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Executive Summary  

The two phased European Union – Beautiful Kosovo Programme (EU-BK) ran over five years with the overall aim of 
contributing to poverty reduction by enhancing economic opportunities particularly for the most marginalized and 
vulnerable groups.  Phase II, which started in December 2013 and ran until September 2016, aimed to: a) improve 
urban and social infrastructure in selected municipalities in UNSC resolution 1244 – administered Kosovo1 according 
to identified municipal and regional priorities; and b) reduce, in the short term, the number of long-term unemployed 
people and increase the employability of the selected beneficiaries through work experience gained in the 
infrastructure projects.   

The programme had three major results:  a) including parameters for ensuring a coordinated and participatory 
approach during the programme cycle; b) ensuring selected infrastructure projects were in line with transparent and 
efficient procurement rules; and c) ensuring short-term jobs were be created for long-term unemployed beneficiaries 
including vulnerable groups.   The selected municipal projects2 intended to benefit the communities and 
municipalities by creating new or renovating existing public infrastructure and public spaces, generating short-term 
job opportunities and potentially selecting infrastructure projects that also generated long-term employment to 
maintain or service the infrastructure.  The EU-BK II programme completed 29 projects across 25 municipalities in 
Kosovo.     

The International Organization for Migration (IOM)’s Office of the Inspector General (OIG) and the Country Office in 
Kosovo agreed to evaluate the programme’s second phase due to the relatively long-term implementation of the two 
phases, its integrated programme approach, the size of the budget of the second phase and finally, the important 
link between development, unemployment and irregular migration.   

The programme was designed taking into consideration Kosovo’s strategies and priorities such as the Multi-annual 
Indicative Planning (MIPD) document whose main objective was to contribute to Kosovo’s socio-economic 
development and the Ministry of Labour and Social Welfare (MLSW) Sector Strategy which outlines the need to 
increase the employment of women and men and build skills.  The programme remained relevant throughout its 
implementation and was adjusted as required to address challenges or accommodate the needs of the stakeholders.         

EU-BK II was effective in reaching its three key results; it developed a solid system for monitoring the progress of the 
individual projects through in-house technical expertise and also incorporated a participatory and transparent 
approach with a multitude of stakeholders.  The involvement of various ministries at all levels was considered a 
“winning aspect” of the programme as described by one key informant.   Furthermore, although it was not stipulated 
as part of the tendering requirements, some municipalities did conduct community meetings prior to proposing their 
projects thereby increasing community participation and ownership. 

IOM faced challenges in implementing the employment component either due to structural constraints such as the 
registration process for accessing social assistance schemes after termination of employment, or ensuring that the 
workers from the Municipal Employment Centre (MEC) were being effectively employed during the infrastructure 
project. Nonetheless the programme overachieved in its targets indicating notable efforts by stakeholders to adjust 
implementation in order to address concerns, and strong outreach from IOM and its stakeholders to encourage 
people to apply.  

                                                           
1 Hereinafter referred to as Kosovo.  This designation is without prejudice to positions on status, and is in line with UNSC 1244 
and the ICJ Opinion on the Kosovo Declaration of Independence.   
2 For the sake of clarity, the evaluator uses the word “projects” to refer to the individual projects funded as a result of the 
programme.   
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Part of the two main purposes of the programme was to increase employability of the workers who were hired in the 
short-term; however this was hard to measure and was not just dependent on IOM.  For future similar programmes, 
additional analysis should be made to determine how to effectively measure and improve the employability.  This 
may mean further investments in capacity building on data collection methods within the MLSW in order to facilitate 
gathering of information related to employability, on-the-job training, as well as further monitoring of individuals 
after the projects have ended.   

Women, minority groups, youth and persons with disabilities were also prioritised in the employment component 
through the MECs, given the high percentages that were unemployed and traditionally less able to be employed.  This 
necessitated strong collaboration with the contractors who hired them, with organizations to encourage people to 
apply and with the authorities to address challenges in their employment.  Overall, despite the relatively low numbers 
of people employed from vulnerable or marginalised groups, the effort and insistence to prioritise these groups has 
been notable.  Prioritising this segment of the population empowered certain individuals who were hired, making 
them proud of their own accomplishments, and broadened the perspective of other stakeholders who purportedly 
would not have considered hiring these individuals in the past.  It also helped to improve relationships within 
communities as the different ethnic groups had to work together for the benefit of the overall community.    

