolled	into	
the	institutional	development	cluster.

In	the	case	of	the	Serbian	Investment	and	Export	
Promotion	 Agency	 (SIEPA),	 the	 first	 phase	 of	
the	CBF	project	was	directly	executed	by	UNDP.	
This	 gave	 way	 to	 a	 nationally	 executed	 second	
phase	designed	by	SIEPA	with	funding	from	the	
Dutch	and	implementation	support	from	UNDP.	
Budget	support	was	provided	to	the	Government,	
from	 which	 a	 performance	 incentive	 scheme	 for	
civil	 servants	 was	 devised	 and	 implemented.1	 At	
present,	it	is	felt	that	such	budget	support	may	be	
required	for	another	year	or	two,	depending	on	the	
ability	of	Government	to	raise	civil	service	salaries	
to	competitive	levels	and	to	generate	the	necessary	
resources	to	finance	them.	

This	has	raised	the	broader	issue	of	sustainability	
and	 the	need	 for	 clear	 exit	 strategies	on	 the	part	
of	 the	 funding	donor	 and	UNDP.	Continued	ad	
hoc	or	fragmented	funding	support	for	civil	service	
performance	 incentives	 could	 further	 distort	 the	
labour	market,	reflect	badly	on	both	Government	
and	donors	(including	UNDP).	However,	 if	such	
support	is	withdrawn,	and	the	Government	lacks	
the	 necessary	 financial	 capacity	 to	 adequately	
compensate	its	staff,	the	risk	of	‘brain	drain’	could	
re-emerge,	 potentially	 complicating	 plans	 and	
timing	for	EU	accession.

4.3.4 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A	recent	 internal	UNDP	assessment	of	capacity-
building	 funds	 concluded	 that,	 in	 the	 case	 of	

the	 Serbia	 CBF,	 “… If resource mobilization and 
policy support to furthering democratic change and 
economic reform in Serbia are to be taken as indicators 
– then CBF was a great success. However, if genuine 
capacity development and public administration 
reform/sustainable institutional development are the 
indicators – then CBF did not meet all the original 
expectations.” 2	 The	 aforementioned	 mid-term	
review	also	concluded	that	the	CBF	had	expanded	
to	 encompass	 a	 complex	 range	 of	 projects	 across	
government	 and	had	 lost	 focus.3	Of	 the	15	CBF	
projects,	 only	 three	 were	 evaluated	 –	 leaving	 a	
sparse	and	potentially	biased	documentary	record	
of	CBF	performance.

Moving to a longer-term cluster strategy.	 The	
CBF	programme	was	essentially	a	mechanism	to	
respond	to	what	had	been	an	emergency	(capacity)	
situation.	In	that	respect,	it	must	be	seen	as	having	
delivered	a	reasonably	successful	response	for	most	
government	 entities	 it	 supported.	 However,	 the	
post-conflict	and	crisis	situation	had,	for	the	most	
part,	 dissipated	by	2004,	 and	more	 strategic	 and	
development-oriented	solutions	were	needed.	Also,	
there	existed	mixed	and	residual	perceptions	of	the	
CBF	of	having	supported	salary	supplementation4	
and	 capacity-substitution	 rather	 than	 supporting	
more	 fundamental	 administrative	 reform.	 It	 was	
the	 decision	 of	 the	 Country	 Office	 in	 late	 2004	
to	convert	the	CBF	into	a	long-term	development	
framework,	 reflected	 in	 the	 current	 institutional	
development	cluster	strategic	plan	for	2005.5

The	 current	 long-term	 plan	 for	 the	 cluster	 is	 di-
rectly	 aligned	 with	 the	 UNDAF	 and	 with	 the	
Country	 Programme	 Document.	 It	 responds	 to	
the	first	thematic	key	area	of	the	UNDAF, ‘Insti-
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__________________________________________________________________________
1.		As	the	agency	was	transferred	to	the	Office	of	the	Deputy	Prime	Minister,	the	second	phase	of	the	project	was	included	as	a	

component	in	a	new,	but	separate,	(non-CBF)	UNDP	project,	‘Support	to	Strategic	Policy	Management	in	the	Deputy	Prime	
Minister’s	Office	(December	2004–December	2005)’.

2.		UNDP.	February	2006.	‘Capacity	Building	Funds	-	Support	to	Economic	and	State	Reform	in	Transition	Countries’.	Internal	
document	prepared	by	Kalman	Mizsei	(RBEC)	and	Lene	Jespersen	(Serbia	Country	Office).

3.		There	was	also	strong	‘delivery	pressure’	on	the	Country	Office	to	enable	it	to	generate	sufficient	extra-budgetary	income	to	
cover	the	costs	of	office	staff	and	operations.	This	is	seen	as	one	of	the	main	reasons	for	the	expansion	of	the	CBF.	Such	delivery	
pressure	continues	to	influence	the	overall	country	programme.

4.		Salary	‘top-ups’	became	a	major	issue	for	some	donors.	Salary	top-ups	were	indeed	provided,	but	their	extent	and	magnitude	
could	not	be	ascertained,	as	data	were	not	readily	available.	

5.		Two	missions	were	undertaken	in	2004	in	order	to	assist	UNDP	on	decisions	regarding	the	future	of	the	CBF.	UNDP’s	Bureau	
for	Development	Policy	supported	a	preparatory	mission	in	September	2004	to	examine	performance	of	the	CBF	in	the	context	
of	public	administration	reform	and	to	provide	input	for	the	development	of	a	draft	‘Strategic	Framework	for	2005−2009’	for	
institutional	development/PAR.	The	framework	was	subsequently	translated	into	Cluster	Strategy	Notes	for	the	institutional	
development	area.	The	second	mission	was	supported	by	the	UNDP	Bratislava	Regional	Centre	(October	2004).	It	built	on	
the	findings	of	the	first	mission	in	relation	to	PAR	and	examined	the	capacity-building	elements	of	the	CBF	that	might	define	
future	niche	support	for	UNDP	in	institutional	development/PAR	for	the	period	2005-2009.	
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1.		A	‘Validation	mission’	from	UNDP	Headquarters	was	carried	out	in	2005	with	the	purpose	of	assessing	internal	capacities,	

systems,	procedures	and	organizational	structures,	and	to	recommend	how	the	current	programme	might	be	better	consoli-
dated	under	the	‘cluster’	arrangement.

2.		A	UNDP	project	is	currently	being	formulated	with	DFID	and	SIDA	funding	to	support	priority	components	of	PAR	imple-
mentation.	Discussions	are	proceeding	with	EAR	to	coordinate	downstream	activities.

tutional Reform and Reform of Public Administra-
tion’,	and	especially	to	UNDAF	outcome	1.1: ‘ef-
ficient, accountable and a people-centred public sector’.	
With	respect	to	the	CPD,	the	cluster	responds	to	
(1)	 the	 outcome:	 ‘Improved efficiency, accountabil-
ity and transparency in governance structures at both 
Union and SCG levels’,	 and	 (2)	 the	 first	 thematic	
key	 area,	 public	 administration	 reform.	 Com-
bined,	 they	will	 contribute	 to	MDG	1	(eradicate	
extreme	 poverty	 &	 hunger)	 and	 MDG	 8	 (de-
velop	 global	 partnerships	 for	 development).	 The	
cluster	 will	 foster	 democratic	 governance,	 as	 per	
UNDP’s	 Multi-Year	 Funding	 Framework	 Goal	
2,	 with	 special	 attention	 to	 subgoals	 2.1	 (policy	
support	 for	 democratic	 governance),	 2.5	 (e-gov-
ernance),	 2.6	 (decentralization,	 local	 governance	
and	 urban/rural	 development),	 and	 2.7	 (public		
administration	reform).

The	 new	 cluster	 strategy	 aims	 to	 build	 on	 the	
lessons	of	the	past	while	also	factoring	in	current	
needs	and	trends	within	the	broad	thematic	area.	
To	better	organize	 its	 strategic	 response	over	 the	
period	2005−2009,	 the	 institutional	development	
cluster	is	organized	into	two	subclusters:	(1)	public	
administration	 reform	 (including	 information	
society	development)	and	(2)	decentralization	and	
local	governance.

Main lessons and recommendations.	 The	 CBF	
experience	showed	that	UNDP	had	either	superior	
strategic	marketing	skills	or	was	‘at	the	right	place	
at	 the	 right	 time’	 during	 the	 immediate	 post-
conflict	period	(most	likely	a	combination	of	both	
factors).	UNDP	local	management	identified	and	
secured	major	opportunities	such	as	the	CBF	and	
the	 South	 Serbia	 initiatives.	 However,	 strategic	
marketing	strengths	were	not	sufficiently	matched	
by	strengths	in	management	and	implementation.	
One	lesson	from	the	CBF	experience	is	the	need	
for	 strong	UNDP	 internal	 strategic	management	
capacity:	that	 is,	 to	better	assess	and	manage	not	
only	 the	 opportunities	 associated	 with	 a	 large	
programme	 but	 also	 the	 risks,	 and	 to	 better	
assess	 UNDP	 internal	 strengths	 and	 weaknesses	
as	 they	 pertain	 to	 execution	 and,	 especially,	
implementation.	

The	fact	that	UNDP	may	have	well-developed	ex-
ecution	and	implementation	procedures	and	rules	
are	 not	 in	 and	 of	 themselves	 assurances	 of	 suc-
cess.	 In	 hindsight,	 the	 organization	 itself	 might	
well	have	carried	out	an	 internal	 capacity	assess-
ment	and	developed	a	 concrete	 capacity-building	
programme	 (that	 is,	 a	 ‘business	 plan’)	 to	 ensure	
cost-effective	implementation.	That	means	having	
the	right	mix	of	managerial	skills	and	staff	at	the	
outset	(with	a	plan	to	grow	with	the	programme),	a	
proper	financing	model	(whether	funded	through	
extra-budgetary	or	UNDP	internal	resources),	the	
right	 systems	 (for	 example,	 in	 recruitment)	 and	
better-tuned	 and	 donor-responsive	 systems	 for	
monitoring	 and	 control.	 The	 main	 recommenda-
tion	is	that	UNDP	might	adapt	the	business	prac-
tice	 of	 ‘business	 planning’,	 especially	 in	 the	 area	
of	 its	operations,	and	seek	to	find	alternative	and	
more	national	sourcing	for	these	functions.1

UNDP	 played	 a	 significant	 role	 in	 public	
administration	reform	policy	dialogue	and	advocacy,	
even	though	the	initial	attempts	of	UNDP	through	
the	CBF	to	assist	the	Government	in	developing	a	
PAR	strategy	and	building	capacity	in	supporting	
institutions	were	not	successful.	The	main	reason	
for	 lack	 of	 initial	 success	 was	 the	 absence	 of	
political	leadership	and	will	to	lead	and	coordinate	
the	implementation	of	needed	reforms,	combined	
with	 the	 government	 decision	 to	 close	 down	 the	
associated	 agencies	 and	 merge	 their	 operations	
with	 the	 Ministry	 of	 Public	 Administration	 and	
Local	 Self-government.	 Further,	 the	 EAR	 had	
very	early	on	established	itself	as	the	main	‘partner’	
to	the	Government	in	the	broad	domain	of	PAR	
(as	it	had	successfully	done	in	Montenegro).	In	the	
early	stages,	UNDP	and	EAR	did	not	or	were	not	
able	to	coordinate	their	efforts.	

With	the	recent	change	of	government,	PAR	has	
been	developed	and	the	levels	of	cooperation	among	
donors	in	supporting	its	implementation	are	reported	
to	have	improved.2	The	main	recommendation	here	
would	be	that	UNDP	augment	its	efforts	in	securing	
collaborative	 relationships,	 especially	 with	 EAR	
or	 its	successor	organization	in	the	area	of	public	
administration	reform.	This	may	take	the	form	of	



a	working	partnership	where	UNDP	might	build	
on	its	experience,	established	strength	and	credible	
role	as	 ‘implementing	agent’.	UNDP	has	recently	
been	 successful	 in	 securing	 such	 partnership	
arrangements	 with	 EAR	 in	 the	 implementation	
of	phase	 two	of	 the	Municipal	 Improvement	and	
Revival	Programme	and	Municipal	Development	
in	the	Sandžac	area,	as	discussed	in	Chapter	4.1	of	
this	report.

In	 the	 absence	 of	 reasonable	 and	 agreed-upon	
measures,	CBF	performance	ended	up	being	defined	
by	perspective	and	viewpoint.	Performance	of	the	
CBF	projects	from	the	ministries’	perspective	was	
measured	in	terms	of	responsiveness	to	their	human	
resource	 (capacity-substitution)	 needs.	 From	 the	
UNDP	and	most	donors’	views,	performance	was	
measured	more	in	terms	of	the	outputs	produced,	
results	achieved	or	success	according	to	the	‘success	
criteria’	contained	in	some	of	the	project	agreements	
(these	were	 linked	more	to	substantive	 ‘reforms’).	
In	 the	 latter	 view,	 performance	 expectations	
tended	to	be	exceptionally	high	–	especially	given	
the	very	uncertain	political	context	and	absence	of	
a	national	PAR	strategy.	This	applied	to	the	CBF	
programme	as	a	whole	as	well	as	 to	many	of	 the	
individual	projects.	The	main	recommendation	 is	
that	programme	framework	documents	and	longer-	
term	 strategies	need	 focus	 and	 a	basic	minimum	
set	of	practical	measures	of	performance	–	whether	
in	the	form	of	results	or	expected	outcomes	–	and	
these	need	to	be	agreed	upon	among	the	parties.	

4.3.5  STANDING CONFERENCE OF TOWNS  
AND MUNICIPALITIES 

The	 ‘Capacity	 Development	 for	 Standing	 Con-
ference	 of	 Town	 and	 Municipalities’	 project	 was	
implemented	as	a	CBF	activity	aimed	at	capacity-
building	for	decentralization	and	local	governance.	
The	Standing	Conference	of	Towns	and	Munici-
palities	(SCTM)	is	a	national	association	of	local	
authorities	 in	 Serbia;1	 all	 169	 municipalities	 in	
Serbia	are	members.	Membership	is	voluntary	and	
the	membership	 fees,	 along	with	donor	 funding,	
support	its	operations.	

Founded	 in	 1953,	 SCTM	 was	 based	 on	 the	
Western	model	of	 local	government	associations.	
Its	 supreme	 organ	 is	 an	 assembly	 of	 the	
representatives	of	all	members.	Guidelines	for	the	
SCTM	are	defined	by	the	assembly	and	executed	
by	 the	 presidency.	 The	 SCTM	 has	 10	 policy	
committees	 (for	 example,	 local	 finances,	 urban	
and	 municipal	 infrastructure,	 environmental	
protection,	social	policy,	international	cooperation)	
and	a	secretariat.	The	secretariat	is	responsible	for	
expert,	administrative	and	managerial	 support	 to	
all	 activities.	 The	 secretary-general	 is	 elected	 by	
the	assembly	and	is	a	member	of	the	presidency.	

The	mandate	of	the	SCTM	is	(1)	to	represent	the	
interests	 of	 local	 governments	 before	 the	 central	
government	 through	 lobbying	 and	 advocacy;	 (2)	
to	support	local	governments	in	efforts	to	improve	
organization	and	functionality	of	municipal	bodies	
and	 communication	 with	 citizens	 by	 providing	
advice,	 technical	 know-how	 and	 training;	 (3)	 to	
foster	cooperation	among	towns	and	municipalities	
in	Serbia,	internationally	and	with	donors	through	
technical	assistance	and	advice,	 including	project	
development	and	coordination;	and	(4)	to	represent	
local	government	at	the	international	level.	

Context. The	SCTM	has	historically	been	a	strong,	
active	 and	 valued	 organization	 in	 Yugoslavia,	
reflecting	the	importance	of	local	government.	The	
organization	declined	and	stagnated	in	the	1990s	
and	 most	 of	 its	 functions	 and	 responsibilities	
were	 shifted	 to	 the	 central	 level	 as	 the	 state	 re-
centralized	 under	 the	 Miloševič	 regime.	 After	
the	 democratic	 local	 elections	 in	 1996,	 the	
Association	of	Free	Cities	of	Serbia2	was	 formed	
as	 an	 alternative	 association	 that	 was	 perceived	
as	 weak	 and	 connected	 to	 the	 regime.	 After	 the	
democratic	 change	 in	2000,	 the	SCTM	and	 the	
Association	 merged,	 combining	 the	 strengths	 of	
the	 two	 organizations	 –	 leadership	 skills	 of	 the	
Association	and	the	premises	and	staff	of	SCTM.	
Even	with	new	 leadership,	 the	SCTM	remained	
weak,	ineffective	and	inefficient	as	its	own,	albeit	
small,	 bureaucracy	 (around	 10	 people	 worked	 in	
the	Belgrade	office	at	that	time)	was	entrenched	in	
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1.		Montenegro	 has	 its	 equivalent	 of	 the	 Standing	 Conference	 and	 there	 is	 some	 cooperation	 between	 the	 two	 organizations	

through	the	Network	of	the	Associations	of	Local	Authorities	from	South	East	Europe	and	a	joint	Serbia	and	Montenegro	
delegation	to	the	Council	of	European	Municipalities	and	Regions.	

2.		American	donors	(National	Democratic	Institute	and	National	Endowment	for	Democracy)	supporting	the	development	of	
civil	society	opposition	to	the	Miloševič	regime	were	providing	primary	funding	and	technical	advice.



__________________________________________________________________________
1.	Prior	to	engaging	UNDP,	SIDA	had	a	bilateral	project	with	SCTM.
2.	UNDP.	2003.	Capacity Development for Standing Conference of Town and Municipalities.	Project	proposal	to	SIDA,	pp.	8-9.	
3.		Langbakk	Consulting	AB.	2005.	Evaluation of SIDA/UNDP ‘Capacity Building for Standing Conference of Towns and Mu-

nicipalities, Serbia’ Project.	Stockholm,	p.	6.	This	evaluation	focused	on	in-depth	analysis	of	SCTM	and	recommendations	for	
further	institutional	strengthening.	

4.		For	example,	SCTM	is	currently	implementing	an	EAR-funded,	€5	million	exchange	programme	for	Serbian	municipalities,	
so	that	they	can	be	exposed	to	practices	of	the	European	Union	through	site	visits.	Another	project,	funded	by	the	Government	
of	Norway,	is	helping	municipalities	prepare	strategic	plans	under	the	Agenda	21	pilot	programme.	The	SCTM	has	also	been	
approached	by	municipalities	seeking	help	in	preparing	project	proposals	using	the	principles	of	good	governance.	
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the	old	ways	of	doing	business,	unmotivated	and	
reluctant	to	change.	

Early	 attempts	 at	 SCTM	 strengthening	 in	
2001−2003	 failed	 despite	 a	 good	 deal	 of	 interest	
and	 several	 attempts	 by	 donors	 to	 work	 with	
the	 SCTM	 to	 build	 internal	 capacity	 and	 to	
coordinate	projects.	The	political	climate	of	Serbia	
was	also	not	conducive	 to	SCTM	strengthening.	
Although	 the	 Government	 passed	 a	 Law	 on	
Local	 Self-government	 in	 2002,	 there	 was	 no	
political	 commitment	 to	 decentralization	 and	
the	 implementation	 of	 local	 governance	 reform	
was	not	a	priority.	The	situation	has	not	changed	
significantly	through	the	duration	of	the	project.	

UNDP project response. UNDP	was	approached	
by	SIDA1	in	2003	to	design	a	project	 for	 the	re-
form	of	SCTM	under	 the	umbrella	 of	 the	CBF.	
The	project	followed	the	CBF	institutional	capac-
ity-building	approach	with	two	modifications:	(1)	
target	–	as	an	association,	the	SCTM	is	not	part	
of	 the	 Government,	 and	 (2)	 execution	 modality	
–	the	project	was	to	be	executed	nationally	(NEX),	
but	implemented	by	UNDP.	However,	elements	of	
DEX	had	to	be	used	due	to	the	low	initial	capac-
ity	of	the	SCTM	(see	Chapter	5.3	for	a	discussion	
on	UNDP	execution	modalities).	SIDA	provided	
$772,200,	with	an	additional	contribution	from	the	
SCTM	estimated	at	about	$102,000	(this	included	
office	space,	maintenance	and	running	costs	of	of-
fice	and	personnel	support,	including	employment	
of	the	Project	Management	Unit).	The	project	was	
implemented	 over	 the	 period	 November	 2003	 to	
December	2005.	

The	project	had	three	objectives:	to	support	devel-
opment	of	SCTM	into	a	modern	and	 responsive	
association	 of	 local	 authorities	 in	 Serbia;	 to	 pro-
vide	 policy	 advice	 to	 bridge	 the	 existing	 lack	 of	
SCTM	 expertise;	 and	 to	 design	 new	 services	 to	
help	SCTM	fulfil	its	mission	and	become	sustain-

able.2	The	project	facilitated	achievement	of	these	
objectives	 through	 engagement	of	 experts,	 train-
ing,	support	for	drafting	policy	papers	and	manu-
als,	purchase	of	equipment	and	the	establishment	
of	the	Municipal	Training	Centre.	The	project	was	
externally	evaluated,	and	the	findings	of	the	evalu-
ation3	informed	this	review.	

Project results.	With	 the	 support	of	 the	project,	
SCTM	was	able	 to	accomplish	major	changes	 in	
its	 organizational	 and	 management	 systems	 and	
to	 significantly	 improve	 internal	 capacity	 for	 and	
efficiency	and	effectiveness	of	service	provision	to	
members.4	The	SCTM,	with	the	help	of	external	
experts	engaged	by	the	project,	developed	and	im-
plemented	 a	 new	 institutional	 structure,	 system-
atized	 internal	 management	 policies	 (that	 is,	 de-
fined	roles	of	the	committees)	and	human	resource	
management,	 including	 recruitment	 and	 staff	
evaluation.	The	SCTM	developed	and	adopted	a	
new	Act	on	Rules	and	Procedures	for	the	organi-
zation.	A	new	system	for	document	management	
and	archives	was	also	put	in	place.	

First	step	were	taken	towards	building	SCTM	ca-
pacity	as	a	policy	adviser.	The	project	brought	 in	
top	national	experts	 to	help	the	organization	de-
fine	its	policy	platform	and	draft	policy	papers	for	
the	 SCTM	 Assembly	 on	 local	 self-government,	
local	 finances	 and	 economic	 development.	 The	
project	 facilitated	 organization	 of	 a	 round	 table	
and	drafting	of	a	policy	paper	on	 the	position	of	
local	self-government	in	the	new	constitution.	This	
activity	helped	SCTM	to	begin	revitalizing	its	role	
as	an	advocate	for	interests	of	local	government	at	
the	central	level.	To	improve	communication	with	
members	and	to	inform	the	external	audience	(the	
Government	and	the	public)	about	the	SCTM,	the	
project	supported	a	website,	publication	of	a	news-
letter	and	magazine,	public	campaigns	and	the	de-
velopment	of	a	communications	strategy.	



Recognizing	 the	 training	 needs	 of	 the	 SCTM	
members	 and	 sensing	 the	 potential	 for	 the	
enhancement	 of	 long-term	 sustainability,	 the	
project	 helped	 the	 SCTM	 establish	 a	 Municipal	
Training	Centre.	This	unit,	housed	in	its	premises	
in	Belgrade,	is	now	fully	operational.1	A	training	
needs	assessment	is	in	progress	as	is	the	development	
of	 a	 core	 curriculum	 for	 training	 local	 officials.	
The	 idea	 behind	 the	 Training	 Centre	 is	 that,	 in	
time,	 municipalities	 will	 seek	 and	 self-finance	
participation	 in	 the	 training	 offered	 by	 SCTM.	
Among	the	tangible	outputs	of	the	SCTM	through	
UNDP	support	were	the	following:

•	 	Establishment	of	a	Municipal	Training	Centre	

•	 	Training	of	about	1,800	mayors	and	local	coun-
cil	officials	on	the	basics	of	government	after	lo-
cal	elections	in	2004

•	 	Defining	a	methodology	for	and	carrying	out	a	
comprehensive	Training	Needs	Assessment	

•	 	Initiating	development	of	the	National	Training	
Strategy	 for	Local	Governments	 in	Serbia	 (to-
gether	with	the	Council	of	Europe)	

•	 	Publication	of	a	book	on	local	self-government	

•	 	Publication	of	a	Handbook for Councillors of City 
and Municipal Assemblies.	

UNDP role and contribution. The	role	of	UNDP	
in	 capacity-building,	 institutional	 strengthening	
and	the	establishment	of	the	Municipal	Training	
Centre	 were	 described	 by	 a	 SCTM	 official	 as	
‘indispensable’.	The	SCTM	perceived	the	UNDP-
implemented	project	as	crucial	and	formative	in	the	
process	of	transforming	the	institution	and	making	
it	functional.	The	role	of	UNDP	was	recognized	by	
the	SCTM	through	an	 invitation	 to	 the	 resident	
representative	to	make	the	keynote	address	at	the	
SCTM	Assembly	meeting	in	December	2005.	

The	UNDP	approach	to	implementation	was	val-
ued	for	its	responsiveness	and	flexibility.	There	was	
a	genuine	dialogue	and	partnership	established	be-
tween	SCTM	and	UNDP	on	the	best	solutions	to	
the	issues	SCTM	was	facing	and	how	to	optimize	
the	 assistance	 that	 the	 project	 could	 bring.	 This	
flexibility	 and	 openness	 to	 create	 solutions	 was	

also	 embedded	 in	 the	 project	 documents,	 which	
were	 not	 prescriptive,	 but	 rather	 stressed	 process	
and	results.	

The	 results	 achieved	 exceeded	 SCTM’s	 expecta-
tions.	The	 transformation	of	 the	SCTM	enabled	
the	organization	to	improve	its	standing	vis-à-vis	
donors,	who	now	 see	 the	organization	 as	 a	part-
ner,	and	among	local	mayors.	UNDP	sustained	a	
high	 level	of	performance	throughout	the	project	
and	the	results	were	found	to	be	‘fully	satisfactory’	
by	the	external	evaluation,	with	a	recommendation	
for	continued	funding	and	long-term	commitment	
by	SIDA.	The	project	resonated	well	and	brought	
visibility	to	UNDP	in	the	donor	community	and	
among	the	local	organizations	involved	in	democ-
racy	promotion	and	governance.

4.3.6 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Outside	of	 the	South	Serbia	programmes,	which	
targeting	 capacity-development	 at	 the	 local	 gov-
ernment	 level,	 the	 SCTM	 project	 was	 among	
very	few	donor-supported	projects	focusing	on	de-
centralization	 and	 reform	 of	 local	 governance.	 It	
was	the	only	such	project	implemented	under	the	
framework	of	the	CBF.	While	in	most	of	the	CBF	
projects	UNDP	established	itself	as	a	capable	and	
credible	 implementing	 agent,	 UNDP	 played	 the	
role	of	catalyst	for	change	for	the	SCTM.	

However,	there	is	more	to	the	success	of	the	SCTM	
than	 the	 right	 timing	 and	 the	 right	 people.	 Un-
like	most	of	the	CBF	projects,	where	the	emphasis	
was	placed	on	outputs,	in	the	SCTM	intervention	
UNDP	 focused	 on	 process	 and	 building	 owner-
ship	of	the	project	by	the	beneficiary.2	UNDP	es-
tablished	 itself	as	a	 technical	adviser	and	capable	
service	provider	 (by	making	 sure	 that	project	 ac-
tivities	 were	 funded	 and	 high-quality	 expertise	
engaged).	Both	 sides	were	proactive	 and	 creative	
as	demonstrated	by	the	establishment	of	the	Mu-
nicipal	Training	Centre.	

The	 SCTM	 intervention	 targeting	 local-level	
government	 was	 a	 good	 choice.	 The	 political	
climate	and	lack	of	will	to	decentralize	proved	to	be	
less	of	an	obstacle	to	SCTM	activity	than	UNDP	
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1.		The	ADR	mission	made	a	site	visit	to	the	Training	Centre	and	was	able	to	witness	training	session	using	modern	equipment	

and	participatory	learning	methods.	
2.	Similar	factors	were	identified	as	drivers	of	success	in	South	Serbia,	see	Chapter	4.1.



__________________________________________________________________________
1.		At	the	time	of	this	review,	SCTM	was	the	recipient	of	14	donor-funded	projects.	These	included	projects	funded	by	EAR,	

DFID,	OSCE,	German	Technical	Cooperation	(GTZ),	Citès	Unies	France	(CUF),	Council	of	Europe,	Open	Society	Insti-
tute,	World	Bank	and	SIDA/UNDP.	

2.	The	concept	of	human	security	was	first	introduced	in	the	Human Development Report 1994.
3.		Among	the	paradigms	in	operation	that	address	sectors	together,	the	European	Union’s	Stabilization	and	Association	Process	

(SAP)	and	the	IMF/World	Bank-supported	poverty	reduction	strategy	(PRS)	are	current,	with	a	nascent	strategy	for	sustain-
able	development	as	an	attempt	to	bridge	the	PRS	and	SAP	being	supported	through	the	Office	of	the	Deputy	Prime	Minister.	
In	each	case,	components	of	human	security	are	addressed,	but	formulated	with	different	objectives.

4.		At	the	state	union	level,	the	Ministry	of	Human	and	Minority	Rights	has	a	mandate	to	prepare	laws	on	national	minorities	and	
to	support	visa,	migration	and	basic	and	human	rights	issues	(of	women,	children,	the	elderly);	the	Ministry	of	Defence	and	
republican	ministries	of	interior	are	responsible	for	security	sector	issues;	and	the	republican	Ministry	of	External	Economic	
Relations,	and	the	Ministry	of	Labour,	Employment	and	Social	Policy	are	mandated	to	address	social	protection	issues.

5.		To	close	the	post-Dayton	refugee	section	by	2006,	the	governments	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Bosnia	and	Herzegovina	and	
Croatia,	with	UNHCR,	OSCE	and	EU,	have	signed	the	regional	3*3	initiative.
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expected.	Through	the	project,	UNDP	helped	 to	
improve	 capacity	 of	 the	 SCTM	 to	 advocate	 for	
local-level	 interests	 and,	 in	 the	 process,	 UNDP	
demonstrated	 its	 ability	 to	 advise,	 advocate	 and	
be	 ‘indispensable’.	 UNDP	 should	 capitalize	 on	
this	 experience	 and	 explore	 the	 possibility	 for	 a	
wider	engagement	with	organizations	at	the	local	
level,	where	the	potential	 for	 impact	beyond	that	
of	‘implementing	agent’	is	greater	than	that	at	the	
central-level	administration.	

The	 project	 laid	 a	 foundation	 for	 SCTM.	 The	
SCTM	 is	 now	 stronger,	 better	 organized	 and	
more	 capable	of	 fulfilling	 its	mission.	But	 it	 still	
needs	 to	 strengthen	 its	 policy	 advisory	 capacity	
and	 develop	 better	 confidence	 to	 liaise	 with	 the	
Government.	The	Municipal	Training	Centre,	as	
well	as	most	of	the	SCTM	operations,	depend	on	
donor	support.1	This	has	been	identified	as	one	of	
the	main	problems	of	the	SCTM.

The	second	phase	of	the	project	($2.4	million	for	
2006−2009)	will,	appropriately,	focus	on	strength-
ening	the	institution	and	will	work	on	a	business	
plan	that	will	enable	SCTM	to	operate	in	a	more	
financially	 sustainable	 manner.	 It	 will	 also	 sup-
port	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 National	 Public	
Administration	Strategy	 and	 the	development	of	
municipal	 partnerships.	 For	 	 project	 implemen-
tation,	 it	 recommended	 that	 the	 partnership	 ap-
proach	 continue.	However,	now	 that	 the	SCTM	
is	larger	and	has	more	organizational	capacity,	and	
with	continued	national	execution,	UNDP	should	
also	be	thinking	about	an	exit	strategy.	

4.4  HUMAN SECURITY: SMALL ARMS  
AND HIV/AIDS

Human	 security	 is	 a	 prerequisite	 for	 human	
development.	It	encompasses	not	only	the	absence	
of	conflict,	but	the	social,	economic	and	political	
security	 of	 individuals	 and	 communities.2	 In	
Serbia	and	Montenegro,	the	factors	that	endanger	
human	 security	 and	human	development	 include	
“slow economic progress, political instability, ethnic, 
religious or sexual discrimination, social and economic 
displacement, growing violence, increasing criminality, 
and the spread of HIV/AIDS”	 (UN	 Common	
Country	Assessment,	2003).	

Human	 security	 is	 not	 a	 concept	 or	 objective	
defined	 in	 the	 strategic	 plans	 of	 the	 Serbia	 and	
Montenegro	 Government	 or	 its	 development	
partners.3	However,	the	various	aspects	of	human	
security	do	correspond	to	the	mandates	of	various	
state	 union	 and	 republic	 line	 ministries	 and	
commissions,	and	are	the	subject	of	strategies	that	
respond	to	national	and	international	agreements.4	

Among	them	are	a	strategy	(2002)	and	commission	
(2004)	to	address	the	reintegration	of	refugees	and	
internally	 displaced	 persons5	 and	 draft	 strategies	
for	 the	 integration	 and	 empowerment	 of	 the	
Roma.	The	latter	 involves	membership	 in	a	2005	
regional	 initiative,	 ‘Decade	 of	 Roma	 Inclusion’,	
and	 a	 draft	 strategy	 for	 the	 reform	 of	 the	 social		
protection	system.



4.4.1 UNDP STRATEGY

The	concept	of	human	security	as	an	objective	of	
UNDP	programming	 in	Serbia	and	Montenegro	
evolved	 from	 the	 crisis	 period	 of	 the	 mid-1990s.	
It	 was	 defined	 as	 one	 of	 the	 objectives	 of	 crisis	
prevention	and	recovery	initiatives	targeted	in	the	
Common	Country	Framework	2002−2004.1	

The	 framework	outlined	 a	 broad	 agenda	of	work	
covering	vulnerability	monitoring	and	prevention	
through	 early	 warning,	 reintegration	 of	 refugees	
and	 IDPs,	 recovery	 in	 southern	 Serbia,	 social	
inclusion	 and	 the	 advancement	 of	 women,	 and	 a	
response	 to	 the	 AIDS	 pandemic.	 This	 agenda	 is	
broken	down	into	the	following	three	areas	in	the	
preparatory	 assistance	 programme	 document	 for	
crisis	prevention	and	recovery	(2002):	

•	 	Post-crisis	recovery	(through	area-based	schemes	
in	southern	Serbia	and	Sandžac)	

•		 	Vulnerability	reduction	(integration	of	refugees,	
IDPs,	Roma;	HIV/AIDS	prevention	and	urban	
employment)

•	 	Human	security	governance	(security	sector	re-
form,	small-arms	control	and	disaster-manage-
ment	planning).

The	 second	phase	of	programming	marks	 a	 shift	
away	 from	 post-conflict	 response	 towards	 a	 de-
velopment-oriented	agenda	(Country	Programme	
Document	 2005−2009).	 Human	 security	 is	 not	
specifically	addressed	in	the	country	programme,	
although	 it	 is	a	 reference	 in	 the	 focus	on	 judicial	
reform.2	By	contrast,	the	Country	Programme	Ac-

tion	Plan	does	make	reference	to	human	security	
programming	under	the	auspices	of	sustainable	de-
velopment,	stating	that	the	needs	of	migrants	and	
vulnerable	groups	require	joint	UN	programming	
(Country	Programme	Action	Plan,	pp.	21−22).	

A	 human	 security	 cluster	 was	 established	 in	 the	
UNDP	Country	Office	in	2005,	which	advanced	
three	of	 four	projects	 initiated	 through	 the	 crisis	
prevention	 and	 recovery	 preparatory	 assistance	
programme	 of	 2002.	 A	 new	 strategy	 for	 human	
security	programming	was	outlined	in	December	
2005,3	with	four	main	areas	of	focus:	HIV/AIDS;	
illegal	possession	of	small	arms	and	light	weapons;	
specific	problems	for	vulnerable	groups;	and	disas-
ter	management.4

Of	the	projects	initiated	through	the	crisis	preven-
tion	and	recovery	cluster,	only	those	that	have	been	
identified	 as	 specifically	 addressing	 human	 secu-
rity	are	assessed	here.5	These	 include	the	projects	
related	 to	 security	 sector	 reform	and	 the	preven-
tion	of	HIV.

4.4.2 SECURITY SECTOR REFORM 

The	European	Union	 launched	the	Stability	Pact	
for	 South	 Eastern	 Europe	 in	 1999	 to	 identify	
measures	and	projects	that	could	contribute	to	the	
stability	and	development	of	the	region.	Among	the	
mechanisms	 established	 were	 a	 regional	 steering	
group	 that	 included	 representatives	 of	 donor	
organizations,	 NATO,	 the	 EU,	 OSCE,	 NGOs,	
the	UNDP	Regional	Centre	in	Bratislava	and	the	
UNDP	Bureau	for	Crisis	Prevention	and	Recovery	
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1.		While	no	mention	 is	made	of	 the	 concept	prior	 to	2002,	 there	 is	 a	programmatic	 link	back	 to	 the	 four	projects	managed		

by	UNDP	between	1996	and	2000	addressing	 refugee-related	problems	and	providing	humanitarian	 support	 to	UNHCR		
and	OCHA.	

2.		The	Country	Programme	Document	states	that	UNDP	will	support	judicial	reform,	highlighting	its	essential	role	in	promot-
ing	social	and	economic	development	for	marginalized	groups,	including	refugees	and	IDPs.

3.		Defined	as	a	shift	within	the	“context	of	development	priorities	of	the	country	in	the	context	of	the	wider	human	rights	ap-
proach	and	the	EU	integration	process.”	Personal	communication,	15	December	2005.

4.		The	emphasis	of	the	strategy	is	largely	on	regional	and	inter-agency	support	for	minority	groups,	such	as	the	Roma,	IDPs	
and	refugees.	Examples	include	proposed	support	for	the	implementation	of	national	action	plans	for	Roma	integration	
through	a	proposed	regional	project	and	a	joint	UN	Country	Team	initiative.

5.		The	 selection	 is	 based	 on	 the	 projects	 identified	 by	 the	 UNDP	 Country	 Office’s	 human	 security	 cluster.	 It	 should	
be	 noted	 that	 the	 largest	 and	 most	 sustained	 project	 from	 the	 original	 crisis	 prevention	 and	 recovery	 cluster	 –	
Area-based	Post-crisis	Assistance	in	Southern	Serbia	–	is	addressed	in		Chapter	4.1	of	this	report.	The	only	other	completed	
project	that	is	not	assessed	in	detail	is	the	Home	for	Elderly	Refugees	and	IDPs, for	which	no	final	report	was	evident.	The	
cluster	leader	stated	that	the	project,	conducted	with	the	Ministry	of	Labour	and	Social	Affairs,	had	included	a	comparative	
study	on	the	de-institutionalization	of	foster	care,	including	the	production	of	a	manual,	and	had	helped	accommodate	50-60	
families	and	introduce	foster	care	and	protected	housing	for	the	elderly	in	three	municipalities.	It	was	not	evident	whether	or	
not	the	project	had	been	replicated	or	had	any	wider	impact	through	other	government	programmes	or	the	more	general	reform	
of	the	social	protection	system.



_________________________________________________________________________
1.		Belgrade	was	chosen	as	the	location	for	the	Clearinghouse	to	enhance	Serbia’s	reintegration	back	into	the	international	com-

munity	after	a	period	of	isolation.
2.	For	more	details	on	the	Capacity	Building	Fund,	see	Chapter	4.3.
3.	General	Staff	is	a	group	of	military	officers	who	act	in	a	staff	or	administrative	role	under	the	command	of	a	general	officer.
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in	Geneva.	Another	was	the	South	Eastern	Europe	
Clearinghouse	for	the	Control	of	Small	Arms	and	
Light	Weapons,	which	was	based	in	Belgrade1	and	
funded	by	the	EU	and	UNDP.

Within	 the	 framework	 of	 the	 Stability	 Pact,	 the	
Government	of	 the	Socialist	Federal	Republic	of	
Yugoslavia	established	a	working	table	for	defence	
and	 security,	 encompassing,	 among	 things,	 arms	
control,	non-proliferation,	defence	reform,	defence	
conversion	 and	 control	 of	 small	 arms	 and	 light	
weapons.	 At	 the	 request	 of	 the	 Government,	
UNDP	 organized	 a	 mission	 in	 April	 2002	 to	
assist	 in	programme	development	 in	 the	 areas	of	
security	sector	reform	and	defence	conversion.	The	
main	 recommendations	 of	 the	 mission	 involved	
security	sector	reform,	including	the	creation	of	a	
commission	on	human	security,	legislative	reform	
of	the	defence	budget	and	management	process,	the	
establishment	of	a	military	asset	conversion	agency,	
and	capacity-building	of	appropriate	governmental	
and	non-governmental	bodies.	

Based	on	these	recommendations	and	the	demand	
identified,	UNDP,	in	2003,	launched	a	14-month	
capacity-building	 project	 with	 the	 State	 Union’s	
Ministry	 of	 Defence,	 under	 the	 auspices	 of	 the	
Capacity	 Building	 Fund.2	 The	 project	 aimed	 to	
establish	 an	 international	 change	 management	
team	within	 the	ministry	 to	 facilitate	 the	 reform	
process	and	build	the	capacity	of	civilian	staff	and	
officials	to	provide	oversight	of	military	forces.	

In	2004,	UNDP	initiated	a	small	arms	and	light	
weapons	 project	 incorporating	 the	 state	 union	
ministries	 of	 defence,	 foreign	 affairs	 and	 inter-
national	 economic	 relations	 and	 the	 republican	
ministries	of	 interior	 in	both	Serbia	 and	Monte-
negro	to	establish	and	implement	an	effective	and	
comprehensive	control	strategy.	The	first	phase	of	
the	 project	 (2004−2005)	 established	 the	 strategy	
and	the	second	phase	(200−2006)	is	supporting	its	
implementation.	

Results

Establishing a basis for military conversion.	
The	 UNDP	 mission	 and	 study	 report	 of	 April	
2002	drew	on	 the	 experiences	of	other	 countries	
in	 the	 region	 and	 was	 considered	 to	 be	 the	 first	
objective	 assessment	 of	 the	 problem	 of	 military	
conversion.	 According	 to	 national	 experts	 who	
participated	 in	 a	 subsequent	 roundtable,	 it	 was	
the	 most	 authoritative	 and	 substantive	 report	 by	
any	 organization	 in	 Serbia	 and	 Montenegro	 at	
the	time	on	a	critical	issue.	Several	of	the	recom-
mendations	 that	 emanated	 from	 the	 study	 were	
adopted	by	the	Ministry	of	Defence,	and	further	
consultations	have	broadened	to	include	other	civil		
society	actors.