IOM was able to complete all the projects with limited delays, and through cost-saving measures, managed to 
implement more projects than were initially identified.  Measures included changing the staffing structure so that all 
staff would be based in Prishtinë/Pristina instead of sub-offices, including an open and competitive bidding process 
for identifying contractors, and an opportunity to identify less costly options without compromising quality.  In 
addition, municipalities provided 13% of the co-funding necessary for the projects thereby reducing the EU 
contribution requirements and allowing 29 projects to be funded.  Over EUR 4 million was disbursed into 25 
municipalities, without any incidents of corruption, mistrust or complaints about the process or final outputs.    

As a result of lessons learnt from Phase I, IOM included measures to increase sustainability in Phase II such as a 
commitment from the municipalities to maintain the sites over the course of three years at least with a related budget 
provision.  In addition, the municipalities’ own funding for the projects indicated their interest in the projects.  
Although impact was hard to measure in this evaluation, there were indications that this programme did improve the 
living conditions of the communities that benefited from the infrastructure with, for example, a kindergarten, a health 
centre in a minority municipality or a cleaned up riverbed; many of the projects provided services necessary to the 
community or beautified aspects of the community that made them proud. It was also possible to note the work 
done for the minority groups in terms of integration into the communities.   

Overall, the programme can be considered as successful. Measures could however be included in similar programmes 
or future phases to increase the impact and the sustainability of the programme, for instance by increasing the sense 
of community ownership of the public infrastructure to reduce potential mistreatment or littering that can take place.  
Mechanisms to build capacity, including data collection and analysis at the MLSW and municipality levels, would 
strengthen the replication of the programme and the ability to better measure impact and employability of the MEC-
registered workers.  Similar programmes could also include a specific budget for an impact evaluation to better 
determine their long-term benefits, for instance for measuring how the programme reduces risks of irregular 
migration by employment.    
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Background 

The EU-Beautiful Kosovo Phase II (EU-BK II) programme was built upon a first phase implemented from 19 February 
2011 to 18 December 2013.  The EU-BK II aimed to complete around 30 infrastructure projects across UNSC resolution 
1244 – administered Kosovo3 to complement the 46 infrastructure projects that were funded within 24 municipalities 
in the first phase.  In particular, the implementation of the EU-BK II was expected to contribute to the achievement 
of the following targets:  

• Create new employment opportunities particularly for vulnerable groups;  
• Decrease the number of beneficiaries benefiting from social assistance benefits; 
• Facilitate the reinsertion of long-term unemployed beneficiaries into the labour market;  
• Increase employability of beneficiaries by enhancing their skills through on-the-job trainings and by 

facilitating the process of acquiring skills that can be transferred between jobs and easily recognized by 
employers;  

• Foster development among small and medium enterprises benefiting from the grant scheme;  
• Improve the urban and social infrastructure in the municipalities by creating better environment and living 

conditions for Kosovo citizens; and 
• Reduce risks of irregular migration due to lack of economic opportunities. 

The overall objective of the programme was “to contribute to poverty reduction through the enhancement of 
economic opportunities for Kosovo's population, especially the most marginalized and vulnerable groups”.  Two 
programme purposes were identified:  

1) Improved urban and social infrastructures in the selected municipalities according to identified municipal and 
regional priorities; and 

2) Reduced number of long-term unemployed in the short term and increased employability through work experience 
gained for selected beneficiaries.  

The programme had three expected results:  

i) Parameters for ensuring a coordinated and participatory approach to programme activities established 
during the programme cycle;  

ii) Selected municipalities have the technical and financial support to have small and medium scale 
infrastructure projects implemented in accordance with their identified immediate needs and in line with 
transparent and efficient procurement rules; and 

iii) Creation of short-term jobs for long-term unemployed beneficiaries and vulnerable groups. 

The programme started in December 2013 and was extended to September 2016 with a total budget amounting to 
EUR 5,560,499.89.  

                                                           
3 Hereinafter referred to as Kosovo.  This designation is without prejudice to positions on status, and is in line with UNSC 1244 
and the ICJ Opinion on the Kosovo Declaration of Independence.  
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1.2 Objective of the Evaluation  

The International Organization for Migration (IOM)’s Office of the Inspector General (OIG) and the Country Office 
(CO) in Kosovo selected the EU-BK II programme for an evaluation due to the relatively long-term implementation of 
the two phases, totaling five years of activities, its integrated programme approach, the size of the budget of the 
second phase and finally, the important link between development, unemployment and irregular migration.  

The overall objective of the evaluation was: ‘To evaluate IOM overall performance and achievements in the 
implementation of Phase II of the programme, to assess IOM strategy in delivering assistance to the Kosovo’s 
population and municipalities, as well as partnership and complementary approaches with other programmes and 
stakeholders, and to draw relevant lessons for the Organisation” (see Annex 1 for the Terms of Reference).  A 
summative approach was used to provide insights about the overall performance of the programme and institutional 
learning for replication or fine-tuning of similar programmes.   

More specifically, the evaluation examined the performance and achievements though the criteria of relevance, 
effectiveness, efficiency, outcome, impact and sustainability. The impact will only be briefly discussed, noting that it 
would require additional resources to conduct an impact evaluation of EU-BK I and II, both in terms of development 
opportunities and link with migratory flows.  

1.2.1 Methodology 

An evaluation matrix was developed at the start of the evaluation to organise the evaluation questions around the 
major issues of concern to the evaluation.  This was shared with the EU BK II Programme Manager to assure a common 
understanding of the evaluation methodology.  Based on this, the evaluation was conducted through documentation 
review (Annex 2) provided by the CO and identified by the evaluator.  Furthermore, 21 interviews were organized 
taking into account the role and responsibility of each interviewee (Annex 3 and 4 provide a list of the people 
interviewed and the interview guide respectively).   

The evaluation commenced in  June 2016 with a five-day field visit undertaken to Kosovo (see Annex 5 for the itinerary 
of the visit) from 12-17 June 2016.  The evaluator visited nine project sites and had in-depth interviews within four 
of these.  The evaluator also witnessed the launch of the final completed project of the Graveyard in Ferizaj/Uroševac 
Municipality within the programme. 

1.2.2 Report outline 

The findings of the evaluation are divided according to the evaluation criteria4 of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, 
outcome, impact and sustainability.  Specific sub-sections related to gender, migration and employment have been 
added.  Key findings and recommendations are highlighted in the sections and summarized in the final section.   

1.2.3 Limitations 

The conduct of a survey with a representative number of members of communities who indirectly benefited from 
the support and/or workers who were hired on a temporary basis was discussed with the CO; however within the 
time frame of the field visit, it was considered difficult to have access to either group via phone or email and similarly 
difficult to conduct focus groups within the communities or towns.  Hence, the focus was primarily on the 

                                                           
4 IOM Evaluation guidelines uses the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development's (OECD) Development 
Assistance Committee (DAC) evaluation criteria with evaluation being defined as an assessment “to determine the relevance 
and fulfillment of objectives, developmental efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability” of efforts supported by aid 
agencies: 
http://www.iom.int/jahia/webdav/site/myjahiasite/shared/shared/mainsite/about_iom/eva_techref/Evaluation_Guidelines_2
006_1.pdf;  or  http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatingdevelopmentassistance.htm  

http://www.iom.int/jahia/webdav/site/myjahiasite/shared/shared/mainsite/about_iom/eva_techref/Evaluation_Guidelines_2006_1.pdf
http://www.iom.int/jahia/webdav/site/myjahiasite/shared/shared/mainsite/about_iom/eva_techref/Evaluation_Guidelines_2006_1.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatingdevelopmentassistance.htm
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municipalities and people who worked or benefited directly from the projects and who were available during the 
evaluation visits.  Interpretation was necessary for most of the interviews conducted particularly at the municipal 
level.  Furthermore, the evaluator was not able to meet with non-governmental organizations or associations working 
with different marginalised groups such as women or persons with disabilities due to unavailability and time 
constraints during the field visit.    

2. Relevance, Performance and Achievements 

2.1 Relevance of Programme Design5  

The programme design followed the tender requirements of the European Union contained in the Call for Proposal, 
which had the following global objective:  “The initiative aims at addressing poverty and long-term unemployment 
through active labour market measures promoting job opportunities linked to public regeneration schemes that 
enhance quality of life for all Kosovo inhabitants.”  IOM’s overall objective, purposes and targets directly related to 
this objective. 

Both the initial tender of 2010 and the continuation of the programme tried to address the significant high levels of 
unemployment in Kosovo (35.1% for the general population, 44% for the female population and 60.2% for the youth 
in 2012).  According to IOM’s proposal, the groups less able to integrate into the labour market and considered 
marginalised or vulnerable were women, youth, persons with disabilities, minority groups, returnees and those with 
limited education.  The programme intended to give these individuals the opportunity to benefit from the short-term 
employment and the design was relevant for these aims.   