Promoting civilian oversight in sensitive areas.	
Support	 to	 the	 Ministry	 of	 Defence	 through	
the	 Capacity	 Building	 Fund	 has	 resulted	 in	
the	 completion	 of	 a	 functional	 analysis;	 the	
reorganization	 of	 the	 ministry	 and	 transfer	 of	
important	 functions	 from	 General	 Staff 3	 to	 the	
Ministry	 of	 Defence;	 and,	 significantly,	 the	
decision	to	create	an	independent	Department	of	
Budget	 and	 Finance,	 which	 will	 report	 directly	
to	the	minister.	However,	a	report	on	the	project	
also	 noted	 that	 the	 commitment	 and	 necessary	
mechanisms	for	reform	overall	did	not	exist.

Initiating a strategy on small arms and light 
weapons. A	draft	national	strategy	for	the	control	
of	small	arms	and	light	weapons	was	produced	in	
May	 2005,	 addressing	 issues	 of	 production,	 pro-
curement,	 import/export,	 stockpile	 management	
and	the	regulation	of	civilian	possession.	In	view	
of	the	evolving	political	context,	the	strategy	was	
written	as	one	document	with	three	annexes,	ad-
dressing	 separately	 the	 two	 republics	 (Serbia,	
Montenegro)	 and	 the	 State	 Union	 of	 Serbia	 and	
Montenegro.	 While	 the	 annex	 on	 Montenegro	
was	adopted	by	the	republic’s	Ministry	of	Internal	
Affairs	in	Podgorica	in	August	2005,	the	annex	on	
Serbia	has	not	been	adopted,	and	the	document	as	
a	whole	remains	in	limbo.	There	is	pressure	on	the	
Government	of	Serbia	 to	adopt	a	 strategy.	How-
ever,	a	focus	on	larger	issues,	notably	the	political	
status	of	the	state	union,	including	Kosovo,	com-



pliance	with	the	International	Criminal	Tribunal	
for	former	Yugoslavia,	and	the	slow	process	of	re-
form	makes	 the	 republican	Government	unlikely	
to	 move	 ahead	 with	 unilateral	 acceptance	 until	
these	 matters	 have	 been	 addressed.	 The	 strategy	
for	control	in	Montenegro	has	advanced,	but	inde-
pendently	of	the	overall	framework	proposed.

Destroying weapons and carrying out related 
advocacy.	As	a	result	of	collaboration	among	the	
Ministry	 of	 Interior,	 the	 South	 Eastern	 Europe	
Clearinghouse	 and	 UNDP,	 there	 has	 been	
success	in	the	destruction	of	small	arms	and	light	
weapons	 and	 related	 promotion	 in	 the	 media.	
Arms	and	weapons	were	 identified	 and	 collected	
by	 the	 ministry,	 resources	 were	 mobilized	 by	
the	 Clearinghouse,	 and	 UNDP	 supported	 the	
implementation	of	destruction	and	arranged	high-
profile	media	events	to	call	public	attention	to	it.	
Reasonably	successful	campaigns	against	seasonal	
‘celebratory	gunfire’,	a	cause	of	injury	and	projected	
instability,	have	also	been	conducted	over	the	last	
two	years.

UNDP Role and Performance

Since	 supporting	 the	 study	 on	 military	 conver-
sion	in	2002,	UNDP	has	continued	to	be	involved	
in	security	sector	reform	and	the	control	of	small	
arms	and	light	weapons.	Nevertheless,	the	success	
or	 failure	 of	 many	 of	 these	 activities	 ultimately	
hinges	 on	 the	 future	 relationship	 of	 Serbia	 and	
Montenegro,	 now	 that	 Montenegro	 has	 secured	
its	independence.	Those	in	charge	of	implementa-
tion	 and	 coordination	 determine	 movement,	 and	
coordination	between	Serbia	and	Montenegro	and	
within	Serbian	ministries	remains	difficult.	

Providing a unique form of assistance.	UNDP’s	
willingness	to	engage	with	the	Ministry	of		Defence	
in	 civilian	 oversight	 was	 critical	 in	 providing	
assistance	 in	 an	 area	 where	 no	 other	 donor	 was	
willing	to	invest	or	be	supported	by	Government.	
By	 bringing	 a	 senior	 adviser	 to	 the	 project,	 it	

was	 noted	 that	 UNDP	 had	 maintained	 the	 only	
credible,	 senior,	 non-bilateral	 and	 influential	
adviser	 within	 the	 ministry	 whose	 relationships	
developed	to	the	point	where	his	views	were	sought	
at	 the	 ministerial	 level.	 Despite	 the	 withdrawal	
of	 the	 adviser,	 much	 was	 achieved	 within	 the		
project	period.

Operating effectively, despite the challenges.	
The	issue	of	small	arms	and	light	weapons	does	not	
have	the	high	profile	of	other	union	issues	(such	as	
corruption	and	human	 trafficking).	Still,	 a	num-
ber	of	stakeholders	believe	that	it	is	an	appropriate	
area	for	UNDP	involvement.	Though	small	arms	
are	defined	as	a	 security	 issue	 (which	 is	a	 repub-
lican	responsibility),	the	link	to	defence1	(a	union	
concern)	has	not	helped	UNDP’s	cause.	Neverthe-
less,	 UNDP	 has	 been	 seen	 as	 a	 transparent	 and	
effective	partner,	assessing	the	risks	appropriately	
and	supporting	progress	where	opportunities	have	
presented	themselves.	It	has	been	further	acknowl-
edged	 that	 the	overall	project	will	not	be	wasted	
since	both	republics	need	the	strategies	–	whether	
they	are	in	a	union	or	not.	

Forging a strong relationship with the South 
Eastern Europe Clearinghouse for the Control 
of Small Arms and Light Weapons (SEESAC).	
SEESAC	is	 a	 regional	project	 that	uses	 the	pro-
curement	 infrastructure	 and	 premises	 of	 the	
UNDP	office	in	Belgrade.2	Approximately	85	per	
cent	 of	 the	 project	 has	 been	 funded	 by	 UNDP	
through	 the	 Thematic	 Trust	 Fund	 managed	 by	
the	Bureau	for	Crisis	Prevention	and	Recovery	in	
Geneva,	and	15	per	cent	by	the	EU.	The	relation-
ship	between	the	project	and	the	UNDP	Country	
Office	has	been	mutually	beneficial.	SEESAC	has	
gained	from	the	recognition,	physical	security,	and	
financial	and	operational	transparency	afforded	by	
UNDP	and	its	support	services.	Similarly,	UNDP	
benefited	from	SEESAC’s	regional	knowledge	and	
the	links	that	have	developed	with	the	Small	Arms	
and	Light	Weapons	Project,	which	is	located	in	the	
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1.		The	national	focal	point	for	small	arms	and	light	weapons,	appointed	under	the	Stability	Pact	regional	implementation	plan,		

is	from	the	Ministry	of	Defence.
2.		UNDP-State	 Union	 of	 Serbia	 and	 Montenegro	 is	 responsible	 for	 the	 administrative	 management	 and	 financial	 probity	 of	

SEESAC,	but	the	strategic	and	operational	aspects	of	the	initiative	rest	with	a	regional	steering	group	made	up	of	eight	gov-
ernments	in	the	region.	SEESAC	reports	to	the	director	of	the	Stability	Pact	Table	3	–	Security,	and	to	UNDP	through	the	
Regional	Centre	in	Bratislava.
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1.		The	HIV	prevention	project	was	also	approached	to	advance	the	vulnerable	populations	component	of	a	$3.6	million	grant	

from	the	Global	Fund	to	Fight	AIDS,	Tuberculosis	and	Malaria	due	to	the	limited	implementation	capacity	of	the	Economic	
Institute,	which	is	managing	the	grant.

2.	The	evidence	in	this		section	is	drawn	largely	from	a	mid-term	review	of	the	project,	conducted	by	DFID	in	May	2005.
3.		The	inter-agency	UN-AIDS	theme	group	has	not	been	subjected	to	external	review	or	evaluation.	Thus,	evidence	of	its	role	and	

performance	is	drawn	solely	from	the	perceptions	of	staff	and	external	stakeholders.

SEESAC	office.	UNDP	can	certainly	take	credit	
for	supporting	SEESAC.	But	as	a	regional	project,	
the	UNDP	office	 in	Belgrade	should	not	seek	 to	
incorporate	 it	within	 its	organizational	structure,	
since	this	would	imply	that	it	is	a	UNDP	Country	
Office	initiative.	

4.4.3  HIV PREVENTION AMONG  
VULNERABLE POPULATIONS

AIDS	 has	 been	 addressed	 through	 both	 an	
inter-agency	 UN-AIDS	 theme	 group	 and	 a	
project	called	HIV	Prevention	among	Vulnerable	
Populations.	The	theme	group	was	established	 in	
2001	to	develop	an	integrated	work	plan	to	address	
this	 national	 challenge,	 and	 to	 fund	 specific	
projects.	Eligible	projects	sought	to	strengthen	the	
AIDS-related	 commissions	 and	 strategies	 of	 the	
two	 republics,	 improve	 the	 existing	 surveillance	
system,	and	support	national	campaigns,	dialogue	
and	capacity-building	among	key	stakeholders.	

The	 HIV	 Prevention	 among	 Vulnerable	 Popula-
tions	Initiative	began	in	2004.	It	grew	out	of	a	na-
tional	assessment	of	HIV/AIDS	among	vulnerable	
groups	conducted	by	Imperial	College	London	in	
2003.	Following	the	assessment,	Imperial	College	
London	approached	UNDP,	seeking	to	utilize	its	
office	 space,	 accounting	 systems	 and	 contracting	
arrangements	for	hosting	the	project.	This	evolved	
into	a	collaboration	between	the	British	university,	
UNDP	and	the	Open	Society	Institute.	The	lead	
government	partners	were	the	AIDS	commissions	
of	 the	 two	 republics.1	 The	 project	 seeks	 to	 pro-
vide	a	coherent	approach	to	HIV	prevention	and	
control	 in	 both	 Serbia	 and	 Montenegro	 through	
the	 development	 of	 strategies,	 demonstration	
projects,	 capacity	 development	 and	 the	 regional		
transfer	of	expertise.	

Results.	At	mid-term,	the	project	had	demonstrat-
ed	a	number	of	concrete	results.2	In	both	republics,	
HIV	strategies	have	been	developed	through	con-
sultative	processes	and,	in	Serbia,	the	strategy	has	
been	 approved.	 The	 Serbian	 Minister	 of	 Health	
now	chairs	the	Republican	AIDS	Committee	and	

the	 Country	 Coordination	 Mechanism	 for	 the	
Global	Fund,	and	the	Government	has	committed	
to	invest	funds	in	HIV	prevention	directly.	A	na-
tional	HIV/AIDS	office	has	been	opened	to	sup-
port	the	capacity	of	the	Republican	AIDS	Com-
mittee	and	the	Institute	of	Public	Health.	

Twelve	 demonstration	 projects	 have	 been	 estab-
lished,	 providing	 outreach	 services,	 home	 visits,	
counselling	and	community	mobilization.	Through	
these	projects,	over	2,000	clients	have	been	assisted	
and	over	24,000	clean	syringes	and	needles	have	
distributed.	Moreover,	continuous	roundtable	dis-
cussions,	 radio	broadcasts	and	newspaper	articles	
have	 brought	 exposure	 to	 the	 issues	 surrounding	
AIDS.	Training	has	been	extended	 to	 the	police	
and	 the	 media	 and	 links	 have	 been	 established	
with	 the	Ministry	of	 Justice	and	 the	Ministry	of	
Health	 in	 developing	 a	 strategy	 to	 improve	 the	
health	situation	in	prisons.	

The	 project	 has	 also	 made	 strides	 in	 supporting	
the	transference	of	HIV	prevention	expertise	and	
capacity	 within	 the	 region,	 through	 a	 network	
of	 some	 35	 NGO,	 UN	 agency	 and	 government	
representatives.	Study	 tours	 to	Poland,	Romania,	
Slovenia	 and	 The	 former	 Yugoslav	 Republic	 of	
Macedonia	have	taken	place.	However,	there	has	
been	less	success	in	Montenegro,	with	significant	
delays	 in	 approving	 the	 national	 strategy.	 This	
appears	 to	 be	 the	 result	 of	 tensions	 within	 the	
Ministry	of	Health.	Montenegro	has	also	failed	in	
its	previous	applications	to	the	Global	Fund.	

The	 inter-agency	 UN-AIDS	 group3	 has	 played	 a	
more	 minor	 role,	 focusing	 largely	 on	 campaigns,	
supporting	the	establishment	of	the	national	HIV	
office,	and	providing	a	coordinating	link	with	the	
NGO	sector.	While	the	group	has	grown	to	include	
nine	members	of	UN	Country	Team,	the	broader	
level	 of	 cooperation	 and	 joint	 programming	 has	
remained	low.	Each	agency	has	continued	to	work	
predominately	on	its	own	HIV-related	initiatives,	
and	the	size	of	the	group’s	budget	(approximately	
$50,000−$100,000	per	year)	has	not	enabled	any	
substantive	activities	to	take	place.	



UNDP role and performance.	 UNDP	 is	 a	 key	
partner	in	the	implementation	of	the	HIV	Preven-
tion	 among	 Vulnerable	 Populations	 Initiative.	 A	
number	of	stakeholders	noted	that	UNDP’s	repu-
tation	provides	legitimacy	to	the	project	and	great-
er	access	to	government	officials	and	policy	mak-
ers.	 The	 project	 manager	 has	 been	 made	 UNDP	
focal	point	for	HIV/AIDS	activities	in	Serbia	and	
Montenegro,	 which	 will	 provide	 greater	 formal	
access	 to	 the	 Republican	 AIDS	 Committee	 and	
the	 Country	 Coordination	 Mechanism	 for	 the	
Global	Fund,	and	may	benefit	the	work	of	the	UN		
theme	group.

However,	it	was	also	noted	that	UNDP	is	not	yet	
fulfilling	its	potential	role	and	function	in	the	project	
–	that	of	providing	additional	value	by	liaising	more	
actively	with	other	UN	partners,	ensuring	policy	
consistency	 between	 poverty	 reduction	 and	 HIV	
strategies,	 and	 in	providing	expertise	 in	 strategic	
planning	 and	 organizational	 development	 to	 the	
Republican	AIDS	Committee.1

4.4.4 SUMMARY ASSESSMENT 

Relevance.	 Security	 sector	 reform	 and	 HIV	
prevention	 in	 vulnerable	 populations	 have	 both	
been	 important	 interventions.	 As	 far	 as	 security	
sector	 reform	 is	 concerned,	 a	 proliferation	 of	
organizations	are	keen	to	engage	in	security	sector	
issues,	but	 few,	 if	any,	have	sufficient	presence	or	
status	to	do	so.	The	OSCE,	for	example,	is	active	in	
helping	institutions	exercise	control	and	oversight	
of	 armed	 forces,	 police	 and	 related	 institutions,	
and	 is	 working	 with	 the	 intelligence	 services.	
But	 it	does	not	have	 the	capacity	 to	engage	 fully	
on	 small	 arms	 and	 light	 weapons.	 The	 extreme	
sensitivity	 of	 the	 security	 sector	 is	 evidenced	 by	
the	 difficulties	 in	 working	 with	 the	 Ministry	 of	
Defence,	 the	 outstanding	 issue	 of	 compliance	
with	 the	 International	 Criminal	 Tribunal,	 the	
relationship	with	Montenegro	and	the	unresolved	
status	 of	 Kosovo.	 Due	 to	 this	 sensitivity,	 many	
feel	 that	 the	 UN	 will	 continue	 to	 be	 the	 most	
appropriate	partner	for	engagement	in	this	area.	

In	mid-2004,	the	choice	of	becoming	involved	in	

HIV	 prevention	 was	 less	 clear,	 at	 a	 point	 when	
a	 number	 of	 UN	 agencies,	 notably	 WHO	 and	
UNICEF,	already	had	a	presence	in	the	field	and	
a	 comparative	 advantage.	 The	 initial	 choice	 by	
Imperial	 College	 London	 to	 work	 with	 UNDP	
appeared	to	have	more	to	do	with	UNDP’s	facilities	
than	 its	 focus.	Furthermore,	 the	 lack	of	progress	
made	through	the	inter-agency	UN-AIDS	group	
suggested	 that	 cooperation	 in	 this	 area	would	be	
difficult.	That	said,	HIV/AIDS	is	a	UNDP	practice	
area,	there	was	a	clear	need	among	those	at	risk	of	
HIV	 and	 an	 institutional	 vacuum	 in	 addressing	
it.	 Internally,	 the	 HIV	 prevention	 project	 is	 also	
establishing	 links	 to	 other	 initiatives	 supporting	
social	 protection	 reform	 and	 the	 inclusion	 of	
vulnerable	and	minority	groups.2	

Coherence and effectiveness.	 The	 human	
security	cluster	has	evolved	from	crisis	prevention	
and	 recovery	 under	 the	 2002-2004	 Common	
Country	 Framework	 to	 a	 strategy	 for	 human	
security.	 Until	 this	 point,	 it	 had	 suffered	 from	 a	
lack	 of	 clear	 parameters,	 defined	 objectives	 and	
coherent	actions.	The	projects	conducted	through	
the	cluster	are	only	loosely	affiliated,	and	in	both	
of	 the	 two	 larger	 initiatives	 assessed,	 neither	 felt	
strongly	aligned	to	a	coherent	foundation	or	shared	
set	of	objectives.	It	has	been	noted	that	there	has	
yet	to	be	evidence	of	synergies	from	the	projects.	
In	 fact,	 in	 the	 case	 of	 the	 small	 arms	 and	 light	
weapons	project,	there	appears	to	be	closer	ties	to	
the	institutional	development	cluster	through	the	
project’s	capacity-building	work	at	the	ministerial	
level.	 More	 broadly,	 while	 there	 has	 been	 strong	
support	from	SEESAC	and	the	Bureau	for	Crisis	
Prevention	 and	 Recovery’s	 Small	 Arms	 and	
Demobilization	Unit	in	Geneva,	it	was	noted	that	
cooperation	on	 security	 issues	with	 the	Regional	
Centre	in	Bratislava	and	to	a	lesser	extent	with	the	
Regional	Bureau	in	New	York	could	be	improved.

UNDP	 has	 been	 largely	 effective	 in	 its	 support	
of	 security	 sector	 reform,	 within	 the	 constraints	
of	 the	political	 context,	 and	 in	 its	work	on	HIV	
prevention.	 However,	 without	 a	 common	 basis	
or	 objectives,	 it	 is	 not	 possible	 to	 determine	 the	
effectiveness	of	the	cluster	as	a	whole.	

66  C h A p T e r 	 4

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	DFID	Mid-Term	Review,	May	2005,	p.	14.
2.		Through	the	earlier	mentioned	Home	for	Elderly	Refugees	and	IDPs	project,	the	National Human Development Report	and	the	

Social	Investment	Fund.
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__________________________________________________________________________
1.		The	EU	published	a	strategy	for	the	control	of	small	arms	and	light	weapons	in	December	2005,	and	has	since	allocated	€1.5	

million	for	the	Western	Balkans	for	2006−2007.
2.		Drawing	on	some	components	of	the	institutional	development	cluster	addressing	policies	in	this	area,	the	Social	Investment	

Fund	under	the	poverty	reduction	and	economic	development	cluster,	and	projected	work	through	the	rule	of	law	cluster	on	
human	rights	law	and	transitional	justice.

4.4.5 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Security sector.	 Increasingly,	 reforms	 in	 Serbia	
and	Montenegro	are	 linked	with	prospective	EU	
membership,	and	in	seeking	to	fulfil	the	conditions	
of	the	acquis communautaire.	As	the	biggest	actor,	
the	EU	will	 be	 best	 placed	 to	 raise	 the	 issues	 of	
security	sector	reform	in	line	with	its	treaties	and	
associated	 codes	 of	 conduct.	 Likewise,	 UNDP’s	
Global	Thematic	Trust	Fund	−	the	funding	source	
that	provided	much	of	the	assistance	to	SEESAC	
and	the	UNDP	projects	–	is	shifting	support	away	
from	Europe	towards	other	priority	areas,	reflecting	
both	its	seed	funding	nature	and	the	needs	in	sub-
Saharan	Africa	and	Asia.	

SEESAC	 and	 UNDP’s	 small	 arms	 and	 light	
weapons	 projects	 must	 therefore	 seek	 funding	
elsewhere.	In	2006,	SEESAC	secured	€1.5	million	
from	the	EU,	shifting	its	dependency	from	UNDP	
to	the	EU.	The	Small	Arms	and	Light	Weapons	
Project	 has	 secured	 financing	 from	 UNDP	 only	
until	May	2006,	and	the	sharing	of	these	funds	is	
being	heavily	contested	between	the	republics	and	
their	union	counterparts.	However,	SEESAC	has	
since	 indicated	 that	 funding	 for	 small	 arms	 and	
light	weapons	may	be	available	for	2007,	under	the	
auspices	of	a	SEESAC-led	EU	initiative.

The	 broader	 raison d’être	 of	 UNDP’s	 continued	
involvement	in	security	sector	work,	including	small	
arms	and	light	weapons,	has	been	questioned	both	
externally	 and	 internally.	 From	 one	 perspective,	
the	Country	Office’s	move	away	from	post-conflict	
response	 appears	 out	 of	 touch	 with	 the	 current	
reality	in	Serbia	(which	entails	a	UN-administered	
territory	 and	 issues	 regarding	 compliance	 with	
the	International	Criminal	Tribunal).	However,	it	
may	also	be	noted	that	this	move	seeks	to	improve	
the	overall	 coherence	of	 the	UNDP	programme,	
linking	it	more	closely	with	the	development	focus	
of	other	clusters.	

In	 view	 of	 the	 difficulties	 experienced	 with	 the	
state	 of	 the	 union,	 and	 the	 lack	 of	 substantive	
and	 coherent	 support	 within	 the	 Country	 Office	
and	 UNDP	 more	 broadly,	 it	 may	 be	 strategic	
for	 UNDP	 not	 to	 pursue	 interventions	 in	 the	

security	 sector	 beyond	 the	 end	 of	 the	 current	
cycle,	or	to	transfer	the	direct	project	management	
responsibility	to	SEESAC.	The	European	Union,	
known	 to	 be	 active	 in	 the	 control	 of	 small	 arms	
and	 light	 weapons	 in	 Southeast	 Asia,	 has	 also	
recently	 begun	 to	 show	 interest	 and	 is	 a	 natural	
partner.1	With	the	commitment	to	fund	SEESAC	
through	2006,	and	with	funds	available	to	support	
control	of	small	arms	and	light	weapons,	it	may	be	
an	opportune	time	to	hand	over	responsibility.

HIV/AIDS. The	 early	 successes	 of	 the	 HIV	
prevention	 project	 have	 led	 key	 stakeholders	 to	
suggest	that	UNDP	could	play	an	expanded	role	in	
this	area,	especially	to	take	advantage	of	its	access	
to	government	counterparts	to	resolve	a	number	of	
political	 impasses.	 Having	 established	 itself	 as	 a	
strong	partner,	UNDP	may	want	to	now	consider	
how	to	facilitate	the	greater	involvement	of	other	
mandated	 agencies.	 Within	 the	 organization,	 as	
with	the	work	on	security	sector	reform,	more	could	
be	 done	 to	 define	 the	 possible	 interrelationships	
within	the	human	security	cluster.	

Cluster future. Human	 security	 as	 an	 objective,	
and	 as	 a	 broad	 area	 of	 involvement,	 relates	 to	
UNDP’s	 overall	 mandate	 of	 promoting	 human	
development.	Defining	this	more	narrowly	within	
the	context	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro	has	placed	
the	 emphasis	 on	 vulnerable	 populations.	 In	 this	
regard,	 the	 recent	 definition	 of	 a	 strategy	 is	 a	
positive	 step,	 identifying	 the	 niche,	 taking	 stock	
of	prior	interventions,	and	providing	a	platform	for	
possible	 future	 growth.	 The	 focus	 on	 vulnerable	
populations	 is	 seen	 as	 a	 cross-cutting	 theme2	 for	
UNDP	 in	 Serbia	 and	 Montenegro,	 and	 there	
are	 possible	 reconfigurations	 that	 may	 benefit	
the	 overall	 programme.	 In	 terms	 of	 the	 current	
arrangement,	there	is	an	argument	for	considering	
justice	 and	 home	 affairs	 work	 as	 part	 of	 security	
sector	reform,	implying	a	reconfiguration	of	both	
rule	of	law	and	human	security	clusters.	

Certainly,	 there	 appear	 to	 be	 numerous	 national	
needs	 in	 supporting	 the	 development	 and	
implementation	of	 laws	 and	 strategies	 –	on	 anti-
discrimination,	 for	 example,	 Roma	 Action	 Plans	



and	 the	 like,	 and	 these	 opportunities	 can	 be	
supported	by	the	UN	Country	Team	working	group	
of	the	same	name	and	through	regional	initiatives.	
While	 this	may	be	optimal,	 it	will	 be	 important	
to	clarify	roles	and	responsibilities	with	other	UN	
agencies,	 and	 UNDP	 will	 need	 to	 be	 cautious	
not	to	‘invade	the	turf ’	of	UNHCR	in	particular.	
Beyond	this,	 the	challenge	for	UNDP	will	be	 to	
determine	 what	 its	 real	 objectives	 are,	 and	 then	
decide	whether	they	warrant	a	separate	cluster	or	
whether	they	can	be	ably	addressed	through	other,	
more	established,	work	programmes.	

4.5 jUDICIAL REFORM AND RULE OF LAW 

Under	the	Milošević	regime,	the	rule	of	law	system	
suffered	 terrible	 setbacks,	 moving	 even	 further	
away	from	the	already	questionable	independence	
of	the	judiciary	in	Yugoslavia.	Formally,	there	was	
a	 separation	 between	 the	 three	 branches	 of	 the	
Government	 in	Serbia,	but	politics	and	pressures	
of	the	regime	have	been	used	in	the	judicial	system	
against	dissidents	and	to	 ‘legalize’	 impunity.	Key	
judicial	 institutions	 were	 captured	 by	 the	 pro-
regime	elite	and	tightly	controlled	the	nomination,	
appointment	 and	 dismissal	 of	 judges.	 Human	
rights	 entered	 the	 agenda	 only	 in	 the	 context	 of	
their	 violation.	 Furthermore,	 the	 administration	
of	justice	–	the	courts,	the	prosecutors’	office,	the	
penal	 system	 –	 had	 problems	 characteristic	 of	
any	 unreformed	 bureaucracy;	 the	 administration	
was	inefficient	and	incompetent	and	the	staff	was	
poorly	paid	and	poorly	trained.	

The	new	democratic	Government	came	into	power	
in	2000	with	a	strong	intent	to	reform	the	rule	of	
law	in	Serbia.	The	death	penalty	and	military	courts	
were	abolished.	The	legal	environment	for	human	
rights	greatly	 improved:	 the	State	Union	became	
a	 signatory	 to	 six	core	UN	human	rights	 treaties	
and,	at	the	Republic	of	Serbia	level,	a	Law	on	the	
Protection	 of	 Rights	 and	 Freedoms	 of	 National	
Minorities	 was	 passed.	 A	 package	 of	 five	 Laws1	
designed	 to	 re-institutionalize	 the	 separation	
of	 the	 executive	 and	 the	 judiciary	 was	 passed	 in	
November	2001.	A	Judicial	Reform	Council	was	
formed	 in	 2002.	 The	 prospect	 of	 EU	 accession	

also	mobilized	the	Government	and	the	Ministry	
of	Justice	to	enter	the	process	of	harmonization	of	
laws	with	the	acquis communautaire.	

However,	the	state	of	emergency,	declared	after	the	
assassination	of	the	prime	minister	in	March	2003,	
adversely	affected	the	ongoing	rule	of	law	reform.	
The	 Judicial	 Reform	 Council	 –	 slow	 to	 begin	 its	
operations	–	stalled	completely,	the	five	laws	were	
amended	or	rescinded	and	the	Assembly	continues	
to	retain	control	over	judicial	appointments.	Also,	
under	the	state	of	emergency,	there	were	violations	
of	civil	liberties	and	human	rights	due	to	the	extra-
ordinary	 powers	 granted	 to	 the	 police	 and	 the	
courts.	After	the	state	of	emergency	was	lifted,	the	
overall	situation	normalized,	but	the	Government	
appears	 to	have	 lost	 its	will	 for	 reform	and	 there	
is	 a	 serious	 concern	 in	 the	 European	 Union	 and	
among	donors	about	the	current	state	of	affairs.

4.5.1 UNDP STRATEGY

It	is	against	this	backdrop	that	UNDP	entered	the	
field	 of	 rule	 of	 law	 reform	 in	 2001.	 Under	 CCF	
2002-2004,	rule	of	law	initiatives	were	developed	
as	 part	 of	 the	 democratic	 governance	 objective.	
Programmatic	assistance	was	consolidated	under	a	
strategic	objective	of	Judicial	Reform	and	Rule	of	
Law	in	CPD	and	CPAP	(2005−2009).	The	UNDP	
Country	Office	created	a	rule	of	law	cluster	in	2004	
to	 respond	 programmatically	 to	 this	 objective	
as	 well	 as	 to	 provide	 a	 strategic	 response	 to	 the	
UNDAF	 outcome	 of	 strengthening	 rule	 of	 law,	
equal	access	to	justice	and	promotion	of	rights.	

The	rule	of	law	cluster	“is concerned with a need to 
re-establish rule of law and reform judiciary as well 
as fostering human rights protection mechanisms 
within the framework of existing institutions.”2	The	
cluster	 currently	manages,	 and	 is	designing	new,		
projects	to:	

•	 	Create	a	roadmap	for	an	effective	and	affordable	
state-run	and	state-funded	legal	aid	system	for	
those	who	cannot	afford	legal	services

•	 	Build	 capacities	 of	 post-conflict	 social	 institu-
tions	 through	 research,	 training,	 knowledge-
sharing	and	public	information

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		The	Laws	on	the	High	Judicial	Council,	 Judges,	Organization	of	Courts,	Public	Prosecutors,	and	the	Seat	and	Territorial	

Jurisdiction	of	Courts	and	Public	Prosecutors’	Office.
2.	UNDP.	2005.	Judicial Reform/Rule of Law Cluster.	Strategic	Plan,	p.	1.
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•	 	Improve	 professional	 capacities	 of	 the	 judicial	
profession.	

The	 cluster	 is	 supporting	 rule	 of	 law	 reforms	 by	
developing	 tools	 for	education,	 training,	 research	
and	 knowledge-sharing	 that	 are	 necessary	 for	
modernization	 and	 advancement	 of	 the	 legal	
profession	 in	 Serbia.	 The	 cluster	 is	 also	 working	
on	a	roadmap	for	the	creation	of	an	effective	and	
affordable	 state-funded	 and	 run	 legal	 aid	 system	
for	 those	 who	 cannot	 afford	 legal	 services	 as	
well	 as	 anti-corruption	 and	 anti-discrimination	
projects.	There	is	a	process-oriented,	pro-training	
orientation	and	focus	on	making	learning	resources	
available	 to	 the	 profession	 that	 evolved	 from	
the	 experience	 of	 the	 cluster	 in	 developing	 and	
implementing	 its	 ‘flagship’	 project	 –	 the	 Judicial	
Training	Centre.	It	is	also	an	innovative	approach	to		
building	institutions.

4.5.2. jUDICIAL TRAINING CENTRE 

The	necessity	of	judiciary	reform	was	recognized	by	
the	democratically	minded	wing	of	the	profession	
for	 a	 long	 time	 before	 the	 fall	 of	 the	 Milošević	
regime.	In	1997,	a	group	of	judges	founded,	with	
donor	 support,	 the	 Judges	 Association	 of	 Serbia,	
with	a	membership	of	about	600.1	In	the	summer	
and	 fall	 of	 2000,	 the	 Fund	 for	 an	 Open	 Society	
and	 the	 Judges	 Association	 began	 to	 explore	 the	
idea	of	setting	up	a	training	programme	for	judges	
who,	 in	 a	 decade	 of	 conflict,	 were	 professionally	
isolated	in	Serbia	and	abroad	and	had	no	access	to	
new	 research	 and	 training.	 The	 legal	 training	 in	
Serbia	was	assessed	as	inadequate:	It	did	not,	and	
regrettably	still	does	not,	give	graduates	sufficient	
exposure	 to	 the	 practice	 of	 law	 and	 training	 for	
working	 as	 a	 judge.	 It	 was	 also	 understood	 that	
if	a	real	change	was	to	occur,	the	mind-set	of	the	
profession	had	to	change.	Judicial	independence	is	
not	only	a	matter	of	institutional	arrangements	but	
a	matter	of	confidence,	knowledge	and	integrity	of	
the	professionals	who	serve	the	law.	

The	idea	for	training	the	judiciary	was	also	cham-
pioned	by	the	senior	leadership	of	the	profession,	
including	the	then	president	of	the	Supreme	Court	
of	Serbia.	With	the	change	in	political	leadership	

and	a	new	commitment	to	reform	the	rule	of	law,	
the	issue	of	judicial	training	escalated	from	being	a	
good	idea	to	a	necessity	that	had	to	be	operational-
ized	quickly.	

UNDP project response. UNDP	 worked	 with	
the	Fund	 for	 an	Open	Society	 in	 the	 early	post-
crisis	period	in	2001.	It	was	through	this	relation-
ship	that	UNDP	and	the	Judges	Association	were	
brought	 together.	 UNDP	 worked	 with	 the	 As-
sociation,	the	Ministry	of	Justice	and	the	donors.	
By	the	end	of	December	2001,	a	project	document	
for	‘Development	of	a	Centre	for	the	Continuous	
Training	of	Judges	and	Prosecutors	(Judicial	Train-
ing	Centre)	in	the	Republic	of	Serbia’	was	signed.	
The	Judges	Association	and	the	Ministry	of	Justice	
were	co-founders	of	 the	Judicial	Training	Centre	
(JTC),	and	UNDP	was	designated	as	implementer	
of	 the	 project.	 The	 funding	 was	 provided	 by	 the	
governments	of	Sweden	and	the	Netherlands	(ini-
tially	$850,000	each),	with	 later	contributions	by	
CIDA.	The	Ministry	of	Justice	provided	and	reno-
vated	 premises	 in	 Belgrade,	 outside	 the	 ministry	
building,	and	covered	their	operating	costs.	Since	
its	inception,	the	JTC	has	expanded	its	operations	
and	now	has	a	branch	office	in	Niš,	supported	by	
the	Government	of	Germany.	

The	objectives	of	 the	project	were	 simple	 and,	 at	
the	same	time,	extraordinarily	difficult:	 to	put	 in	
place	an	institution	that	would	deliver	high-qual-
ity,	cutting-edge	demand-driven	training	to	judg-
es,	prosecutors	and	legal	staff;	to	build	capacity	of	
this	institution	for	research	and	knowledge	man-
agement;	and	to	make	the	institution	sustainable.	

UNDP	 designed	 a	 project	 using	 a	 standardized	
approach	that	has	not	provided	the	flexibility	nec-
essary	to	adapt	to	the	changing	needs	of	the	JTC.	
Hence,	 during	 implementation,	 UNDP	 learned	
to	 adapt	 its	 processes	 and	 models.	 For	 example,	
after	 a	 relatively	 brief	 period	 of	 direct	 execution	
(DEX)	by	UNDP,	the	project	was	transferred	to	
the	 national	 execution	 (NEX)	 modality.	 In	 fact,	
it	became	the	first	locally	piloted	NEX	project	in	
Serbia.	UNDP’s	willingness	to	experiment	and	be	
flexible	resulted	in	the	overall	success	of	the	JTC:	
UNDP	 performed	 well	 and	 built	 an	 institution	
that	is	well	known,	respected	and	utilized	by	the	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		Belonging	to	the	Judges	Association	was	a	political	risk:	Some	judges	were	dismissed	from	the	bench	after	joining.	Currently,	

the	majority	of	judges	are	members	(1,600−1,700	out	of	about	2,400	judges	in	Serbia).	



Serbian	judicial	profession.	The	notable	results	of	
the	project	include	the	following:

•	 	Organization	of	over	280	workshops,	seminars	
and	conferences,	drawing	more	than	8,000	par-
ticipants	(every	judge	in	Serbia	participated	in	at	
least	one	event)

•	 	Establishment	of	a	Judicial	Training	Resources	
Database	 accessible	 to	 all	 district	 courts	 in	
Serbia	and	an	e-library

•	 	Publication	of	a	Judicial Education for Develop-
ment − Turn Guide

There	 have	 been	 two	 evaluations1	 of	 the	 project,	
whose	findings	are	reflected	in	this	report.

UNDP role and contribution. Both	 UNDP	
and	 the	 JTC	 have	 been	 recognized	 and	 praised	
for	 their	work	 in	establishing	 the	 institution	and	
share	 a	 common	 appreciation	 for	 it.	 Although	
UNDP	 is	 not	 a	 ‘founder’	 of	 the	 JTC,	 it	 is	 its	
‘builder’.	 UNDP	 supported	 the	 JTC	 in	 the	
development	 of	 management	 and	 operations,	
facilitated	 training	 and	 curricula	 development	
and	worked	with	the	institution	through	strategic	
planning	 and	 implementation	 of	 its	 mission	
to	 enable	 judicial	 reform	 through	 professional	
advancement	 of	 the	 judiciary.	 The	 stakeholders	
and	 the	 donors	 acknowledge	 that,	 without	 the	
UNDP-implemented	project,	the	institution	would	
probably	not	have	achieved	the	success	it	did.	

The	process	of	building	the	JTC	was	arduous.2	The	
undertaking	was	new,	and	UNDP	and	the	newly	
hired	staff	of	JTC	worked	without	any	model	for	
institution-building.	 There	 was	 general	 pressure	
to	commence	with	the	training,	due	to	the	needs	
of	 the	 judiciary	and	 the	eagerness	 to	begin,	even	
before	 the	 premises	 and	 the	 organization	 of	 the	
JTC	were	established.	The	start-up	period	of	 the	
JTC	was	characterized	by	a	high	level	of	frustration,	
which	 resulted	 from	 administrative	 procedures,	
delays	 in	 payments	 and	 a	 continuous	 clash	 of	

institutional	cultures	among	UNDP,	the	ministry	
and	the	JTC.	All	of	this	was	further	complicated	
by	 the	 necessary	 but	 stressful	 transition	 to	 the	
NEX	 system.	 At	 the	 same	 time,	 and	 in	 spite	 of	
the	 problems	 outlined	 above,	 JTC	 did	 not	 falter	
in	 its	 mission	 of	 becoming	 a	 training	 institution	
and	UNDP	delivered	support.	The	centre	was “able 
to establish an impressive volume of training activity, 
with a wide scope of fields … and a high coverage of 
judges as participants … [and] the training has met 
with a positive reception among the participants.” 3 The	
JTC	programmes	were	and	are	held	across	Serbia	
to	the	continuous	satisfaction	of	the	participants.4	

Sustainability.	To	date,	the	JTC	has	operated	as	
an	 independent	 institution,	not	 incorporated	 into	
the	 judicial	 administration	 structures	 of	 Serbia.	
The	 issue	 of	 making	 the	 JTC	 a	 permanent	 state	
institution	 is	 important,	 since	 it	has	 implications	
for	 the	 centre’s	 sustainability	 and,	 consequently,	
the	future	of	judicial	training	in	the	country.	

UNDP	 has	 been	 actively	 focusing	 on	 JTC	
sustainability	since	of	the	beginning	of	the	project	
cycle:	 the	 centre	 has	 been	 included	 in	 the	 state	
budget	 through	 the	 progressive	 responsibility	
of	 and,	finally,	 the	 full	 absorption	of	 the	 salaries	
of	 JTC	 employees	 by	 the	 Ministry	 of	 Justice.	 In	
addition,	 the	 current	 National	 Judicial	 Reform	
Strategy,5	 drafted	 by	 the	 Ministry	 of	 Justice,	
envisages	 the	 full	 institutionalization	of	 the	 JTC	
as	a	National	Training	Academy.	

In	order	to	ensure	that	the	strategy	is	implemented	
and	the	National	Training	Academy	established,	it	
should	focus	on	the	areas	where	the	JTC	is	most	
likely	 to	build	 its	constituency	 for	 support	–	 that	
is,	 in	 the	 judicial	 profession	 in	 Serbia.	 The	 JTC	
is	known	and	valued	by	the	profession,	but	it	has	
to	become	 indispensable.	A	new	unit	 for	 judicial	
resources	 and	 programmes	 enhancing	 judicial	
cooperation,	currently	being	developed	at	the	JTC,	
are	steps	in	the	right	direction.	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		Sims,	T.	August	2003.	Evaluation of the Judicial Training Centre Project;	Dietrich,	M.,	Djurisic,	D.,	Hauge	A.,	and	Oxner,	S.	

E.	January	2004.	Outcome Evaluation: Efficient Administration and Access to Justice in Serbia and Montenegro.	The	latter	is	also	an	
assessment	of	judicial	reform	in	Serbia.

2.	The	beginnings	were	described	to	the	mission	as	‘awful’	and	‘terrible’.
3.	Dietrich	et	al.,	pp.	17-18.
4.		The	impact	of	judicial	education	is	very	difficult	to	measure.	It	has	been	estimated	that	it	takes	about	10	years	before	‘the	culture	

of	institutions’	changes	and	training	results	are	translated	into	actual	change.	See:	Toope,	S.	J.	September	2003.	‘Legal	and	
Judicial	Reform	through	Development	Assistance:	Some	Lessons’,	McGill	Law	Journal.	

5.	The	Government	of	Serbia.	2006.	National Judicial Reform Strategy of the Republic of Serbia.
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The Turn Guide: lessons captured.	 Understand-
ably,	 since	 the	project	was	new	and	 required	 ap-
proaches	 and	 methodology	 outside	 the	 standard	
project	design,	UNDP	and	the	JTC	made	mistakes	
in	the	process:	curricula	development	and	research	
capacity-building	had	a	slow	start;	the	evaluation	
system	 and	 participatory	 learning	 methodologies	
are	 just	 now	 evolving;	 sequencing	 and	 priority-	
setting	were	not	always	right.	These	and	the	joint	
experience	of	 building	 support,	 designing	 strate-
gies	 and	 implementing	 judicial	 education	 led	 to	
the	 design	 of	 a	 multimedia	 Judicial Education for 
Development – Turn Guide.1 The	 Turn Guide	 is	 a	
unique	 and	 innovative	 learning	 tool	 available	 for	
use	by	UNDP	Country	Offices	globally.	

The	 goal	 of	 the	 Turn Guide	 is	 to	 align	 judicial	
education	with	 the	overall	 effectiveness	of	devel-
opment	 and	 to	 present	 approaches	 and	 methods	
that	 can	be	used	 to	 enhance	 judicial	professional	
advancement	 around	 key	 development	 issues.	 In	
addition,	the	Turn Guide	documents	best	practices	
from	 the	 experience	 of	 UNDP	 in	 Serbia.	 Thus,	
the	 guide	 seeks	 to	 provide	 a	 streamlined	 policy	
portfolio	 by	 improving	 the	 understanding	 of	 re-
form	demands,	bridging	 interrelated	fields	of	 in-
tervention,	strengthening	practical	understanding		
and	building	up	capacity	for	policy	advice	and	de-
sign	strategies.	