Regarding the municipal projects,6 they were selected to benefit the communities and municipalities by creating new 
or renovating existing public infrastructure and public spaces, generating short-term job opportunities, and to also 
promote long-term employment by maintaining or servicing the infrastructure.  The programme was appropriately 
devised in a context of a high rate of unemployment, yet it was not considered an employment programme and did 
not intend to contribute to decreasing overall unemployment. Instead, the EU-BK II offered short-term employment 
with the aim to build skills and make people more prepared for the open labour market (the effectiveness of this will 
be further analysed in section 2.2); one of the purposes of the programme was “(to) reduce number of long-term 
unemployed in the short term and increased employability through work experience gained for selected 
beneficiaries.”   

Within the design of the programme, no mechanism existed to measure the ‘increased employability’.  Whilst the 
overall responsibility for data collection rests with the Ministry of Labour and Social Welfare (MLSW), a component 
could have been incorporated to measure to what extent the beneficiaries did become ‘more employable’.  This could 
have included interviews with the workers to determine their perception of their employability, confidence in skills 
gained and whether or not the new skills allowed them to apply for jobs they may have felt unqualified for prior to 
this work experience.  Measuring post-project employability may have however required further capacity building 
for the MLSW and the Employment Centres to be done in a systematic manner. According to interviews, a capacity-
building component addressing these issues was discussed at the time of the Phase II design but was not included in 
the final project proposal.     

                                                           
5 Gender will be analysed in a separate section under Section 2.2.2. 
6 For the sake of clarity, the evaluator uses the word “projects” to refer to the individual projects funded as a result of the 
programme.   
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In the proposal, IOM also referred to the reduction of the risk of irregular migration motivated by a lack of economic 
opportunities, and as per the interviews, the change expected was that people would be less inclined to migrate if 
they were proud of their community or saw improved services and that some of those who had migrated may be 
inclined to return.  The programme design did not however include a specific component or result to address or 
measure this target beyond linking this programme with other IOM initiatives in Kosovo supporting economic 
integration of migrant groups such as returnees, or generating the creation of small medium enterprises.  This issue 
will be further analysed under Section 2.4.    

Various research, strategies and frameworks developed by the Kosovo authorities and donors emphasized the labour 
market challenges that Kosovo was facing including high unemployment, principally for youth, minority groups and 
women.7  The programme design was linked to several of them related to the need for more employment 
opportunities and economic development, for instance: 

1. The Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA), also called the Multi-annual Indicative Planning (MIPD) 
document from 2011-2013 whose main objective was to contribute to Kosovo’s socio-economic 
development by ensuring a growth rate of 7- 8% and an 8-10% reduction of the unemployment level  per 
annum.  This document is also specifically referenced in the proposal.  The IPA II, the Multi-country Indicative 
Strategy Paper 2014-2020, replaced the MIPD in 2014. 

2. The Stabilization and Association Agreement process (SAA) that was signed between the EU and Kosovo, 
stressed the need for creating new employment opportunities for the most vulnerable as well as by improving 
living conditions of the Kosovo population.  Addressing irregular migration is also referenced in this 
document.    

3. The MLSW Sector Strategy (2015-2020) outlined the need to increase the employment of women and men, 
skills development and improved functioning of the labour market, as per its Strategic Objective 1.    

4. The National Strategy and Action Plan on the inclusion of Roma, Ashkali and Egyptian communities (2009-
2015),8 specifically the section on employment and economic empowerment, refers to increasing the level 
of employment of individuals from these communities through mediation, professional training and 
employment in public works.   

5. One of the main objectives of the Action Plan for Economic Vision of Kosovo 2011-2014 was to support 
employment generation and create better conditions for a well-functioning open market that would enable 
and strengthen the private sector and increase their competitiveness.   

The authorities and particularly the MLSW have been key actors in designing and implementing the programme 
throughout both phases.  The MLSW was both a member of the Project Steering Committee (PSC) and the team that 
decided on the projects that would be funded.  In addition, Employment Offices of the MLSW were involved in 
selecting and hiring workers at the municipal level.  This element of the programme design increased the authorities’ 
ownership, which in turn could help make it more sustainable (this will be analysed further in Section 2.4).   

2.1.1 Adjustments from Phase I to II 

The programme design for Phase II was based on Phase I (2011-2013), and adjusted according to the 
recommendations and lessons learnt of the first phase.  In addition, the second phase was considered an extension 
which did not require a tendering process, although IOM did have to submit a proposal to the EU prior to being 
provided with the second grant.  Below is an overview of the challenges and recommendations made under Phase I 
and how they were addressed in the design of Phase II. 

                                                           
7 Kita, Lida.  Human Resources Development Country Analysis Kosovo Report, European Training Foundation, May 2008. 
8 Accessed at: http://www.kryeministri-
ks.net/zck/repository/docs/Strategy_for_the_Integration_of_Roma,_Ashkali_and_Egyptian_communities_2009-2015.pdf  

http://www.kryeministri-ks.net/zck/repository/docs/Strategy_for_the_Integration_of_Roma,_Ashkali_and_Egyptian_communities_2009-2015.pdf
http://www.kryeministri-ks.net/zck/repository/docs/Strategy_for_the_Integration_of_Roma,_Ashkali_and_Egyptian_communities_2009-2015.pdf
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Recommendations or Lessons Learnt from Phase I  Phase II Adjustments  
Employment of vulnerable beneficiaries (women and 
disabled especially): recommendation to continue 
focusing on these groups and increase awareness 
amongst these groups. 

Continued to emphasise these groups and worked with 
various organizations to make them aware of the 
service. 
Municipalities were also encouraged to propose projects 
including occupations that women and persons with 
disabilities may be more inclined or able to apply for 
(examples included landscaping or artistic 
requirements) e.g. in the final stages of the construction 
or renovation projects.     

Challenge to data collection and management by the 
local employment centres: recommended to continue 
emphasizing this. 

Within the programme design, no additional element 
was included to address this.  IOM did however maintain 
a database of those who were hired by the contractor 
after the project ended in order to track the related 
indicator in the proposal.   

Reinserting beneficiaries into the social assistance 
system after short or medium-term employment was 
challenging and often done following a significant 
delay of several months:  IOM recommended that a) 
employment centres raise awareness on the 
possibility of going back into the system and b) that a 
solution be found to accelerate the process. 

Besides advocating for this, no additional measures 
were included; it should be noted however that this 
remained outside the control of IOM.   
 
 

Procurement procedure:  due to individual 
interference to influence the decision on which 
contractor would win each bid, IOM recommended 
that the procurement process continue to be 
transparent, public and managed by an international 
body.  Municipality representatives could also be 
invited to join as observers in order to better 
understand the process and the standard 
procurement rules and regulations.   

IOM continued to manage this process through an open 
tendering and selection process.  Municipalities were 
included as observers to the process.   

Maintenance of the projects upon finalisation:  One 
significant challenge was the lack of proper 
maintenance of project sites, such as rubbish 
collection and disposal, and measures to prevent 
equipment from being stolen or destroyed.  
Recommendations called for municipalities to include 
a sustainability plan in their proposals and to provide 
financial support for maintenance.   

IOM included two main amendments: after the 
completion of each municipal project, the contractor 
receives 90% of the agreed sum and the remaining 10% 
would be provided a year later as a guarantee for their 
work.  Furthermore, as part of the tendering process, 
municipalities had to come up with a sustainability plan 
for the site, a three-year budget for its maintenance and 
a signed commitment to take care of the site.   

Other changes under Phase II proposal included: 

1. One call for proposals instead of two: This allowed IOM, the EU and the municipalities to select the projects 
early in the programme and to plan for the full 33-month period.  The measure reduced some of the 
administrative challenges and allowed the implementation to be more efficient; however, some interviewees 
highlighted that the single call limited the opportunity for the few municipalities that had not been targeted 
in either phase to propose additional projects.  

2. Strengthened role for the Regional Development Agencies (RDAs): The RDAs (one per each of the five 
economic regions of Kosovo) were involved in liaising and supporting municipalities in submitting their 
proposals.  The RDAs helped to disseminate information to the municipalities, and then supported them in 



11 | P a g e  
 

the application process for the projects, ensuring that the projects were in line with the municipal and 
regional priorities.  Phase II was launched immediately after the local elections when most municipalities had 
new mayors who were unfamiliar with the process.  Despite this challenge, interviewees reported that the 
quality of submissions was better, certainly due to the RDAs being more prepared to guide the municipalities 
following the first phase.     