4.5.3 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

UNDP	 is	 recognized	 as	 the	 partner	 of	 JTC	
and	 readily	 accepts	 credit	 for	 the	 work	 it	 did	
with	 the	 institution.	 Donors	 queried	 on	 the	
topic	 acknowledged	 the	 issue	 of	 attribution,	 but	
expressed	 no	 concern	 about	 it;	 the	 donors	 were	
satisfied	with	the	outcome	of	the	project	(creation	
and	operations	of	 the	 JTC)	 and	UNDP’s	 role	 in	
implementing	 it.	 Among	 local	 organizations,	
UNDP	was	criticized	for	monopolizing	work	with	
the	JTC	and	for	an	insufficient	strengthening	of	ties	
between	the	JTC	and	the	Ministry	of	Justice.	At	
the	same	time,	the	institutionalization	of	 judicial	
training,	 albeit	 still	outside	of	 the	administrative	
structures	of	the	judiciary	in	Serbia,	is	one	of	the	

few	facets	of	judicial	reform	that	was	implemented.	
The	JTC	was	able	to	engage	the	Ministry	of	Justice	
constructively	on	the	issue	of	judicial	training	and	
get	continuous	commitment	for	cooperation.2

UNDP	 entry	 into	 rule	 of	 law	 reform	 –	 the	 JTC	
project	–	was	characteristic	of	many	others	devel-
oped	in	the	Country	Office	in	the	early	post-con-
flict	 period.	 Although	 developed	 in	 consultation	
with	donors	and	stakeholders,	the	JTC	project	was	
not	 thought	 out	 well	 and	 was	 implemented	 in	 a	
progressively	worsening	political	climate.	In	other	
words,	the	project	had	a	high	likelihood	of	failure.	
Nevertheless,	it	turned	out	to	be	one	of	the	most	
successful	 examples	 of	 support	 by	 UNDP	 in	 the	
reform	process	in	Serbia.

Why	did	the	project	work?	Beyond	staff	dedication	
and	 commitment	 that	 was	 instrumental	 in	
overcoming	 the	 rough	 start-up	 phase,	 success	
resulted	 from	 a	 steady	 project	 focus	 as	 well	 as	
flexibility	and	innovation	in	its	approach.	UNDP	
worked	with	one	 institution	on	a	 small	aspect	of	
the	overall	reform	and	used	its	own	and	the	JTC’s	
experience	 and	 expertise	 for	 capacity-building	
and	 research.	 The	 JTC	 project	 has	 acted	 as	 a	
springboard	for	shaping	new	UNDP	projects	and	
for	 focusing	UNDP	on	 strategic	priorities	 in	 the	
field	of	judicial	reform/rule	of	law.	

After	 UNDP	 found	 a	 niche	 (or	 was	 placed	 in	
one),	 it	developed	its	expertise	carefully	and	cau-
tiously	 scaled	 up.	 The	 rule	 of	 law	 team,	 which	
later	 became	 a	 cluster,	 commissioned	 an	 evalu-
ation	 of	 judicial	 reform	 in	 Serbia3	 and	 followed	
its	 recommendations	 to	 pursue	 process-oriented	
assistance	 at	 the	 subsectoral	 level.	As	 the	 rule	of	
law	will	continue	to	be	a	pressing	issue	for	Serbia,	
UNDP	 has	 positioned	 itself	 well	 to	 make	 a	 dif-
ference	on	a	few,	well	chosen	issues	(for	example,	
improving	 the	 professionalism	 and	 competency	
of	 the	 judiciary,4	 legal	 aid,	 support	 to	 transi-
tional	 justice	 through	research	and	 facilitation	of		
information	exchanges).	

Other	 clusters	 and	 the	Country	Office	 can	 learn	
a	great	deal	from	the	rule	of	law	experience	about	
focus,	 realistic	 assessments	 of	 capability	 and	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	UNDP	and	JTC.	2005.	Turn Guide.	Online	version	available	at	http://turnguide.undp.org.yu/
2.	In	contrast,	the	present	relationship	between	the	Judges	Association	and	the	Ministry	of	Justice	is	strained.	
3.	Dietrich	et	al.
4.	UNDP	facilitated	an	international	meeting	to	share	experiences	among	judges	working	on	war	crimes.



preserving	 institutional	 knowledge.	 Although	
the	 cluster	 is	 active	 in	 a	 highly	 specialized	 field,	
it	is	able	to	offer	other	clusters	its	well-developed	
technical	 expertise.	 The	 rule	 of	 law	 cluster	 is	
currently	 cooperating	 with	 the	 human	 security	
cluster	on	an	anti-discrimination	project	and	with	
the	 public	 administration	 reform	 cluster	 on	 an	
anti-corruption	project.

4.6 COORDINATION

4.6.1 DONOR COORDINATION BY GOVERNMENT

The	Ministry	of	International	Economic	Relations	
(MIER)	 at	 the	 state	 union	 and	 republic	 levels	
was	established	in	2001	to	support	the	promotion	
of	 international	 economic	 relations	 and	 foreign	
investments,	and	coordinate	 the	use	of	donations	
and	other	forms	of	foreign	assistance.	Within	the	
ministry,	the	Development	and	Cooperation	Unit	
(DACU)	 was	 created	 to	 formalize	 coordination	
between	 the	Government	and	donors.	As	a	high	
priority	ministry,	MIER	was	included	in	the	UNDP	
Capacity	 Building	 Fund,	 with	 support	 initiated	
in	 early	 2003	 focused	 on	 three	 key	 institutions.1	
DACU,	 not	 included	 in	 the	 CBF,	 has	 been	
supported	 through	 separate	 technical	 assistance	
and	 capacity-building	 by	 the	 UK	 Department	
for	 International	 Development	 (DFID)	 and		
Swedish	SIDA.	

The	 capacity-building	 initiatives	 in	 MIER/	
DACU	reflect	broadly	acknowledged	weaknesses	
in	 coordination.	 Donors	 themselves	 admit	 to	
continued	unilateral	behaviour	by	establishing	their	
own	projects,	procedures	and	bilateral	relationships	
with	relevant	sector	ministries.	Thus,	while	several	
donors	acknowledge	the	need	to	improve	their	own	
conduct,	 there	 is	also	an	expectation	 that	MIER	
will	move	beyond	facilitating	and	recording	donor	
activity	 to	 becoming	 a	 proactive	 body	 capable	 of	
ensuring	 the	 selection	 and	 alignment	 of	 donor	
initiatives	 with	 government	 priorities.2	 MIER	
itself	has	 acknowledged	 that	 coordination	occurs	

on	 a	 case-by-case	 basis,	 with	 the	 role	 devolving	
more	to	republic-level	ministries.	

Coordination	 mechanisms	 have	 also	 been	 estab-
lished	 pertaining	 to	 specific	 sectors	 and	 strate-
gies.	The	UNDP	CBF	was	intended	to	include	the	
function	of	being	a	forum	for	donor	coordination	
for	 capacity-	 building	 and	 support	 to	 public	 ad-
ministration	reform.	The	CBF	Steering	Commit-
tee,	chaired	by	the	minister	of	MIER,	was	initially	
active.	But	due	to	the	many	political	changes	and	
uncertainties,	 the	 committee	 failed	 to	 coordinate	
the	 increasing	 number	 of	 CBF	 projects.	 More	
recently,	 a	 Poverty	 Reduction	 Strategy	 Support	
Unit	has	been	set	up	in	the	Office	of	the	Deputy	
Prime	 Minister	 to	 support	 general	 coordination	
of	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 PRS.	 With	 fund-
ing	support	 from	DFID,	 the	Support	Unit	has	a	
three-year	mandate	(ending	2008),	by	which	time	
it	is	expected	that	implementation	capacity	for	the	
PRS	will	have	been	built	in	national	institutions,	
including	the	establishment	of	coordination	mech-
anisms	with	the	private	and	civil	society	sectors.

4.6.2 DONOR AGENCY COORDINATION

The	coordination	of	donors	amongst	themselves	has	
varied	in	consistency	and	leadership	since	the	end	
of	the	last	decade.	After	the	fall	of	the	Milošević	
regime,	 a	 number	 of	 donors	 established	 a	 rapid	
and	 substantial	 presence	 in	 Serbia,	 notably	 the	
World	Bank,	USAID	and	the	EU,	and	activities	
were	 largely	 coordinated	between	 these	agencies.	
UNDP	had	a	very	small	presence	 in	Serbia	until	
late	 2001,	 and	 only	 assumed	 the	 UN	 resident	
coordinator	 function	 in	 mid-2002	 with	 a	 formal	
appointment.	 From	 this	 point	 until	 mid-2004,	
there	were	some	efforts	by	the	resident	coordinator	
to	 take	 the	 lead	 in	 donor	 coordination,	 but	 with	
mixed	 results.3	 The	 lack	 of	 a	 single	 agency	 lead	
has	 shifted	 more	 recently,	 with	 the	 World	 Bank	
agreeing	to	establish	and	lead	two	monthly	‘heads	
of	agency	meetings,	including	the	IMF,	USAID,	
the	 US	 Embassy,	 the	 UN	 resident	 coordinator,	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		The	Serbian	Investment	and	Export	Promotion	Agency,	the	European	Integration	Office	and	the	World	Trade	Organization	

Unit.
2.		MIER/DACU	currently	holds	regular	open	meetings	for	all	donors	to	share	information	on	their	support	activities,	but	not	

to	coordinate	them	per	se.
3.		Several	observers	noted	that	the	appropriateness	of	the	UN	taking	the	lead	in	coordination	in	Serbia	at	that	point	in	time,	

coupled	with	the	dual	role	of	leading	UNDP’s	strategic	and	programmatic	development	with	that	of	the	UN	resident	coordina-
tor	function	may	go	some	way	in	explaining	this.
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EAR	 and	 DFID.	 This	 is	 currently	 in	 the	 initial	
stages	and	the	structure	and	procedures	have	yet	to	
be	worked	out.1

Inter-agency	coordination	has	been	much	stronger	
among	 those	 working	 in	 the	 same	 sectors	 or	
regions.	 In	 the	 rule	of	 law	area,	UNDP,	OSCE,	
the	Council	of	Europe	and	USAID	have	arranged	
informal	rather	than	structured	periodic	meetings,	
focusing	on	specific	topics	and	initiatives,	including	
the	 judicial	 reform	 strategy	 and	 training	 centre.	
Similarly,	 in	public	administration	reform,	where	
the	World	Bank,	USAID,	DFID	and	SIDA	are	
all	 active,	 coordination	 has	 been	 proactive	 and	
UNDP	 has	 been	 effective	 as	 a	 facilitator	 and	
intermediary	 in	 dialogue	 between	 Government	
and	 donors	 on	 key	 issues.	 UNDP	 has	 also	 been	
seen	as	taking	the	lead	more	recently	in	HIV/AIDS	
through	 the	 HIV	 Prevention	 among	 Vulnerable	
Populations	Initiative.	Furthermore,	coordination	
between	UNDP	(which	represents	other	partners,	
such	 as	EC/EAR,	SIDA,	Norway	 and,	 recently,	
Austria)	 and	 USAID/CHF	 in	 South	 Serbia	 was	
cited	as	a	good	example	of	agencies	taking	care	to	
complement	rather	than	duplicate	efforts.	

4.6.3  COORDINATION AMONG UNITED  
NATIONS AGENCIES 

UNDP	 in	Serbia	 and	Montenegro	 is	 part	 of	 the 
14-member	United	Nations	Country	Team2	with	
a	 combined	 total	 of	 almost	 400	 international	
and	 national	 staff	 (see	 Figure	 2).	 The	 variety	 of	
agencies	 reflects	 the	 breadth	 of	 the	 overall	 UN	
presence,	ranging	from	the	development	agencies	
to	the	Hague	Tribunal	 (ICTY)	and	UN	Interim	
Administration	 Mission	 in	 Kosovo	 (under	 the	
UN	 Office	 in	 Belgrade).	 Of	 these,	 only	 two	 are	
agencies	of	 the	Executive	Committee	of	 the	UN	
Development	 Group:	 UNDP	 and	 UNICEF	
(UNHCR	is	an	ex-officio	member)	and	thus	have	
an	 established	 field	 presence.	 The	 other	 agency	
representatives	are	project-based,	although	in	most	
cases	 are	 mandated	 to	 represent	 their	 agency	 in	

dealings	with	the	Government.	Thus,	the	challenge	
of	coordination	is	both	large	and	complex.

Inter-agency coordination in southern Serbia. 
The	 UN	 launched	 an	 inter-agency	 mission	 to	
southern	 Serbia	 in	 February	 2001	 to	 assess	 the	
conflict	 situation	 and	design	 a	 strategy	 for	 inter-
vention.	 A	 consequence	 of	 the	 mission	 was	 the	
establishment	in	May	of	an	Inter-agency	Support	
Office	 (IASO)	with	 representatives	of	UNHCR;	
UNICEF,	OCHA,	IOM,	FAO	and	UNDP.	The	
presence	 of	 the	 UN	 as	 an	 organization	 that	 was	
perceived	to	be	neutral	was	found	to	be	both	posi-
tive	and	vital	during	this	early	period.	The	IASO	
provided	a	platform	for	initial	emergency	response	
and	assistance	to	Kosovo,	primarily	through	UN-
HCR,	transitioning	to	longer-term	programming	
in	 social	 and	 economic	 development	 and	 gover-
nance	was	led	by	UNDP.	

Collaboration on the MDGs.	Since	2002,	aside	
from country-level	coordination	among	the	agen-
cies,	the	work	plan	for	the	UN	Country	Team	has	
focused	on	 improving	 support	 to	national	 efforts	
in	achieving	the	MDGs.	In	2002,	a	UN	working	
group	was	 established	 that	managed	 the	produc-
tion	 of	 the	 first	 baseline	 report	 for	 the	 MDGs,	
followed	by	awareness-raising	campaigns	in	2003,	
drawing	 in	 high-profile	 figures	 as	 advocates.3	 In	
2004,	the	Government	established	an	interminis-
terial	MDG	working	group	 to	work	 jointly	with	
the	PRS.	As	part	of	a	broader	effort	 to	 raise	 the	
profile	of	the	UN	on	its	60th	Anniversary	in	2005,	
the	Office	of	the	Resident	Coordinator	organized	
a	 tour	 of	 12	 towns,	 with	 between	 three	 and	 five	
agencies	present	 together	 in	each	 town.	The	tour	
enabled	different	agencies,	including	the	IMF,	to	
discuss	perspectives	on	issues	such	as	the	MDGs	
with	the	public,	local	politicians	and	NGOs.	

Despite	 these	 efforts,	 there	 is	 a	 shared	 feeling	
that	 the	UN	has	missed	an	opportunity	 to	make	
the	 MDGs	 part	 of	 the	 domestic	 agenda.	 MDG	
campaigns	 were	 not	 felt	 to	 be	 well	 publicized,	
and	 generally	 did	 not	 catch	 the	 attention	 of	 the	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		The	evaluation	team	was	informed	that	this	group	does	not	want	to	expand	into	a	larger	intra-donor	entity,	but	there	is	agree-

ment	that	a	larger	group	might	be	separately	established.
2.		Other	UN	resident	agencies	in	the	State	Union	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro	are:	FAO,	ICTY,	OHCHR,	UNEP,	UN-Habitat,	

UNHCR,	UNICEF,	UN	Office	in	Belgrade,	WFP,	WHO	and	IOM.	These	agencies	collectively	interact	with	the	resident	
international	financial	institutions,	that	is,	the	IFC,	IMF	and	World	Bank.

3.	Including	the	wife	of	the	President	of	the	State	Union	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Mrs.	Marovic.



media	 or	 the	 public.	 While	 attempts	 have	 been	
made	 to	 integrate	 MDG	 and	 poverty	 reduction	
strategies,	 they	have	not	been	considered	entirely	
successful,	and	it	has	been	noted	that	the	UN	was	
not	as	strong	an	advocate	as	 the	World	Bank	for	
poverty	 reduction.	 Furthermore,	 there	 has	 been	
little	sense	that	MDG	work	and	advocacy	has	been	
a	joint	UN	Country	Team	effort,	rather	primarily	
that	of	UNDP.	It	should	be	noted,	however,	that	
the	 ‘applicability’	 of	 the	MDGs	 to	EU	accession	
countries	(with	the	policy	and	planning	frameworks	
dominated	by	 this	 process)	 is	 different	 and	more	
limited	than	in	other	developing	and	less	developed	
transition	countries.	This	continues	to	be	the	subject	
of	discussion	in	UNDP,	particularly	with	reference	
to	efforts	to	link	MDGs	with	the	European	social		
inclusion	agenda.

Joint planning and programming. Since	 the	 es-
tablishment	of	 the	 resident	 coordinator	 function,	
overall	 coordination	 between	 UN	 agencies	 has	
been	managed	through	monthly	meetings	chaired	
by	the	resident	coordinator,	and	through	the	estab-
lishment	of	numerous	inter-agency	thematic	groups	
aimed	at	promoting	joint	programming	and	policy	
advocacy	 in	 areas	 of	 common	 interest.1	 During	
2003,	 the	CCA	was	prepared	by	 the	UN	Coun-
try	Team	led	by	the	resident	coordinator,	through	
the	 establishment	 of	 inter-agency	 theme	 groups,	
stakeholders	workshops	and	the	commissioning	of	
external	studies.	In	March	2004,	the	UN	Country	
Team	and	Government	signed	the	UNDAF,	rep-
resenting	the	first	mandated	basis	for	UN	agencies	
to	 align,	 coordinate	 and	 plan	 joint	 programmes	
within	 a	 synchronized	 cycle.2	 The	 first	 UNDAF	
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_________________________________________________________________________
1.		Theme	groups	established	 include	Poverty	Alleviation,	Employment	&	Social	Protection,	Human	Security	&	MDGs	and		

Aid	Coordination,	Human	Rights	&	Gender	Equity.	Of	these,	the	UN-AIDS	and	MDG	groups	have	been	the	most	active.
2.	Of	the	UN	Country	Team	agencies,	only	UNDP	and	UNICEF	have	five-year	planning	cycles.

Figure 2: Staffing Levels of UN Country Team Members, Serbia and Montenegro,  2004/2005
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annual	review	was	conducted	in	September	2005,	
drawing	 together	 30	 participants	 from	 eight	 of	
the	 agencies,	 and	 resulting	 in	 the	 establishment	
of	new	coordination	mechanisms	around	common	
activities	or	interests	in	the	rule	of	law	(including	
UNDP	and	UNHCR),	decentralization	(UNDP,	
UNICEF)	and	participatory	monitoring.

The	 quality	 of	 the	 cooperation	 and	 coordination	
through	these	mechanisms	has	been	weak,	though	
improving.	The	partner	survey	of	2003	found	that	
familiarity	and	satisfaction	with	the	resident	coor-
dinator	role	and	function	among	partners	in	Serbia	
and	Montenegro	to	be	below	both	the	regional	and	
global	averages	(see	Annex	5).	Stability	in	leader-
ship	though	has	been	absent	with	several	changes	
in	personnel	over	the	past	two	years.1	Thus,	while	
indicator	 values	 of	 overall	 familiarity	 with	 the	
resident	 coordinator	 system	 over	 the	 2003−2005	
period	show	considerable	increase	(57−70	percent),	
satisfaction	levels	have	fallen	(69−61	percent).	This	
has	not	aided	the	building	of	a	coherent,	singular	
mission	 for	 the	UN	in	Serbia.	Consequently,	 the	
image	 projected	 to	 Government	 and	 other	 part-
ners	is	of	many	agencies	with	their	specific	man-
dates	and	relationships.	

Until	 2005	 and	 the	 initiation	 of	 UNDAF,	 the	
UN	Country	Team	had	not	established	any	 joint	
programmes,	 with	 the	 exception	 of	 HIV/AIDS.	
Despite	 efforts	 to	 align	 activities	 in	 some	 areas,	
including	human	security,	UN	agencies	under	the	
leadership	of	the	resident	coordinator	were	unable	
to	attract	financial	support	for	such	initiatives.	The	
UNDAF	 2005−2009	 outlines	 a	 number	 of	 areas	
of	joint	work	in	each	of	the	outcome	areas,	but	the	
first	annual	review	noted	that,	in	most	cases,	these	
remain	as	parallel	activities	and	 joint	planning	 is	
required.	The	primary	exception,	and	a	stated	good	
practice,	 has	 been	 the	work	on	developing	HIV/
AIDS	strategies,	protocols,	guidelines	and	services	
through	the	UN-AIDS	Task	Group.	In	addition,	
the	 perception	 of	 UNDP’s	 improved	 collabora-
tion	with	other	UN	agencies	working	in	Serbia	is	
a	positive	step.

Conclusions and Recommendations	

Coordination	among	UN	Country	Team	members	
appears	 to	 have	 suffered	 from	 variable	 and	
fragmented	 leadership	 over	 the	 past	 five	 years.	
Despite	a	regulated	structure,	thematic	groups	and	
an	 evolving	 joint	 work	 programme,	 the	 need	 for	
far	 greater	 coordination	 among	 the	 agencies	 and	
improved	 leadership	 have	 been	 highlighted	 by	
UN	agencies	themselves.	As	noted	by	one	agency	
head,	“One of the lessons of the CCA/UNDAF process 
is that forward planning often risks falling victim to 
individual agency posturing and resultant excessive 
process management at the expense of substantive 
dialogue and consensus-building.”

Clearly,	 greater	 inter-agency	 attention	 to	 the	
process	 and	 machinery	 of	 forward	 planning,	
combined	with	better	understanding	of	respective	
roles	 and	 responsibilities,	 and	 more	 attention	 to	
mutual	 accountability,	 will	 be	 necessary	 for	 the	
effective	 transition	 to	 UNDAF	 implementation	
and	pursuit	of	global	conference	follow-up.	With	
a	new	resident	coordinator	 (in	post	 in	November	
2005),	there	is	a	clear	opportunity	to	build	on	the	
efforts	 of	 the	 predecessor	 and	 collaborate	 more	
openly.	The	early	signs	are	positive.

The	UNDAF	has	been	viewed	broadly	as	a	positive	
platform	upon	which	the	UN	Country	Team	can	
begin	to	improve	their	alignment	and	work	together.	
A	 broad	 range	 of	 joint	 activities	 were	 identified	
in	the	formulation	stage	in	2004,	and	the	annual	
review	 has	 identified	 limited	 progress.	 However,	
the	establishment	of	new	areas	for	cooperation	is	
tempered	 by	 the	 strength	 of	 the	 relationship	 of	
individual	 agencies	with	government	counterpart	
ministries,	 the	 noted	 weakness	 of	 Government-
donor	 coordination	 and	 the	 narrowness	 of	 inter-
donor	cooperation.	Within	this	context,	a	number	
of	 UN	 agencies	 themselves	 are	 cautious	 about	
seeking	 to	 establish	 too	 many	 joint	 activities		
or	programmes.

UN	agencies	have	largely	developed	and	operated	
alone	in	Serbia,	establishing	themselves	in	a	com-
petitive	market	by	promoting	their	individual	and	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		During	most	of	2005,	the	resident	coordinator	position	was	held	temporarily	by	UNICEF,	while	UNDP	sought	a	permanent	

resident	representative/resident	coordinator	replacement.



corporate	strengths.	Despite	this	fact,	a	number	of	
stakeholders	and	recipients	of	UN	assistance	were	
unable	to	differentiate	between	UN	agencies.	The	
harmonization	 of	 efforts	 in	 southern	 Serbia	 pro-
vides	an	excellent	example	of	this,	and	should	be	
used	as	a	model	of	cooperation.	With	the	UNDAF	
and	 a	new	 resident	 coordinator,	 there	 are	oppor-
tunities	to	both	consolidate	around	common	work	

areas,	and	present	a	more	coherent	UN	image	to	
the	Government	and	development	partners.	With	
the	absence	of	clear	leadership	in	the	donor	com-
munity,	there	are	also	signs	that	the	resident	coor-
dinator	may	be	supported	by	the	Government	and	
a	number	of	key	donors	 in	playing	a	 lead	 role	 in	
donor	coordination.	
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UNDP’s	 programme	 strategies	 from	 2001−2005	
identified	 what	 was	 to	 have	 been	 accomplished	
–	 the	 results,	 outcomes	 and	 eventual	 impacts.	
Their	 success	 or	 effectiveness	 depended	 on	 how	
they	were	 implemented:	 that	 is,	management.	An	
assessment	 of	 development	 results	 would	 not	 be	
complete	 without	 looking	 at	 the	 management	
dimensions	 of	 UNDP	 assistance,	 which	 include	
financial	resources	to	fund	programmes	and	recover	
implementation	costs,	human	resources,	planning	
and	 organization,	 accountability	 structures,	
supporting	 systems	 and	 information,	 monitoring	
and	evaluation.	This	chapter	examines	the	nature	
and	effectiveness	of	UNDP	management	strategies	
across	these	various	dimensions.1	

5.1 SOURCE AND APPLICATION OF FUNDS

Financing sources.	 By	 the	 end	 of	 2005,	 the	
Country	 Office	 in	 Belgrade	 (including	 South	
Serbia)	 had	 delivered	 or	 was	 in	 the	 process	 of	
delivering	68	projects	with	a	total	budget	of	$77.5	
million	(See	Table	1,	Annex	4).2	Figure	3	lists	the	
major	sources	of	financing	of	UNDP-implemented	
projects	in	Serbia.	Non-core	cost	sharing	(from	both	
Government	and	other	donors)	along	with	UNDP-
administered	 Thematic	 Trust	 Funds	 constitute	
by	 far	 the	 largest	 source	 of	 financing	 (about	 92	
percent	of	the	total).	Financing	provided	through	
UNDP	 sources	 −	 TRAC	 resources,	 TRAC-3	
and	 Support	 services	 for	 policy	 and	 programme	
services	 (SPPD)/	 Support	 for	 Technical	 Services	

Chapter 5

Management of UNDP Assistance

Figure 3: Source of UNDP-Serbia Project Financing, 2001−2005 (percent of total)

Note:	Core	TrAC	includes	$214,000	in	Sppd/STS	funding.

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		This	general	assessment	of	selected	management	dimensions	of	the	Country	Office	is	based	on	a	review	of	financial	and	other	

performance-related	data	provided	by	the	Country	Office	and	corporate	management	systems,	interviews	and	consultations	
with	Country	Office	management	and	staff,	and	reference	to	various	supporting	documents	such	as	the	cluster	Strategy	Notes,	
audit	report,	and	the	Validation	Report	(a	PowerPoint	presentation	based	on	a	brief	validation	mission	carried	out	for	the	Bel-
grade	office	from	16–25	July	2006).	The	observations	and	findings	contained	in	this		section	should	be	seen	as	preliminary	and	
point	to	the	need	for	a	comprehensive	management	review.

2.		The	UNDP	shifted	its	financial	systems	in	2004	to	the	new	Atlas	system.	Not	all	data	from	earlier	systems	may	have	been	
converted,	and	hence	some	of	the	data	presented	here	may	not	be	complete.

TrAC	3
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(STS)	amounted	to	about	$4.3	million	or	about	9	
percent	of	the	total	(see	Table	2,	Annex	4).

Figure	 4	 graphically	 illustrates	 the	 growth	 in	
financing	 over	 the	 five-year	 period.	 The	 flow	 of	
core	 resources	 increased	 from	about	$0.3	 to	$1.1	
million	 over	 the	 five-year	 period.	 The	 greatest	
increase	was	in	cost-sharing,	which	grew	11-fold	–	
from	$0.5	million	in	2001	to	$7.6	million	by	2005.	
A	significant	source	of	funds	has	been	specially	set	
up	trust	 funds	–	 the	method	selected	by	some	of	
the	 main	 donors	 (such	 as	 EC/EAR	 and	 SIDA)	
to	channel	their	resources	to	UNDP,	rather	than	
using	 the	 standard	 cost-sharing	 agreements.	 The	
amounts	channelled	through	these	funds	increased	
from	 about	 $0.9	 million	 in	 2001	 to	 $9.1	 million	
by	2005.	The	levelling	or	tapering	off	of	financing	
levels	in	2003	is	due	primarily	to	the	assassination	
of	 the	 prime	 minister	 and	 ensuing	 political	
uncertainty.	 Funding	 picked	 up	 considerably	 in	
2005,	following	the	2004	elections.

Resource mobilization.	 Over	 the	 period	
2001−2005,	 close	 to	 $68	 million	 in	 funds	 had	
been	 mobilized	 from	 some	 24	 sources,	 includ-
ing	 the	Government	of	Serbia	 (see	Table	2).	The	
main	 source	 of	 cost-shared	 funds	 was	 the	 Euro-
pean	Union	 (through	 the	EAR),	which	 accounts	
for	over	40	percent	of	total	cost-shared	resources,	
mostly	 for	 South	 Serbia	 programmes.	 As	 these	
programmes	expand	in	southern	Serbia	and	other	

regions	of	the	republic,	it	is	expected	that	the	EU	
will	 continue	 to	 be	 a	 major	 source	 for	 financing	
projects	implemented	by	UNDP.	Although	several	
bilateral	donors	have	been	major	 sources	of	 cost-
sharing	(such	as	Sweden	and	the	Netherlands),	it	is	
interesting	to	note	the	varied	non-bilateral	sources:	
Fund	 for	 an	 Open	 Society-Serbia,	 the	 Imperial	
College	London	 and	Rockefeller	Brothers	Fund,	
among	others.	The	high	level	of	non-core	financ-
ing	is	seen	to	be	the	result	of	government	and	do-
nor	 confidence	 in	 UNDP	 capacity	 to	 implement	
projects	and	programmes.

As	 noted	 in	 Chapter	 3,	 the	 Country	 Office	 has	
placed	a	heavy	emphasis	on	resource	mobilization.	
While	resources	have	been	raised	within	the	con-
text	of	UNDP’s	broad	programmatic	framework,	
the	variety	of	projects	has	generated	some	percep-
tion	of	UNDP	needing	to	raise	money	to	cover	the	
costs	of	its	office	operation	or	pursuing	project	and	
programme	 opportunities	 where	 funding	 might		
be	found.	

The	 issue	 of	 resource	 mobilization	 raises	 the	
broader	question	(for	the	Serbia	and	Montenegro	
Country	Office	 as	well	 as	other	Country	Offices	
in	the	region):	Is	there	a	danger	that	UNDP	might	
become	 simply	 a	 donor	 aid	 implementer,	 rather	
than	a	true	partner?	The	question	may	be	answered	
in	 part	 as	 to	 how	 projects	 and	 programmes	 are	
developed.	 In	 the	 case	 of	 Serbia,	 as	 discussed	 in		
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Figure 4: Financing Trend by Source, 2001−2005 (US$ x 1,000)
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Chapter	 4,	 the	 Country	 Office	 has	 participated	
substantively	 in	 developing	 project/programme	
concepts	and	designs	in	collaboration	with	donors	
and	 other	 partners,	 and	 in	 this	 sense	 may	 be	
seen	as	a	donor	and	government	partner.	On	the	
other	hand,	some	donors	still	perceive	the	UNDP	
role	primarily	as	one	of	 implementer	–	which,	 in	
effect,	is	still	a	partner	role.	The	question	requires	
further	 exploration.	Such	mixed	perceptions	 also	

indicate	the	need	for	UNDP	to	clearly	define	and	
communicate	its	resource	mobilization	strategy.	

Programme budgets and delivery.	 Since	 the	 re-
organization	of	the	Country	Office	in	2004,	proj-
ects	and	programmes	have	been	grouped	into	four	
main	clusters	plus	a	small	policy	unit,	an	 ‘area	of	
intervention’	unit	where	energy	and	environment	
(sustainable	 development)	 projects	 are	 grouped,1	
and	 the	 South	 Serbia	 programme	 that	 operates	

Table 2: Resource Mobilization 2001−2005 (US$ x 1,000)

Source Total Source Total	
eU	(eAr) 29,000 Germany 550
Sweden	(SIdA) 13,000 UN	agencies 345
Netherlands 9,400 poverty	Action	Fund	 335
Italy 3,100 rockefeller	Brothers	Fund 330
Thematic	Trust	Funds 3,097 United	Kingdom 260
Austria 2,620 Canada	(CIdA) 180
Fund	for	an	open	Society-Serbia	 1,250 Greece 100
Imperial	College	London 1,100 Belgrade	economics	Institute 96
world	Bank 830 Global	prSp	 31
Norway 800 Global	environment	Facility 68
Luxembourg 615 dFId 20
Government	of	Serbia 570 Switzerland 18
																																																																																																					Total																																																																														67,715
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Figure 5: Programme Budgets by Cluster (Belgrade Office)
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__________________________________________________________________________
1.		The	UNDP	Country	Office	is	currently	managing	the	few	projects	in	this	‘Area	of	Intervention’	unit	separately	to	determine	

if	this	part	of	the	portfolio	will	be	closed	or	combined	into	the	human	security	cluster	as	an	environmental	aspect	of	human	
security.
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from	an	office	 in	Vranje	 (see	Table	3).	The	 insti-
tutional	 development	 cluster	 includes	 15	 CBF	
projects	 (since	 completed),	 10	projects	 in	 institu-
tional	development/public	administration	reform,	
and	 eight	 projects	 in	 decentralization	 (including	
the	City-to-City	Programme,	executed	by	the	UN	
Office	for	Project	Services	(UNOPS)	and	a	special	
institutional	development	project).1	

The	 cumulative	 programme	 budget	 amounts	 by	
cluster	over	 the	period	2001–2005	are	 illustrated	
in	 Figure	 5	 (please	 refer	 to	 Table	 4	 in	 Annex	 4	

for	 annual	 distributions).	 As	 can	 be	 seen,	 the	
South	 Serbia	 programme	 has	 been	 the	 largest	
thus	 far	 (accounting	 for	 over	 33	 percent	 of	 the	
total).	 The	 cumulative	 programme	 budget	 of	 the	
institutional	development	cluster	includes	the	CBF	
projects	 (valued	 at	 $10	 million).	 The	 energy	 and	
environment	area	of	programme	support	is	by	far	
the	smallest	in	terms	of	programme	size	($448,000	
or	0.8	percent	of	the	Country	Office	total	over	five	
years).	The	rule	of	law,	human	security	and	South	
Serbia	 programmes	 have	 seen	 the	 greatest	 and	
most	consistent	growth	over	period	2002–2005.	
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Figure 6: Operations Budgets (Belgrade Office), 2001–2005 (US$ x 1,000)
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Table 3: Projects, Budgets and Expenditures, 2001−2005 (US$ x 1,000)     

Cluster/Unit No.	projects Budget expenditure delivery	rate*	
South	Serbia 4 17,883 14,326 80%
Institutional	development 33 14,760 12,403 84%
poverty	reduction	and	economic	development 11 7,206 6,134 85%
human	security 7 9,205 7,764 85%
rule	of	law 6 4,352 3,301 75%
policy	Unit 2 822 688 84%
Sustainable	development/	energy		
and	environment

5 448 354 79%

Total 68 54,156 44,970 83%

* Note:	Measured	as	expenditure	/	budget	x	100.

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		As	noted	in	Chapter	4,	the	re-organization	resulting	in	the	setting	up	of	the	institutional	development/PAR	cluster	has	led	to	

a	shift	away	from	the	CBF,	to	more	focused	programming	and	a	smaller	project	portfolio.
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__________________________________________________________________________
1.		For	example,	the	2002	Comprehensive	Audit	of	the	UNDP	Office	in	the	Federal	Republic	of	Yugoslavia	assessed	the	recruit-

ment	of	CBF	project	consultants	as	deficient:	lack	of	transparency	in	the	recruitment	process,	advertisements	not	done	on	a	
consistent	basis,	competencies	of	consultants	difficult	to	assess	from	their	resumes,	most	of	the	SSA	contracts	done	retroac-
tively	(reference	UNDP	Report	IA	S0072,	dated	28	May	2002,	pp	30-31).	Another	example	may	be	UNDP’s	payment	of	
salary	top-ups	for	public	servants,	discussed	in	Chapter	4	of	this	report.	These	deficiencies	have	since	been	remedied,	although	
it	is	suggested	that	a	follow-up	comprehensive	audit	of	the	UNDP	and	selected	projects/programmes	be	carried	out.	The	ADR	
team	was	informed	that	a	human	resources	harmonization	mission	was	conducted	in	2004	to	harmonize	the	contractual	mo-
dalities	and	levels	across	the	three	offices	(Belgrade,	Podgorica	and	Vranje),	resulting	in	minimizing	inconsistencies	as	well	as	
correcting	several	incorrectly	applied	contractual	modalities.

2.		Information	extracted	from	the	UNDP	corporate	‘Executive	Snapshots’	database.	Figures	prior	to	2004	are	not	available	from	
this	database.

3.		As	noted	in	Table	3,	Annex	4,	breakouts	for	the	Podgorica	and	Belgrade	offices	are	provided	for	only	2004	and	2005.	The	op-
erations	budgets	for	the	Belgrade	office	were	reverse-extrapolated,	based	on	the	Belgrade	percentage	of	total	operations	budget	
amounts	in	2004	(or	85	percent	of	the	total),	except	for	2001,	when	the	Podgorica	office	was	still	in	start-up	mode	and	a	90	
percent	proportion	was	used.	

4.		Total	2005	expenditures	for	the	Belgrade	office	were	estimated	to	be	$14.7	million.	This	is	based	on	$18.8	million	total	ex-
penditure	for	Serbia	and	Montenegro	combined	as	reported	by	the	UNDP	‘Executive	Snapshot’	system,	less	$4.1	million	total	
expenditures	reported	by	the	Podgorica	office	for	2005.

The	 expenditure	 or	 ‘delivery’	 of	 programmes	 is	
often	used	as	a	measure	of	performance.	It	might	
also	be	seen	as	a	proxy	for	UNDP	implementation	
capacity	and	the	capacity	of	national	counterpart	
organizations	 to	 absorb	 external	 assistance.	
Funding	agencies	such	as	EAR	will	often	request	
UNDP	 to	 implement	 their	 programmes	 to	 get	
around	cumbersome	and	time-consuming	EC	rules	
and	procedures.	This	 is	 seen	by	 the	Government	
and	 many	 donors	 as	 a	 UNDP	 strength	 (that	 is,	
flexibility	and	responsiveness).	However,	flexibility	
in	 terms	 of	 a	 rapid	 response	 to	 a	 requirement	
could	be	seen	as	opening	up	a	potential	weakness,	
in	 which	 certain	 rules	 and	 procedures	 may	 be	
bypassed	 or	 circumvented.1	 Nevertheless,	 over	 a	
two-year	period	(2004–2005),	the	delivery	rate	for	
the	Country	Office	(which	combines	the	Belgrade,	
Vranje	 and	 Podgorica	 offices)	 has	 averaged	 67	
percent	and	compares	favourably	to	the	average	of	
the	UNDP	Regional	Bureau	 for	Europe	and	 the	
CIS	(RBEC)	of	65	percent.2	Programme	delivery	
in	 2005	 was	 up	 by	 63	 percent	 from	 2004	 levels,	
and	 this	 is	 seen	 as	 a	 function,	 in	 part,	 of	 better	
planning	and	an	improvement	in	management	and	
operational	procedures.

Data	on	expenditure	by	 input	 type	 (for	 example,	
personnel,	 training	 and	 procurement)	 was	 not	
available.	Therefore	no	comment	can	be	made	as	
to	which	inputs	programme	funds	have	been	used	
for.	A	comparison	of	programme	budgets,	number	
of	projects	and	expenditure	patterns	by	cluster	over	
the	 period	 2001–2005	 are	 given	 in	 Table	 3.	 The	
five-year	patterns	 show	 fairly	high	delivery	 rates,	
averaging	 83	 percent	 for	 all	 programmes	 over		
the	period.

Annual	 operations budgets	 of	 the	Belgrade	 and	
Podgorica	offices	are	provided	in	Table	3	in	Annex	
4.	 The	 five-year	 trend	 for	 the	 Country	 Office	 in	
Belgrade	 is	 graphically	 illustrated	 in	 Figure	 6.3	
The	financing	of	Country	Office	operations	from	
UNDP	 include	 several	 sources,	 while	 the	 extra-
budgetary	 non-core	 (XB	 non-core)	 refers	 to	 the	
costs	recovered	by	UNDP	for	the	implementation	
of	non-core	(or	cost-shared)	projects.	

In	the	case	of	the	Country	Office	in	Belgrade,	the	
2005	operations	budget	of	$2.33	million	represents	
about	15.8	percent	of	total	2005	expenditures.4	For	
the	 Belgrade	 and	 Podgorica	 offices	 together,	 the	
management	expenditure	for	2005	($1.99	million),	
or	 the	 ‘management	 ratio’,	 was	 11.9	 percent	 of	
total	 programme	 expenditures	 of	 $18.83	 million	
(representing	 a	 reduction	 from	 13.8	 percent	 in	
2004).	 These	 ratios	 compare	 favourably	 with	 the	
RBEC	 2005	 management	 ratio	 of	 12.4	 percent	
(Source:	 UNDP	 ‘Executive	 Snapshot’	 Intranet	
database).	 The	 favourable	 comparison	 with	 other	
RBEC	Country	Offices	is	significant:	Operational	
expenses	depend	on	the	overall	costs	in	a	specific	
country	 (salaries	 of	 local	 staff	 based	 on	 salary	
surveys,	rent	and	other	expenditures).	The	Country	
Office	maintains	that	the	office	costs	are	a	legacy	of	
the	former	Yugoslavia	with	relatively	high	salaries,	
and	the	need	to	maintain	an	expensive	office	facility	
that	is	not	provided	by	the	Government.
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5.2  ORGANIzATION, HUMAN RESOURCES 
AND PLANNING

Decentralized management style.	UNDP	decen-
tralized	 its	 country	 programmes	 to	 the	 Country	
Offices	some	time	ago.	These	offices,	including	the	
Country	Office	for	Serbia	and	Montenegro,	have	
received	delegated	authority	 and	 full	 responsibil-
ity	 for	developing	and	 implementing	 the	country	
programmes.	 There	 exist	 minor	 variations	 in	 the	
delegations	 of	 authority	 and	 managerial	 styles,	
depending	 on	 the	 UNDP	 Regional	 Bureau	 and	
Regional	 Programme,	 the	 nature	 of	 the	 country	
programme	(for	example,	crisis,	post-conflict),	and	
involvement	of	other	UNDP	Headquarters	groups	
such	 as	 the	 Bureau	 for	 Development	 Policy	 that	
manages	 the	 Global	 Programme.	 In	 the	 case	 of	
Serbia	 and	 Montenegro,	 the	 Country	 Office	 has	
been	given	a	fair	degree	of	autonomy.	Similarly,	as	
the	 South	 Serbia	 and	 Podgorica	 ‘suboffices’	 were	
established,	they,	too,	were	delegated	considerable	
authority	and	autonomy	from	the	Country	Office	
by	the	resident	representative.1	

Country Office structure and organization.	The	
organization	of	the	Belgrade	office	as	of	mid-2005	
is	 graphically	 illustrated	 in	 Annex	 6.	 While	 the	
current	UNDAF	and	CPD	(2005−2009)	identify	
three	thematic	areas	or	objectives	for	programming	
(public	 administration	 reform,	 rule	 of	 law	 and	
access	 to	 justice,	 and	 sustainable	 development),	
the	structure	of	the	country	office	comprises	 four	
programme	 clusters	 (institutional	 development/
public	administration	reform,	rule	of	law,	poverty	
reduction	and	economic	development	and	human	
security);	three other	units	or	offices	dealing	with	
programmes	 and	 projects	 (the	 South	 Eastern	
Europe	 Clearinghouse	 for	 the	 Control	 of	 Small	
Arms	and	Light	Weapons	unit,	the	South	Serbia	
Project	Office,	and	sustainable	development/energy	
and	environment)	and	three	other	supporting	units	

(Policy	Unit,	Operations	Unit,	and	the	Information	
and	 Communications	 Office).	 When	 the	 Office	
of	 the	 Resident	 Coordinator	 is	 added	 to	 this,	
the	 Country	 Office	 structure,	 which	 includes	 11	
units,	appears	to	be	large	and	somewhat	complex.	
The	 structure	 presents	 a	 considerable	 challenge	
in	 regards	 to	 inter-cluster	 coordination	 and	
complementarity.	As	noted,	the	Country	Office	is	
currently	in	the	process	of	examining	this	structure	
with	a	view	to	streamlining	it.