3. Encourage skills development: as a result of the unexpected positive efforts of the contractors to offer on-
the-job training in the first phase, IOM tried to encourage it more formally during the second phase.     

The programme maintained strict procedures to ensure transparency, yet allowed flexibility to take into account 
cultural norms and practices.  For example, in the north of Kosovo, within Serbian minority municipalities, it was not 
possible to use the MECs to hire workers9 and hence recruitment of workers was done through the free labour 
market.  This specific approach required significant discussions and negotiations with the MLSW, the municipalities 
and the EU but was successful in the end.  IOM insisted that vulnerable workers be also included in the process.   
 
KEY FINDINGS 
The programme was designed to improve public infrastructure and provide short-term employment, in line with 
Kosovo’s strategies.  The programme did not however identify ways of measuring worker employability after the 
completion of their short-term assignment; this would have required further investment in capacity development of 
the MSLW and specifically the MECs in order to strengthen data collection and analysis.     
 
The lessons learned from Phase I and the related adjustments to Phase II, plus the flexibility that the programme 
offered to accommodate cultural and political situations, allowed the programme to remain relevant throughout its 
duration.  

2.2 Effectiveness in Reaching Results  

Three results were identified to reach the two purposes of the programme: a) a coordinated and participatory 
approach to be included in the programme, b) selected infrastructure projects to be in line with transparent and 
efficient procurement rules and c) short-term jobs to be created for long-term unemployed beneficiaries including 
vulnerable groups.  Not only were the three results completed, but IOM also exceeded some of the programme 
targets10 as shown below: 

1. Co-financing by the municipalities:  Initially the municipalities were expected to co-finance 40% of the 
projects but the end result showed that more than 69% (20 out of the 29) of the projects were co-financed 
by the municipalities; this represented 13% of the total financing required for the projects.   

2. Number of people employed for the infrastructure projects:  As per the logical framework, a total of 1,300 
new jobs needed to be created with 750 of the jobs provided to MEC-registered workers.  In total 1,762 new 
jobs were created of which 1,375 were provided to people registered as long-term unemployed with the 
MEC- 83% over target.   

3. Percentage of people hired from vulnerable or marginalised groups:  At least 20% of those hired out of the 
MEC-registered workers had to be women, persons with disabilities, youth or from minority groups.  A total 
of 623 (45%) of those hired were from those vulnerable or marginalised groups.      

                                                           
9 This was not agreed to by the Serbian municipalities and not respecting it could have posed a security risk to IOM staff 
working there.   
10 The targets were based on the results matrix for the project.  The final figures are based on the Employment Database 
provided in November 2016.   
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4. Number of long-term employments created:  The target was to generate 40 long-term employment 
positions.  In the end, 79 long-term positions11 were created within 14 of the 29 projects, and 4412 MEC-
registered workers were rehired by the contractors from two separate sites following the completion of the 
IOM projects. 

IOM developed a solid system to monitor and complete the activities of the programme, which were properly 
documented in the interim reports.  Under Phase II, IOM hired three architects and two civil engineers13 to technically 
support and monitor the programme.  Their role consisted of reviewing the initial projects submitted by the 
municipalities, visiting the sites, preparing the tender documents for the open bidding for the selected projects and 
reviewing the contractors’ bids. Each engineer or architect was responsible to monitor a certain number of projects 
on a weekly basis and to confirm that materials used were of good quality and in accordance with the Bills of 
Quantity.14 

In an effort to include smaller municipalities with potentially less capacity or money, the PSC agreed that the budgets 
provided at the proposal stage could be approximate.  Thus, when awarded, IOM and municipal engineers (architects 
and construction engineers) visited project sites to develop detailed Bills of Quantity and other relevant documents.  
Discrepancies with the initial budget were discussed, adjusted and then approved by the EU.  Except for one project 
which had to be cancelled due to an increase in its costs at the initial review stage,15 all others that had been selected 
were completed.  Some projects (such as the Elderly Centre in Obiliq/Obilić or the school in Fushë Kosovë/Kosovo 
Polje) were significantly modified from the initially selected proposal when a decision was made to construct new 
buildings instead of renovating existing ones.  One interviewee suggested that the proposed project sites should have 
been assessed by IOM before the final selection was made.  Although initial visits may have limited these type of 
problems, Phase II received 91 proposals and a 
preliminary visit to each one would have certainly 
delayed the process and required additional 
technical expertise.  Another solution could have 
been to provide better technical capacity to the 
municipalities during the proposal development 
stage, but overall, most of the projects did not 
require such important changes, showing also good 
project development skills in the municipalities.   

The geographic coverage in both phases of the 
programme was good.  Out of 38 municipalities, 
only two did not get funding during the two phases 
of the programme.16  Of the municipalities that 
were selected in the first phase, 10 did not 
participate in the second phase though 11 new 

                                                           
11 Based on the IOM fact sheets for each project.  
12 Based on the IOM database on employment.  
13 At the time of the evaluation, only one engineer was left as the projects had all been completed and the programme was 
winding down.   
14 The Bills of Quantity provides detailed information on the work, prices, dimensions and other details for construction 
contracts and is done in accordance with IOM’s procedures.   
15 Subsequently the project was funded by another EU grant.   
16 In one municipality none of the proposals met the technical criteria and in the case of the other, in the 2nd phase, they simply 
did not score better than the competing proposals. 

Figure 1:  Elderly Centre in Obiliq/ Obilić 
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municipalities were included in Phase II.  Furthermore all 11 municipalities with high concentrations of minorities 
were included in the programme.  

Coordination with Stakeholders 

The programme was designed using a participatory approach with the involvement of several stakeholders 
throughout the process, thereby guaranteeing transparency.  This included the Project Steering Committee (PSC), 
comprised of IOM, the authorities (MLSW) and the EU, whose primary function was to coordinate implementation of 
the activities and to select which of the municipality projects would be funded through EU BK II.  The Ministry of 
European Integration was also invited to PSC meetings to assure that decisions did not overlap with other initiatives 
or programmes.  Furthermore, the Ministry of Local Governance and Administration observed the selection of the 
projects and confirmed that the projects matched the priorities established by the authorities and the municipalities 
and would not duplicate other efforts.  In each of the five economic regions, Project Identification Committees (PICs) 
were formed which included the RDAs, the Employment Offices of the MLSW and IOM, and helped the municipalities 
to develop their proposals in accordance with the tender criteria as well as the regional or municipal priorities.  The 
bidding process for the contractors was open and the municipalities had the opportunity to observe it and learn about 
procurement processes.  Lastly, the hiring of the workers from the MEC was done by IOM, the MECs, the contractors, 
the municipalities and, at times, the Centre for Social Welfare (CSW), thereby avoiding conflict of interest or bias.  
According to one interviewee, the involvement of the authorities at all levels was a “winning aspect” of this 
programme, increasing their level of ownership and commitment to reaching successful outcomes.  

In addition, throughout the programme, IOM worked closely with different organizations such as HANDIKOS for 
persons with disabilities or women’s associations in order to discuss and find ways of encouraging people to apply 
for the short-term employment opportunities; the organizations also did their own outreach to communicate with 
their stakeholders.   

The involvement of multiple partners throughout the process, all while ensuring that deadlines and plans were met, 
was no small feat.  One interviewee praised IOM’s patience and respect for the requirements of some community 
members, IOM’s ability to work successfully in all municipalities, and with the flexibility needed in municipalities with 
high populations of minorities due to political sensitivities that could arise.  Stakeholders reported that the process 
had been open and transparent.  One interviewee mentioned that this approach resulted in none of the municipalities 
in her region questioning the process and all accepting the decisions taken by the programme, including those who 
did not receive funds.  

Beneficiary and Community Contribution 

All the projects were identified and developed by the main beneficiary of the programme, the municipalities.  The 
approach for acquiring their ideas for submission varied from one municipality to another.  According to interviews, 
some of the projects were defined during community meetings, whereas others had been proposed to the 
municipality by residents and then prioritised when the tender came out.  Overall, though there had been no 
expectation that community members would participate in the process, in some instances, they had been consulted 
or provided suggestions themselves.   

After the selection of the projects, IOM often held a meeting with the municipality to review the project idea, visit 
the site and discuss the implementation; community members were not necessarily involved at this level of the 
process.  Although the evaluator did not always have the opportunity to speak to community members who would 
have used or benefited from the infrastructure developed, there was no indication that they were dissatisfied with 
the outputs.  Within some of the projects visited, such as schoolyards, or city parks, it was evident that people were 
using the services and residents interviewed were proud of renovated or new infrastructure provided through the 
programme.  The elderly centre in Rahovec /Orahovac was complimented as being the first of its kind outside of 
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Prishtinë/Pristina in Kosovo where elderly people could go during the day to socialise, receive basic health care or 
engage in other activities.   