The	 growth	 in	 programme	 activity,	 along	 with	
changes	 resulting	 from	 the	 aforementioned	
validation	 report,	have	been	 the	main	drivers	 for	
organizational	 structuring	of	 the	Country	Office	
in	 Belgrade.	 Programme	 growth	 was	 the	 major	
source	 of	 organizational	 change	 over	 the	 period	
2001–2002,	complicated	by	considerable	turnover	
at	the	ranks	of	senior	management.2	One	viewpoint	
is	that	organizational	change	within	the	Country	
Office	 was	 an	 expected	 consequence	 of	 a	 rapidly	
growing	 office,	 and	 indeed	 may	 demonstrate	 a	
certain	 degree	 of	 organizational	 flexibility	 in	
responding	 to	 major	 changes	 in	 the	 external	
and	 programme	 environments.	 An	 alternative	
viewpoint	 is	 that	 better	 planning	 may	 have	
resulted	in	a	more	stable	organizational	platform,	
and	one	that	could	adjust	according	to	the	strategic	
direction	of	the	programme.

Potential	 for	growth	based	on	demand	 is	 seen	 in	
judicial	reform,	human	security	and	decentraliza-
tion/local	development	and	administrative	capac-
ity-building.	 This	 becomes	 a	 question	 of	 focus,	
and	 where	 UNDP	 should	 set	 its	 priorities	 for	
development	 cooperation,	 building	 on	 its	 exist-
ing	programme	development	and	implementation	
strengths.	

Human resources management.	 Table	 4	 charts	
staffing	 growth	 over	 the	 period	 2001–2005.	 By	
2005,	the	office	had	a	combined	total	of	55	staff,	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		The	aforementioned	comprehensive	audit	questioned	whether	the	Podgorica	Liaison	Office	should	be	considered	as	an	official	

UN/UNDP	representation	office	or	whether	it	should	be	considered	simply	as	a	project	office.	The	audit	noted	that	according	
to	 the	UNDP	Bureau	of	Management/Audit	Services	department,	only	 the	Administrator	can	authorize	 the	opening	of	a	
UNDP	Office.

2.		The	resident	representative	post	had	experienced	some	volatility	from	September	2004	to	November	2005	(with	one	new	resi-
dent	representative	lasting	a	few	months,	and	an	acting	resident	representative	for	several	more).	It	was	only	in	late	2005	that	a	
new	resident	representative	was	finally	appointed:	a	total	of	four	official	or	acting	appointments	over	the	five-year	period	(when	
the	UNDP	norm	for	a	resident	representative	in	a	country	is	approximately	three	years).	Such	change	in	the	top	leadership	of	
the	Country	Office	is	bound	to	have	its	effects	on	organization	and	staffing.	It	is	all	the	more	remarkable	and	a	credit	to	the	
Country	Office	that	it	has	been	able	to	sustain	and	increase	programme	growth	and	delivery	over	the	past	two	years.



a	level	that	has	remained	fairly	stable	since	2002.1	
The	 ratio	 of	 international	 to	 total	 posts	 in	 2005	
was	19	percent,	somewhat	higher	than	the	RBEC	
average	 of	 15	 percent.	 It	 is	 interesting	 to	 note	
the	 rapid	 increases	 in	 staffing	 from	3	 to	53	 from	
2000	to	2002.	The	‘growth	pains’	caused	by	such	
dramatic	 increases	 presented	 several	 challenges	

to	the	Country	Office	in	terms	of	training,	team-
building,	communications	and	general	alignment	of	
staff	resources	to	the	Country	Office’s	programme	
mission.	 Some	 of	 the	 donors	 commented	 on	 the	
large	size	of	the	Country	Office.	Many	of	the	posts	
or	positions	 in	the	office	are	funded	from	project	
and	programme	budgets,	which	is	understandable	

posts 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

International	 5 13 18 17 13

National	 10 11 14 13 13

Support 3 29 29 25 29

Total 18 53 61 55 55

Category 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Total
International	 3 22 48 49 32 154
National	 67 162 484 320 326 1,359
Total 70 184 532 369 358 1,513

Cluster/Unit International National Total
Institutional	development 52 778 830
rule	of	law 14 75 89
poverty	reduction	and	
economic	development

17 168 185

human	security 20 76 96
Sustainable	development/	
energy	and	environment

1 23 24

policy	Unit 8 21 29
South	Serbia 21 162 183
 Total 133 1,303 1,436

Table 5: UNDP Project/Programme Personnel, Serbia* 2001–2005 (number of persons)

Table 6: UNDP Project/Programme Personnel, Serbia* (by cluster/unit and number  
of persons)

Table 4: UNDP Staffing, Serbia * 2001–2005 *
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*Note:	Figures	provided	by	the	Country	office;	they	do	not	include	Montenegro

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		The	staffing	figures	do	not	reconcile	exactly	with	the	UNDP	corporate	‘Executive	Snapshot’	figures	that	show	a	total	of	59	posts	

in	2005	(12	international,	7	national	and	40	support).



for	 those	 projects	 directly	 executed	 by	 UNDP.	
However,	as	a	result	of	the	validation	exercise,	the	
Country	Office	is	planning	to	relocate	or	outpost	
most	of	these	resources	to	project	work-sites.	

Human	resources	management	has	been	substantial	
as	 well	 in	 terms	 of	 the	 numbers	 of	 international	
and	national	experts	and	consultants	recruited	as	
project	 and	programme	 resources.	Table	5	 shows	
that	 a	 total	 of	 1,513	 contracts	 had	 been	 let	 (154	
international	and	1,359	national)	over	 the	period	
2001−2005.	A	 further	breakdown	by	cluster/unit	
is	provided	 in	Table	6.	Of	 these	 totals,	 the	CBF	
accounted	for	close	to	half	(713)	of	all	contracts	(33	
international	 and	 680	 national	 contracts).	 While	
the	 data	 are	 not	 available,	 the	 Country	 Office	
estimates	 that	 up	 to	 20	 percent	 of	 the	 contracts	
were	repeats	for	the	same	individual.	

The	large	number	of	UNDP	professional	resources	
may	 be	 seen	 to	 comprise	 two	 groups:	 (1)	 those	
personnel	 resident	 in	 Country	 Office	 facilities	
(filling	 regular	 UNDP	 posts	 as	 well	 as	 some	
project/programme-funded	posts),	and	(2)	project	
or	programme	staff	for	the	most	part	contracted	to	
work	 in	 government	 ministries	 and	 agencies	 (for	
example,	Programme	Management	Units).	

The	relatively	large	number	of	UNDP	project	and	
programme	 personnel	 working	 in	 government	
organizations	 has	 also	 generated	 some	 concern	
that	 UNDP	 may	 be	 ‘crowding	 the	 field’	 among	
implementers/potential	implementers	and	building	
capacity	 for	 itself	 rather	 than	 building	 local	
capacity.1	 Donors	 also	 expressed	 concern	 about	
the	 large	 number	 of	 programme	 staff	 supported	
by	 grant	 funding.	 It	 is	 noted	 that	 these	 staff	 are	
providing	direct	support	to	project	implementation	

and,	according	to	the	UNDP	cost-recovery	policy,	
should	be	paid	directly	by	the	project.	

Outside	 of	 the	 preceding	 observations,	 however,	
results	 of	 the	 2005	 UNDP	 Global	 Staff	 Survey	
(for	the	first	time	done	separately	for	the	Belgrade	
and	 Podgorica	 offices)	 reveal	 two	 trends	 (see	
Annex	5).	First,	 that	 the	overall	 clarity	of	goals,	
expectations	 and	 collaboration	 is	 strong,	 in	 all	
cases	 above	 or	 close	 to	 the	 averages	 of	 Country	
Offices	 in	 the	 region	 and	 globally.	 This	 suggests	
that	 there	have	been	significant	 improvements	 in	
management	practices	and	in	the	morale	of	office	
staff	from	earlier	staff	surveys	in	2003	and	2004.2	
The	second	trend	relates	to	office	efficiency,	where	
the	staff	scored	performance	as	consistently	below	
the	regional	and	global	averages.	This	confirms	the	
early	findings	on	organization	and	management.	

Planning.	As	described	in	Chapter	3,	UNDP	was	
effective	in	the	early	days	at	creating	a	general	vision	
for	its	country	programme	and	securing	major	pro-
gramme	opportunities	 in	South	Serbia,	 the	CBF	
and	other	areas.	However,	it	was	weak	at	develop-
ing	and	linking	internal	management	strategies	to	
programme	strategies.	The	baseline	needs	analysis,	
‘Governance	for	Human	Development,’	discussed	
in	Chapter	3	did	not	address	UNDP	management	
or	organizational	strategies	or	how	UNDP	might	
boot-strap	 the	 very	 small	 office	 of	 2000	 to	 meet	
potentially	 large	 programme	 demands.	 The	 at-
tention	of	 senior	management	had	been	directed	
more	 ‘outwardly’	 at	 setting	 the	 Country	 Office	
vision	 and	 mission,3	 in	 developing	 partnerships,	
dialogue,	 programme	 development	 and	 resource	
mobilization.	Little	time	and	attention	was	given	
to	 internal	capacity	development	 in	such	areas	as	
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__________________________________________________________________________
1.		The	issue	is	also	complicated	by	tax	structures	and	the	fact	that	local	NGOs	were	reported	to	be	paying	high	local	taxes	while	

international	organizations	such	as	UNDP	are	exempt.	This	presents	a	distinct	competitive	advantage	for	UNDP	and	other	
international	organizations,	and	a	somewhat	non-level	paying	field.	It	is	recommended	that	a	joint	government-donor	study	
on	the	local	development	labour	market	be	carried	out,	looking	at	such	issues	as	taxation,	recruitment	and	compensation,	and	
other	employment/staff	contracting	practices	of	international	organizations,	local	NGOs	and	other	local	players.

2.		Changes	in	the	survey	questions,	and	the	separation	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro	in	the	2005	survey	do	not	enable	direct	time-
series	comparison	with	2005.	However,	the	positive	response	rate	to	certain	questions	indicates	improvements	over	the	period,	
for	example:	(“My office works consistently towards achieving long-term objectives”	Serbia	and	Montenegro:	2003	–	57	percent;	
2005	–	Serbia	70	percent,	Montenegro	93	percent).	

3.		Based	on	the	first	Strategy	Note	prepared	by	the	resident	representative	in	January	2002,	the	mission	statement	for	UNDP/
FRY	was	“To work with Government and people of FRY to achieve sustainable human development, democratic governance and eco-
nomic recovery,”	while	the	vision	statement	was	“To be the most trusted and effective development partner of the FRY by providing 
outstanding advice, needed programmes, and collaboration among key actors.”	These	statements	were	modified	in	2003	to	take	into	
account	the	new	state	union	structure	and	to	include	an	orientation	to	EU	accession.



planning,	 communications,	 organization,	 human	
resources,	and	related	dimensions.1	

Irrespective	 of	 the	 viewpoint,	 it	 is	 clear	 that	 the	
Country	Office	would	have	benefited	greatly	from	
an	early	capacity	assessment	and	development	(or	
business)	plan.	In	its	stead,	a	series	of	profiling	and	
strategy	retreats	were	conducted	in	late	2001	and	
early	2002.	In	2004,	the	Country	Office	was	again	
re-profiled	to	realign	the	programme	cluster	man-
agement	 structures	 with	 the	 CPD	 and	 UNDAF	
that	were	then	being	developed.	

Programme	 planning	 was	 improved	 in	 2004	 in	
terms	of	the	development	and	the	bridging	of	the	
CPD/CPAP	 to	 annual	 cluster	 Strategy	 Notes,	
which	are	in	turn	linked	to	the	key	results	in	the	
UNDP	 Results	 Competency	 Assessment	 (RCA)	
performance	 system.	A	 rapid	 ‘validation	 exercise’	
was	 carried	 out	 in	 mid-2005,	 and	 is	 resulting	 in	
further	restructuring	of	the	Country	Office	to	bet-
ter	align	its	organization	to	the	programme	strate-
gies.	On	the	operations	side,	a	new	execution	man-
ual	has	been	developed	and	put	into	use,	business	
processes	have	been	aligned	with	Atlas	(a	UNDP-
wide	financial	management	system	),	and	internal	
control	 frameworks	 have	 been	 improved.	 Since	
the	most	recent	audit	was	conducted	in	2002,	the	
Country	Office	may	now	benefit	from	a	compre-
hensive	and	in-depth	performance	audit	or	review	
with	a	special	emphasis	on	management	and	orga-
nizational	effectiveness,	with	comparisons	to	good	
practices	with	other	offices	in	the	region.	Such	an	
analysis	–	which	is	beyond	the	scope	of	this	ADR	
–-	would	form	the	basis	of	solid	management	and	
planning	recommendations	for	the	future.

5.3 PROGRAMME DELIVERY MODALITIES

As	 noted	 in	 Table	 1,	 Annex	 4,	 most	 UNDP	
projects	 were	 or	 are	 being	 implemented	 accord-
ing	to	the	direct	execution	(DEX)	modality.	Ac-
cording	 to	 the	 UNDP	 Executive	 Board	 decision	
98/2,	 this	 role	 “shall remain limited to countries in 
special circumstances and apply only when it can be 
demonstrated that it is essential to safeguard the full 
responsibility and accountability of the Administra-
tor for effective programme and project delivery.” 
The	justification	for	the	use	of	DEX	was	given	in		
the	CPD.2

If	 such	 special	 circumstances	 do	 not	 exist,	 then	
the	Government	and	UNDP	may	opt	for	national	
execution	 (NEX),	 as	 an	 arrangement	 whereby	
UNDP	entrusts	to	Government	the	responsibility	
for	 the	 mobilization	 of	 UNDP-financed	 inputs	
and	 their	 effective	 application,	 in	 combination	
with	 the	 Government’s	 own	 and	 other	 available	
resources,	 towards	 the	 attainment	 of	 project	 or	
programme	 objectives.	 Under	 the	 new	 financial	
arrangements,	 the	 term	 ‘execution’	 now	 pertains	
to	 overall	 responsibility	 and	 ownership	 of	 the	
programme.	With	 the	 signing	of	 the	new	CPD/
CPAP	in	2005,	UNDP’s	entire	programme	is	now	
nationally	executed.3

Many	of	the	project	documents	have	been	jointly	
signed	 by	 the	 Government	 and	 UNDP,	 and	 the	
Government,	in	fact,	takes	the	lead	role	in	setting	
direction,	determining	priorities	and,	in	some	cas-
es,	 signing-off	on	or	 approving	procurement	 and	
recruitment	decisions.	However,	in	the	NEX	proj-
ects,	UNDP	takes	an	active	role	in	implementation	
(that	is,	managing	and	controlling	the	inputs,	such	
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1.		A	comprehensive	audit	conducted	by	UNDP	in	2002	acknowledged	many	of	the	programme	achievements,	but	also	found	that	

internal	UNDP	capacities	needed	considerable	strengthening.	Major	deficiencies	were	found	in	human	resources	administra-
tion	–	project	staff,	and	marginal	deficiencies	in	such	areas	as	general	administration,	finance	and	management	strategies.	See	
UNDP.	May	2002.	‘Comprehensive	Audit	of	the	UNDP	Office	in	the	Federal	Republic	of	Yugoslavia.’	Report	#	IAS0072.

2.		See	CPD	(2005–2009),	DP/CPO/SCG/1,	June,	2004,	paragraph	20:	“Due to the sub-optimal capacity of public administration, 
most UNDP assistance under the current CCF was provided through the direct execution (DEX) modality. While DEX allowed needed 
support to reach its target audience quickly and efficiently, it sometimes lacked full managerial ownership by counterparts. Continuing 
substantive policy dialogue must underpin project entry and exit strategies with potential counterparts on a case by case basis.”

3.		The	same	UNDP	Executive	Board	decision	98/2	also	accepted	Country	Office	support	to	NEX,	with	conditions.	Officially,	
Country	Office	support	to	NEX	may	be	seen	to	consist	of	only	those	activities	related	to	the	delivery	of	inputs	(for	example,	
recruitment,	procurement,	etc.),	while	implementation	refers	to	the	conversion	of	inputs	to	outputs.	In	instances	where	a	Coun-
try	Office	does	not	take	on	full	responsibility	of	execution	but	focuses	on	implementation	support,	DEX	and	Country	Office	
support	to	NEX	would	have	many	similarities.	See	also	UNDP	document	DP/2005/3:	‘Revision	of	UNDP	Financial	Regula-
tions’.	16	November	2004,	specifically	section	A	on	changes	to	programming	modalities,	pp.	3-4.	In	paragraph	6	of	that	docu-
ment,	it	is	stated	that	“In countries where the CPAP and AWP are introduced, governments continue to have overall responsibility for 
the management of UNDP programme activities and achievement of results, through execution of the CPAP. Broad resource allocations, 
areas of intervention and management arrangements for UNDP programme activities are agreed between UNDP and governments in 
the CPAP, including the use of implementing partners.”



as	 procurement,	 contracting,	 and,	 in	 some	 cases,	
overall	project	management).	These	arrangements	
may	 be	 seen	 as	 a	 form	 of	 de	 facto	 partnership.	
However,	as	noted	in	some	of	the	programmes	(for	
example,	South	Serbia),	the	‘ownership’	of	the	pro-
gramme	can	become	unclear,	especially	when	the	
programme	 support	 unit	 is	 seen	 to	 be	 associated	
more	with	UNDP	than	with	the	Government.	

The	 eighth	 MDG	 goal	 focuses	 on	 ‘developing	 a	
global	 partnership	 for	 development’.	 One	 of	 the	
main	 drivers	 and	 measures	 of	 performance	 for	
UNDP	 in	 the	 Strategic	 Results	 Framework/Re-
sults-oriented	Annual	Report,	as	noted	previously,	
is	 ‘forging	 partnerships	 for	 results’.	 Yet	 for	 the	
current	programming	period	“UNDP will work to 
develop capacity of its team members and those of the 
counterparts for the gradual institution of full coun-
terpart execution (NEX) to promote efficient project 
implementation with greater counterpart ownership”	
(CPD,	 paragraph	 33).1	 However,	 the	 intent	 of	
UNDP	and	the	Government	to	move	toward	a	full	
NEX	modality	may	not	be	the	best	course	to	take.	
For	example,	should	government	corruption	con-
tinue	to	be	a	significant	issue,	then	Serbia	may	be	
classified	as	a	country	under	‘special	development	
circumstances’.	In	this	case,	UNDP	would	retain	
at	 the	 least	 administrative	 responsibility	 over	 in-
puts	such	as	procurement,	contracting,	payments,	
cash	management	and	related	reporting,	account-
ing	and	controls.2	

In	 line	 with	 new	 programming	 arrangements,	
UNDP,	along	with	the	Government	and	perhaps	
other	donors,	may	wish	to	carry	out	an	assessment	
of	government	capacities	to	execute	programmes,	
from	which	a	policy	for	execution	and	implemen-
tation	 might	 be	 developed.	 There	 may	 be	 some	
benefit	in	establishing	such	a	policy	where	future	

programme	delivery	modalities	could	be	based	on	
more	formal	partnership	models,	and	where	there	
is	greater	flexibility	on	all	sides	to	adjust	roles	and	
responsibilities	 (of	 the	partners)	 according	 to	 the	
programme	circumstances.	A	more	flexible	modal-
ity	for	execution	and	implementation	using	a	range	
of	partnerships	could	have	the	beneficial	effect	of	
better	building	national	capacities	(governmental,	
non-governmental	and	private	sector),	thus	facili-
tating	an	eventual	UNDP	exit.

5.4 MONITORING AND EVALUATION

Country programme monitoring and evaluation.	
Approaches	to	monitoring	and	evaluation	(M&E)	
are	set	out	in	the	CCF	(2002-2004)	and	the	CPAP	
(2005-2009).	 The	 CCF	 states	 that	 “UNDP will 
assume a pro-active partnership role beyond traditional 
forms of monitoring and evaluation – distance 
monitoring will be replaced by monitoring and review 
through association and risk-sharing. Such an approach 
is consistent with the UNDP shift from the traditional 
role of a development donor to development agent 
and stakeholder”	 (CCF,	 paragraph	 39).	 The	 CCF	
did	receive	a	non-critical	mid-term	review,	and	a	
Results-oriented	Annual	Report	was	produced	for	
2004	 (see	 below).	 Other	 than	 this,	 there	 is	 little	
further	 clarification	 of	 how	 UNDP	 shifted	 its	
M&E	practice	beyond	‘traditional	forms’	of	M&E	
to	that	of	 ‘association	and	risk	taking’,	unless	the	
latter	 is	 meant	 to	 imply	 UNDP’s	 results-based	
management	(RBM)	approach,	discussed	below.

The	M&E	function	described	in	the	CPAP	is	more	
explicit.3	Although	only	the	first	year	of	the	five-
year	 CDP	 has	 been	 completed,	 monitoring	 and	
evaluation	of	the	overall	programme	has	yet	to	be	
carried	out	by	the	Government	or	UNDP.	Further,	
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1.		It	should	be	noted	that	the	CPAP	is	approved	and	signed	by	the	Government	and	UNDP,	with	the	agreement	that	all	UNDP	

projects	 and	programmes	 fall	 under	NEX.	However,	 there	 exists	 an	understanding	between	 the	Government	 and	UNDP	
that	implementation	depends	on	whether	the	implementing	agent	is	the	Government	(previous	NEX),	NGO	(previous	NGO	
execution)	or	UNDP	(previous	DEX).	In	principle,	the	modality	is	NEX;	in	practice,	implementation	may	comprise	a	range	
of	options.

2.		This	is	consistent	with	a	recent	UNDP	evaluation	of	DEX	that	recommended	a	more	comprehensive	definition	of	countries	
under	special	development	circumstances	and	also	a	more	flexible	approach	to	delivery	modalities,	and	expanding	the	applica-
tion	of	countries	under	special	development	circumstances.	See:	UNDP.	April	2001.	Evaluation of Direct Execution.	Evaluation	
Office,	New	York.

3.		M&E	is	to	be	undertaken “. . . in line with the UNDAF results matrix and monitoring and evaluation plan, and also the Country  
 Programme Document. The Council of Ministers of Serbia and Montenegro, Government of Serbia, Government of Montenegro and  
 UNDP will be responsible for ensuring continuous monitoring and evaluation of the Country Programme Action Plan, with a view  
 to ensuring efficient utilization of programme resources as well as accountability, transparency and probity.”	CPAP,	2005–2009,	Part		
	 VIII.



as	stated	in	the	CPAP,	it	would	be	difficult	for	the	
Government	to	ensure	accountability,	transparency	
and	probity	in	the	use	of	programme	resources	when	
such	 resources	 are	 managed	 by	 UNDP	 through	
direct	execution	or	implemented	by	UNDP	under	a	
national	execution	arrangement.1	And,	as	noted	in	
the	UNDAF,	“ … quality data shortages and member 
states’ institutional weaknesses in collecting pertinent 
data makes tracking progress and trends difficult”	
(UNDAF,	Chapter	6,	page	19).	 In	view	of	 these	
national	 deficiencies,	 it	 would	 seem	 appropriate	
that	UNDP	carry	out	traditional	M&E	activities	
until	 such	 time	 that	 alternative	 mechanisms	 are	
in	place,	including	assistance	to	building	national	
M&E	capacities.	An	assessment	of	the	evaluability	
of	 the	overall	 programme	 found	 that	neither	 the	
CCF	 nor	 the	 annual	 Strategy	 Notes	 provided	
clear	 intended	 results	 nor	 measurable	 indicators	
of	 performance,	 and	 the	 ADR	 team	 found	 little	
evidence	of	baselines,	targets	or	systems	to	collect	
such	aggregate	information.2	

Project/programme monitoring and evaluation.	
In	the	absence	of	monitoring	and	evaluation	at	the	
country	programme	level,	M&E	has	been	carried	
out	at	the	project	and	programme	levels.	As	noted	
in	Chapter	4,	 independent	evaluations	or	reviews	
were	carried	out	for	some	aspects	of	the	CBF,	the	
Standing	Conference	of	Towns	and	Municipalities,	
and	the	South	Serbia	programmes,	among	others.3	
As	noted,	 a	mid-term	review	was	carried	out	 for	
the	CCF	(2002−2004),	and	UNDP	also	conducted	
a	 comprehensive	 audit	 of	 the	 Belgrade	 office	 in		
early	2002.	

While	 there	 appears	 to	 be	 a	 reasonable	 use	 of	
evaluation,	formal	monitoring	of	programme	and	
project	performance	appears	quite	weak,	largely	due	
to	the	fact	that	the	project/programme	documents	
upon	which	a	monitoring	system	should	or	could	
be	based	are	used	as	‘platform	documents’.	As	such,	
they	 generally	 do	 not	 have	 detailed	 performance	
measures	or	indicators,	or	formal	mechanisms	for	
evidence-based	 monitoring	 of	 implementation,	
as	 compared	 to	 the	 more	 traditional	 project	
documents.	In	this	regard,	programmes	such	as	the	
CBF	do	not	fully	embrace	a	programme	approach:	
they	do	not	incorporate	a	unified	set	of	goals	with	
targets,	 but	 function	 rather	 as	 platforms	with	 an	
evolved	cluster	of	related	projects	(and,	in	the	case	
of	the	CBF,	experienced	a	rapid	proliferation	with,	
at	times,	tenuous	links	to	the	original	document).

The	conundrum	faced	by	UNDP	and	its	development	
partners	 is	 how	 to	 cost-effectively	 manage	 for	
results	and	thus	demonstrate	a	reasonable	level	of	
accountability	for	the	use	of	funds.	To	do	so,	such	
‘platform’	documents	must	be	 clearer	 in	 terms	of	
defining	 their	 intended	 results	 and	 the	 means	 of	
verifying	this,	such	that	individual	projects	can	be	
better	planned,	managed,	monitored	and	evaluated	
against	these	results.	Otherwise,	there	 is	the	risk	
that	projects	individually	may	be	effective,	but	not	
necessarily	 cohesive	 or	 supportive	 of	 each	 other	
in	the	context	of	the	overall	programme.	In	view	
of	 the	 aforementioned	 national	 deficiencies	 and	
findings	on	monitoring,	it	would	seem	appropriate	
that	UNDP	carry	out	traditional	M&E	activities	
until	 such	 time	 that	 alternative	 mechanisms		
are	in	place.
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1.		The	current	CPAP	also	states: “As part of UNDP’s revised Monitoring and Evaluation Framework and the strategy to enhance own-

ership, the progress of the results and resources framework will be monitored on a half-yearly basis, in collaboration with the State Union 
and State Members through strategic steering committees from State Union level to projects level, comprised of relevant stakeholders 
(Governments, UN agencies and other development partners.)” This	level	of	monitoring	has	not	taken	place.

2.		For	further	evidence	of	this,	see	material	drawn	from	the	review	of	evaluability	 located	in	the	introduction	and	section	on	
UNDP	strategies	for	assistance	of	this	report.	Furthermore,	specific	information	on	the	evaluability	of	specific	programme	
components	can	be	found	in	the	draft	inception	report,	August	2005.

3.		Evaluations	and	reviews	were	managed	by	the	Country	Office	through	the	contracting	of	‘evaluators’.	Due	to	the	contractual	
and	fiduciary	relationship	between	the	evaluators	and	UNDP,	the	independence	and	objectivity	of	evaluations	or	reviews	may	
be	compromised.	The	independence	of	future	evaluations	or	reviews	would	be	better	assured	if	they	were	contracted	by	third	
parties	–	perhaps	by	the	funding	donors	themselves	or	by	national	entities	(for	example,	government	M&E	units,	private	sector	
organizations)	or	included	in	systematized	quality	assurance	by	the	UNDP	Evaluation	Office,	which	is	independent	of	line	
management.	Evaluations	and	reviews	should	also	be	carried	out	by	individuals	or	firms	that	were	not	previously	involved	in	
any	aspect	of	the	programmes	or	projects	being	evaluated.	This	was	not	the	case	of	the	mid-term	review	of	the	project,	‘Support	
to	Strategic	Policy	Management	in	the	Deputy	Prime	Minister’s	Office’,	which	was	carried	out	by	the	same	person	who	had	
earlier	provided	consulting	support	to	the	project.



Results-based management and reporting. 
As	 part	 of	 its	 overall	 results-based	 management	
(RBM)	 approach,	 UNDP’s	 Strategic Results 
Framework	(SRF),	Multi-Year Funding Frame-
work (MYFF),	the	UNDAF	and	Results-orient-
ed Annual Report	(ROAR)	are	the	primary	plan-
ning	 and	 performance	 reporting	 documents	 for	
Serbia	and	Montenegro.	As	with	the	CCF,	these	
documents	developed	for	2002	and	2004	applied	
more	to	Serbia	or	the	State	Union	as	a	whole,	with	
most	emphasis	given	to	the	republic	and	the	state	
union	 levels	 of	 government.	A	map	of	 goals	 and	
intended	outcomes	for	2002	and	2004	are	listed	in	
Annex	9.	It	was	toward	these	goals	that	the	Coun-
try	Office	in	Belgrade	was	to	programme	its	activi-
ties	and	to	contribute	to	their	realization.1

The	2004	ROAR	extracted	from	the	UNDP	2004	
Results	Database	combines	reporting	for	both	Ser-
bia	and	Montenegro.	Reporting	applies	only	to	the	
nine	intended	outcomes	listed	for	the	2004	SRF/
ROAR,	and	it	is	not	possible	to	find	assessments	of	
performance	through	the	SRF/ROAR	mechanism	
for	the	earlier	periods.	Nonetheless,	reporting	for	
the	period	does	highlight	programme	performance	

and	is	consistent	with	the	findings	on	performance	
discussed	in	Chapter	4	of	this	report.	While	per-
haps	useful	as	a	corporate	reporting	tool,	the	exer-
cise	of	generating	the	ROAR	appears	to	have	lim-
ited	use	as	a	performance	management	instrument	
at	the	Country	Office	level.	While	in	2005	(report-
ing	back	on	2004)	a	new	system	was	introduced	to	
help	 capture	 the	 Country	 Offices’	 own	 intended	
outcomes	 against	 core	 results	 (including	 annual	
targets	and	statements	of	progress),	the	system	still	
delimits	 the	 inputs,	 and	 thus	 restricts	 the	 ability	
of	 the	office	 to	document	effectively	progress	 to-
wards	results.	Further,	guidance	on	an	appropriate	
process	and	methodology	to	self-assess	and	docu-
ment	was	weak.	Thus,	there	was	no	evidence	of	the	
outputs	of	the	ROAR	being	utilized	as	a	basis	for	
programmatic	 learning.	While	 this	 is	 recognized	
as	a	corporate	issue,	a	number	of	Country	Offices	
have	taken	responsibility	for	improving	the	qual-
ity	of	the	design	of	programmes	and	projects,	and	
establishing	 integrated	 data	 collection	 and	 feed-
back	systems	with	which	to	make	evidence-based	
management	decisions.	It	is	recommended	that	the	
Country	Office	review	its	own	system,	drawing	on	
these	good	practices.	
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1.		Outcome	statements	and	indicators	were	introduced	only	recently	to	country-level	planning	documents	with	the	UNDAF/

CPD	(2005–2009).		Until	the	beginning	of	the	new	cycle	(for	Serbia	and	Montenegro,	2005),	the	Belgrade	office	was	required	
to	approximate	the	intended	results	from	their	CCF,	thus	resulting	in	a	mismatch.		The	source	for	the	2002	and	2004	goals	is	
broadly	the	CCF	(2002–2004),	but	some	latitude	was	given	to	each	Country	Office	for	ROAR	reporting	on	intended	outcomes	
prior	to	2005.



This	chapter	of	the	report	brings	together	the	main	
conclusions,	findings	and	summary	challenges	and	
recommendations	regarding	UNDP’s	programme	
in	 Serbia.	 The	 country	 is	 at	 a	 challenging	 cross-
roads	as	it	strives	to	forge	a	new	national	identity	
and	transition	from	crisis	and	post-conflict	to	de-
mocracy	and	EU	membership.	Political	uncertain-
ties	are	expected	to	continue	for	some	time,	even	
though	questions	 relating	 to	Kosovo	and	 the	 In-
ternational	 Criminal	 Tribunal	 may	 be	 answered	
during	 2006.	 Other	 challenges	 relating	 to	 the	
legacies	of	a	command	economy	and	dysfunctional	
centralized	socialist	system	of	governance	can	only	
be	 met	 over	 the	 medium	 to	 longer	 term,	 requir-
ing	substantial	commitment	and	investment	from		
the	people	of	Serbia	and	 the	 international/Euro-
pean	community.

In	this	chapter,	main	conclusions	are	provided	first	
on	the	performance	of	the	country	programme	as	a	
whole	–	looking	especially	at	country	programme	
relevance	 and	 positioning	 –	 over	 the	 period		
2001–2005.

Next,	 conclusions	 and	 lessons	 are	 offered	 on	 the	
more	 specific	 objectives	 and	 issues	 addressed	 by	
this	 ADR	 as	 set	 out	 in	 Chapter	 2	 of	 this	 report	
(that	 is,	 on	 results	 –	 effectiveness	 and	 efficiency,	
complementarity,	sustainability,	coordination	and	
management).	In	the	final	subsection,	higher-level	
recommendations	are	offered	on	the	future	direc-
tion	of	the	country	programme	and	UNDP	posi-
tioning	in	Serbia.

6.1  STRATEGIC INTENT OF THE  
COUNTRY PROGRAMME

(1) Main Conclusions

From	 the	 assessment	 of	 development	 results	 in		
Chapter	 4,	 it	 can	 be	 concluded	 that	 the	 country	
programme	strategies	developed	and	implemented	
in	 Serbia	 have,	 with	 some	 exceptions,	 been	 gen-
erally	on	a	 successful	 track.	 Indeed,	 the	 strategic	
management	of	the	programme	in	terms	of	Coun-

try	 Office	 positioning	 and	 the	 rapid	 programme	
build-up	 in	 two	 short	 years	 from	 a	 virtual	 zero-
base	 to	 one	 comprising	 several	 dozen	 projects	
across	 a	 complex	 array	 of	 programme	 clusters	 is	
a	 remarkable	 achievement	 in	 its	 own	 right.	 Add	
to	 this	 the	many	 related	Country	Office	 internal	
management,	 administrative	 and	 operational	 ac-
tivities	associated	with	resource	mobilization,	co-
ordination,	direct	execution,	setting	up	of	suboffic-
es	and	so	on	in	a	post-conflict,	crisis-prone,	volatile	
and	uncertain	political	environment.	It	is	then	that	
one	begins	 to	better	appreciate	 the	magnitude	of	
the	management	challenge	 faced	and	met	by	 the	
Country	Office.	

The	 main	 lesson	 learned	 from	 UNDP’s	 Serbia	
country	programme	strategies	and	their	implemen-
tation	 is	 that	 reforms	are	 long-term	and	complex	
cross-sectoral	processes	of	fundamental,	 transfor-
mational	 change.	The	 successful	 strategies	 –	 evi-
denced	in	the	South	Serbia,	the	SCTM	and	JTC	
programmes	 –	 employ	 partnerships,	 are	 focused,	
build	 networks,	 use	 experimentation	 and	 pilots,	
start	 small	 and	 build	 credibility	 with	 early	 suc-
cesses.	The	less	successful	strategies	or	those	with	
mixed	results	underscore	the	need	for	top	political	
and	executive	leadership,	meaningful	government-
ownership,	 broad-based	 participation	 and	 con-
sultation,	 coordination	and	open	and	 transparent	
decision-making.

Another	 major	 lesson	 from	 the	 Serbia	 experi-
ence,	 however,	 is	 that	 development	 goals	 must	
not	 be	 overly	 ambitious	 –	 as	 previously	 noted	 in	
the	CCF	 for	2002-2204.	Clearly,	 this	 lesson	has	
been	applied	to	the	current	UNDAF	with	moder-
ately	stated	goals	and	intended	outcomes,	but	still	
with	minimal	baselines	and	indicators	to	measure	
performance.	Another	lesson	learned	and	applied	
in	 the	 dynamic	 and	 uncertain	 Serbian	 environ-
ment	 is	 that	 strategy	 development	 is	 an	 ongoing	
process,	 in	need	of	 constant	fine-tuning	and	 risk	
assessment	to	adjust	to	changes	and	uncertainties	
in	both	the	external	and	internal	UNDP	environ-
ments.	Programme	strategies	 in	 terms	of	what	 is	

Chapter 6
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to	be	achieved	need	to	be	matched	by	sound	man-
agement	strategies	on	how	implementation	is	to	be	
carried	out.

The	CCF	for	2002-2004	was	subjected	to	a	mid-
term	review	in	2003.1	The	review	is	seen	more	as	
a	 self-assessment	 and	 promotional	 document	 for	
UNDP	programmes	and	strategies,	rather	than	as	
a	critical	review	of	performance.	Nonetheless,	the	
lessons	 and	 recommendations	 contained	 therein	
acknowledge	the	successes	of	the	UNDP	Country	
Office	 in	 its	 support	 to	 crisis	 prevention	 and	
stability	 (South	 Serbia),	 capacity	 development	 in	
key	government	ministries	and	agencies	(Capacity	
Building	 Fund),	 poverty	 reduction	 through	
support	to	the	PRSP,	among	other	areas	discussed	
in	Chapter	4.

The	 CPAP	 for	 2005	 synthesized	 lessons	 learned	
from	 the	 review	 of	 the	 CCF	 and	 various	 project	
and	 programme	 evaluations.	 The	 main	 messages	
from	 these	 sources,	 supported	 in	 some	 cases	 by	
this	ADR,	can	guide	future	strategy	development.	
They	apply	equally	to	Serbia	and	Montenegro:

•	 	“Sound management structure, and a working 
partnership with … the Government of Serbia and 
Government of Montenegro and donors as well as 
positive institutional and professional relationships 
proved to be key to successful implementation of any 
programme”

•	 	“UNDP should invest more resources in policy dia-
logue with … Government of Serbia and Govern-
ment of Montenegro to make them aware of the 
long-term approach to improve governance and 
discourage a quest for ‘quick fixes”

•	  “Lack of donor coordination might represent a seri-
ous risk to future programme development and may 
lead to overlap and duplication of efforts.”

(2) Programme Relevance

In	 answer	 to	 the	question	 as	 to	whether	 country	
programme	 strategies	 –	 reflected	 primarily	 in	
the	CCF	–	have	been	relevant,	the	assessment	of	
results	from	individual	thematic	or	cluster	projects	
and	programmes	would,	 for	 the	most	part,	 seem	
to	suggest	this	to	be	the	case.	UNDP	has	engaged	

in	 development	 assistance	 in	 areas	 seen	 as	 top	
priorities	 by	 government	 and	 funding	 partners	
(for	 example,	 strengthening	 the	 capacities	 of	
central	government	ministries	and	agencies,	local	
development,	rule	of	law).	However,	lessons	from	
past	 country	 programme	 performance	 appear	 to	
have	a	difficult	 time	 taking	hold	 in	 the	new	and	
evolving	country	strategy:	There	continues	to	be	an	
expansion	of	scope	through	numerous	projects	and	
programmes.	 If	 UNDP	 is	 to	 have	 real	 influence	
on	 a	 particular	 development	 problem	 in	 a	 way	
that	 advances	 the	 national	 interest,	 then	 greater	
programme	focus	should	be	applied	in	those	areas	
of	need	 and	where	UNDP	has	 a	distinct	history	
and	 comparative	 advantage.	 The	 recent	 cluster	
strategy	 notes	 attempt	 to	 apply	 more	 focus	 and	
consolidate	some	activities.

Did	UNDP	make	the	right	initial	strategic	choices	
for	 development	 assistance?	 The	 answer	 to	 this	
question	 is,	 predominantly,	 yes.	 The	 wisdom	 (or	
risk)	of	some	choices,	such	as	entry	into	support-
ing	the	South	Serbia	initiative,	have	proved	their	
worth	 through	 implementation	 and	 programme	
expansion,	and	the	achievement	of	concrete	inter-
mediate	 results	 (stabilization	 and	 conflict	 resolu-
tion,	for	example).	In	the	case	of	South	Serbia,	the	
obvious	 impact	 is	 lack	 of	 conflict,	 although	 this	
impact	cannot	be	attributed	solely	to	UNDP.	The	
presence	of	international	organizations	has	been	a	
guarantor	of	stability.	But	the	main	achievement	of	
the	South	Serbia	programme	is	its	ability	to	tran-
sition	from	post-conflict	stabilization	to	develop-
ment	and	continuous	support	to	local	government.	
It	is	one	of	the	few	programmes	that	managed	to	
make	this	transition.	

In	 other	 cases,	 the	 realization	 of	 the	 intent	 of	 a	
choice	 (such	 as	 entry	 into	 the	 CBF)	 was	 under-
mined	 by	 inadequate	 practice	 in	 or	 method	 of	
implementation.	 In	 yet	 other	 cases,	 the	 choices	
simply	proved	to	be	the	wrong	ones	(Beautiful	Ser-
bia).	The	strategic	choice	of	supporting	substantive	
public	administration	reform	in	the	early	years	was	
also	not	the	most	optimal,	seeming	to	violate	some	
main	international	lessons	from	PAR:	namely,	the	
presence	of	a	national	strategy,	strong	government	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	UNDP.	2003.	Building	Blocks	for	Reform	and	Recovery:	Mid-Term	Report,	2002-2003.	UNDP-Belgrade.
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leadership,	commitment,	broad-based	‘buy-in’,	and	
coordination	capacity.	

The	 three	 thematic	 areas	 of	 the	 CCF	 gave	 the	
appearance	 of	 a	 narrow	 focus.	 However,	 UNDP	
built	a	large	organization	in	Belgrade	to	implement	
the	many	programmes	that	were	being	developed,	
and	 thus	 weakened	 somewhat	 its	 ability	 and	
flexibility	 to	 respond	 to	 and	 advocate	 for	 other	
development	needs	of	the	country,	such	as	poverty	
and	human	development	(as	discussed	in	Chapter	
2).	Targeted	assistance,	primarily	to	Government	
during	 persistent	 political	 fragmentation,	 and	
disagreements	 over	 policy	 and	 weak	 national	
commitment	to	governance	reforms,	diluted	much	
of	the	impact	UNDP	might	otherwise	have	had	on	
policy,	regardless	of	how	successful	some	projects	
may	 have	 been.	 This	 has	 been	 more	 of	 an	 issue	
for	 the	Belgrade	office,	but	not	 for	 its	operations	
in	 South	 Serbia	 and	 Montenegro,	 where	 UNDP	
established	itself	as	a	driver	for	change	and	a	valued	
partner	in	development.	

All	 these	 examples,	 and	 the	 others	 covered	 in		
Chapter	4,	point	 to	a	UNDP	operation	 that	was	
willing	 to	 experiment	 and	 take	 risks,	 that	 made	
some	mistakes,	but	in	aggregate	and	over	the	past	
five	 years	 has	 performed	 reasonably	 well,	 given	
the	country	context.	However,	not	fully	assessing	
the	risks	in	advance	is	itself	a	risk	for	the	country	
programme’s	 development,	 and	 the	 ongoing	
programme	 seems	 to	 lack	 strategy,	 despite	 the	
improvement	in	staff	perception	on	the	matter	(see		
Chapter	6.2).

(3) UNDP Programme Positioning

The	envisaged	role	of	UNDP	was	stated	as	“…	the 
most trusted and effective development partner of the 
FRY by providing outstanding advice.”	Was	this	the	
role	that	was	played?	The	answer	to	this	question	
is:	 rarely.	 While	 the	 intended	 UNDP	 role	 was	
ambitious,	it	was	more	as	project	and	programme	
implementer,	 with	 supplemental	 policy	 dialogue	
and	 advocacy	 in	 a	 few	 areas	 (such	 as	 poverty	
reduction	and	preparation	of	the	national	Human 
Development Report).	 The	 many	 dimensions	 of	
the	UNDP	role	are	presented	in	Box	12,	and	are	
based	on	feedback	from	Government	and	donors,	
and	 substantiated	 by	 documentary	 evidence	
(for	 example,	 evaluations,	 reviews,	 project	 and	
programme	documents).	

It	 is	 important	 to	 stress,	 however,	 that	 the	 role	
of	 implementer	 proved	 extremely	 important	
and	 valued	 by	 Government,	 funding	 agencies,	
national	 organizations	 and	 end-beneficiaries.	
The	 role	 –	 depending	 on	 the	 particular	 project	
or	 programme	 –	 involved	 a	 complex	 interplay	 of	
activities	 and	 skills	 covering	 policy,	 advocacy,	
networking	 and	 partnering,	 process	 facilitation,	
administration	 management,	 communications,	
operations	 support	 and	 the	 like.	 Some	 view	
standard	downstream	project	activity	as	detracting	
from	an	upstream	policy	role.	In	fact,	substantial	
‘operational’	 or	 downstream	 experience	 in	 these	
areas	(for	example,	local	development,	among	other	
areas	discussed	in	the	following		section)	can	and	
should	enhance	UNDP’s	image	and	reputation	as	
a	 credible	 player	 and	 provider	 of	 more	 upstream		
policy-oriented	assistance.
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Box 12: Role of UNDP as Implementation Partner/Agent

n	 process	facilitation	 n  expert	&	technical	advice

n	 Technical	advice	 n  policy	advocacy/analysis

n	 Analytical	support	 n  policy	dialogue	(&	advice)

n Network-building	 n  Coaching	&	mentoring

n work	planning	 n  project	management

n project/programme	development	 n  Support	to	bid	processes

n	 Information-sharing	 n  Training	and	development

n	 Seminars	&	workshops	 n  Team-building

n	 partnership	development	 n  Transfer	of	know-how

n	 Transaction	processing	 n  operations	support



The	 UNDP	 Country	 Office	 in	 Belgrade	 made	
a	 strategic	 decision	 to	 focus	 its	 activities	 on	 the	
state	and	federal	levels,	and	consequently	secured	
involvement	 in	 68	 projects	 with	 a	 total	 budget	
of	 $77.5	 million.	 Resource	 mobilization	 has	
been	both	an	 important	 strength	of	 the	Country	
Office	 as	 well	 as	 a	 strong	 motivator	 for	 securing	
a	 programme	 presence	 over	 this	 review	 period.1	
The	 expanse	 of	 activities,	 however,	 has	 seemed	
to	 distract	 UNDP	 somewhat	 from	 maintaining	
its	 relevance	 as	 a	 development	 partner	 and	 from	
effectively	 carrying	 its	 message	 of	 advocacy	 for	
human	 development.	 But	 the	 narrow	 strategic	
approach	UNDP	developed	may	also	be	an	obstacle	
to	programme	development	under	CDP	and	CPAP,	
since	it	will	compete	with	more	organizations	for	
donor	 resources	 and	 since	 it	 will	 be	 increasingly	
expected	to	tailor	its	programmes	to	the	needs	and	
requirements	of	 the	European	Union.	While	 the	
strategic	development	of	a	country	programme	must	
be	 seen	as	 responding	 to	development	needs	and	
opportunities,	the	reality	of	donor	competitiveness	
(and	the	corresponding	potential	for	opportunistic	
programme	 development)	 must	 be	 moderated	
by	 ongoing	 programme	 strategy	 development	
and	ongoing	validation	and	verification	of	policy	
coherence.

6.2  UNDP PROGRAMME PERFORMANCE 
AND RESULTS

(1) Effectiveness and Efficiency

Were	 the	UNDP	programmes	effective	 and	effi-
cient?	Again,	the	answer	to	this	question	depends	
on	the	specific	programme.	The	national	develop-
ment	 priorities	 during	 this	 period	 have	 included	
stabilization	 and	 transition	 in	 southern	 Serbia,	
poverty	 reduction	 and	 EU	 accession	 nationally.	
UNDP	has	been	very	active	in	the	former	area,	but	
somewhat	marginal	in	the	latter	two.	Some	of	the	
UNDP-supported	programmes	in	Serbia	have	been	
supportive	of	EU	accession	(for	example,	CBF	in	
the	capacity-building	of	key	ministries),	and	oth-
ers	have	tackled	on	a	limited	basis	issues	of	poverty	
(for	example,	the	Rapid	Employment	Programme	
and	support	to	the	PRSP	process).	Generally,	most	

UNDP	 activity	 has	 concentrated	 on	 various	 ele-
ments	 of	 capacity-building	 and	 institutional	 de-
velopment,	as	reflected	in	the	various	project	and	
programme	 documents.	 Based	 on	 independent	
evaluations,	 most	 of	 the	 project	 and	 programme	
objectives	have	been	achieved	or	are	on	track	(for	
example,	South	Serbia,	 the	Standing	Conference	
of	Towns	and	Municipalities,	the	Judicial	Training	
Centre).	The	CBF	demonstrated	mixed	effective-
ness	–	the	type	of	capacity	support	in	the	early	stag-
es	of	certain	ministry	start-ups	was	highly	effective	
(for	example,	in	the	case	of	the	Ministry	of	Social	
Affairs),	while	initial	support	in	other	areas	(public	
administration	reform)	was	highly	ineffective.	The	
quality	of	the	many	and	varied	programme	outputs	
in	the	more	successful	programmes	(such	as	train-
ing,	 workshops	 and	 seminars,	 drafts	 of	 laws	 and	
regulations,	publications	and	so	on)	are	sound.	The	
processes	adopted	by	programme	activities	in	such	
areas	as	PRSP	development,	South	Serbia	and	the	
SCTM	have	been	transparent	and	in	many	cases	
innovative,	employing	a	wide	variety	of	consulta-
tive	and	participatory	techniques.	

There	may	be	other	cases,	such	as	the	CBF,	where	
cost-effectiveness	was	not	a	major	measure	of	per-
formance.	For	example,	the	driving	priority	of	the	
new	Government	in	2001	and	2002	was	to	quickly	
acquire	a	critical	mass	of	staff	capacity	to	begin	the	
processes	of	reform	(developing	laws,	etc).	In	such	
situations,	efficiency	was	measured	more	in	terms	
of	responsiveness	and	flexibility	of	UNDP	to	de-
liver	 in	a	timely	manner.	Against	such	measures,	
UNDP	performed	well.	Where	a	corollary	objec-
tive	 of	 the	 programme	 was	 to	 attract	 and	 retain	
qualified	professionals	from	the	diaspora,	the	con-
clusion	based	on	anecdotal	feedback	is	that	it	was	
not	effective.

The	 efficiency	 of	 UNDP-supported	 programmes	
is	much	more	difficult	 to	measure	since	 little	ex-
ists	 in	 the	 way	 of	 market	 comparisons.	 Civil	 so-
ciety	organizations	and	the	private	sector	are	still	
nascent,	with	limited	capacity	for	implementation.	
The	 same	applies	 to	Government.	The	ADR	did	
not	examine	programme	input	costs	(such	as	staff	
costs	 and	 accommodation)	 and	 how	 these	 might	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		UNDP	in	the	State	Union	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro	is	the	third	highest-ranking	office	in	RBEC	in	resource	mobilization,	but	

only	sixth	in	programme	delivery.	Source:	UNDP	Serbia	and	Montenegro.	2005.	Validation	Report,	p.	11.
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compare	to	alternative	sourcing	methods.	As	dis-
cussed	 in	 Chapter	 5	 of	 this	 report,	 the	 manage-
ment	 ratio	of	 the	Belgrade	Country	Office	 com-
pared	favourably	with	the	2005	management	ratio	
of	UNDP’s	Regional	Bureau	for	Europe	and	the	
CIS.	The	UNDP	Serbia	Country	Office	has	also	
performed	 exceptionally	 well	 in	 resource	 mobili-
zation.	The	bulk	of	programme	financing	is	from	
non-core	resources,	and	this	trend	will	most	likely	
continue	in	the	future.	

The	 delivery	 rates	 and	 management	 services	 fees	
charged	 by	 UNDP	 for	 project	 implementation	
are	 seen	 by	 the	 funding	 donors	 to	 be	 generally	
acceptable,	 with	 some	 concerns	 that	 costs	 have	
been	 increasing	 recently.	 However,	 due	 to	 the	
absence	of	market	comparisons	on	costs	and	lack	
of	 input	 cost	data	 from	 the	Country	Office,	 it	 is	
not	possible	 to	make	any	quantifiable	 assessment	
of	Country	Office	programme	delivery	 efficiency	
or	cost-effectiveness.1

(2) Complementarity

Did	the	UNDP	country	programme	complement	
those	of	other	donors	and	 funding	agencies?	The	
answer	 is	 both	 yes	 and	 no,	 and	 depends	 on	 the	
programmes,	the	other	agencies’	perceptions	and	the	
time	period.	For	the	most	part,	UNDP	programmes	
complemented	those	of	others	–	especially	on	the	
multi-donor	 South	 Serbia	 initiative,	 and	 others	
where	 cost-sharing	 agreements	 were	 struck.	 The	
multi-donor	 UNDP	 South	 Serbia	 programme	 is	
also	 complementing	 the	 USAID	 project	 in	 the	
same	 area	 (Community	 Development	 through	
Democratic	Action,	implemented	by	CHF).

In	the	case	of	the	CBF	–	a	presumed	partnership	–	
there	was	lack	of	clarity	and	confused	perceptions	
as	 to	 the	 main	 purpose,	 and	 lack	 of	 complete	
understanding	of	each	player’s	individual	agendas	
and	 expectations.	 During	 the	 early	 stages	 of	 the	
CCF,	there	was	some	competition	between	EAR	
and	 UNDP	 in	 support	 of	 PAR,	 though	 recently	
more	 collaborative	 working	 arrangements	 are	
being	developed.	 If	 there	 is	 one	weakness	 in	 the	
UNDP	programme,	it	is	the	UNDP	tendency	to	be	
overly	visible,	to	wave	the	flag,	to	claim	too	much	
credit	 for	programme	or	project	 success.	A	more	

humble	posture	would	go	a	long	way	in	ensuring	
a	 harmonious	 relationship	 and	 a	 role	 for	 UNDP	
vis-à-vis	 other	 donors,	 agencies	 and	 especially	
the	Government.

(3) Sustainability

It	is	probably	too	early	in	the	programme	cycle	to	
predict	with	any	certainty	that	the	UNDP-supported	
programmes	 will	 be	 sustainable.	 However,	 the	
early	indications	are	that	many	of	the	components	
will	be	 institutionalized	within	Government	and	
other	 national	 organizations,	 depending	 on	 the	
absorptive	capacity	of	Government,	the	availability	
of	 adequate	 programme	 financing,	 and	 the	
willingness	and	capacity	of	civil	society	and	private	
sector	organizations	to	take	up	some	responsibility	
in	programme	implementation	and	service	delivery.	
Through	the	CBF,	UNDP	and	other	donors	had	
targeted	priority	capacity-building,	and	the	case	of	
the	Ministry	of	International	Economic	Relations,	
the	Ministry	of	Social	Affairs,	 and	 the	Ministry	
of	 Finance	 serve	 as	 examples	 of	 sustainable	
institutional	 development.	 However,	 in	 some	
other	 projects,	 too	 much	 attention	 may	 be	 given	
to	 the	 setting	 up	 of	 ‘programme	 implementation	
or	 management	 units’	 (for	 example,	 the	 Social	
Innovation	 Fund)	 that	 focus	 more	 on	 time-
bound	implementation	of	projects,	rather	than	on	
sustainable	institutional	development.	

As	discussed	in	Chapter	5,	the	historical	dichotomy	
of	national	or	direct	execution	may	have	detracted	
from	 forging	 long-term	and	 sustainable	 solutions	
for	programme	 implementation	and	development	
results.	While	the	new	programming	arrangements	
provide	an	opportunity	to	move	this	agenda	forward	
by	placing	greater	emphasis	on	national	ownership	
and	 implementation	 by	 national	 institutions,	
improvements	need	to	be	made	in	the	manner	in	
which	 partnerships	 with	 non-governmental	 and	
private	sector	organizations	are	operationalized.	

(4) UN System Coordination

As	discussed	in	Chapter	4,	coordination	among	UN	
Country	Team	members	appears	to	have	suffered	
from	 variable	 and	 fragmented	 leadership	 over	
the	past	five	years.	UN	agencies	have	not	worked	
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effectively	 together	 in	 supporting	 Serbia	 towards	
its	 goal	 of	 EU	 accession,	 but	 largely	 developed	
and	 operated	 alone,	 establishing	 themselves	 in	
a	 competitive	 development	 assistance	 market	
through	 promoting	 their	 own	 individual	 and	
corporate	strengths.	Despite	this,	it	was	found	that	
a	number	of	the	stakeholders	and	recipients	of	UN	
assistance	could	not	 readily	differentiate	between	
UN	 agencies.	 Greater	 inter-agency	 attention	 to	
the	 process	 and	 machinery	 of	 forward	 planning,	
combined	with	better	understanding	of	respective	
roles	 and	 responsibilities,	 and	 more	 attention	 to	
mutual	 accountability,	 will	 be	 necessary	 for	 the	
effective	 transition	 to	 UNDAF	 implementation	
and	 to	 the	 pursuit	 of	 global	 goals.	 With	 a	 new	
resident	 coordinator	 in	 post	 in	 November	 2005,	
efforts	made	by	the	standing	resident	coordinator	
to	 collaborate	 more	 openly	 appear	 to	 be	 being	
growing,	and	thus	the	signs	are	positive.

The	UNDAF	has	been	viewed	broadly	as	a	positive	
platform	upon	which	the	UN	Country	Team	can	
begin	 to	 improve	 their	 alignment	 and	 work.	 A	
broad	 range	 of	 joint	 activities	 was	 identified	 in	
the	 formulation	 stage	 in	 2004,	 and	 the	 annual	
review	 has	 identified	 limited	 progress.	 However,	
the	establishment	of	new	areas	for	cooperation	is	
tempered	 by	 the	 strength	 of	 the	 relationship	 of	
individual	 agencies	with	government	counterpart	
ministries,	 the	 noted	 weakness	 of	 Government-
donor	 coordination	 and	 the	 narrowness	 of	 inter-
donor	cooperation.	Within	this	context,	a	number	
of	 UN	 agencies	 themselves	 are	 cautious	 about	
seeking	 to	 establish	 too	 many	 joint	 activities		
or	programmes.

(5) Donor and Government Coordination

As	 noted	 in	 chapter	 4.6,	 the	 capacity-building	
initiatives	 in	 MIER/DACU	 reflect	 broadly	
acknowledged	 weaknesses	 in	 coordination,	
with	 donors	 themselves	 admitting	 to	 continued	
unilateral	 behaviour	 and	 establishing	 their	 own	
projects,	 procedures	 and	 bilateral	 relationships	
with	 relevant	 sector	 ministries.	 MIER	 itself	 has	
acknowledged	that	coordination	occurs	on	a	case-
by-case	basis,	with	 the	 role	being	devolved	more	
to	 the	 republic	 level	 ministries	 reflecting	 the	

broader	 flux	 within	 the	 State	 Union.	 As	 noted,	
the	CBF	failed	 to	 function	as	an	effective	 forum	
for	 donor	 coordination	 for	 capacity-building	 and	
support	 to	public	administration	 reform,	and	 the	
CBF	 Steering	 Committee	 failed	 to	 coordinate	
the	 increasing	 number	 of	 CBF	 projects.	 On	
the	 other	 hand,	 the	 DFID-funded	 government	
Poverty	 Reduction	 Strategy	 Support	 Unit	 is	
intended	 to	 support	 general	 implementation	
coordination	of	the	PRS,	and	Government-donor	
coordination	mechanisms	have	been	set	up	for	the		
South	Serbia	programme.

However,	there	remain	many	weaknesses	in	donor	
and	 government	 coordination	 across	 the	 main	
development	 sectors.	 As	 also	 noted,	 the	 lack	 of	
a	 single	 agency	 lead	 for	 coordination	 has	 shifted	
more	 recently,	 with	 the	 World	 Bank	 agreeing	 to	
establish	and	 lead	 ‘heads	of	 agency’	meetings	 for	
about	 six	 donors	 every	 two	 months	 or	 so.	 This	
is	 in	 the	 initial	 stages,	 and	 the	 structure	 and	
procedures	have	yet	to	be	worked	out	and	agreed	
upon.1	 While	 such	 a	 mechanism	 may	 address	
broader	 coordination	 issues,	 the	 main	 challenge	
for	UNDP,	the	Government	and	other	donors	is	at	
the	level	of	key	development	sectors,	such	as	public	
administration	 reform/institutional	 development	
and	decentralization.

(6) Management

Despite	 some	 noted	 capacity	 weaknesses	 and	
some	 oversights	 in	 planning	 and	 organization,	
the	overall	management	of	 the	Serbian	and	 state	
union	 programmes	 and	 oversight	 of	 the	 Serbia	
programme	 and	 Country	 Office	 must	 be	 seen	
as	 having	 been	 effective,	 but	 with	 some	 human	
costs	 as	 evidenced	by	past	 staff	 surveys	 and	 staff	
turnover/vacancies	 at	 the	 senior	 levels	 (especially	
at	 the	 resident	 representative	 level).	 After	 five	
years,	 a	basic	Country	Office	operation	has	been	
built	in	Belgrade	that,	along	with	the	suboffice	in	
Vranje,	is	able	to	support	both	existing	programmes	
and	 capable	 of	 handling	 potential	 future		
programme	expansion.	

As	discussed	in	Chapter	5	of	this	report,	the	seem-
ingly	 complex	 structure	 of	 the	 Country	 Office	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		The	ADR	team	was	informed	that	this	group	does	not	want	to	grow	into	a	larger	intra-donor	group,	but	there	is	agreement	that	

such	a	larger	group	might	be	created	separately.
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could	mitigate	against	effective	inter-cluster	coor-
dination,	although	cooperation	has	improved	more	
recently	 as	 evidenced	by	 the	Global	Staff	Survey	
of	 2005.	 Nevertheless,	 the	 cluster	 structure	 and	
country	programme	priorities	appear	to	be	poorly	
aligned.	Some	donors	have	expressed	concern	over	
the	size	of	the	office	in	terms	of	the	number	of	staff	
and	 project	 contract	 personnel,	 and	 that	 UNDP	
may	be	displacing	other	NGOs	 in	capturing	do-
nor-funded	 project	 implementation	 work.	 How-
ever,	since	2004,	efforts	have	been	applied	by	the	
Country	Office	to	remedy	these	situations.	These	
have	 included	 the	 linking	 of	 strategies	 from	 the	
CPD/CPAP	down	to	individual	Results	Compe-
tency	Assessments,	the	implementation	of	recom-
mendations	 from	 the	 validation	 mission	 and,	 on	
the	operational	side,	the	introduction	of	a	new	ex-
ecution	manual	and	improvements	in	the	internal	
control	framework.	

6.3 MAIN RECOMMENDATIONS

In	Chapter	4	of	 this	report,	 suggestions	and	rec-
ommendations	 are	 offered	 on	 programming	 for	
each	 of	 the	 specific	 clusters	 and	 other	 areas	 of	
UNDP	 programme	 activity.	 In	 this	 section,	 a	
small	set	of	higher-level	recommendations	is	made	
as	 to	 future	direction,	 scope	and	management	of	
the	overall	UNDP	country	programme	in	Serbia.	
The	first	eight	recommendations	apply	directly	to	
the	UNDP	country	programme	for	Serbia,	while	
the	 final	 three	 recommendations	 are	 applicable	
UNDP-wide.

RECOMMENDATIONS SPECIFIC TO SERBIA

(1) Clearly define the UNDP mission and role in 
Serbia

UNDP	 has	 established	 itself	 as	 a	 capable	 and	
reliable	implementing	agency	for	the	Government,	
for	EAR	and	for	other	European	donors	that	are	
bilaterally	funding	the	preparation	for	the	accession	
process.	The	donors	–	driven	by	their	own	agendas	
–	 along	 with	 the	 Government	 perceive	 UNDP	
more	 as	 an	 implementing	 agency	 rather	 than	 as	
a	partner	in	the	policy	domain.	UNDP	perceives	
itself	not	as	an	implementing	agency,	but	as	a	full	
development	partner	that	is	able	to	engage	in	and	

influence	the	policy	agenda,	and	as	an	advocate	for	
the	core	values	of	the	UN	organization	it	represents.	
The	reality	may	be	somewhere	between	the	varying	
perceptions.	 Within	 the	 context	 of	 UN	 reform,	
the	 UNDP	 programme	 and	 Belgrade	 office	 will	
need	to	refine	or	clarify	and	then	communicate	its	
vision,	mission	and	role.	That	role	should	be	aligned	
with	 national	 development	 priorities,	 on	 the	 one	
hand,	 and	 remain	 consistent	 with	 an	 amended	
or	 new	 UNDAF	 for	 Serbia,	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	
and	should	concentrate	on	what	UNDP	has	been	
doing	 best:	 the	 implementation	 role.	 However,	
UNDP	 should	 link	 its	 downstream,	 operational	
and	 implementation	 experience	 to	 selected	 areas	
of	coordinated	upstream	policy	advocacy,	such	as	
in	 human	 security,	 poverty	 reduction	 and	 other	
areas,	 such	 as	 decentralization	 (linking	 to	 the	
Standing	Conference).	The	operative	word	here	is	
‘coordinated’,	 where	 UNDP	 can	 complement	 its	
policy	work	with	 that	 of	 other	 donors.	This	may	
be	 done	 through	 the	 adaptation	 of	 sector-wide	
approaches	 to	 programming	 and	 partnerships,	
discussed	further	below.

The	 intended	 outcomes	 in	 the	 current	 CPD/
CPAP	seem	to	indicate	a	more	practical	role.	As	
an	organization,	UNDP	 is	 committed	 to	human	
development	and	a	human-rights	based	approach	
to	 development.	 The	 issue	 in	 question	 therefore	
is	not	one	of	UNDP	commitment,	but	rather	one	
of	the	effectiveness	in	strategic	programming	and	
advocacy	 efforts	 that	 reflect	 this	 commitment.	
Potentially	new	CPD	and	annual	CPAP	documents	
should	be	developed	specifically	for	Serbia	to	reflect	
the	 practical	 programming	 measures	 by	 which	
such	commitment	might	be	applied.

Finally,	 UNDP	 is	 generally	 seen	 by	 the	 Serbian	
public	as	a	United	Nations	agency.	It	is	the	‘United	
Nations’	 identity	 that	 generates	 recognition.	
However,	 as	 noted	 in	 Chapter	 4,	 UNDP	 waves	
its	flag	and	claims	credit	for	programmes	that	are	
jointly	or	donor-funded,	and	for	programmes	that	
are	more	properly	‘owned’	by	the	Government.	A	
greater	degree	of	humility	on	the	part	of	UNDP	
as	 but	 one	 partner	 in	 multi-partner	 government	
programmes	 and	 projects	 would	 go	 a	 long	 way	
in	 strengthening	 the	 relationships	 between	 it	
and	 especially	 the	 funding	 donors,	 and	 would	
strengthen	the	notion	of	national	ownership.
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(2) Align programmes with Serbia’s Goal of EU 
Accession

Development	 policy	 in	 Serbia	 is	 dominated	
now	 and	 in	 the	 foreseeable	 future	 by	 the	 needs	
associated	 with	 EU	 accession.	 The	 dominant	
players	in	this	process	have	been	and	will	continue	
to	 be	 EU	 entities	 –	 the	 EAR,	 its	 successor,	 and	
EU	 bilateral	 donors	 as	 they	 collectively	 assist	
Serbia	in	the	accession	process.	The	experience	of	
some	countries	in	the	region	has	shown	that	it	 is	
relatively	easy	to	start	a	process	of	the	EU	accession	
as	compared	to	being accepted as	a	member.	Indeed,	
Serbia	 was	 able	 to	 start	 negotiations	 on	 the	
Stabilization	and	Association	Agreement	with	the	
EU	in	absence	of	a	complete	state	framework	and	
despite	the	fact	that	some	of	the	reforms	(without	
which	EU	membership	will	 not	 take	place)	have		
barely	begun.	

In	any	case,	developing	various	laws	and	regula-
tions	and	setting	up	institutions,	a	necessary	first	
step	to	qualify	 for	membership,	 is	 fairly	 straight-
forward	compared	to	the	long	and	difficult	process	
of	 implementing	 those	 laws	and	 regulations,	 and	
developing	 the	 necessary	 institutional	 capacities.	
Serbia	can	expect	to	receive	considerable	assistance	
from	the	EC,	but	the	availability	of	financial	assis-
tance	(structural	credits	and	the	like)	is	not	expect-
ed	to	be	as	great	for	current	and	future	candidates	
as	it	has	been	for	past	candidates.	

The	 Government	 may	 well	 look	 to	 UNDP	 to	
assist	 in	 the	 mobilization	 of	 resources	 to	 meet	 a	
range	of	development	programme	implementation	
needs.	 UNDP	 is	 well	 positioned	 to	 continue	 its	
support	in	the	areas	of	local	development,	judicial	
reform	 and	 related	 institutional	 development.	
Having	 worked	 in	 the	 EU	 accession	 countries,	
UNDP	 has	 substantial	 institutional	 experience	
supporting	national	governments	and	civil	society	
in	 the	 process	 of	 European	 integration.	 It	 could	
be	of	great	benefit	for	Serbia	if	UNDP	facilitated	
information	 exchanges	 and	 knowledge-sharing	
with	other	East-Central	European	countries.

(3) Use local development and rule of law reforms 
as flagship programmes

Among	 the	 most	 pressing	 development	 needs	 in	
Serbia	are	at	 the	 subnational	or	 local	 level	where	
income	disparities	persist	or	grow,	where	poverty	
is	 most	 prevalent	 and	 where	 the	 capacities	 of	

Government,	civil	society	and	the	private	sector	are	
weakest.	Further,	it	is	at	certain	local	levels	where	
the	risk	of	stability	or	crisis	still	exists.	UNDP	has	a	
proven	track	record	in	supporting	multidisciplinary	
development	programmes	at	the	local	level	(South	
Serbia	 and	 the	 new	 EAR-funded	 programme	 in	
Sandžac).	While	many	other	donors,	including	the	
EC,	are	expected	to	continue	to	provide	substantial	
levels	of	funding	and	support	at	the	central	levels	
of	 the	 Serbia	 Government,	 it	 would	 appear	 that	
major	gaps	in	capacity-development,	economic	and	
human	 development	 and	 public	 administration	
reform	 will	 persist	 at	 the	 local	 level	 –	 gaps	 that	
UNDP	could	fill.

Should	 UNDP	 continue	 to	 expand	 development	
cooperation	 at	 the	 local	 level,	 it	 may	 be	 more	
logical	to	consolidate	the	South	Serbia	programme	
with	 other	 decentralization	 and	 local-level	
programmes	 in	 the	 institutional	 development	 or	
some	other	special	cluster,	give	greater	emphasis	to	
the	private	sector	at	the	local	level,	and	concentrate	
on	those	regions	within	the	country	that	are	most	
in	need	of	economic	development	and	job	creation.	
Such	 strategies	 would	 be	 more	 aligned	 with		
social	inclusion.	

In	the	area	of	judicial	reform,	UNDP	has	found	an	
entry	point	through	a	successful	Judicial	Training	
Centre	 project.	 As	 the	 rule	 of	 law	 continues	 to	
be	 a	 pressing	 problem	 for	 Serbia,	 UNDP	 is	 well	
positioned	 to	 make	 a	 difference	 on	 a	 few	 well-
chosen	 issues	 –	 improving	 professionalism	 and	
competency	of	the	judiciary,	 legal	aid,	support	to	
transitional	justice	through	research	and	facilitation	
of	 information	 exchanges	 –	 which	 UNDP	 is	
currently	 pursuing	 by	 developing	 new	 projects.	
There	 is	 also	 potential	 for	 greater	 collaboration	
within	 the	 Country	 Office	 between	 the	 rule	 of	
law	and	other	clusters,	as	has	been	demonstrated	
by	 the	 initiatives	 on	 anti-discrimination		
and	anti-corruption.

(4) Support anti-corruption at all  
levels of programming	

Any	and	all	development	efforts	could	be	seriously	
undermined	 –	 and	 even	 fail	 –	 if	 corruption,	
deterioration	in	the	rule	of	law	and	organized	crime	
are	 not	 tackled	 in	 a	 concerted	 and	 coordinated	
manner.	 The	 UNDP	 in	 Serbia	 has	 a	 role	 to	
play,	 and	 this	 can	 range	 from	 supporting	 UN	
conventions	on	anti-corruption	 to	 factoring	anti-
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corruption	considerations	into	programme	design,	
performance	 measures	 and	 targeted	 capacity	
development.	 Experience	 in	 some	 countries	 that	
have	joined	the	EU	have	shown	some	back-sliding	
on	 the	 anti-corruption	 front,	 and	 it	 cannot	 be	
assumed	that	accession	to	the	EU	alone	will	solve	
the	 problem.	 The	 Council	 of	 Europe	 and	 EC	
bodies	can	and	should	take	a	lead	role	in	this	area,	
while	 UNDP	 can	 play	 an	 important	 supporting	
role.	For	example,	since	corruption	and	organized	
crime	know	no	boundaries,	UNDP	can	work	with	
other	UNDP	Country	Offices	in	the	region	as	well	
as	donors	and	 international	NGOs	 in	 the	design	
and	 implementation	of	 regional/subregional	anti-
corruption	programmes.	

(5) Narrow the programme focus	

A	 main	 challenge	 for	 UNDP	 over	 the	 near	 to	
medium	 term	 will	 be	 to	 narrow	 the	 programme	
focus,	 by	 consolidating	 programme	 activities	 in	
two	to	three	carefully	selected	sectors,	 themes	or	
clusters.	As	noted	above,	a	shift	of	emphasis	to	local	
development	presents	an	opportunity	to	consolidate	
several	existing	programme	and	cluster	activities.	
The	noted	areas	fall	within	UNDP’s	current	priority	
MYFF	global	goals	and	service	lines	(see	Annex	9),	
especially	the	goals	dealing	with	(1)	achieving	the	
MDGs	 and	 reducing	 human	 poverty	 (especially	
service	lines	on	local	poverty	initiatives,	including	
microfinance	and	on	private-sector	development),	
(2)	fostering	democratic	governance	(service	lines	
on	justice	and	human	rights,	on	e-governance	and	
access	 to	 information,	 on	 decentralization,	 local	
governance	and	urban/rural	development,	and	on	
public	administration	reform	and	anti-corruption),	
and	(4)	crisis	prevention	and	recovery	(service	lines	
on	conflict	prevention	and	peace-building	and	on	
special	 initiatives	 for	 countries	 in	 transition).	 As	
noted,	the	recent	Cluster	Strategy	Notes	focus	on	
these	and	other	elements.

Flowing	 from	 the	 above	 recommendation,	 the	
organizational	 structure	 of	 the	 Country	 Office	
may	 need	 to	 change,	 to	 ensure	 that	 it	 is	 aligned	
with	programme	vision	and	objectives.	As	noted,	
the	Country	Office	 is	 currently	 in	 the	process	of	
some	restructuring	and	re-organization.	It	would	
seem	that	the	current	programme	cluster	structure	
will	need	to	be	further	consolidated,	more	narrowly	
focused	and	better	aligned	to	the	CPD	(and	perhaps	
the	CPD	itself	might	be	amended	to	better	reflect	

current	programming	demand	and	strategies).	For	
example,	 the	 sustainable	 development	 area	 may	
not	be	quite	so	relevant	for	UNDP	in	Serbia	as	it	
is	in	Montenegro.

(6) Forge a strategic alliance with the European 
Commission and Government of Serbia

The	 June	 2004	 ‘Memorandum of Understanding 
concerning the establishment of a strategic partnership 
between the European Commission and the United 
Nations Development Programme’ should	 be	 used	
as	the	basis	for	working	out	concrete	collaborative	
arrangements	with	 the	EC	and	 the	Government	
of	 Serbia	 as	 EAR	 funding	 and	 operations	 are	
decentralized	 and	 deconcentrated	 (2006	 is	
expected	to	be	the	last	year	of	EAR	programming).	
During	 2006,	 a	 new	 programming	 instrument	
(IPA	 or	 Instrument	 for	 Pre-Accession)	 is	 being	
developed	by	the	EC	and	will	be	implemented	in	
2007.	Future	government	execution	of	EC	funds	
may	be	hampered	by	limited	government	capacity,	
and	 UNDP,	 based	 on	 past	 experience,	 may	
implement	a	number	of	government	programmes.	
However,	 as	 mentioned	 above,	 the	 challenge	 for	
UNDP	will	be	to	maintain	focus	and	abide	by	EC	
standards	 of	 project	 management,	 procurement	
and	contracting.	

(7) Strengthen Country Office  
strategic management	

The	 UNDP	 programme	 in	 Serbia	 is	 in	 its	 early	
stages.	 Individual	 programmes	 supporting	 such	
areas	as	local	development,	the	rule	of	law	and	ju-
dicial	 reform	 require	 a	 long	 time	 to	 generate	 re-
sults,	 outcomes	 or	 impacts.	 The	 UNDP	 country	
programme	 over	 the	 period	 2001–2005	 may	 be	
seen	as	the	first	phase	of	a	medium-	to	longer-term	
partnership	to	assist	Serbia	in	meeting	human	and	
economic	development	goals.	Without	any	concrete	
baselines	or	measures	of	performance,	other	proxy	
or	qualitative	indicators	may	be	needed	to	measure	
and	assess	performance	of	the	overall	country	pro-
gramme.	All	this	is	to	say	that	more	attention	will	
need	to	be	paid	to	ongoing	strategic	management,	
performance	monitoring	and	reporting,	evaluation	
and	‘business	planning’	to	ensure	that	the	UNDP	
programme	 operation	 remains	 relevant	 and	 cost-
effective.	To	be	sure,	the	recently	developed	strate-
gy	notes	for	each	cluster	are	helpful	in	establishing	
a	longer-term	programmatic	outlook,	but	the	‘big-
picture’	of	 the	UNDP	programme	 in	Serbia	will	
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need	to	be	updated	in	light	of	the	answers	to	several	
major	outstanding	policy	questions	(that	is,	Koso-
vo,	 the	 Montenegro	 referendum	 and	 candidacy		
for	EU	accession).	

Also,	 as	 discussed,	 the	 organization	 and	 struc-
ture	of	the	office	need	to	be	streamlined,	and,	 in	
this	 regard,	 the	 recent	 planning	 and	 organiza-
tional	workshops	carried	out	on	the	new	manage-
ment	 structures	 are	 encouraging.	 It	 is	 not	 likely,	
however,	 that	 ‘quick’	 re-profiling	 exercises	 or	 re-
organizations	 will	 uncover	 structural	 manage-
ment	and	organizational	strengths	or	weaknesses	
or	 lead	 to	 lasting	management	 solutions.	Rather,	
deeper	 management	 and	 performance	 analyses		
are	required.	

(8) Think early about an exit strategy	

The	former	Yugoslavia	was	a	founding	member	of	
the	United	Nations	and	initial	contributor.	Serbia	
today	is	a	middle-income	country	that	could	soon	
graduate	to	net	contributor	country	(NCC)	status	
and	be	accepted	as	a	candidate	for	membership	in	
the	EU.	The	argument	has	been	made	that	UNDP	
established	a	position	 in	Serbia	and	expanded	 its	
programmes	because	it	had	a	legitimate	role	to	play	
as	a	UN	agency	(that	is,	crisis	prevention	in	south-
ern	Serbia).	

As	the	republic	moves	from	post-conflict	and	cri-
sis	prevention	to	development,	the	question	may	be	
asked:	Could	other	national	and	EU	organizations	
(NGOs,	private	sector,	other	civil	society	organi-
zations,	the	Government)	do	the	job	that	UNDP	
is	 now	doing	or	may	do	 in	 the	 future?	 It	 should	
not	be	assumed	that	UNDP	will	play	a	role	of	in-
determinate	duration	in	Serbia.	There	will	come	a	
time	when	UNDP	should	exit	 from	the	country,	
allowing	national	institutions	and	organizations	to	
carry	on.	

Serious	 thinking	 about	 UNDP’s	 exit	 should	 co-
incide	with	Serbia’s	strategy	for	EU	accession	and	
economic	development.	One	mechanism	to	ensure	
that	 such	 strategic	 thinking	 occurs	 is	 to	 place	 a	
‘sunset	 clause’	 for	 UNDP’s	 presence	 in	 Serbia	 in	
the	UNDAF	and	CPD,	 to	be	 reviewed	annually	
in	the	CPAP.	The	current	programme	cycle	ends	
in	2009,	 and	 this	may	be	 a	 good	 juncture	 to	 re-
view	and	decide	on	continued	UNDP	presence	or	
exit	from	the	country.	This	question	should	also	be	
formally	asked	and	answered	in	the	next	Common	
Country	Assessment	and	should	also	be	subjected	

to	 an	 independent	 and	 objective	 national	 policy	
analysis.	 The	 issue	 is	 also	 related	 to	 the	 broader	
question	of	the	UNDP	role	in	NCCs	(see	also	rec-
ommendation	12,	below).

UNDP-WIDE RECOMMENDATIONS

(9) Bring greater national balance  
to programming	

UNDP	has	made	significant	progress	in	supporting	
policy	 and	 capacity	 development	 in	 Government	
and	civil	society,	while	at	the	same	time	building	
bridges	between	the	two.	However,	while	it	is	not	a	
major	issue	at	the	present	time,	there	is	the	risk	that	
future	UNDP	programming	and	implementation	
could	tilt	more	towards	the	NGO	community	due	to	
corruption	or	capacity	weaknesses	in	Government.	
This	could	produce	national	imbalances	where	the	
role	 of	 Government	 (in	 policy,	 in	 some	 areas	 of	
service	delivery,	in	programme	management)	could	
be	undermined.	One	example	is	UNDP	support	to	
the	 Civil	 Society	 Advisory	 Committee,	 a	 PRSP	
NGO	committee	 that	an	 independent	evaluation	
revealed	 to	 be	 in	 need	 of	 major	 reform.	 The	
evaluation	also	recommended	that	UNDP	re-think	
its	 position	 of	 continuing	 support.	 As	 suggested	
above,	UNDP	might	strive	in	the	future	to	attain	
a	 greater	 development	 balance	 in	 consultation	
and	 participation	 by	 involving	 Government,	 the	
broader	civil	society	and	private	sector	entities.	For	
example,	UNDP	might	use	the	‘global	compact’	as	
a	springboard	for	more	affirmative	participation	of	
the	private	sector	in	sustainable	and	especially	local	
development,	in	public	and	state	sector	reform,	and	
in	service	delivery	reform.	Also,	as	noted	previously,	
the	 current	 corporate	 goals	 and	 service	 lines	 of	
UNDP	encompass	private	sector	development	(see	
Annex	9).

(10) Use partnerships as a means to better 
coordination and capacity development.	

Sectoral level.	 As	 the	 development	 situation	 in	
Serbia	moves	 from	crisis	and	post-conflict	 to	de-
velopment	 and	 EU	 accession,	 the	 Government	
and	its	development	partners	will	face	an	increas-
ingly	 complex	 and	 interdependent	 set	 of	 devel-
opment	 issues	 that	 can	 only	 be	 tackled	 by	 more	
cooperative,	 integrated	 and	 coordinated	 dialogue	
and	 focused	 approaches.	 The	 notion	 of	 partner-
ship	 or	 sector-wide	 approaches	 to	 programming	
and	 the	 channelling	 of	 development	 assistance	
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can	be	 introduced	as	a	means	to	address	some	of	
the	 programming	 and	 coordination	 problems.	
UNDP	 is	 in	 a	 good	 position	 to	 provide	 coordi-
nation	 leadership	 in	 the	 subsectors	 of	 public	 ad-
ministrative	 reform/institutional	 development,	
decentralization,	 judicial	 reform	 and	 other	 areas.	
At	 the	 least,	 UNDP	 might	 work	 with	 the	 lead-
ing	government	ministries	and	General	Secretariat	
in	 setting	 up	 ad	 hoc	 or	 informal	 donor-Govern-
ment	 working	 groups,	 perhaps	 adapting	 coordi-
nation	models	 that	have	been	successful	 in	many	
other	countries.	This	would	be	a	useful	avenue	for	
policy	dialogue.	Annex	10	provides	some	thoughts	
on	 the	 use	 of	 partnerships	 to	 enhance	 develop-
ment	 cooperation	 and	 donor	 coordination	 along		
sectoral	lines.

Programme execution level.	 UNDP	 should	 en-
deavour	 to	use	 structured	and	collaborative	part-
nership	modalities	for	the	execution	and	implemen-
tation	of	projects	and	programmes,	and	move	away	
from	the	NEX/DEX	dichotomy.	In	other	words,	
the	programme	and	project	documents	should	be	
seen	as	a	partnership	agreement	signed	by	all	main	
stakeholders	of	a	particular	programme	or	project	
(Government,	 UNDP,	 funding	 donors,	 imple-
menting	 agencies).	 The	 roles	 and	 responsibilities	
of	each	‘partner’	would	be	clearly	defined,	report-
ing	mechanisms	and	other	operational	procedures	
would	be	harmonized	to	the	maximum	extent	pos-
sible,	and	any	ownership	or	‘identity’	issues	would	
be	settled	up	front.

UNDP	 may	 well	 find	 alternative	 methods	 for	
project	 and	 programme	 implementation	 through	
sub-contract	 and/or	 subsidiary	 partnership	 ar-
rangements.	This	would	reduce	the	size	of	 its	di-
rectly	 contracted	 project	 personnel	 while	 at	 the	
same	 time	 spread	 the	benefits	of	 implementation	
and	 corresponding	 capacity-building	 to	 the	non-
governmental	and	private	sectors.	Should	the	op-
erations	side	of	 the	office	become	too	 large,	 then	
UNDP	 should	 seek	 to	 outsource	 or	 contract	 out	
certain	 transaction-related	 processes	 –	 or	 pro-
cesses	 and	 functions	 that	 are	 not	 core	 to	 the		
programme	role.	

Greater	 attention	 should	 be	 given	 to	 the	 role	 of	
the	private	sector	in	programme	development	and	
implementation.	 UNDP	 might	 draw	 on	 both	 its	
evaluation	work	and	good	practices	derived	 from	
past	reviews	of	UNDP	interaction	with	the	private	

sector,	as	well	as	seeking	out	other	donor	experi-
ences	in	the	role	of	the	private	sector.	In	fact,	the	
next	CPD	and	CPAP	might	contain	a	strategy	and	
some	specific	targets	for	private	sector	involvement	
in	 certain	 programmes	 –	 especially	 those	 deal-
ing	 with	 decentralization/local	 governance,	 pov-
erty	 reduction	 and	 public	 administration	 reform.	
RBEC	and	UNDP	globally	might	develop	a	con-
crete	strategy	for	private	sector	involvement	in	de-
velopment	programmes,	derived	in	part	 from	the	
global	compact.

In	 the	 case	 of	 Government,	 the	 use	 of	 project	
management	 and	 implementation	 units	 should	
be	replaced	with	the	internal	organizational	units	
that	 are	 part	 of	 the	 ongoing	 organizational	 es-
tablishment.	 This	 will	 ensure	 a	 greater	 degree	
of	 sustainability	 and	 foster	 a	 greater	 sense	 of		
national	ownership.

Finally,	 partnerships	 and	 coordination	 could	 be	
greatly	 enhanced	 through	 a	 more	 coordinated	 or	
harmonized	 approach	 to	 the	 engagement	 of	 na-
tional	 or	 local	 experts	 on	 donor-funded	 devel-
opment	 projects	 or	 recruited	 as	 national	 staff	 in	
Country	 Offices.	 As	 discussed	 in	 chapter	 5.2	 of	
this	report,	 the	 issue	 is	complicated	by	tax	struc-
tures	and	the	fact	that	local	NGOs	were	reported	
to	be	paying	high	local	taxes,	while	international	
organizations	such	as	UNDP	are	exempt.	It	is	rec-
ommended	 that	a	 joint	Government-donor	 study	
on	the	local	development	labour	market	be	carried	
out,	looking	at	issues	such	as	taxation,	recruitment	
and	 compensation,	 and	 other	 employment/staff	
contracting	 practices	 of	 international	 organiza-
tions,	 local	 NGOs	 and	 other	 local	 players.	 Such	
a	study	should	result	in	a	set	of	policy	recommen-
dations	dealing	with	 taxation,	 compensation	 and	
remuneration.	 The	 results	 of	 such	 a	 study	 could	
also	be	useful	for	comparative	purposes	with	other	
countries	in	the	region.

(11) Develop standard measures for country 
programme performance

For	the	Belgrade	office	and	other	Country	Offices	
in	 the	 region,	UNDP	 should	develop	 a	 standard	
approach	 to	 country	 programme	 performance	
measurement.	 The	 UNDP	 ‘Executive	 Snapshot’	
database,	discussed	in	Chapter	5	of	this	report,	may	
be	 a	 good	 foundation	 for	 this.	 Measures	 dealing	
with	such	aspects	as	resource	mobilization,	office	
costs	and	efficiency,	and	so	on	would	be	most	useful	
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not	 only	 in	 quantifying	 some	 aspects	 of	 country	
programme	 performance,	 but	 also	 in	 drawing	
comparisons	 and	 sharing	 experiences	 across	 the	
region	 and	 with	 other	 development	 partners.	
Results	 measures	 should	 also	 be	 considered	 and	
included,	where	feasible.	To	generate	these,	more	
attention	will	need	to	be	paid	to	strategic	planning	
and	 performance	 monitoring	 at	 the	 individual	
Country	 Office	 level.	 Such	 measures,	 however,	
should	 be	 kept	 simple,	 drawing	 from	 readily	
available	sources	of	information.	

(12) Develop a UNDP Policy on Net  
Contributor Countries	

The	 countries	 in	 Eastern	 Europe	 are	 a	 special	
case	for	UNDP	from	a	number	of	perspectives.	A	
major	 differentiating	 factor	 in	 development	 and	
development	assistance	is	the	reality	and	potential	
of	EU	membership	(and	this	is	certainly	the	case	
for	Serbia	and	Montenegro).	Furthermore,	there	is	
a	considerable	likelihood	that	the	republics	could	
achieve	 NCC	 status	 within	 a	 reasonably	 short	
period	of	 time.	 It	 can	be	 tempting	 to	 rationalize	
an	 ongoing	 role	 for	 UNDP	 in	 such	 situations.1	

However,	UNDP	operations	 in	Serbia	 and	other	
countries	 of	 the	 region	 are	 expensive	 relative	 to	
other	 regions	 of	 the	 world,	 where	 scarce	 UNDP	
resources	and	talent	may	be	better	deployed.	

Outside	 of	 the	 Serbia	 and	 Montenegro	 cases,	
the	 role	 of	 UNDP	 in	 NCCs	 is,	 in	 many	 cases,	
ambiguous.	A	recent	UNDP	study	on	the	role	of	
UNDP	 in	 NCCs	 revealed	 that	 in	 some	 regions,	
UNDP	 increasingly	 saw	 itself	 as	 a	 ‘partner’	
with	 national	 governments	 in	 the	 pursuit	 of	
development	 objectives,	 while	 in	 some	 other	
cases,	 UNDP	 was	 perceived	 as	 an	 outsourcing	
agent,	 enabling	 governments	 to	 get	 around	
complex	internal	rules	and	procedures.	The	study	
presented	 a	 series	 of	 policy	 recommendations	 on	
the	UNDP	role	in	upper	middle-income	countries	
and	 NCCs.2	 It	 is	 recommended	 that	 UNDP	
develop	a	formal	policy	on	its	role	in	EU	and	EU-
candidate	 countries	 in	 Eastern	 Europe	 that	 have	
or	are	expected	to	soon	graduate	to	NCC	status.	
Such	 a	 policy	 would	 guide	 the	 development	 of	
country	programmes	and	the	nature	of	the	UNDP	
relationship	to	host	governments,	the	EU	and	other		
participating	donors.

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		As	a	case	in	point,	this	has	occurred	in	Poland	where	UNDP	is	still	in	operation,	despite	Poland’s	membership	in	the	EU	since	

2004.
2.		See	UNDP.	January	2003.	Net	Contributor	and	Middle-Income	Countries	-	Toward	a	Corporate	Strategy.	Bureau	of	Manage-

ment.	Internal	discussion	paper.
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1. PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT

This	document	is	a	work	plan	outline	for	presenta-
tion	to	and	discussion	with	the	UNDP	Evaluation	
Office	 and	 the	 UNDP	 Country	 Office	 in	 Serbia	
and	Montenegro	(SCG)	on	the	Assessment	of	De-
velopment	Results	(ADR).	The	work	plan	is	based	
on	 the	ADR	framework	paper	of	 the	Evaluation	
Office	(July	2002),	and	informed	by	key	issues	de-
rived	 from	 review	 of	 the	 UNDP	 SCG	 portfolio	
through	 a	 desk	 study	 of	 documents	 collected	 by	
the	ADR	team’s	researcher	at	the	UNDP	Evalua-
tion	Office	in	New	York	(June	2005)	and	through	
documents	 collected	 and	 information	 obtained	
through	 interviews	conducted	by	 the	ADR	team	
during	a	fact-finding	mission	to	Belgrade	(UNDP	
Country	Office	 in	SCG),	Podgorica	(UNDP	Li-
aison	Office	in	Montenegro)	and	Vranje	(regional	
UNDP	office	in	South	Serbia)	during	the	period	
11-15	 July	2005	 (the	 list	of	 individuals	 consulted	
can	be	found	in	an	annex).

This	 work	 plan	 refines	 the	 objectives	 and	 scope	
of	the	evaluation	and	identifies	in	more	detail	the	
issues	and	priority	areas	 to	be	addressed,	 the	ap-
proach	and	methodology	to	be	applied,	the	activi-
ties,	 timing	 and	 expected	 outputs,	 assumptions,	
and	the	management	of	the	overall	process.

2. RATIONALE FOR THE EVALUATION

UNDP,	under	its	predecessor	entity,	has	been	ac-
tive	 in	 Yugoslavia	 since	 1952.1	 Operations	 were	
suspended	 during	 the	 1990s,	 and	 the	 office	 only	
reopened	 officially	 in	 2001.	 The	 UNDP	 pro-
gramme	 has	 sought	 to	 establish	 itself	 as	 a	 major	
force	 in	assisting	 in	 the	 stabilization	and	growth	
of	 Serbia	 and	 Montenegro	 and	 reintegrating	 its	
population.	 In	 doing	 so,	 UNDP	 has	 been	 work-
ing	in	a	number	of	areas,	notably	in	crisis	preven-

tion	and	recovery,	 in	 institutional,	public	admin-
istrative	 and	 judicial	 reform,	 and	 in	 supporting		
sustainable	development.	

Assessments	of	Development	Results	are	indepen-
dent	evaluations	that	assess	and	validate	UNDP’s	
contributions	to	development	results	at	the	coun-
try	level.	They	seek	to	ensure	UNDP’s	substantive	
accountability	 as	 an	 organization,	 provide	 a	 base	
of	 evidence	 for	 learning	 on	 substantive	 matters	
and	support	programming	at	 the	Country	Office	
level.	Not	all	countries	are	subject	to	such	evalu-
ation;	 rather,	 specific	 countries	 are	 selected	 with	
strategic	purposes	in	mind.	The	selection	of	Serbia	
and	 Montenegro	 for	 evaluation	 was	 based	 on	 an	
agreement	among	UNDP	senior	management,	the	
Government	 and	 the	 UNDP	 Evaluation	 Office	
in	 2005.	 The	 programme	 had	 been	 through	 one	
complete	Country	Cooperation	Framework	 cycle	
(2002-2004),	 and	 the	 new	 programme	 (2005-
2009)	was	being	refined	within	the	context	of	the	
broader	 United	 Nations	 Development	 Assistance	
Framework.	 New	 senior	 managers	 were	 intro-
duced	 to	 the	Country	Office	 in	November	2005,	
which	 presented	 an	 opportunity	 to	 evaluate	 the	
results	achieved	over	the	last	programming	cycle.	
Furthermore,	the	potential	change	in	the	political	
status	of	the	union,	and	the	issue	of	Montenegro’s	
independence,	 has	 made	 this	 an	 opportune	 (if	
challenging)	time	to	evaluate.	

3. OBjECTIVES OF THE EVALUATION

The	evaluation	has	two	primary	objectives.	First,	to	
analyse	the	extent	to	which	UNDP	has	positioned	
itself	strategically	in	Serbia	and	Montenegro	to	add	
value	in	response	to	national	needs	and	changes	in	
the	 national	 development	 context.	 In	 particular,	
the	 evaluation	 aims	 to	 identify	 how	 UNDP	 has	
supported	 the	 priority	 goal	 of	 accession	 to	 the	

ANNEX 1

Terms of Reference/Inception Report

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		UNDP	came	into	existence	on	1	January	1966,	following	UN	General	Assembly	resolution	2029	to	consolidate	the	Expanded	

Programme	of	Technical	Assistance	and	the	Special	Fund	into	the	United	Nations	Development	Programme.
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European	 Union.	 Second,	 to	 provide	 an	 overall	
assessment	 of	 the	 development	 results	 achieved	
through	UNDP	support	and	 in	partnership	with	
other	 key	 development	 actors	 since	 2001,	 with	 a	
view	 to	 results	 that	 are	 on	 track	 to	 be	 achieved	
during	 the	 current	 country	 programme	 period	
(through	2009).	Based	on	an	analysis	of	positioning	
and	achievements,	the	evaluation	seeks	to	present	
major	findings,	draw	key	lessons,	and	provide	clear	
and	 forward-looking	 recommendations	 in	 order	
to	 suggest	 effective	 and	 realistic	 strategies	 for	
UNDP	 and	 partners	 towards	 intended	 results	 in	
the	future.

4. SCOPE AND ISSUES ADDRESSED

The	scope	of	the	evaluation	–	its	coverage	and	fo-
cus	 –	 was	 defined	 through	 extensive	 stakeholder	
consultations	 conducted	 in	 Belgrade,	 Podgorica	
and	 New	 York	 during	 the	 preliminary	 phase	 of	
the	assessment.	These	findings,	in	turn,	have	been	
framed	under	 the	overall	objectives	of	evaluating	
strategic	positioning	and	development	results,	and	
in	 terms	 of	 coordination,	 complementarity	 and	
sustainability.

In	 terms	 of	 UNDP’s	 strategic	 positioning,	 the	
evaluation	concentrates	on	four	areas:

•	 	Strategic	 intent.	 Has	 the	 organization’s	 long-
term	involvement	played	any	role	in	its	current	
presence	in	the	country?	Did	its	reentry	in	2001	
reflect	a	strategic	response	to	specific	events	and	
needs?	How	is	it	perceived	by	different	develop-
ment	partners	in	this	light?	

•  Governance.1	UNDP	has	been	consistent	 in	 its	
commitment	 to	 government	 capacity-build-
ing	at	both	the	state	union	and	republic	levels.	
Has	the	niche	developed	in	the	delivery	of	gov-
ernance	 programmes	 been	 recognized	 by	 the	
Governments	 and	 donors?	 Is	 the	 organization	
seen	as	the	most	appropriate	agency	to	provide	
these	services?	Is	its	approach	appropriate	in	the	
context	of	change	factors,	such	as	the	future	of	

the	State	Union	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro	and	
the	international	community’s	insistence	on	Ser-
bia	cooperating	with	the	International	Criminal	
Tribunal?	Does	there	remain	a	role	for	UNDP	
in	respect	to	building	a	constituency	for	change	
and	capacity-building	for	the	Government(s)	to	
deal	with	these	issues,	based	on	UNDP’s	widely	
perceived	neutrality?

•  Post-conflict transition.	 Responding	 to	 specif-
ic	 post-crisis	 needs,	 notably	 in	 South	 Serbia,	
UNDP	committed	itself	to	programmes	of	crisis	
prevention,	recovery	and	stabilization.	In	doing	
so,	the	evaluation	asks	whether	the	organization	
has	the	capacity,	expertise	and	ability	to	expand	
its	portfolio	in	this	area.	If	not,	how	does	it	plan	
to	integrate	its	interventions	with	those	of	other	
donors?	

	•  Sustainable development.	 UNDP	 Montenegro	
has	a	strong	focus	on	supporting	the	republic’s	
commitment	 to	 become	 an	 ecological	 state.	
How	has	it	distinguished	itself	as	a	contact	point	
for	the	delivery	of	programmes	to	support	this?	
Are	its	current	interventions,	many	at	the	pilot	
stage,	sustainable,	and	how	are	they	going	to	be		
scaled	up?	

The	 approach	 to	 assessing	 the	 development	
results	 achieved	 or	 contributed	 to	 by	 UNDP	 is	
based	 on	 the	 use	 of	 standard	 evaluation	 criteria2	
of	 effectiveness,	 efficiency	 and	 sustainability	 of	
programme	 components.	 In	 addition,	 it	 looks	 at	
complementarity,	ownership	and	coordination:

•	 	Effectiveness	 is	 assessed	by	 judging	 the	 extent	
to	 which	 specific	 objectives	 were	 achieved,	 or	
are	expected	to	be	achieved,	taking	into	account	
their	relative	importance,	the	quality	of	partner-
ships,	and	the	timeliness	of	response	to	lessons.	

•  Efficiency3	at	the	level	of	the	overall	country	pro-
gramme	 is	 considered	 in	 terms	 of	 the	 level	 of	
strategic	 resource	 mobilization,	 coordination	
and	application	in	programmes.

__________________________________________________________________________
1.	Governance	includes	the	areas	of	public	administration	reform,	the	rule	of	law	as	well	as	the	security	sector.	
2.		The	remaining	standard	evaluation	criterion,	impact,	has	not	been	covered.	The	assessment	of	UNDP’s	impact	relates	to	the	

fundamental	question	of	what	results	have	been	achieved,	and	beyond	this,	what	difference	has	been	made	by	the	achievement	
of	these	results.	Since	the	ADR	does	not	include	a	comprehensive	primary	survey	of	the	effect	of	all	interventions,	nor	looks	
over	a	sufficient	period	of	time	to	determine	such	change,	this	criterion	has	been	left	out.

3.		The	limited	resources	available	for	the	ADR	has	meant	that	it	was	not	possible	to	undertake	a	financial	or	economic	cost-benefit	
analysis	of	the	SCG	portfolio.	
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•  Complementarity	 among	 and	 between	 proj-
ects,	 clusters	 and	 operational	 units	 is	 assessed	
as	 part	 of	 overall	 performance.	 Linkages	 are	
considered	 both	 vertically,	 between	 the	 orga-
nization’s	 work	 at	 the	 central	 and	 local	 (com-
munity)	 levels	 and	 horizontally,	 across	 sectors		
and	programmes.	

•	 	Sustainability	 refers	 to	 whether	 the	 organiza-
tion	is	developing	permanent	structures,	proce-
dures	and	professional	cadre	within	institutions.	
Is	it	building	long-term	capacity	or	is	it	building	
capacity	to	deliver	particular	projects?	

•  Ownership.	 Capacity-building	 relates	 to	 is-
sues	 of	 national	 ownership	 of	 programmes.	
Most	 UNDP	 programmes	 in	 SCG	 are	 di-
rectly	 executed	 (DEX).	 What	 has	 this	 meant	
for	 the	national	ownership	of	 the	programmes	
supported?	 What	 does	 it	 imply	 for	 the	 di-
rect	 versus	 national	 execution	 modalities	 in		
the	future?

•  Coordination.	UNDP	in	Serbia	and	Montenegro	
is	part	of	the	14-member	United	Nations	Coun-
try	Team.	How	has	coordination	fared	between	
the	agencies	and	what	are	 the	 implications	 for	
the	effective	delivery	of	programmes,	joint	and	
alone?	 Has	 the	 Resident	 Coordinator	 been	 an	
effective	catalyst	in	brokering	stronger	partner-
ships	 in	 supporting	 the	 country’s	 progress	 to-
wards	EU	accession?

5. APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY

The	approach	and	methods	selected	for	the	evalu-
ation	reflect	the	team’s	 judgement	of	how	best	to	
address	the	issues	and	questions	posed	within	the	
context	of	existing	evaluability.	The	following	sec-
tion	highlights	a	number	of	the	critical	evaluability	
issues,	and	the	set	of	proposed	methods.

5.1 EVALUABILITY ISSUES

Results linkages 

The	 evidence	 gathered	 during	 the	 evaluability	
mission	for	this	ADR	illustrates	that	while	both	the	
expected	change	at	various	project	and	programme	
levels	are	well	documented,	it	is	not	always	easy	to	
establish	the	link	between	higher-level	results	and	

outputs.	There	is	a	relative	abundance	of	evidence	
dealing	with	national	or	aggregate	change	(MDGs,	
national	policies	and	poverty	reduction	strategies),	
on	 the	 one	 hand,	 and	 project	 and	 programme	
activities	and	outputs,	on	the	other.	The	linkages	
between	 these	 two	 –	 through	 explicitly	 stated	
outcomes,	accompanied	by	good	quality	indicators	
–	is	not,	in	every	case,	apparent.	

The	projects	reviewed	to	date	display	considerable	
variability	in	the	clarity	and	consistency	of	design	
of	 indicators	and	monitoring	 systems.	This	 raises	
questions	about	measurements	of	programme	and	
project	 objectives.	 While	 the	 areas	 of	 UNDP’s	
interventions	and	overall	programme	objectives	are	
well	 defined	 (through,	 for	 example,	 the	 Country	
Cooperation	 Framework,	 Country	 Programme	
Action	Plan,	and	the	UN	Development	Assistance	
Framework),	there	are	questions	as	to	whether	the	
core	results	and	outcomes	of	UNDP’s	programmes	
match	the	higher-order	objectives	and	purpose	of	
these	 programmes	 and	 whether	 the	 identifiable	
service	 lines	 are	 well	 served	 by	 the	 programmes	
and	their	different	constituent	elements.	

External evaluations 

A	number	of	the	project	and	programme	elements	
of	UNDP’s	SCG	portfolio	have	been	the	subject	
of	 external	 evaluation	 in	 recent	 years.	 These	
evaluations	cover	about	two	thirds	of	the	portfolio.	
Because	they	have	been	commissioned	by	different	
stakeholders	 –	 all	 with	 different	 rules	 as	 to	 the	
coverage	 and	 methodology	 of	 monitoring	 and	
evaluation	 –	 these	 external	 evaluations	 are	 not	
strictly	comparable.	However,	in	general	they	offer	
useful	 starting	 points,	 especially	 by	 narrowing	
down	 the	 number	 of	 pertinent	 questions	 the	
present	ADR	must	address	in	depth.

Costs and resources

A	preliminary	review	of	available	financial	data	on	
the	SCG	portfolio	and	the	way	they	are	recorded	
at	 the	 Country	 Office	 and	 UNDP	 headquarters	
suggests	that	they	are	not	entirely	suited	to	adequate	
resource	 management	 at	 project	 and	 programme	
levels.	 In	 particular,	 the	 available	 data	 do	 not	
appear	 suitable	 for	 drawing	 timely	 management	
recommendations.	 In	 addition,	 without	 proper	
cost-benefit	 analysis	 at	 the	 programme	 level,	 the	



available	 data	 may	 not	 be	 usable	 for	 assessment.	
However,	the	matter	of	resources	deployed	–	past,	
present	and	future	–	has	to	be	addressed.	For	this	
reason,	 the	 ADR	 will	 seek	 to	 summarize	 the	
financial	picture	of	UNDP	programmes	 in	SCG	
at	 the	 cut-off	 date	 of	 the	 ADR	 (30	 June	 2005).	
In	 addition,	 the	 ADR	 will	 contain	 a	 pictorial	
representation	 of	 UNDP	 resources	 deployed	
during	the	period	of	coverage	(2000	–	mid-2005),	
separated	 by	 core	 resources,	 donor	 contributions	
and	 beneficiary	 cost-sharing,	 and	 attributed	 to	
individual	service	lines	where	appropriate.

5.2 METHODS PROPOSED

Documentation review

During	 the	 preparatory	 phase	 of	 the	 evaluation,	
the	 Evaluation	 Office	 engaged	 the	 services	 of	 a	
researcher	to	identify	and	assemble	all	key	reports	
and	 reference	 documents	 associated	 with	 SCG	
and	the	country	programme.	Key	documents	have	
been	 assembled,	 documents	 in	 electronic	 form	
have	been	uploaded	to	a	special	website	for	use	by	
the	team,	and	the	material	has	been	summarized	
and	 sorted	 by	 SCG	 programme	 cluster.	 A	
selection	 of	 this	 material,	 primarily	 programme	
and	 project	 documents	 and	 evaluation	 reports,	
have	 been	 reviewed	 as	 part	 of	 the	 assessment	 of	
evaluability;	 strategic	 planning	 documents	 are	
one	 input	 to	 this	 inception	 report.	 Given	 the	
large	 amount	 of	 documentation	 available,	 desk	
reviews	will	be	carried	out	throughout	most	of	the		
evaluation	period.

Semi-structured interviews 

The	 variety	 of	 programmes	 and	 programme	
elements	 in	UNDP’s	SCG	portfolio	 is	 such	 that	
it	is	tempting	to	limit	interviews	to	management-
related	 implementation	 questions.	 However,	
this	 will	 not	 be	 sufficient	 to	 arrive	 at	 falsifiable	
conclusions	 on	 matters	 relating	 to	 higher-level	
considerations,	 in	 particular	 in	 the	 context	 of	
UNDP’s	 strategic	 positioning	 in	 Serbia	 and	
Montenegro.	 This,	 and	 relative	 scarcity	 of	
appropriate	 indicators	 for	 programme	 outcomes,	
argue	 for	 the	 use	 of	 structured	 interviews	 in	

order	to	expand	the	available	factual	basis	for	the	
ADR.	In	the	areas	where	there	is	less	pre-existing	
evidence,	 on	 such	 issues	 as	 strategic	 positioning,	
interviews	will	serve	as	a	source	of	primary	data;	in	
other	cases,	the	interviews	will	be	used	mainly	to	
validate	existing	data.

Against	 this	 background,	 at	 least	 two	 forms	 of	
questionnaires	 will	 be	 developed	 for	 the	 ADR’s	
main	 mission,	 to	 cover	 these	 differing	 scenarios	
and	 allow	 for	 variable	 contexts.	 These	 question-
naires	 will	 be	 used	 by	 team	 members	 during	
their	 semi-structured	 interviews	 with	 govern-
ment	 representatives,	 representatives	 of	 donor	
entities	 and	 other	 stakeholders.	 The	 question-
naire	will	 be	designed	 in	 such	 a	way	 that	 it	will	
ensure:	 (a)	coverage	of	 the	same	subjects	with	all	
interviewees,	 and	 (b)	 that	 it	 progresses	 from	 the	
details	 of	 programme	 implementation	 to	 high-
er-level	 perceptions	 of	 relevance,	 effectiveness	
and	 (potential)	 impact	 of	 UNDP	 programmes,	
as	 well	 these	 programmes’	 contributions	 to		
overarching	objectives.

Survey

The	 assessment	 of	 evaluability	 concluded	 that	
the	majority	 of	 critical	 areas	within	 the	 scope	of	
the	 evaluation	 have	 strong	 or	 fair	 evidence,	 or	
are	 sufficiently	 structured	 to	 enable	 appropriate	
data	 to	 be	 gathered	 through	 the	 methods		
described	above.1	

However,	 there	 is	 one	 area	 where	 additional	
research	 may	 be	 both	 warranted	 and	 possible	
within	 the	 relatively	 short	 time-frame	 of	 the	
ADR.	This	area	concerns	 the	 impact,	 future	and	
replicability	 of	 the	 South	 Serbia	 interventions	 in	
the	area	of	community-building,	local	government	
development	and	regional	economic	development.	
Although	 the	 relevant	 programmes	 (Rapid	
Employment	Programme,	South	Serbia	Municipal	
Improvement	 and	 Recovery	 Programme	 and	 the	
Municipal	Improvement	and	Revival	Programme)	
undertaken	 by	 UNDP	 in	 that	 region	 have	 been	
evaluated	 externally,	 there	 is	 a	 need	 to	 assess	
in	 more	 detail	 the	 effects	 of	 these	 programmes	
on	 enhancing	 the	 involvement	 of	 local	 political	

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		One	further	method	that	may	be	employed	during	the	analysis	of	data	is	that	of	process	mapping	–	a	method	for	assessing	a	

series	of	interventions	where	similar	processes	have	been	used	to	determine	the	extent	to	which	lessons	have	been	learned	across	
projects.	This	may	be	deemed	appropriate	in	the	case	of	public	administration	reform	initiatives	(Serbia)	and	the	environment	
portfolio	(Montenegro).
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and	 administrative	 structures	 in	 current	 and	
future	policy-making.	This	 research	will	 focus	 in	
particular	on	the	extent	to	which	the	new	(2003)	
Law	on	Local	Self-government	 in	Serbia	enables	
municipal	authorities	to	take	practical	responsibility	
for	 exercising	 social	 and	 economic	 functions	
decentralized	from	the	central	and	district	(okrug)	
levels.	The	research	will	consist	of	a	mini-survey	of	
mayors’	and	municipal	councillors’	attitudes	on	the	
subject.	The	team	has	yet	to	decide	the	modality	of	
this	survey	–	whether	it	will	be	conducted	through	
a	 consultancy	 during	 September/October	 or	 by	
members	 of	 the	 evaluation	 team	 as	 part	 of	 the	
main	mission	proposed	for	late	November.

6.  PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS  
AND DEPENDENCIES

Analytical and reporting structure

The	establishment	of	the	State	Union	of	Serbia	and	
Montenegro	 created	 a	 federation	 of	 two	 distinct	
entities,	Serbia	and	Montenegro,	respectively,	shar-
ing	a	limited	number	of	competencies	at	the	state	
union	level.	In	most	respects,	the	two	constituent	
elements	of	the	union	operate	as	separate	entities.	
UNDP	 designed	 its	 programmes	 to	 support	 the	
particular	needs	of	each	republic.	Hence,	the		dif-

ferences	in	focus	in	UNDP’s	operations	in	the	two	
republics	suggest	that	the	ADR	has	to	treat	Serbia	
and	Montenegro	separately	from	the	point	of	view	
of	 the	 overall	 purpose,	 intended	 outcomes	 and	
strategic	positioning	of	UNDP’s	programmes.	The	
programmes	in	Montenegro	started	more	recently	
than	in	Serbia.	Consequently,	 the	ADR	contains	
separate		sections	on	Serbia	and	Montenegro.

Kosovo

Kosovo	forms	part	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro,	but	
it	 is	 under	 mandated	 UN	 administration	 since	
1999.	Kosovo	was	included	in	the	December	2001	
First	Country	Cooperation	Framework	for	Yugo-
slavia	(2002-2004)	and	in	the	June	2004	Country	
Programme	Document	for	Serbia	and	Montenegro	
(2005-2009).	 However,	 the	 UN	 involvement	 in	
Kosovo	has,	in	cooperation	with	a	multitude	of	bi-
lateral	and	multilateral	donors,	given	rise	to	a	large	
number	 of	 assistance	 programmes	 that	 are	 quite	
separate	 from	 the	 programmes	 implemented	 un-
der	the	auspices	of	the	Country	Office	in	Belgrade.	
Consequently,	the	March	2004	UN	Development	
Assistance	Framework	 for	 the	period	2005-2009	
does	not	 refer	 to	Kosovo.1	For	 these	 reasons,	 the	
ADR	 shall	 not	 include	 an	 assessment	 of	 devel-
opment	 results	 related	 to	UNDP-	sponsored	and	
implemented	programmes	in	Kosovo.

The ADR is to be conducted through a four-phase process.

 # Phase/Activity
Timeline

June/July  
2005

Aug./Oct. 
2005

Nov./Dec. 
2005

Jan./Feb. 
2006

March 
2006

1 Start-up ============

2
Design and  
Support Study1 = = = = = = = = = = = = =

3
Main Mission and 
First Draft

    ====== =====

4
Feedback and 
Final Version

   ======== =========

1.  The timing of the proposed support study relating to the South Serbia programme is still  
to be determined.

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		As	stated	in	the	Country	Programme	Document	2005-2009,	no	formal	UN	Development	Assistance	Framework	has	been	

prepared	for	Kosovo.	Instead,	the	UN	Development	Group	in	Kosovo	will	be	guided	by	bi-annual	strategic	plans,	providing	
the	framework	for	coordinated	UN	development	assistance.



Period and cut-off date

Although	UNDP	has	been	present	 in	Yugoslavia	
for	over	50	years,	the	current	programmes	can	be	
held	 to	 have	 emerged	 with	 the	 establishment	 of	
UNDP’s	Country	Office	in	2001,	when	the	gen-
eral	direction	of	current	programming	was	devel-
oped.	The	present	ADR	shall	 therefore	cover	the	
period	2001	to	the	present,	but	draw	on	previous	
events	and	findings	where	 they	bear	 relevance	 to	
the	existing	programme.	Because	an	accurate	as-
sessment	 of	 resources	 deployed	 requires	 a	 formal	
cut-off	date	for	financial	information,	the	date	was	
set	 at	 31	 January	2006.	However,	 in	 view	of	 the	
rapidly	changing	circumstances,	some	information	
after	this	date	has	been	included.	

7. INDICATIVE WORk PLAN

The	 ADR	 is	 to	 be	 conducted	 through	 a	 four-	
phase	process.

The	first	phase	involved	background	research	and	a	
fact-finding/evaluability	assessment	by	the	evalua-
tion	team,	together	with	the	UNDP	Office	in	SCG,	
to	identify	the	strengths	and	gaps	in	their	evalua-
tive	evidence	at	the	project	and	programme	levels.	
The	first	phases	was	conducted	during	the	period	
3-29	 July	 2005.	 This	 rapid	 assessment	 was	 con-
ducted	through:	a	briefing	of	the	evaluation	team	
at	UNDP	headquarters	in	New	York	(5-8	July);	a	
five-day	evaluability	mission	to	SCG	(11-15	July);	
and	a	review	of	available	secondary	material	(5-15	
July).	The	list	of	persons	met	during	the	briefing	at	
UNDP	headquarters	 and	during	 the	 evaluability	
mission	is	annexed.	The	background	research	with	
regard	to	the	gathering	of	programme	documen-
tation	and	other	secondary	material	had	begun	in	
June	2005.	The	relevant	documentation	is	listed	in	
an	annex.

During	the	second	phase,	which	began	on	18	July	
2005,	 the	 evaluation	 team	 designed	 an	 approach	
and	methodology	for	the	ADR,	including	the	plan-
ning	and	conduct	of	in-country	surveys,	reviews	or	
evaluations	in	those	programme	areas	identified	as	
lacking	in	evidence	during	the	first	phase.	A	first	
product	of	this	phase	is	this	inception	paper.	Any	

necessary	 follow-up	 surveys,	 reviews	 and	 evalua-
tions	during	this	phase	will	be	planned	and	con-
ducted	in	September	and	October	of	2005.

The	 third	 phase	 will	 concern	 report	 construc-
tion	and	the	main	mission.	Based	on	the	evidence	
gathered	and	synthesized	from	secondary	sources	
during	 the	 first	 phase,	 and	 from	 the	 additional	
studies	conducted	during	the	second,	the	evalua-
tion	 team	will	 construct	 the	 framework	 and	 evi-
dence	based	on	the	report. This	will	be	followed	by	
a	main	ADR	mission	of	two	to	three	weeks	with	
the	aim	of	generating	evidence	in	gap	areas,	trian-
gulating	and	validating	the	overall	findings.	This	
phase	will	be	implemented	in	late	November/early		
December	2005.1

The	 final	 phase	 will	 be	 the	 production,	 finaliza-
tion	and	dissemination	of	the	evaluation	report,	to	
take	place	during	between	January	and	end-March	
2006.	This	phase	will	include	the	preparation	of	a	
first	draft	of	the	ADR,	review	by	the	Evaluation	
Office	 and	 selected	 stakeholders,	 the	 preparation	
of	 a	 final	 draft,	 a	 second	 review	 by	 the	 Evalua-
tion	Office	and	the	production	of	the	final	version		
of	the	ADR.

ADR Team

The	team	responsible	for	the	ADR	consists	of	the	
following	personnel:2

•	 Mr.	Richard	Flaman	–	Team	Leader

•	 Dr.	Beata	Czajkowska	–	Team	Specialist

•	 Ms.	Ranka	Sarenac	–	Team	Specialist/	
	 Researcher

•	 	Mr.	David	Rider	Smith	–	Team	Specialist	and	
Task	Manager,	UNDP	Evaluation	Office

Each	of	the	team	members	has	been	allocated	a	set	
of	specific	tasks	in	the	ADR.	These	are	set	out	in	
the	 individual	 team	 member’s	 terms	 of	 reference	
and	 require	 no	 change	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 findings	
during	the	first	phase	of	the	ADR.

__________________________________________________________________________
1.		The	 proposed	 timing	 of	 the	 main	 mission	 has	 been	 pushed	 back	 from	 initial	 estimates	 due	 to	 the	 introduction	 of	 a	 new		

team	leader.
2.	Mr.	Derek	Blink	was	responsible	for	leading	the	inception	mission	to	Serbia	and	Montenegro.
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1.0 UNDP – NEW YORk

BUREAU FOR DEVELOPMENT POLICY (BDP)

Mr.	Jocelyn	Mason	 Senior	Policy	Adviser,	BDP

EVALUATION OFFICE

Ms.	Fadzai	Gwaradzimba	 Senior	Evaluation	Adviser
Mr.	Nurul	Alam	 Deputy	Director
Ms.	Saraswathi	Menon	 Director

REGIONAL BUREAU FOR EUROPE AND THE COMMONWEALTH OF INDEPENDENT STATES

Mr.	Kalman	Mizsei	 Regional	Director	and	Assistant	Administrator
Ms.	Marta	Ruedas	 Deputy	Regional	Director
Mr.	Shombi	Sharp	 Programme	Manager,	Western	Balkans
Mr.	Moises	Venancio	 Cluster	Team	Leader,	Western	Balkans

2.0 STATE UNION OF SERBIA AND MONTENEGRO

UNION MINISTRY OF INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC RELATIONS (AND EU INTEGRATION OFFICE)

Ms.	Jela	Baćović 	 Assistant	Minister	and	Director	of	European	Integration	Office

3.0 REPUBLIC OF SERBIA

3.1 GOVERNMENT OF SERBIA

OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

Ms.	Aleksandra	Drecun	 Secretary	General
Ms.	Dragana	Pedrović	 Assistant	to	the	Secretary	General
Mr.	Ivan	Vejvoda	 		Former	Adviser	to	the	Prime	Minister		

(Director,	Balkan	Trust	for	Democracy)

DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER’S OFFICE

Ms.	Aleksandra	Jović	 Acting	Head,	Poverty	Reduction	Strategy	Focal	Point	
Mr.	Marko	Obradović N/A
Mr.	Marko	Paunović	 Adviser	to	Deputy	Prime	Minister
Mr.	Žarko	Šunderić	 Outreach	and	Communication,	Poverty	Reduction	Strategy	Focal	Point
Ms.	Ana	Firtel	Vlajić	 Chief	of	Staff

MINISTRY OF FINANCE

Mr.	Bozidar	Djelić	 Former	Minister	of	Finance

ANNEX 2

Individuals Consulted



Mr.	Andreja	Popov	 	Former	Head	of	the	Auction	Department	of	the	Serbian		
Privatization	Agency

SERBIAN PRIVATIzATION AGENCY

Mr.	Vladimir	Vukojević	 Assistant	Minister,	Sector	of	International	Financial	Affairs

MINISTRY OF INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC RELATIONS 

Ms.	Gordana	Lazarević	 Assistant	Minister
Ms.	Slađana	Sredojević	 Development	and	Cooperation	Unit	

MINISTRY OF LABOUR, EMPLOYMENT AND SOCIAL POLICY

Mr.	Vladimir	Ilić	 Assistant	Minister

EUROPEAN INTEGRATION OFFICE

Dr.	Tanja	Miščević	 Director	
Mr.	Andrija	Pejović	 Economist

SERBIAN INVESTMENT AND EXPORT PROMOTION AGENCY

Ms.	Vesna	Perić	 Deputy	Director

COORDINATION BODY FOR PREšEVO, BUjANOVAC AND MEDVEđA MUNICIPALITIES

Mr.	Sima	Gazikalović	 Member
Ms.	Lidija	Cvetković	 Secretary

MUNICIPALITY OF VRANjE

Mr.	Boban	Stanković	 Member	of	Municipal	Council

MUNICIPALITY OF LESkOVAC

Mr.	Milan	Djordjević	 Director	of	the	Municipal	Development	Fund	(MDF)
Mr.	Saša	Mladenović	 Programme	Administrator	of	the	MDF
Mr.	Vladan	Marinković	 	Civil	society	representative	of	the	Municipal	Development		

Committee	(MDC)
Ms.	Gordana	Milenković	 Civil	society	representative	of	the	MDC	
Mr.	Đorđe	Stanković	 Project	Assistant	for	the	MDF

3.2 UNDP COUNTRY OFFICE IN SERBIA

(1) Country Office in Belgrade

Ms.	Branka	Anđelković	 Cluster	Leader,	Poverty	Reduction	and	Economic	Development
Ms.	Katlin	Brasić	 Poverty	Reduction	and	Economic	Development
Mr.	Radomir	Burić	 Team	Leader,	Human	Security	Cluster
Ms.	Vesna	Ciprus	 Gender	Specialist
Mr.	Lance	Clarke	 Resident	Representative	and	Resident	Coordinator
Mr.	David	Coombes		 	Former	Capacity	Building	Fund	Executive	Director	and	Chief		

Technical	Adviser
Mr.	Milutin	Delić	 Project	Manager,	HIV	Prevention	Among	Vulnerable	Populations	
Ms.	Danijela	Djurivić	 Gender	Specialist
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Ms.	Olga	Grubić	 Chief,	Operations	Unit
Ms.	Juliette	Hage	 Former	UNDP	Deputy	Resident	Representative
Mr.	Nicholas	Hercules	 Adviser	to	the	Resident	Coordinator
Ms.	Borka	Jeremić	 Programme	Officer,	Human	Security	Cluster
Mr.	Lene	Jespersen	 Cluster	Leader,	Institutional	Development/Public	Administration	Reform
Mr.	Nenad	Moslovac	 Programme	Manager,	Beautiful	Serbia
Ms.	Shoko	Noda	 Former	Assistant	Resident	Representative,	Serbia	Country	Office
Mr.	Tomislav	Novović	 	Programme	Manager,	Institutional	Development/Public	Administration	

Reform	
Mr.	Frank	O’Donnell	 	Former	Resident	Representative	and	Resident	Coordinator	of	Serbia		

and	Montenegro
Ms.	Paola	Pagliani	 Head	of	Policy	Analysis	Unit	
Ms.	Ana	Pajković	 	Former	Project	Coordinator,	Capacity	Building	Fund	Project	at	the		

Ministry	of	Finance
Mr.	Darko	Pavlović	 	Programme	Manager,	Institutional	Development/Public	Administration	

Reform
Mr.	Jovan	Protić	 Project	Manager,	Sustainable	Development
Ms.	Olivera	Purić	 Cluster	Leader,	Judicial	Reform/Rule	of	Law
Mr.	Nenad	Rava	 Institutional	Development/Public	Administration	Reform
Mr.	Hans	Risser	 Project	Manager,	Small	Arms	Control	in	Serbia	and	Montenegro
Ms.	Simonida	Simonović	 Former	Capacity	Building	Fund	Programme	Manager
Ms.	Jelena	Tadžić	 Assistant	to	the	UNDP	Deputy	Resident	Representative
Mr.	Rastislav	Vrbensky	 Deputy	Resident	Representative
Mr.	Stevan	Vujasinović	 	Business	Partnerships	Adviser,	Poverty	Reduction	and	Economic	Growth	

Cluster
Ms.	Marija	Vujinović	 	Project	Coordinator,	Capacity	Building	Fund	Project,	Ministry	of	Human	

and	Minority	Rights
Mr.	Danilo	Vuković	 Programme	Manager,	Social	Innovation	Fund

(2) South Serbia Regional Office, Vranje

Mr.	Milovan	Batak	 Vranje	facilitator
Ms.	Jelena	Dinov-Stevanović	 Finance	Audit	Assistant	
Ms.	Mirjana	Milenković	 Project	Supervisor	
Ms.	Ivana	Mladenović	 Former	Vranje	facilitator
Mr.	Predrag	Peronović	 Operations	Manager	
Mr.	Venelin	Rangelov	 Finance	Audit	Assistant
Ms.	Lirje	Selmani	 Programme	Assistant	
Mr.	Dobrivoje	Stančić	 Project	Supervisor
Ms.	Biljana	Stanković	 Project	Supervisor	
Ms.	Tatjana	Strahinjić-Nikolić	 Deputy	Programme	Manager
Mr.	Tom	Thorogood	 Team	Leader	and	Programme	Manager
Mr.	Boris	Zlatanov	 Project	Supervisor
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3.3 UNITED NATIONS AGENCIES AND INTERNATIONAL FINANCE INSTITUTIONS

Mr.	Steven	Allen	 Former	UNICEF	Representative,	Serbia	and	Montenegro	
Mr.	Luca	De	Filicaia	 Associate	Programme	Adviser,	City	to	City	Programme,	UNOPS
Mr.	Harald	Hirschhofer	 Resident	Representative	in	Serbia	and	Montenegro,	IMF
Mr.	Antonio	Luzi	 Chief	Technical	Adviser,	UNOPS
Ms.	Ann-Lis	Svennsson	 Area	Representative,	UNICEF
Mr.	Vladimir	Tsurko	 Deputy	Resident	Representative,	UNHCR
Mr.	Stephen	Tull	 Former	Head,	OCHA,	Serbia	

3.4 INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT PARTNERS

Mr. Adam	Amberg	 	Development	Programme	Coordinator,	Swedish	International	
Development	Agency	(SIDA)

Ms.	Svetlana	Baščarević	 Development	Programme		Section,	Embassy	of	Sweden
Mr.	Siniša	Biljman	 	Programme	Manager,	Department	for	International	Development	

(DFID),	Embassy	of	the	United	Kingdom	

Ms.	Danka	Bogetić	 	Local	Government	and	Regional	Development,	European	Agency	
for	Reconstruction

Mr.	Simen	Braein	 First	Secretary,	Royal	Norwegian	Embassy
Mr.	Haakon	Blankenborg	 Ambassador,	Royal	Norwegian	Embassy 
Mr.	Martin	Brooks	 South-Serbia	Coordinator,	OSCE	Bujanovac	
Mr.	Marcel	Gorgan	 Programme	Officer,	Balkan	Trust	for	Democracy	
Ms.	Olivera	Canić	 	Programme	Officer,	Acting	Programme	Operation	Centre	Manager,	

Community	Housing	Finance	Office	in	Vranje

Mr.	David	Hudson	 	First	Secretary,	Head	of	Political,	Civil	Society	and	Information	
Section,	European	Union,	Delegation	of	the	European	Commission	
to	Serbia	and	Montenegro	

Mr. Hans-Jörg	Hummer  Attaché	and	Head	of	Office,	Coordination	Office	for	Technical	
Cooperation,	Austrian	Embassy	

Ms.	Jadranka	Jeličić	 Executive	Director,	Fund	for	Open	Society,	Belgrade	
Ms.	Carolyn	Junger	 Representative,	World	Bank
Ms.	Mirjam	Krijnen	 	Second	Secretary,	Development	Cooperation		Section	Embassy		

of	the	Kingdom	of	Netherlands
Mr.	George	McLaughlin Head	of	DFID,	Serbia	and	Montenegro	(First	Secretary		
	 	 Development)
Ms.	Snezana	Nenadović	 Development	Programme		Section,	SIDA
Ms.	Mirjana	Nuhijević	 	Development	Promoter,	Community	Housing	Finance	Office		

in	Vranje
Ms.	Jelena	Oplanić	 Project	Manager,	Economic	and	Social	Development,	DFID
Mr.	Bernard	O’Sullivan  Manager,	Programming	and	Quality	Assurance	Unit,		

European	Agency	for	Reconstruction
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Ms.	Aleksandra	Rabrenović	 Consultant,	World	Bank
Ms.	Ana	Redžić	 Deputy	Programme	Manager	
Ms.	Keith	E.	Simmons	 	Mission	Director,	US	Agency	for	International	Development	

(USAID)
Mr.	Wout	Soer	 	Local	Government	&	New	Neighbourhood	Initiatives,	European	

Agency	for	Reconstruction
Mr.	Michelle	Stern	 Special	Assistant	for	Programme	Strategy,	USAID
Mr.	Srđan	Svirčev	 	Programme	Officer,	Canadian	International	Development	Agency	

(CIDA),	Embassy	of	Canada
Mr.	Antonius Verheijen  Senior	Public	Sector	Management	Specialist,	Poverty	Reduction	and	

Economic	Management	Network,	Europe	and	Central	Asia	Region,	
World	Bank,	Washington,	DC

3.5 NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIzATIONS

Ms.	Vesna	Golić	 Executive	Director,	Grupa	484
Ms.	Vera	Kovačević	 Centre	for	Liberal-Democratic	Studies
Ms.	Sonja	Licht	 President,	Belgrade	Fund	for	Political	Excellence
Dr.	Gordana	Matković	 Centre	for	Liberal/Democratic	Studies
Ms.	Suzana	Popović	 	Organizer,	ABC	Centre	for	Peace,	Security	and	Tolerance,		

Vranje
Mr.	Srđan	Stojanović	 Member,	FOSDI

3.6 PRIVATE SECTOR AND LOCAL BUSINESS COMMUNITY

Mr.	Miloš	Blagojević	 Project	Manager,	Serbia	Privatization	Agency	
Mr.	Ivan	Isailović	 Chief	Executive	Office,	Printfactory,	and	Director,	Lafuma
Ms.	Radmilla	Milivojević	 Vice	President,	Serbian	Chamber	of	Commerce
Ms.	Zorica	Žarković	 Financial	journalist,	Business and Finance	magazine

3.7 OTHER ORGANIzATIONS AND INSTITUTIONS

Ms.	Duška	Anastasijević	 Journalist	and	researcher
Mr.	Vladimir	Bilandzić	 	Special	Adviser	on	confidence	and	security	measures,	Organization		

for	Security	and	Cooperation	in	Europe	(OSCE)
Mr.	Branislav	Čanak	 President	of	the	Association	(trade	union)
Mr.	Diman	Dimov	 	Deputy	Team	Leader,	South	East	Europe	Clearinghouse		

for	the	Control	of	Small	Arms	and	Light	Weapons	
Judge	Hadžiomerović	 	Member	of	the	Managing	Board,	Judges	Association	of	Serbia,	

Belgrade
Mr.	Saša	Janković	 	National	Legal	Adviser,	Security	&	Defence	Programme		

Manager,	OSCE
Ms.	Ruth	Van	Rhijn	 Head	of	Rule	of	Law	and	Human	Rights	Department,	OSCE
Ms.	Zorica	Vukelić	 	Deputy	Secretary	General,	Standing	Conference	of	Towns	and	
	 	 Municipalities
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GeneRAl RefeRenCes (seRbiA AnD monteneGRo)

3.1 GOVERNMENT: SERBIA AND MONTENEGRO NATIONAL STRATEGIES

Government	of	the	Republic	of	Serbia,	Communication Strategy of the Republic of Serbia About the Stabilization 
and Association Process of the State Union Serbia-Montenegro,	2004	

Government	of	the	Republic	of	Serbia,	First Progress Report on the Implementation of the Poverty Reduction 
Strategy in Serbia,	2005

Government	of	the	Republic	of	Serbia,	National Strategy of Serbia for Serbia and Montenegro’s Accession to 
the European Union, June	2005

Government	of	the	Republic	of	Serbia,	Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper for Serbia,	2003

Government	of	the	Republic	of	Serbia,	Strategy for Public Administration Reform in the Republic of Serbia,	
2005

Government	of	the	Republic	of	Serbia	website:	www.srbija.sr.gov.yu

Government	of	the	Republic	of	Serbia	Poverty	Reduction	Strategy	website:		
www.prsp.sr.gov.yu/engleski/index.jsp

Matković,	Gordana,	Overview of Poverty and Social Exclusion in the Western Balkans,	paper	prepared	for	
the	Western	Balkan	Forum	on	Social	Inclusion	and	Millennium	Development	Goals,	Tirana,	Albania,	
June	2005

3.2 GENERAL UNDP/DONOR STRATEGIES, PLANS AND REVIEWS

Commission	 of	 the	 European	 Communities,	 Communication from the Commission on the Preparedness 
of Serbia and Montenegro to Negotiate a Stabilization and Association Agreement with the European Union,	
Brussels	2005

Commission	of	the	European	Communities,	Proposal for a Council Decision on the Principles, Priorities and 
Conditions Contained in the European Partnership with Serbia and Montenegro Including Kosovo as Defined 
by the United Nations Security Council Resolution 1244 of 10 June 1999,	Brussels,	9.11.2005	COM	(2005)	
558	final	

Economist	Intelligence	Unit,	Serbia Annual Reports,	2001-2005	

European	Commission,	The European Union’s Stabilization and Association Process,	presentation	by	Michael	
Karnitschnig,	European	Commission,	External	Relations	Directorate-General,	Trento,	10	March	2005

European	Commission,	Serbia and Montenegro 2005 Progress Report,	Brussels	2005

ANNEX 3

Documents Reviewed

112  A N N e X 	 3



United	Nations,	United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF),	Serbia	and	Montenegro,		
2005-2009,	Belgrade,	March	2004

United	Nations,	UN Policy on Payment to Government Staff,	Joint	Consultative	Group	on	Policy,		
internal	memorandum,	April	1996

United	Nations	Country	Team,	Common Country Assessment for Serbia and Montenegro,	Belgrade,		
October	2003	

UNDP,	Briefing note on the signing of the MOU between the EO and UNDP to launch new strategic 
partnerships,	undated

UNDP,	Comprehensive Audit of the UNDP Office in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia,		
Report	#	IAS0072,	May	2002

UNDP,	Country Programme Document for Serbia and Montenegro (2005-2009),		
Executive	Board	of	the	UNDP	and	UNFPA,	DO/CPO/SCG/1,	June	2004

UNDP,	Discussion note on Assessment of Development Results (ADR),	Evaluation	Office,		
internal	draft,	January	2004	

UNDP,	Evaluation of Direct Execution,	Evaluation	Office,	New	York,	April	2001

UNDP,	Evaluation Report Quality Standards,	UNDP	Evaluation	Office,		
extracted	from	UN	Evaluation	Standards,	United	Nations	Evaluation	Group, 2005

UNDP,	First Country Cooperation Framework for Yugoslavia (2002−2004),	12	December	2001	

UNDP,	Human Development Report 2005: The Strength of Diversity,	2005

UNDP,	Multi-year Financial Framework, internal	management	reports	for	various	years	

UNDP,	Results-Oriented Annual Reports,	internal	management	reports	for	various	years	

UNDP,	The Review of the Implementation of the Millennium Development Goals in Serbia,	2002

UNDP,	Revision of UNDP Financial Regulations,	DP/2005/3,	16	November	2004

UNDP,	Net Contributor and Middle-income Countries − Towards a Corporate Strategy,		
Bureau	of	Management,	internal	discussion	paper,	January	2003

UNDP	(Serbia	and	Montenegro),	Evaluation Plan,	internal	document,	2002–2004

UNDP	(Serbia	and	Montenegro),	Management Results Framework − 2004 Balanced Scorecard Report,	
2002−2004

UNDP	(Serbia	and	Montenegro),	Strategy Notes,	 internal	management	notes	prepared	annually	by	the	
Resident	Representative/Resident	Coordinator	for	the	years	2002−2005	

UNDP	(Serbia	and	Montenegro),	Validation Report,	PowerPoint	Presentation		
based	on	a	brief	validation	mission	carried	out	for	the	Belgrade	Office	from	16–25	July	2006

UNDP	(Serbia	and	Montenegro),	website:	http://www.undp.org.yu
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UNDP,	 the	State	Union	and	the	 republics	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro, Country Programme Action Plan 
Between the Council of Ministers of Serbia and Montenegro, Government of the Republic of Serbia and Government 
of the Republic of Montenegro and the United Nations Development Programme,	2	February	2005

UNDP	and	the	European	Commission,	Memorandum of Understanding Concerning the Establishment of 
a Strategic Partnership Between the European Commission and the United Nations Development Programme,	
undated	

United	 States	 Agency	 for	 International	 Development	 (USAID),	 Strategic Assessment of Civil Sector & 
Political Processes for Serbia,	August	2004

World	Bank,	Country Assistance Strategy,	2004

World	Bank,	Montenegro Economic Memorandum:	A Policy Agenda for Growth and Competitiveness,		
June	2005

World	Bank,	Serbia and Montenegro Country Environmental Analysis,	February	2003

World	Bank,	Serbia and Montenegro, Republic of Serbia, An Agenda for Economic Growth and Employment,	
Report	No.	29258-YU,	December,	2004

World	Bank,	Country Assistance Strategy for Serbia and Montenegro,	Report	No.	30426,	November	2004

World	Bank,	Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, Joint IDA-IMF Staff Assessment of the Interim Poverty Reduction 
Strategy Paper,	Report	No.	24490,	July	2002

seRbiA RefeRenCes

3.3 SERBIA: POVERTY REDUCTION AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

Allen,	Richard,	Beautiful Serbia: Mid-term Review,	December	2004	

Allen,	Richard,	UNDP Serbia Civil Society Development Programme: Mid-term Review Final Report,		
May	2005	

Growth	from	Knowledge	(GfK),	Evaluation of the ‘Beautiful Serbia’ Project,	December	2005

Government	of	the	Republic	of	Serbia,	Ministry	of	Labour,	Employment	and	Social	Policy,		
Social Innovation Fund. Achieving Changes through Partnership,	June	2005

Government	of	the	Republic	of	Serbia,	Ministry	of	Social	Affairs,		
Social Innovation Fund: Empowering the Poor and Vulnerable. Operational Manual,	June	2003

UNDP,	Poverty Reduction in Serbia. The Role of Civil Society,	Belgrade	2005

UNDP,	PRED Cluster Strategic Plan,	2005

Social	Innovation	Fund,	Beneficiary Assessment,	2005
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3.4  SERBIA: STANDING CONFERENCE OF TOWNS AND MUNICIPALITIES, RULE OF LAW/
jUDICIAL TRAINING CENTRE PROGRAMMES

Dietrich,	M.,	Djurisic,	D.,	Hauge,	Arild,	Oxner,	Sandra	E.,	Outcome Evaluation: Efficient Administration 
and Access to Justice in Serbia and Montenegro,	January	2004 

Langbakk	Consulting	AB,	Evaluation of SIDA/UNDP ‘Capacity Building for Standing Conference of Towns 
and Municipalities, Serbia’ Project,	Stockholm,	2005	

Sims,	Tim,	Evaluation of the Judicial Training Centre Project,	August	2003

Toope,	Stephen	J.,	‘Legal	and	Judicial	Reform	through	Development	Assistance:	Some	Lessons’,		
McGill	Law	Journal,	September	2003

UNDP,	Capacity Development for the Standing Conference of Town and Municipalities,		
project	proposal	to	SIDA,	2003

UNDP,	Capacity Development for the Standing Conference of Town and Municipalities:	Second Phase,		
draft	project	proposal,	2005

UNDP,	Judicial Training Centre. Results and Potentials, 2005	

UNDP,	Judicial Reform/Rule of Law Cluster Strategic Plan,	2005

3.5 SOUTH SERBIA INITIATIVE

Deloitte	&	Touche,	Auditors Reports for MIR and SSMIRP Programmes,	Belgrade,	April	2005

Federal	Republic	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro	–	Republic	of	Serbia,	Coordination	Body	for	Preševo,	
Bujanovac	and	Medveđa	municipalities,	Programme for the Political Security, Stabilization and Economic-
social Development of Municipalities Bujanovac, Preševo and Medveđa for the Period from January 1,  
2005 to December 31, 2007,	Bujanovac,	January	2005	

Halifax	Consulting,	UNDP South Serbia SSMIRP/REP Evaluation,	2003

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Municipal Improvement and Revival Programme (MIR) in Southern 
Serbia Phase II,	description	of	action,	Vranje,	2005	

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Municipal Improvement and Revival Programme (MIR),	draft	final	report,	
Vranje,	2005	

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Municipal Improvement and Revival Programme (MIR),	quarterly	
reports	(sampling),	Vranje,	2004−2005	

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Rapid Employment Programme in South Serbia (REP),	final	performance	
report,	Belgrade,	July	2003	

UNDP-Serbia	 and	 Montenegro,	 Southern Serbia Municipal Improvement and Recovery Programme 
(SSMIRP), Annual	Report	to	SIDA,	December	2004

UNDP-Serbia	 and	 Montenegro,	 Southern Serbia Municipal Improvement and Recovery Programme 
(SSMIRP),	final	performance	report	to	the	World	Bank,	Belgrade,	December	2003

Van	Tilburg,	P.,	S.	Milutinovic	and	G.	Lapcevic,	Mid-term Review of Municipal Improvement and Revival 
Programme (MIR) in Southern Serbia,	Vranje,	February	2005
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3.6 HUMAN SECURITY 

Council	of	Ministers	of	the	State	Union	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro	and	UNDP,	Project Document, 
Support to the UN Theme Group/ UN-AIDS,	2005

Department	for	International	Development	(UK),	Mid-term Review of HIV Prevention Among Vulnerable 
Populations in Serbia and Montenegro,	May	2005

Government	 of	 Serbia	 and	 Montenegro	 and	 UNDP, Small Arms Control in Serbia and Montenegro 
(SACISCG), Project (Preparatory Assistance),	draft,	March	2004

Government	of	State	Union	of	Serbia	and	Montenegro	and	UNDP,	HIV Prevention Among Vulnerable 
Populations in Serbia and Montenegro,	project	document,	July	2004

UNDP	and	Stability	Pact	for	SE	Europe, Addressing Small Arms and Light Weapons Proliferation in South 
Eastern Europe,	UNDP	Bureau	for	Crisis	Prevention	and	Recovery,	project	document,	January	2002

UNDP,	South Eastern Europe Clearinghouse for the Control of Small Arms and Light Weapons (SEESAC) 
Project (Phase 2), 2005−2006, 2005

UNDP,	South Eastern Europe Clearinghouse for Small Arms Control,	assessment	visit	report	(9-13	February	
2004),	February	2004

3.7 CAPACITY BUILDING FUND AND INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Government	of	the	Republic	of	Serbia,	Strategy of Public Administration Reform in the Republic of Serbia,	
Belgrade,	proposal,	October	2004

UNDP,	ID/PAR Planning and Implementation – Recommendations from BRC Field Mission to Serbia,	
Benjamin	M.	Allen,	Bratislava	Regional	Centre,	October	2004	

UNDP,	ID/PAR Strategic Planning – Recommendations from BRC Field Mission to Serbia,	Benjamin	M.	
Allen	and	Dafina	Gercheva,	Bratislava	Regional	Centre,	October	2004

UNDP,	Capacity Building Funds – Support to Economic and State Reform in Transition Countries,	internal	
document	prepared	by	Kalman	Mizsei	(Regional	Bureau	for	Europe	and	the	CIS)	and	Lene	Jespersen	
(Serbia	Country	Office),	February	2006	

UNDP,	Mission Report, Advance Mission on ID/PAR Serbia and Montenegro,	J.	Mason,	Bureau	for	
Development	Policy,	New	York,	September	2004

UNDP,	Salary Supplementation Schemes: A Critical Ingredient to Implementing Reform,	Human	Development	
Viewpoint,	J.	Mason,	Bureau	for	Development	Policy/Democratic	Governance	Group,	June	2005

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Building Capacity for Policy in Transitional States,	unpublished		
UNDP-Belgrade	document,	edited	by	D.	Coombes,	B.	Peters	and	Aleksandra	Rabrenović,	undated

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Capacity Building Fund − Support to the Serbian Agency for Privatization, 
final	report	to	the	German	Government,	October	2003

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Capacity Building Fund – Capacity Building Programme – Phase 1:  
An International Public-Private Partnership in Support of Institutional Reform,	programme	support	
document,	UNDP,	Belgrade,	March	2001
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UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Capacity Development of the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Social 
Policy,	programme	support	document,	draft,	undated

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Cluster Strategic Plan for 2005: Poverty Reduction and Economic Development 
(PRED) Cluster,	undated	

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Creating an Effective and Sustainable System of Providing Free Legal Aid in 
Serbia,	project	document	submitted	to	SIDA,	December	2005	

UNDP-Serbia	 and	 Montenegro,	 Creating a Framework for Prevention and Combating Discrimination,	
project	document,	December	2005	

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Country Case Study on Capacity Development Facility, Capacity Building 
Fund in Serbia (2001–2004),	Nenad	Rava,	UNDP	Capacity-Building	Seminar,	21-23	November	2005,	
Senec	(Slovak	Republic)

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Final Evaluation of the Capacity Building Fund − Ministry of Labour and 
Employment (CBF-MoLE) Project,	Landis	MacKellar,	final	report,	March	2004	

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Capacity-development in the Serbian Ministry of International Economic 
Relations,	final	evaluation	(third	draft),	Robert	Stryk,	June	2004

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Final Evaluation of Capacity Building Fund Programme, Ministry of Social 
Affairs,	final	report,	Giovanni	Morsiani,	May	2004	

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Final Evaluation: Training and Institution-building for Sustainable Human 
Resources Capacity in the Serbian Ministry of Finance and Economy,	Patrick	Breard,	October	2005

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Governance for Human Development: An Overview of Key Issues,	
Belgrade,	December	2000	

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Local Development for Municipalities in West Serbia (Macvanski I 
Zlatiborksi Okrug),	draft	programme	support	document,	undated

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Mid-term Review of the Project Support to Strategic Policy Management in 
the Deputy Prime Minister’s Office,	Patrick	Breard,	June	2005	

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Mid-term Review of the Capacity Building Fund, discussion	draft,		
May	2003

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Report on Support to Strategic Policy Management in the Deputy Prime 
Minister’s Office,	Patrick	Breard,	December	2004

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Seminar Report: Capacity Development during Political Transitions,	UNDP	
Capacity	 Development	 Group,	 Bureau	 for	 Development	 Policy,	 UNDP	 Bratislava	 Regional	 Centre,	
Regional	Bureau	for	Europe	and	the	CIS,	Senec,	Slovak	Republic,	21−23	November	2005

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Strategic Framework 2005−2009, Institutional Development and Public 
Administration Reform,	draft,	December	2004	

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Strengthening MIER Capacity for the Implementation of the EU 
Neighbourhood Programmes (Support to the Project Coordination Management Unit),		
programme	support	document,	undated	
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UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Support to the Institution of President (Capacity Development of the Offices 
of the President of the Republic of Serbia),	programme	document	–	preparatory	assistance	phase,	undated

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Support to the Serbian Agency for Privatization, Final Report to the 
European Agency for Reconstruction,	Institutional	Development	Cluster,	January	2006	

UNDP-Serbia	 and	 Montenegro,	 Support to the Serbian Public Administration Reform Strategy (Second 
Phase), project	document,	undated

UNDP-Serbia	 and	 Montenegro,	 Support to Strategic Policy Management in the Deputy Prime Minister’s 
Office – Second Phase,	project	document,	final	draft,	undated	

UNDP-Serbia	and	Montenegro,	Transitional Justice Programme: Building up the Capacity for Ensuring Access 
to Justice in a Post-conflict Society,	project	document,	December	2005

3.� UN COORDINATION 

Joint	United	Nations	Programme	on	HIV/AIDS	(UNAIDS),	Annual Work Plan and Progress Report for 
the Year 2003,	draft,	2003

UN	Country	Team,	Joint Programming Matrix 2004-2005,	Serbia,	2004

UNDP,	Resident Coordinator Annual Report for Yugoslavia,	2002

UNDP,	Resident Coordinator Annual Report for Yugoslavia,	Results and Use of Funds,	2004

UNDP,	Annual Workplan for the UN Coordination System in Yugoslavia,	2003

Office	of	the	UN	Resident	Coordinator,	UNDAF Programme Retreat Notes,	22	November	2005,	
typescript
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Project Title
Execution Modality 
Start–End Dates

Total Budget, 
Including Hard  
Pipeline (US$)

A. Institutional Development

A.1 Capacity Building Fund (CBF)

1.  Capacity Building Programme to Support Institutional 
Reform in the Republic of Serbia – Serbian Ministry of 
International Economic Relations, Ministry of Social Affairs, 
Ministry of Justice and Local Self-government, Civil Service 
Council

DEX: May 01-Dec. 04 2,458,726 

2. Support to the Serbian Agency for Privatization DEX: Nov. 01-Jan. 06 1,334,256 

3. Support to Union Ministry of Human & Minorities Rights DEX: Oct. 01-May 05 213,600 

4. Support to the Ministry of Finance and Economy DEX: Dec. 01-Nov. 03 1,343,673 

5. Support to the Ministry of Mining and Energy DEX: Aug. 03-Dec. 04 778,855 

6. Capacity Development − Ministry of Labour & Employment DEX: July 02-Dec. 04 493,705 

7.  Support to Ministry of Health & Ministry of Education  
& Sports

DEX: Dec. 02-Dec. 03 237,864 

8.  Capacity-building: Executive Council of Autonomous  
Province of Vojvodina

DEX: April 03-Jan. 04 55,000 

9.  CBF Preparatory Assistance – Council of Ministers DEX: Sept. 03-Dec. 04 200,000 

10. Establishment of a Supreme Audit Institution DEX: Nov. 02-July 03 100,000 

11.  Strengthening the Central Support Functions in the Serbian 
Ministries

DEX: Oct. 02-Sept. 03 278,190 

12.  Enhanced Programming Functions of the CBF Executive  
Office 

DEX: Dec. 02-Dec. 03 208,000 

13. Support to the Union Ministry of Defence DEX: Dec. 03-Feb. 05 100,000 

14. Establishment of an Institute of Public Administration DEX: Oct. 01-Dec. 03 84,815 

15.  Training for Improved Management of Reform Policies and 
Programmes

DEX: June 02-Dec. 02 210,000 

Sub-total (CBF) 8,096,684

A.2 Institutional Development/Public Administration Reform (ID/PAR)

1. Institution-building in the Ministry of Finance
DEX/NEX: Dec. 03-

Jan. 06
1,055,020 

2.  Support to Management and Strategic Policies – Union 
Ministry of International Economic Relations 

DEX/NEX: Dec. 04-

May 06

390,190 

96,920 

3.  Capacity Development of the Ministry of Labour,  
Employment and Social Policy

DEX/NEX: Dec. 04-Dec. 05 356,624 

4. Support to President’s Office DEX: July 05-Dec. 06 38,580 

5. Support to Public Administration Reform in Serbia DEX: Oct. 04-Dec. 05 50,000 

6.  Cross-border Cooperation Support Programme  
Strengthening Project Coordination and Management Unit

DEX/NEX: Sept. 05-

Aug. 07

1,122,012 

66,021

7.  ICT for Development in Serbia – Building up a National 
Strategy for an Information Society

DEX: Oct. 04-April 06
49,970 

62,600 

ANNEX 4

UNDP-Serbia Programme Metrics
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Table 1: UNDP-supported Projects in Serbia 2001-2005



Project Title
Execution Modality 
Start–End Dates

Total Budget, 
Including Hard  
Pipeline (US$)

8.  Support to Strategic Policy Management to the Deputy 
Prime Minister’s Office

DEX/NEX: Dec. 04-

Dec. 05
971,092 

9.  Institutional Support to the Ministry of Human and Minor-
ity Rights of the State Union of Serbia and Montenegro

DEX/NEX: June 05-

May 06
120,000 

10.  Developing Institutional Capacity in the Government of 
Serbia to Fight Corruption (pipeline)

DEX: March 06-Feb. 07
50,000 

35,000

Sub-total (ID/PAR) 4,464,029

A.3 Decentralization

1.  Capacity Development for Standing Conference of Towns 
and Municipalities

NEX: Nov. 03-Dec. 05 772,201 

2.  Local Economic Sustainable Development in South West 
Serbia and Northern Montenegro

DEX: June 04-Dec. 06 559,000 

3.  Building Capacity of Local Governments, CSOs and the Do-
mestic Business Sector to Participate in the PRS and MDG 
processes

DEX: July 05-Dec. 06 150,000 

4.  Programme for the Standing Conference of Towns and 
Municipalities (pipeline)

NEX: April 06-April 09 2,040,000 

5. Programme for West Serbia/Sandzac (pipeline) DEX: June 06-Dec. 07 2,400,000 

A.4 Other

5. City to City
UNOPS executed: (2001-
2003)

1,474,224

6. Institutional Reform Initiative DEX: 01 286,919

Sub-total (Decentralization and other) 7,682,344

Sub-total (Institutional Development) 20,243,057

B. Rule of Law

1.  Development of a Centre for the Continuous Training of 
Judges and Prosecutors

NEX: Dec. 01-Nov. 04 + 
ext. to Jan. 05

1,699,858

2.  Strengthening the Judicial Resource and Support Functions 
in the Judicial Training Centre

NEX: April 04-March 06 861,998

3.  Strengthening the System of the Misdemeanour and Magis-
trates’ Courts

NEX: Sept. 04-Aug. 06 1,078,127 

4. Strengthening Human Rights Protection Mechanisms NEX: March 04 188,095

5.  Transitional Justice Programme: Building up the Capacity for 
Ensuring Access to Justice in a Post-conflict Society

DEX: Feb. 05-Dec. 06 1,260,575

6.  Signature Service in Access to Justice ‘Judicial Education for 
Development’ − Turn Guide 

DEX: Feb. 05-Dec. 06 45,000

Sub-total 5,133,653

C. Poverty Reduction and Economic Development

1.  Capacity-building of National NGOs for Civil Society Develop-
ment (this amount includes resources for Montenegro office)

DEX: Jan. 03 890,217

2. Civil Society Inclusion in the PRSP DEX: June 03-Sept. 05 1,247,560 

3. Beautiful Serbia NEX: May 03-Nov. 05 2,400,000

4. CIVICUS DEX: Nov. 04-Dec. 05 52,311.80

5. Trend Group Young People DEX: Dec. 04-May 06 219,970

6. Private Sector Engagement DEX: July 05-Dec. 05 58,080

7.  Support to the Ministry of Labour, Employment and  
Social Policy

DEX: Aug. 05-Dec. 05 87,878.77
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Project Title
Execution Modality 
Start–End Dates

Total Budget, 
Including Hard  
Pipeline (US$)

8. Gender DEX: Aug. 05-Dec. 05 31,200

9. Civil Society Participation in PRSP DEX: Jan. 05-Sept. 06 2,028,758 

10. Inclusion of Civil Society in Poverty-related Policy Process  DEX: Jan. 06-Dec. 09 2,418,380

11.  Strengthening the Role of Civil Society in Shaping  
Poverty-related Policies and Practices 

Hard pipeline (Sept. 06- 
Sept. 09)

5,441,354

Sub-total 14,875,709

D. Human Security

1. South East Europe Small Arms Clearinghouse DEX: May 02-Dec. 05 3,852,625

2. Small Arms Control in Serbia and Montenegro DEX: May 04-May 06 650,813

3. Home for Elderly Refugees and IDPs DEX: 2003-2005 607,514

4. Crisis Prevention and Recovery DEX: 2003-2004 548,418

5. Developing Strategies for Sustainable Development DEX: July 05-Dec. 06 803,689

6. HIV Prevention among Vulnerable Populations Initiative DEX: June 04-June 06  1,658,720

7. Support to UN Theme Group UN-AIDS DEX: 2001-2005 367,062

Sub-total 8,488,843

E. Energy and Environment

1. Energy and Transition, Poverty and Environmental Impact DEX: 2003-2005 190,000

2. Energy and Environment Umbrella Framework DEX: 2003-2004 91,786

3. Climate Change Enabling Activities DEX: July 2004-2006 15,000

4. Biodiversity Strategy Action Plan and National Report DEX: 2005-2007 292,370

5. National Capacity Self-assessment DEX: 2004-2006 197,820

Sub-total 786,976

Policy Unit

1.  National Human Development Reports and Early Warning 
Reports

DEX: Jan. 01-July 05 1,042,077

2. Policy Advice for Human Development DEX: July 05-July 07 415,615

Sub-total 1,457,692

F. South Serbia

1. Rapid Employment Program (REP) DEX: Jan. 02-June 03 4,000,000 

2.  Southern Serbia Municipal Improvement and Recovery 
(SSMIRP)

DEX: May 06-ongoing 3,511,101 

3. Municipal Improvement and Revival (MIR) I DEX: July 03-Sept. 05 8,000,000 

4. Municipal Improvement and Revival (MIR) II DEX: Nov. 05-Dec. 07 11,000,000

Sub-total 26,511,101

TOTAL – ALL PROGRAMMES 77,496,945

121  A N N e X 	 4



S e r B I A 	 U N d p 	 p r o G r A M M e 	 M e T r I C S 	 122

County 
Cooperation 
Framework 
Resources

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Total

CORE/TRAC 282,696 257,654 670,844 601,672 1,177,122 2,9�9,9��

Cost-sharing 591,507 3,650,318 4,031,442 3,225,301 7,422,516 1�,921,0�6

UN Trust Funds 887,338 3,985,523 4,132,937 8,888,729 9,121,381 27,015,909

Grand Total 1,761,541 7,893,496 8,835,224 12,715,702 17,721,020 4�,926,9�4

TRAC 3 222,021 243,329 533,230 134,294 2,429 1,135,303

SPPD/STS 6,412 7,000 201,000 -- -- 214,412

Total (Country 
Cooperation 
Framework)

1,9�9,975 �,143,�25 9,569,454. 12,�49,997 17,723,449 50,276,700

Notes: CORE/TRAC: Target for resource assignment from core
SPPD/STS: Support for policy and programme development/Support for technical services

Table 2: Financing of UNDP-supported Projects in Serbia, 2001–2005 (US$)

 Budget Item

 

2001

 

2002

 

2003

 

2004 2005

Belgrade Podgorica Belgrade Podgorica

1. UNDP Core  224,169  327,912  166,559  729,460 1,960 669,545 66,333 

2. Regional  304,346  160,000   50,000 -- 41,950 -- 214,283 

3. Global  272,348  326,900  260,000 -- -- -- -- 

4. Resident Co-
ordinator

 40,000   93,500  211,400  175,575 -- 151,465 -- 

5. DSS  23,000   28,000   35,000   21,661 -- 33,870 -- 

6. TF CPCR --   13,060 -- -- -- -- -- 

7. XB (DEX) --  118,782  543,468  525,950 206,220 716,093 151,000 

8. Total:  863,863  1,068,154  1,266,427  1,452,646 250,130 1,570,973 431,616 

9. XB Non-Core  300,400  457,200  686,700  707,607 103,234 763,700 159,400 

10. Total  
(line 9 + 10)

1,164,263 1,525,354 1,953,127 2,160,253 353,364 2,334,673 591,016

Notes: 

1. DSS: Development support services provided to the office from Headquarters

2. TF-CPCR: Trust fund, crisis prevention and recovery

3. XB (DEX): Fee charged for the implementation of direct execution projects 

4.  XB Non-core: Fee charged for implementation of non-core funded projects. Covers general management support 
(GMS) services (negotiable, but usually in the 5%−7% range) and, in some cases, implementation support services (ISS, 
also negotiable but up to 1.5%)

5.  On average, 7% fees collected for the implementation of projects (2% UNDP Headquarters and 5% to the  
Country Office)

Table 3: UNDP Operations Budget for Serbia and Montenegro, 2001−2005 (US$)
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Table 4: UNDP Programme Budget Trends in Serbia, 2001–2005 (US$)

Programme/Cluster 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Total

Institutional  
Development

1,450,744 2,323,934 3,390,402 3,535,000 4,060,000 14,760,0�0

Rule of Law -- 555,457 626,903 1,464,000 1,706,000 4,352,360

Poverty Reduction and 
Economic Development

193,325 539,836 470,051 1,477,067 4,526,000 7,206,2�1

Human Security 26,550 1,186,531 2,223,087 2,678,000 3,091,000 9,205,16�

South Serbia 250,000 3,441,000 2,193,000 6,686,000 5,313,000 17,��3,000

Energy and  
Environment

-- 24,739 212,037 81,000 130,000 447,776

Policy Unit 57,970 166,897 177,286 233,000 187,000 �22,153

Total 1,97�,590 �,23�,395 �,772,341 16,154,067 19,013,000 54,156,393

Table 5: UNDP Expenditures in Serbia, 2001-2005 (by source and cluster, US$)

Theme/Cluster Total Expenditures

Institutional Development 12,403,313

Rule of Law 3,301,192

Poverty Reduction and Economic Development 6,134,345

Human Security 7,763,610

South Serbia 14,326,000

Energy and Environment 354,112

Policy Unit 688,166

Total 44,970,738

* Figures apply to development programme expenditures.
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ANNEX 5

UNDP Corporate Survey Data

Table 1: Partner Survey Data for Serbia and Montenegro 2003, 2005* 

Question Rating System

2003 2005

Serbia and 
Montenegro

Europe and 
CIS Region Global Serbia**

Europe and 
CIS Region Global

How active do 
you think UNDP is 
working with UN 
organizations in the 
country?

Very active 23% 44% 48% 59% 42% 44%

Active and very active 
(combined) 92% 90% 89% 83% 62% 64%

How familiar are you 
with the role of the 
resident coordinator 
in the UN system?

Very familiar 29% 30% 33% 24% 26% 26%

Familiar and very 
familiar 57% 71% 71% 70% 65% 64%

How satisfied are you 
with how the resident 
coordinator functions 
are performed?

Very satisfied 23% 43% 41% 32% 33% 29%

Satisfied and very 
satisfied 69% 83% 78% 61% 77% 76%

Table 2: Select Findings of the UNDP Global Staff Survey 2005

question

Percent Favourable Responses

Serbia
Country Office

RBEC Country 
Office staff (less 
Serbia)

All Country  
Offices (less RBEC)

The goals of my office are clearly shared among staff 
members and management (12.1)

78% 76% 73%

My office works consistently towards achieving long-
term objectives (18.4)

70% 78% 73%

I clearly understand the results that I am expected to 
deliver (11.2)

87% 87% 89%

The people I work with in my office cooperate to get the 
job done (12.10)

84% 79% 75%

In my office ‘results’ rather than ‘effort’ are used as a basis 
for performance monitoring and assessment (18.12)

55% 67% 66%

The organizational structure of my office supports  
efficient business processes (12.4)

52% 62% 58%

In my office there is little duplication of work (12.5) 45% 56% 51%

Work pressures in my job are at acceptable levels (23.1) 45% 58% 54%

 

* Data for 2004 were not available.

** The 2005 survey was conducted separately for Serbia and Montenegro. The time series data are thus not strictly comparable



ANNEX 6 

UNDP Country Office in Serbia and  
Montenegro: Organizational Structure 
(as of mid-2005)

SeeSAC

Team	Leader	
Adrian Wilkinson

resident		
representative		
officer	in	Charge	

Arturo	hein

rr	personal	Assistant	
Tatjana Masic

reSIdeNT		
CoordINATor		
oFFICe

rC	Adviser
Nicholas Hercules

LIAISoN	oFFICe		
podGorICA

deputy	resident		
representative		
Garret Tankosic-Kelly

-	Institutional	and		
Judicial	reform

-	economic	and	Social		
participation

-	Sustainable		
development

-Communication	office

-operations

Information	and		
Communication	office

Communications	
officer
Tijana Vukadin

Assistant	resident		
representative
Radomir Buric

Areas	of	Intervention:

Sustainable	develop-
ment/energy	and	
environment

Jpo
Saba Nordstrom

policy	Unit

policy	Analyst
Paola Pagliani

MdGr,	Nhdr,	ewS,	
KM

policy	paper

poVerTY	redUCTIoN	
ANd	eCoNoMIC		
deVeLopMeNT	
CLUSTer

Team	Leader
Branka Andjelkovic

-	Civil	Society		
participation	in	prS	

-	Social	Innovation	
Fund

-	Increasing	employ-
ment	opportunities

-	private	Sector	en-
gagement	for	poverty	
reduction	and	eco-
nomic	development	

-	Gender		
Mainstreaming

rULe	oF	LAw	
CLUSTer

Team	Leader
Olicera Puric

-Judiciary	reform

-T	ransitional	Justice		
and	reconcilia-
tion

-human	rights

INSTITUTIoNAL		
deVeLopMeNT	
CLUSTer

Team	Leader
Lene Jespersen

-Institutional	
reform/pAr

-decentralization

-	Local		
Governance

operATIoNS	
UNIT

operations	
Manager
Olga Grubic

-hr

-IT

-	programme	and	
office	Finances

-procurement

-Logistics/Travel

-	Support		
Services

human	Security	
cluster

Team	Leader	
Radomir Buric

-	hIV/AIdS	preven-
tion	for	Vulnerable	
populations

-Small	Arms	Control

-	Vulnerable	Groups	
related	Initiatives

SoUTh	SerBIA	
proJeCT	oFFICe

Team	Leader/	
programme	Manager
Tom Thorogood

-	Local	economic		
and	Institutional	
development
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deputy	resident		
representative	
Rastislav Vrbensky

programme		
Associate
Jelena Tadzic



 
(1) SERBIA: Institutional Development 

______________________________________________________________________________________________	

	2001	 2002				 2003				 2004			 	2005			 2006

Institution-
building	in	the	Ministry	of	Finance

Sup-
port	to	

Strategic	policy	
Management	in	

the	deputy	prime	
Minister’s	office

Cross-
border	Cooperation	
Support	programme	

Strengthening	project	
Coordination	and	

Management	Unit

developing	Insti-
tutional	Capacity	in	the	

Government	of	Serbia	to	
Fight	Corruption

ANNEX 7

UNDP-Serbia Programme Maps
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less	than	$100,000
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$1	–	$2	million	

$2	–	$3	million

$3	–	$4	million

$4	–	$5	million	

over	$5	million

over	$8	million

over	$10	million

LEGEND  
(for all Serbia Maps)

Capacity	
development	of	

the	Ministry	of	Labour,	
employment	and	

Social	policy

Support	to	Management	
and	Strategic	policies	–	Union	

Ministry	of	International		
economic	relations

Support	to	the	
president’s	office

ICT4d	in	
Serbia	–	Building	

up	a	National	Strategy	for	
an	Information	Society

Support	to	
public	Adminis-

tration	reform	in	
Serbia

Institutional	
Support	to	

the	Ministry	
of	human	

and	Minority	
rights	of	the	
State	Union	

of	Serbia	and	
Montenegro



(2) SERBIA: Capacity Building Fund (CBF)

___________________________________________________________________________	

	2001	 2002				 2003				 2004			 	2005			 2006

Capacity	
Building	programme	to	Support	

Institutional	reform	in	the	republic	of	Serbia	
–	Serbian	Ministry	of	International	economic	relations,	
Ministry	of	Social	Affairs,	Ministry	of	Justice	and	Local	

Self-government,	Civil	Service	Council

Support	to	the	Serbian	Agency	for	privatization

establishment	
of	an	Institute	of	public	

Administration

Support	
to	Ministry	of	Finance	&	economy

establishment	
of	a	Supreme	

Audit	
Institution

	
Support	to	the	Union		

Ministry	of	defence

Support	to	
the	Ministry	of	Mining	

and	energy

Capacity	
Building	Fund	

Council	of	Ministers
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Support	
to	the	Ministry	

of	health	and	Ministry	
of	education	and	

Sports

Strengthening	
the	Central	Support	

Functions	in	the	
Serbian	Ministries

Support	to	the	Union	Ministry	
of	human	and	Minorities	rights

less	than	$100,000

$100,000	–	$500,000

$0.5	–	$1	million

$1	–	$2	million	

$2	–	$3	million

$3	–	$4	million

$4	–	$5	million	

over	$5	million

over	$8	million

over	$10	million

LEGEND  
(for all Serbia Maps)

Capacity	
development	for	the	Ministry	of	

Labour	and	employment

enhanced	
programming	

Functions	of	the	
Capacity	Building	

Fund	executive	
office

	
Capacity	

Building:	exec-
utive	Council	of	

Ap	Vojvodina

Training	for	Improved	Management		
of	reform	policies	and	programmes



(3) SERBIA: Decentralization

__________________________________________________________________________________________________	

	2001	 2002				 2003				 2004			 	2005			 2006	 2007

Capacity	development	for	
Standing	Conference	of	Towns	

and	Municipalities

	
Local	economic	

Sustainable	development	in	
South-west	Serbia	and	Northern	

Montenegro

Building	
Capacity	of	Local	

Governments,	CSos	
and	the	domestic	Business	

Sector	to	participate		
in	the	prS	and	MdG	

processes

	
programme	for	the	

Standing	Conference	of		
Towns	and	Municipalities

	
programme	for	

west	Serbia/Sandzak
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over	$8	million

over	$10	million

LEGEND  
(for all Serbia Maps)



(4) Serbia: South Serbia

______________________________________________________________________________________
	
	2001	 2002				 2003				 2004			 	2005			 2006	 2007

rapid	employment	
program	(rep)

Southern	
Serbia	

Municipal	
Improvement		
and	recovery

Municipal	
Improvement	and	revival	I

Municipal	Improvement	and	revival	II
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$4	–	$5	million	
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over	$8	million

over	$10	million

LEGEND  
(for all Serbia Maps)



(5) SERBIA: Human Security

___________________________________________________________________________	

	2001	 2002				 2003				 2004			 	2005			 2006

South	eastern	europe	Small	Arms	Clearinghouse

Small	Arms	Control	in	Serbia	and	
Montenegro

home	for	elderly		
refugees	and	Idps

Crisis		
prevention		

and	recovery

developing	Strate-
gies	for	Sustainable		

development

Support	to	UN	Theme	Group	UNAIdS
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hIV	prevention	Among	Vulnerable		
populations	Initiative

less	than	$100,000

$100,000	–	$500,000

$0.5	–	$1	million

$1	–	$2	million	

$2	–	$3	million

$3	–	$4	million

$4	–	$5	million	

over	$5	million

over	$8	million

over	$10	million

LEGEND  
(for all Serbia Maps)



(6) SERBIA: Energy & Environment

____________________________________________________________________________________	

	2001	 2002				 2003				 2004			 	2005			 2006	 2007

energy	and	Transition,	poverty		
and	environmental	Impact

Climate	Change	enabling	Activities

Biodiversity	Strategy	Action	
plan	and	National	report

National	Capacity	Self-assessment
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energy	and	environ-
ment	Umbrella	

Framework

less	than	$100,000

$100,000	–	$500,000

$0.5	–	$1	million

$1	–	$2	million	

$2	–	$3	million

$3	–	$4	million

$4	–	$5	million	

over	$5	million

over	$8	million

over	$10	million

LEGEND  
(for all Serbia Maps)



(7) SERBIA: Policy Unit

National	human	development	and	early	warning	reports

policy	Advice	for	human		
development
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$100,000	–	$500,000

$0.5	–	$1	million

$1	–	$2	million	

$2	–	$3	million

$3	–	$4	million

$4	–	$5	million	

over	$5	million

over	$8	million

over	$10	million

LEGEND  
(for all Serbia Maps)

____________________________________________________________________________________	

	2001	 2002				 2003				 2004			 	2005			 2006	 2007



(8) SERBIA: Poverty Reduction and Economic Development (PRED)

___________________________________________________________________________	
	2001	 2002				 2003				 2004			 	2005			 2006

Civil Society Inclu-

sion in the PRSP 

Beautiful Serbia Programme

CIVICUS

Trend Group Young People

Private Sector 

Engagement

Civil 
Society Participation in 

PRSP

Inclusion of Civil 
Society in Poverty-related 

Policy Process

Strengthening 
the Role of Civil 

Society in Shaping 
Poverty-related Policies  

and Practices
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less	than	$100,000

$100,000	–	$500,000

$0.5	–	$1	million

$1	–	$2	million	

$2	–	$3	million

$3	–	$4	million

$4	–	$5	million	

over	$5	million

over	$8	million

over	$10	million

LEGEND  
(for all Serbia Maps)

 

Capacity Building of National NGOs for 

Civil Society Development

 
Support to the Ministry of Labour, 

Employment and Social Policy

Gender



(9) SERBIA: Rule of Law

Development of a Centre for the Continuous Training of Judges  

and Prosecutors

Strengthening the Judicial 

Resource and Support Functions in 

the Judicial Training Centre

Strengthening the System of 

the Misdemeanour and Magistrates’ 

Courts

Transitional Justice 

Programme: Building up the 

Capacity for Ensuring Access to 

Justice in a Post-Conflict 

Society

Signature 

Service in Access to 

Justice “Judicial Education 

for Development” - Turn 

Guide
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___________________________________________________________________________	
	2001	 2002				 2003				 2004			 	2005			 2006

less	than	$100,000

$100,000	–	$500,000

$0.5	–	$1	million

$1	–	$2	million	

$2	–	$3	million

$3	–	$4	million

$4	–	$5	million	

over	$5	million

over	$8	million

over	$10	million

LEGEND  
(for all Serbia Maps)

Strengthening Human Rights 

Protection Mechanisms



Current

Programme  
Component

Strategic Results 
Framework 2002 

Outcomes

Country Cooperation 
Framework  
2002-2004 

 
Expected Results

Country Programme 
Document  
2005-2009

Outcomes

UN Development 
Assistance 
Framework  
2005-2009

Outcomes

Multi-year  
Funding Framework 
2004-2007

Goals/Outcomes

Public Administration 
Reform

MDGs 1, 8

National Goal

Improved and equi-
table access to public 
services

Governance

•		Increased use by 
decision makers 
of sustainable hu-
man development 
concepts in policy 
formulation and 
implementation

•		Increased involve-
ment of the third 
sector in policy-
making and moni-
toring of govern-
ment activities

•		Improved efficiency, 
accountability and 
transparency in the 
civil services

Democratic  
governance

•			Strengthened 
capacity of Serbian 
and federal institu-
tions, measured by 
the number of in-
stitutions receiving 
technical assistance 
and level of national 
expertise

•		Improved local and 
municipal gover-
nance structures, 
decision-making 
processes and plan-
ning tools 

•		Increased economic 
opportunities in af-
fected communities, 
measured by the 
number of microfi-
nance and business 
development 
services provided

•		Increasing number 
of initiatives 
undertaken by 
national NGOs

•		Strengthened local 
governance and de-
creased inter-ethnic 
tension through 
joint initiatives and 
dialogue

Public administration 
reform improved effi-
ciency, accountability 
and transparency in 
the public sector

An efficient, 
accountable and 
people- 
centred public sector

Fostering 
democratic 
governance

•		Strengthened ca-
pacities at the local 
and central level for 
local governance 
and urban/rural 
development and 
in relation to the 
decentralization 
process

•		Improved efficiency, 
accountability and 
transparency in 
the public sector 
and strengthened 
national capacities 

ANNEX 8

Serbia & Montenegro: Map of Intended
Development Results*
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Current

Programme  
Component

Strategic Results 
Framework 2002 

Outcomes

Country Cooperation 
Framework  
2002-2004 

 
Expected Results

Country Programme 
Document  
2005-2009

Outcomes

UN Development 
Assistance 
Framework  
2005-2009

Outcomes

Multi-year  
Funding Framework 
2004-2007

Goals/Outcomes

Rule of Law and  
Access to Justice

MDGs 1, 8

National Goal

Increased cohesion 
and realization of 
rights of vulnerable 
groups

Governance

•		Efficient administra-
tion of and access to 
justice

Democratic 
governance

•		Improved access 
to the judiciary by 
training personnel 
and upgrading court 
services 

•		An increase in for-
eign investments as 
a result of credibility 
in the rule of law

•		Effective and inde-
pendent judicial sys-
tems with increased 
access to justice for 
marginalized groups

•		Relevant capacity-
building for the 
State Union 
of Serbia and 
Montenegro and the 
two member states; 
mechanisms put in 
place to facilitate 
the country’s 
compliance with 
international human 
rights obligations

•		Effective and 
relevant human 
rights institutions 
established and 
functioning

Strengthened rule of 
law and equal access 
to justice

Fostering 
democratic 
governance

•		Establishment of 
effective human 
rights institutions 
and mechanisms to 
facilitate the State 
Union of Serbia 
and Montenegro’s 
compliance with 
international human 
rights obligations

•		Effective and inde-
pendent judicial sys-
tems with increased 
access to justice for 
marginalized groups
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Current

Programme  
Component

Strategic Results 
Framework 2002 

Outcomes

Country Cooperation Framework 
2002-2004  

Expected Results

Country 
Programme 
Document 
2005-2009

Outcomes

UN Devel-
opment 
Assistance 
Framework 
2005-2009

Outcomes

Multi-year Funding  
Framework 2004-2007

Goals/Outcomes

Sustainable 
Development

MDGs 1, 7, 8

National Goal

Use of policy initiatives 
and global goods and 
concerns to promote 
sustainable develop-
ment

Other

Environment

Capacity of constituent 
authorities to plan and 
implement integrated 
approaches to environ-
mental management 
and energy develop-
ment, including the in-
tegration of global en-
vironmental concerns 
and commitments in 
national development 
planning and policy 

Poverty

•		Institutional capacity 
built to plan and im-
plement multisectoral 
strategies at national 
and subnational levels 
to limit the spread of 
HIV and mitigate its 
social and economic 
impact

•		National develop-
ment plans, poverty 
reduction strategies 
and budgetary al-
locations address the 
impact of HIV/AIDS 
on development and 
poverty eradication

Gender

•		Close partnerships 
among Government, 
parliament and civil 
society for systematic 
analysis of gender 
issues

Conflict prevention & 
peace-building

•		Consolidation of 
peace in South Serbia

UN Support

•		Monitoring progress 
towards MDGs

•		Sustained and more 
effective country-level 
mechanisms within 
the Resident Coor-
dinator system for 
substantive analysis, 
advocacy, planning 
and programming

Energy & Environment

•		Global environmental concerns and 
commitments are integrated into 
national development planning and 
policy

•		The information base and available 
data on environmental issues are 
enhanced

•		Government financial resources for 
environmental management activi-
ties are increased

•		A framework for sustainable devel-
opment issues is developed and 
disseminated for analysis and debate

•		Legal and regulatory frameworks for 
environmental planning and man-
agement are established, including 
the legal basis for rejecting unsus-
tainable methods and overexploita-
tion of environmental resources

•		The number of skilled and trained 
local authorities employed for pro-
gramme design and implementation 
in this sector increased

•		Sustainable energy strategies, in-
cluding energy saving programmes, 
developed

Crisis prevention and recovery

•		Increased stability as local authori-
ties design crisis-prevention policies 
based on risk areas

•		Enhanced security and confidence 
as the number of small arms are 
reduced

•		Greater number of community initia-
tives undertaken by youth councils

•		Increased number of partnerships 
on activities to reduce abuse against 
women

•		Development of a national gender-
mainstreaming strategy

•		Establishment of an inter-ministerial 
body for AIDS prevention and 
coordination

•		Reduction of security incidents in 
southern Serbia through an increase 
in: inter-agency, multisectoral 
projects, the number of municipal 
steering groups involved in decision- 
making and implementation, the 
number of jobs created

•		Sustainable 
development 
plans/policies 
effectively 
respond to 
the need of 
stakeholders 
and promote 
employ-
ment and 
environment 
protection

Increased 
municipal 
capacity to 
promote 
local 
sustainable 
develop-
ment

Achieving MDGs and 
reducing poverty

•		Pattern of pro-poor and pro-
jobs growth incorporated 
into key strategies at central 
and local levels

•		Statistical and analytical 
capacities of national think 
tanks, CSOs and governmen-
tal institutions enhanced for 
policy dialogue and regular 
reporting on the MDGs and 
national human develop-
ment

•		Barriers for private sec-
tor growth identified, key 
alliances for their removal 
established, and strategies 
developed

•		Increased involvement 
of civil society in policy-
making and monitoring of 
government policies

Energy and Environment for 
Sustainable Development

The following are adopted 
and effectively implemented: 
sustainable development 
plans/policies, information 
systems/laws promoting envi-
ronmental protection, biodi-
versity and forest conservation, 
sustainable tourism through 
public-private partnerships 
and renewable energy in 
impoverished areas 

Use of GEF and other global 
goods towards sustainable 
development1

High-level policy initiatives 
linking developing countries’ 
experiences in sustainability2

Crisis prevention and 
recovery

Improved efficiency, account-
ability and transparency in the 
public sector and strength-
ened national capacities 
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*		The	2002-2004	Country	Cooperation	Framework	for	the	then	Federal	Republic	of	Yugoslavia	marked	
the	shift	in	UNDP’s	assistance	away	from	a	post-conflict	response	and	towards	a	development-oriented	
agenda,	concentrating	on	three	thematic	areas:	a)	democratic	governance,	b)crisis	prevention	and	recovery,	
c)	energy	and	environment.	In	line	with	the	Common	Country	Assessment/UN	Development	Assistance	
Framework,	the	Country	Programme	Document	2005-2009	seeks	to	further	develop	three	thematic	ar-
eas:	a)	public	administration,	b)	rule	of	law	and	access	to	justice	and	c)Sustainable	Development.	

M A p 	 o F 	 I N T e N d e d 	 d e V e L o p M e N T 	 r e S U L T S * 	 13�

__________________________________________________________________________
1	Multi-year	Funding	Framework	goal	listed	in	the	Country	Program	Document,	Annex	I,	under	‘Sustainable	development’.
2	Ibid.

Current

Programme  
Component

Strategic Results 
Framework 2002 

Outcomes

Country Cooperation Framework 
2002-2004  

Expected Results

Country 
Programme 
Document 
2005-2009

Outcomes

UN Devel-
opment 
Assistance 
Framework 
2005-2009

Outcomes

Multi-year Funding  
Framework 2004-2007

Goals/Outcomes

Sustainable 
Development

MDGs 1, 7, 8

National Goal

Use of policy initiatives 
and global goods and 
concerns to promote 
sustainable develop-
ment

Other

Environment

Capacity of constituent 
authorities to plan and 
implement integrated 
approaches to environ-
mental management 
and energy develop-
ment, including the in-
tegration of global en-
vironmental concerns 
and commitments in 
national development 
planning and policy 

Poverty

•		Institutional capacity 
built to plan and im-
plement multisectoral 
strategies at national 
and subnational levels 
to limit the spread of 
HIV and mitigate its 
social and economic 
impact

•		National develop-
ment plans, poverty 
reduction strategies 
and budgetary al-
locations address the 
impact of HIV/AIDS 
on development and 
poverty eradication

Gender

•		Close partnerships 
among Government, 
parliament and civil 
society for systematic 
analysis of gender 
issues

Conflict prevention & 
peace-building

•		Consolidation of 
peace in South Serbia

UN Support

•		Monitoring progress 
towards MDGs

•		Sustained and more 
effective country-level 
mechanisms within 
the Resident Coor-
dinator system for 
substantive analysis, 
advocacy, planning 
and programming

Energy & Environment

•		Global environmental concerns and 
commitments are integrated into 
national development planning and 
policy

•		The information base and available 
data on environmental issues are 
enhanced

•		Government financial resources for 
environmental management activi-
ties are increased

•		A framework for sustainable devel-
opment issues is developed and 
disseminated for analysis and debate

•		Legal and regulatory frameworks for 
environmental planning and man-
agement are established, including 
the legal basis for rejecting unsus-
tainable methods and overexploita-
tion of environmental resources

•		The number of skilled and trained 
local authorities employed for pro-
gramme design and implementation 
in this sector increased

•		Sustainable energy strategies, in-
cluding energy saving programmes, 
developed

Crisis prevention and recovery

•		Increased stability as local authori-
ties design crisis-prevention policies 
based on risk areas

•		Enhanced security and confidence 
as the number of small arms are 
reduced

•		Greater number of community initia-
tives undertaken by youth councils

•		Increased number of partnerships 
on activities to reduce abuse against 
women

•		Development of a national gender-
mainstreaming strategy

•		Establishment of an inter-ministerial 
body for AIDS prevention and 
coordination

•		Reduction of security incidents in 
southern Serbia through an increase 
in: inter-agency, multisectoral 
projects, the number of municipal 
steering groups involved in decision- 
making and implementation, the 
number of jobs created

•		Sustainable 
development 
plans/policies 
effectively 
respond to 
the need of 
stakeholders 
and promote 
employ-
ment and 
environment 
protection

Increased 
municipal 
capacity to 
promote 
local 
sustainable 
develop-
ment

Achieving MDGs and 
reducing poverty

•		Pattern of pro-poor and pro-
jobs growth incorporated 
into key strategies at central 
and local levels

•		Statistical and analytical 
capacities of national think 
tanks, CSOs and governmen-
tal institutions enhanced for 
policy dialogue and regular 
reporting on the MDGs and 
national human develop-
ment

•		Barriers for private sec-
tor growth identified, key 
alliances for their removal 
established, and strategies 
developed

•		Increased involvement 
of civil society in policy-
making and monitoring of 
government policies

Energy and Environment for 
Sustainable Development

The following are adopted 
and effectively implemented: 
sustainable development 
plans/policies, information 
systems/laws promoting envi-
ronmental protection, biodi-
versity and forest conservation, 
sustainable tourism through 
public-private partnerships 
and renewable energy in 
impoverished areas 

Use of GEF and other global 
goods towards sustainable 
development1

High-level policy initiatives 
linking developing countries’ 
experiences in sustainability2

Crisis prevention and 
recovery

Improved efficiency, account-
ability and transparency in the 
public sector and strength-
ened national capacities 



Drawn	from	Strategic	Results	Framework	(SRF)	and	Results-oriented	Annual	Report	(ROAR)	docu-
ments:

SRF / ROAR – 2002 SRF / ROAR - 2004
Goal Sub-goal Goal Service Line Intended Outcomes1

1. Governance

dialogue	that	
widens	develop-
ment	choices

1. Achieving 
the MDGs and 
reducing human 
poverty

1.1	MdG	country	
reporting	and	poverty	
monitoring

(1)	Statistical	capacities	and	analytical	
processes	for	regular	reporting	on	the	MdGs	
and	the	National	human	development	
report	established,	addressing	national	
priority	issues

Key	governance	
institutions

1.7	Civil	society	
empowerment

(2)	Increased	involvement	of	the	third	sector	
in	policy-making	and	monitoring	of	govern-
ment	policies

2. Poverty
National	poverty	
frameworks

2. Fostering demo-
cratic governance

2.4	Justice	and	human	
rights

(3)	effective	human	rights	institutions	
established	and	mechanisms	put	in	place	
to	facilitate	the	State	Union	for	Serbia	and	
Montenegro’s	compliance	with	international	
human	rights	obligations

3. Environment
environment	
and	energy	for	
livelihoods

(4)	effective	and	independent	judicial	
systems	with	increased	access	to	justice	for	
marginalized	groups

4. Gender Gender	equality
2.7	public	administration	
reform	and	anti-
corruption

(5)	Improved	efficiency

5. Special 
Development 
Situations

Conflict	preven-
tion	and	peace-
building

3. Energy and 
environment for 
sustainable devel-
opment

3.1	Frameworks	and	
strategies	for	sustainable	
development

(6)	Sustainable	development	plans/poli-
cies	effectively	respond	to	the	needs	of	
stakeholders	and	promote	employment	and	
environmental	protection

6. UN Support

Global	confer-
ence	goals

(7)	Contribution	of	biodiversity	and	eco-
system	services	to	food	security,	health,	
livelihoods	and	reduced	vulnerability	to	
natural	disasters	factored	into	national	plan-
ning	for	the	achievement	of	development	
goals,	including	safeguards	to	protect	these	
resources

effective	opera-
tional	activities

4. Crisis preven-
tion and recovery

4.2	recovery
(8)	Sustainable	livelihoods	restored,	en-
abling	attainment	of	poverty	MdG

4.3	Small	arms	reduc-
tion,	disarmament	and	
demobilization

(9)	development	and	implementation	of	
national	small	arms	and	light	weapons	
control	strategy

ANNEX 9

Serbia and Montenegro: 
Goals and Intended Outcomes

__________________________________________________________________________
1.  Performance is assessed against six ‘drivers’ for each of the intended outcomes. These are: (1) developing national capacities, 

(2) enhancing national ownership, (3) advocating and fostering an enabling policy environment, (4) seeking South-South 
solutions, (5) promoting gender equality and (6) forging partnerships for results. It would seem that the fifth driver is not 
especially relevant for Serbia or Montenegro, let alone other countries in the subregion, and hence more attention is given 
to sharing experiences, lessons, practices and solutions with countries in Central and Eastern Europe, and with the EU.
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STRATEGIC GOALS AND SERVICE LINES, 2004−2007

Drawn	from	the	Multi-year	Funding	Framework	and	Strategic	Results	Framework:		

Goal Service Lines

1. Achieving the MDGs 
and reducing human 
poverty

1.1	MdG	country	reporting	and	poverty	monitoring
1.2	pro-poor	policy	reform	to	achieve	MdG	targets
1.3	Local	poverty	initiatives,	including	microfinance
1.4	Globalization	benefiting	the	poor
1.5	private-sector	development
1.6	Gender	mainstreaming
1.7	Civil	society	empowerment
1.8		Making	information	and	communications	technology	for	development		

work	for	the	poor

2. Fostering democratic 
governance

2.1	policy	support	for	democratic	governance
2.2	parliamentary	development
2.3	electoral	systems	and	processes
2.4	Justice	and	human	rights
2.5	e-governance	and	access	to	information
2.6	decentralization,	local	governance	and	urban/rural	development
2.7	public	administration	reform	and	anti-corruption

3. Energy and
environment for
sustainable
development

3.1	Frameworks	and	strategies	for	sustainable	development
3.2	effective	water	governance
3.3	Access	to	sustainable	energy	services
3.4		Sustainable	land	management	to	combat	desertification	and	land	degradation
3.5	Conservation	and	sustainable	use	of	biodiversity
3.6		National/sectoral	policy	and	planning	to	control	emissions	of	ozone-depleting		

substances	and	persistent	organic	pollutants

4. Crisis prevention and 
recovery

4.1	Conflict	prevention	and	peace-building
4.2	recovery
4.3	Small	arms	reduction,	disarmament	and	demobilization
4.4	Mine	action
4.5	Natural	disaster	reduction
4.6	Special	initiatives	for	countries	in	transition

5. Responding to
HIV/AIDS

5.1	Leadership	and	capacity	development	to	address	hIV/AIdS
5.2	development	planning,	implementation	and	hIV/AIdS	responses
5.3	Advocacy	and	communication	to	address	hIV/AIdS

Source: UNdp,	Multi-year	Funding	Framework,	2004−2007,	United	Nations	dp/2003/32	second	regular	session	2003,	8	
to	12	September	2003,	New	York,	page	13.
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As	the	development	situation	in	Serbia	and	Mon-
tenegro	moves	from	post-crisis	to	development	and	
EU	accession,	the	two	republics’	Governments	and	
their	development	partners	will	face	an	increasingly	
complex	and	interdependent	set	of	development	is-
sues	that	can	only	be	tackled	by	more	cooperative,	
integrated	 and	 coordinated	 dialogue	 and	 focused	
approaches.1

The	notion	of	partnership	or	sector-wide	approach-
es	 to	programming	and	 the	channelling	of	devel-
opment	assistance	can	be	introduced	as	a	means	to	
address	some	programming	and	coordination	prob-
lems,	especially	in	the	area	of	public	sector	manage-
ment	and	administrative	reform.

However,	 there	 are	different	 approaches	 to	 better	
coordination	 to	 deal	 with	 issues	 of	 development	
cooperation,	aid	management,	service	delivery	and	
internal	and	external	coordination.	While	issues	of	
coordination	may	be	common	to	most	transitional	
economies	 and	 developing	 countries,	 suggesting	
common	solutions,	the	reality	is	that	most	issues	are	
country-specific.	 The	 Governments	 of	 Serbia	 and	
Montenegro	have	several	issues	unique	to	their	own	
transitional	environment.	The	best	approach	would	
be	one	that	meets	the	particular	needs	of	Govern-
ment	at	its	current	juncture	of	development.	While	
the	 following	 discussion	 focuses	 on	 the	 Govern-
ment	of	Serbia,	a	similar	argument	could	be	made	
for	the	Government	of	Montenegro.

kEY PROGRAMMING AND COORDINATION 
ISSUES

•		General	consensus	that	the	burden	of	aid coordi-
nation and management	has	and	will	continue	to	
increase,	thus	affecting	the	sustainability	of	de-
velopment	cooperation.

•		Government of Serbia ownership of	 development	
programmes	 may	 not	 be	 as	 strong	 as	 it	 should	
be,	and	indeed	many	initiatives	could	be	‘donor	
driven’.	

•		Not enough national political and senior bureaucrat-
ic leadership	in	developing	and	setting	the	overall	
policy	agenda	for	development,	or	for	coordina-
tion	of	development	cooperation.

•		Potentially	some	disagreement	on	specific	sectoral	
and	 thematic	 development	 priorities	 and	 ap-
proaches,	 and	possibly	 some	duplication	of	 im-
plicit	policy	thrusts	and	the	setting	up	of	imple-
mentation	mechanisms.	

•		Evidence	 of	 ad-hoc and ‘quick-fix’ approaches	 to	
some	 complex	 development	 challenges,	 where	
initiatives	 are	 launched	without	 adequate	man-
agement,	 consultation	 or	 study	 (sometimes	
driven	by	pressures	from	donors	to	commit	and	
disburse	funds,	or	to	tie	aid	delivery	to	their	own	
budgetary	cycles).	

•	 Weak systems of governance and accountability for	
national	and	cooperative	development	(strategic	
planning,	 financial	 management,	 etc.)	 that	 are	

ANNEX 10

Discussion Points on Partnerships

Mission Bombardment Syndrome

In a World Bank study, it was pointed out that a country with 200 or so donor- funded development projects 
generates on the order of 600 formal missions, 800-1,000 formal reports, and innumerable meetings. For 
countries with limited senior managerial personnel, this imposes an unacceptable burden. 

__________________________________________________________________________
1		This	annex	is	adapted	from	a	similar	annex	on	partnership	approaches	that	was	contained	in	the	recent	‘UNDP	Mid-term	Re-

view	of	the	Capacity	Building	Fund’	and	other	national	partnership	strategy	documents.
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not	 up	 to	 a	 standard	 that	 would	 engender	 na-
tional	and	international	confidence.	

•	 Institutional and capacity limitations	 of	 national	
organizations	likely	to	remain	severe.	

•		Government staff drawn to donor-funded projects	
(usually	 with	 higher	 pay	 and	 incentives),	 along	
with	capacity	gaps	in	the	civil	service	being	met	
by	foreign	experts	and	national	advisers,	which	is	
unsustainable	over	the	long	term.

•	 Process and input focus,	with	not	enough	focus	on	
performance	management	and	the	measurement	
of	outcomes	and	impacts.

•		Non-transparency	of	 some	donor	activities	 (such	
as	conducting	studies,	preparing	papers,	donor-
sponsored	 missions,	 etc.)	 undertaken	 without	
adequate	consultation	among	donors	or	between	
the	donor	community	and	Government.

•		Likelihood	 of	 increasing	 complexity in the rela-
tionships	 among	 national	 players	 (government,	
civil	society,	private	sector),	in	the	relationships	
between	 national	 organizations	 and	 the	 donor	
community,	and	in	the	relationships	among	do-
nors	themselves.	

•		Generally	poor exchange of information	in	terms	of	
quality	and	lack	of	timely,	complete	data	on	ex-
ternal	assistance,	due,	in	part,	to	possible	lack	of	
discipline	among	some	donors	in	reporting	and	
providing	information.

THE NOTION OF A DEVELOPMENT  
PARTNERSHIP

Many	of	 the	 issues	noted	above	can	be	addressed	
through	a	 sector-wide	 approach	 to	programming,	
which	itself	can	be	seen	as	a	form	of	development	
partnership.	The	intent	is	to	foster	greater	coordi-
nation	and	development	 in	the	context	of	specific	
sectoral	 frameworks	 (which	 would	 be	 logical	 ex-
tensions	or	components	of	a	national	development	
framework).	The	strategic	planning,	programming,	
coordination,	and	reporting	of	multiple	projects	in	
a	particular	sector	(such	as	health	or	infrastructure)	
would	be	done	in	a	more	formalized	and	structured	
manner.	The	participants	of	such	a	sector-wide	pro-
gramme	or	partnership	would	consist	of	 the	vari-
ous	donors	 interested	 in	supporting	 that	 sector	as	
well	as	different	government	organizations	(central	
and	local,	civil	society	organizations,	private	sector)	
that	would	have	a	‘stake’	in	the	sector.

The	application	of	such	an	approach	to	public	ad-
ministration	 reform,	 capacity-building,	 decen-
tralization	 or	 other	 major	 subsectoral	 area	 in	 a	
ministry-by-ministry	 context	 would	 require	 some	
consistency	 to	ensure	 coordination	 further	up	 the	
chain	(for	example,	to	the	Cabinet),	or	across	sec-
tors.	 A	 successful	 transition	 to	 a	 sector-wide	 ap-
proach	or	partnership	concept	must	be	based	on	a	
mutually	understood	and	accepted	definition	of	the	
concept,	 and	 a	 general	 understanding	 and	 accep-
tance	 of	 its	 implementation	 considerations.	 Some	
key	goals	of	such	an	approach	would	include:

•		From ‘donorship’ to ‘ownership’.	 Consistent	
with	 OECD/DAC	 principles	 for	 improving	
development	 partnerships,	 harmonization	 and	
simplification,	 the	 Government	 would	 need	 to	
strengthen	its	strategic	management	capacities	to	
formulate	policy,	priorities	and	overall	strategies	
for	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 country’s	 public	
administration	reform,	decentralization	or	other	
(sub)	 sectoral	 development	 agenda.	 In	 the	final	
analysis,	it	is	the	people	of	the	republic,	its	Gov-
ernment	and	 its	 institutions	of	governance	 that	
are	ultimately	accountable	for	the	achievement	of	
national	development	outcomes.	

•		From control to leadership.	 As	 the	 process	 of	
democratization	 takes	 hold,	 the	 Government	
should	 understand	 and	 accept	 that	 decision-
making	 authority	 will	 increasingly	 be	 shared	 −	
through	 partnerships	 and	 other	 participatory	
mechanisms	 −	 with	 other	 levels	 of	 administra-
tion,	 civil	 society	 and	 private	 sector	 organiza-
tions,	commensurate	with	the	development	of	an	
appropriate	enabling	environment	and	 support-
ing	capacities.	

•	 From ad hoc/piecemeal to programmed devel-
opment.	Multiple	sector-wide	arrangements	are	
required	to	tackle	complex	priority	development	
objectives	 across	 key	 sectors	 and	 subsectors.	
Given	the	increasing	complexity	of	the	develop-
ment	environment	in	terms	of	the	numbers	and	
types	of	 ‘players’	 involved,	 the	 likelihood	of	 in-
creased	competition	for	scarce	resources	to	meet	
development	 demands	 and	 the	 sometimes	 con-
flicting	views	as	to	priority	and	approaches	to	be	
taken,	the	only	feasible	and	practical	strategy	is	
to	 structure	 and	 bundle	 development	 activities	
(policy,	 planning,	 programming,	 implementa-
tion)	 around	 the	 envisaged	 development	 out-
comes	as	set	out	by	the	Government.
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•		From informal coordination to increased col-
laboration.	The	partnership	concept,	which	in-
volves	Government,	external	donors,	NGOs	and	
foreign	sources	of	private	investment,	should	be	
seen	by	Government	as	a	set	of	strategic	manage-
ment tools	that	can	reshape	and	improve	existing	
coordination	relationships,	instruments,	mecha-
nisms	 and	 attitudes.	 The	 use	 of	 internal part-
nerships	 between	 and	 among	 departments	 and	
agencies,	and	between	central	and	local	levels	of	
Government	(and,	in	turn,	between	the	state	sec-
tor	and	civil	 society	and	 the	private	 sector)	can	
be	seen	as	 instruments of governance,	but	also	as	
important	 management	 tools	 to	 implement	 de-
velopment	 initiatives	 in	 service	 delivery,	 public	
sector	management	and	the	achievement	of	de-
velopment	outcomes.	

•		From dependency to sustainability.	 There	 is	
no	illusion	that	the	Government	can	completely	
achieve	 its	 national	 development	 agenda	 on	 its	
own	 −	 especially	 over	 the	 medium	 term.	 The	
republic	will	 continue	 for	 some	 time	 to	 require	
financial	 support	 and	 technical	 assistance	 from	
bilateral	 countries/donors,	 multilateral	 and	 in-
ternational	 financial	 institutions,	 international	
organizations,	private	sector	investors	and	other	
sources.	The	Government	will	increasingly	look	
to	civil	society	and	the	private	sector	to	achieve	
social	and	economic	development	goals,	as	well	
as	to	increase	national	sources	of	revenue.

MAjOR CHARACTERISTICS OF A SECTOR-
WIDE PARTNERSHIP

It	should	be	accepted	that	there	are	different	levels	
and	types	of	sector-wide	approaches	or	partnerships	
to	achieve	various	development	outcomes.	Howev-
er,	every	such	approach	is	seen	to	embody	a	tighter	
collaborative	arrangement	among	partners,	 and	 is	
seen	to	imply	specific	implementation	features	and	
common	operational	characteristics.	

•		Common vision and shared objectives.	 The	
structuring	 of	 sectoral	 partnerships	 (such	 as	 in	
public	administration	reform,	health,	education,	
infrastructure,	 education	 or	 decentralization,	
among	 others)	 must	 be	 seen	 as	 the	 instrument	
whereby	all	affected	stakeholders	and	interested	
partners	develop	and	maintain	agreement	and	fo-
cus	on	a	common	vision,	objectives	and	outcomes.	
There	is	a	well-defined	common	public	develop-
ment	policy	purpose,	and	this	purpose	supports	
the	overall	development	goal	of	the	Government.	

While	some	debate	is	healthy	in	arriving	at	the	
most	 appropriate	 sectoral	 or	 thematic	 develop-
ment	policy	and	implementation	approach,	there	
must	be	consensus	and	agreement	at	the	point	of	
implementation.	

•	 	Agreed accountability structures.	Development	
benefits	must	be	delivered	in	a	fair,	impartial	and	
equitable	 manner.	 The	 success	 of	 a	 sector-wide	
approach	or	partnership	would	be	contingent	on	
the	structuring	of	practical,	workable	and	agreed	
accountability	 structures	 (roles,	 responsibilities,	
authorities,	controls,	decision-making	processes),	
usually	written	in	unambiguous	and	legally	bind-
ing	agreements.	Such	structures	may	vary	from	
sector	to	sector,	depending	on	the	specific	devel-
opment/sectoral	objectives	and	mix	of	partners.	
There	 must	 be	 clear	 and	 mutually	 agreed	 upon	
expectations	of	who	does	what.

•		Harmonized strategic management with a goal 
of sustainability.	Each	sector	and	its	associated	
sector-wide	 approach	 will	 likely	 have	 different	
levels	 of	 planning,	 and	 different	 partners	 may	
play	 different	 but	 complementary	 roles	 in	 such	
planning.	The	strategic	planning	for	the	sector-
wide	 ‘partnership’	 itself	 must	 be	 nationally	 led	
(by	the	Government	or	in	partnership	with	civil	
society	and	the	private	sector).	A	strategic	man-
agement	approach	implies	a	thorough	assessment	
of	current	capacities	for	the	specific	sector,	a	clear	
definition	of	realizable	objectives	and	outcomes,	
practical	and	incremental	implementation	strate-
gies,	and	the	sustaining	of	the	outcomes	and	de-
veloped	capacities.	

•	 Harmonized operational capacities.	 The	 sec-
tor-wide	 ‘partnership’	 to	 the	 maximum	 extent	
possible	should	have	adequate	human,	financial	
and	information	resources,	and	the	capacities	to	
manage	these	resources	efficiently	and	effective-
ly.	This	points	to	the	direct	and	pressing	need	for	
the	simplification,	streamlining	and	harmoniza-
tion of operational policies,	systems,	standards	and	
practices	in	such	areas	as	financial	management,	
planning,	 reporting,	 procurement,	 audit	 and	
evaluation,	 staffing,	 information	 and	 commu-
nications	 systems,	 document	 management	 and	
related	areas.	For	more	advanced	arrangements,	
this	could	mean	the	pooling	and	joint	manage-
ment	 of	 financial	 resources.	 This	 also	 implies	
meaningful,	 credible reporting and monitoring.	 It	
is	to	be	expected	that	the	partners	would	need	to	
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report	to	one	another	as	well	as	to	their	respec-
tive	governing	bodies,	and	also	to	the	beneficia-
ries	that	the	sector-wide	partnership	is	intended	
to	serve.	

•		Learning and adaptation capacities.	 All	 con-
cerned	parties	in	the	Government	recognize	that	
the	setting	up	of	institutions	of	governance	and	
development	 are	 very	 much	 a	 learning	 experi-
ence,	where	there	must	be	experimentation,	test-
ing	and	innovation.	This	applies	to	any	country,	
but	 especially	 to	 the	 crisis/post-conflict	 situa-
tion	where	there	are	serious	capacity	limitations,	
and	 where	 substantial	 resources	 and	 extended	
timelines	will	be	needed	to	realize	development	
outcomes.	As	a	preferred	programming	and	im-
plementation	model	 to	 achieve	 these	outcomes,	
sector-wide	 partnerships	 themselves	 will	 need	
to	be	implemented	cautiously	and	with	sufficient	
flexibility	 in	 the	 arrangements	 to	 ensure	 that	
they	can	adapt	to	the	requirements	at	hand,	that	
each	 can	 generate	 learning	 and	 innovation	 ex-
periences,	and	these	experiences	can	be	adapted	
and	replicated	across	sectors.	

•		Building and maintaining trust and good 
faith.	It	is	the	trust between	and	among	all	the	
partners	in	a	particular	sector	‘partnership’	that	is	
the	cement	that	keeps	all	the	components	of	the	
collaboration	 together,	 working	 toward	 a	 com-
mon	 purpose.	 Different	 partners	 have	 and	 will	
continue	to	have	their	own	institutional	agendas	
−	 whether	 Government	 or	 donors.	 But	 it	 must	
also	be	mutually	accepted	that	there	is	agreement	
on	a	common	agenda,	and	that	a	spirit	of	 trust	
must	be	present	in	order	to	enter	into	meaning-
ful	 negotiations	 at	 the	 outset,	 and	 to	 sustain	 a	
meaningful	 implementation	 and	 smooth	 on-
going	 functioning	 of	 the	 sector-wide	 partner-
ship	mechanics.	This	means	that	the	traditional	
bureaucratic	 way	 of	 thinking	 must	 give	 way	 to	
power	sharing,	 interdependence	and	joint	man-
agement.

OME IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS

Various	 national,	 international	 and	 development	
forces	may	push	 the	Government	 and	 those	with	
whom	 they	 interact	 into	 more	 collaborative	 ar-
rangements.	The	Government	and	its	development	
partners	will	need	to	 jointly	discuss	the	need,	the	
costs	and	benefits	of	implementing	more	collabora-
tive	 sector-wide	 approaches	 to	 programming	 and	
development.	Existing	models	such	as	variations	of	
public-private	partnerships	may	be	adapted	to	the	
local	context.	Such	approaches	should	not	be	con-
sidered	a	panacea	–	there	is	no	solution	that	can	be	
‘dropped’	in	to	address	the	many	issues	noted	at	the	
beginning	of	this	discussion	piece.

The	 concept	 might	 be	 adapted	 separately	 to	 pub-
lic	administration	reform	and	economic	and	social	
services	 sectors,	 especially	 those	 in	 need	 of	 some	
priority	attention	(for	example,	 trade,	finance,	 in-
frastructure,	 agriculture,	 education,	 health,	 and	
public	 administration	 reform).	 In	 each	 of	 these	
sectors	there	are	pressing	needs	and	capacity	con-
straints,	with	many	donors	and	other	international	
organizations	lining	up	to	provide	technical	assis-
tance.	

If	sector-wide	programming	and	development	part-
nerships	show	promise	of	being	a	cost-effective	ap-
proach,	then	the	government	will	need	to	strength-
en	 national	 capacities	 for	 development	 planning,	
policy	 coordination	 and	 aid	 management.	 Other	
legislative,	 regulatory	 and	 decision-making	 struc-
tures	(central	and	local)	may	also	need	to	be	ratio-
nalized	 and	 strengthened	 in	 order	 to	 ensure	 that	
collaborative	development	partnerships	work	in	the	
interests	of	Serbia	and	serve	other	interests,	such	as	
transparency	and	the	cost-effective	use	of	internal	
and	external	resources.
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