In the majority of cases, the design and implementation of the projects were followed closely by the municipalities 
but not necessarily by community members or those who would directly benefit from the infrastructure.  One notable 
exception was the elderly centre which was overseen by the head of the association for elderly people who had 
initially pushed for the idea in the first place and subsequently managed the centre on a voluntary basis.  

Only one interviewee raised however a concern in that regard:  for one project, users17 had not been satisfied with 
the design and final outputs and had not felt they had been consulted in the process.  Although no other similar 
situations were encountered during the evaluation, there was no formal process to monitor the satisfaction of the 
direct users of the infrastructure projects or residents after the completion of the projects.  Formally gauging the 
satisfaction of or including the communities’ feedback might have been useful and interesting to include.   

KEY FINDINGS 
The programme was able to reach its results, even overachieved in some key indicators, while covering all five of 
Kosovo’s economic regions.  The programme set up a strong process to implement and monitor its activities, meet 
the deadlines, and incorporated a participatory approach with key stakeholders throughout.   

The priorities set forth at the municipal level were based on municipal plans and included, to varying degrees, the 
contributions of residents of the municipality.  Although it was not stipulated as part of the tendering requirements, 
some municipalities did conduct community meetings prior to proposing their projects.  Overall, based on interviews, 
most residents and end users of the infrastructure projects were satisfied with the process and final results.    

2.2.1 Effectiveness of Employment  

One of the aims of the programme was to provide short-term employment to people who are considered long-term 
unemployed18 and registered with the respective Municipality Employment Centres.  While the contractors could 
hire people from the free market without involvement from IOM, at least 60% of their workers needed to be from 
the MECs and out of these, at least 20% had to be considered vulnerable or marginalised in the workforce: women, 
persons with disabilities, youth and minority groups.  Overall, the programme exceeded its targets; 78% of the 
workers were from the MECs and 45% from marginalised or vulnerable groups.  As per bidding requirements, 
contractors had to allocate 30% of the budget for workers within the projects:  overall, an average of 34% was reached 
and none of the projects allocated less than 30%.   

According to some interviewees, the employment element was the most challenging aspect of the programme 
particularly given the need to include marginalised and vulnerable workers.  IOM and the MECs faced difficulties in 
encouraging unemployed people to apply for these positions, in part due to cultural norms and practices that would, 
for example, make it unusual for a woman to apply for a construction-related job.  In addition, the offer of a short-
term position was not always enticing for someone who has been unemployed for a long time as it would have been 
complicated to register again into the social assistance scheme after the period of employment.  Despite facilitating 
the procedure by addressing technical and bureaucratic problems under Phase I, beneficiaries were still unable to 
return to the social assistance scheme immediately after completing their employment, sometimes having to wait up 
to six months, without any retroactive benefit.  This remained a challenge and was considered a deterrent for people 
to apply, even if the targets were reached.      

                                                           
17 The Evaluator was not able to go to that specific location.   
18 Long-term unemployment refers to a minimum of six months. 
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Initially workers were reportedly concerned about the length of the assignment being too short and being paid just 
over minimum wage; the PSC decided to increase the EU-BK programme salaries above the minimum wage,19 
EUR 230 a month (EUR 213 net).   Although the some interviewees considered that the increase was still not sufficient 
enough to attract people to apply as a) it was a short-term employment opportunity and b) there were still constraints 
to re-register for social assistance.  These challenges led IOM, the MEC and the CSW and Non-Governmental 
Organisations (NGOs) working with marginalised and vulnerable people to conduct outreach to encourage people to 
apply, with successful results as the target was eventually surpassed. 

Complications also came up when contractors resisted having to hire workers from the MEC who were often more 
unskilled or lower skilled than the workers they could recruit from the free market.  Contractors tried to make it 
difficult to hire them by requesting profiles for highly skilled positions such as architects or engineers that would be 
near impossible to supplement from the MECs at a basic wage.  To resolve it, the PSC agreed that MEC-recruited 
employees would be mostly low skilled and contractors could hire highly skilled workers through the open market.   

Another challenge was that the workers should be employed throughout the duration of the project even if some of 
the jobs were only necessary at specific periods within the construction.  Nonetheless IOM verified that the MEC-
recruited workers were getting paid and that workers were present at the sites, helping also with other tasks.20   

Whilst all the infrastructure projects were completed, questions were raised as to whether the projects could have 
been done in the same time frame with fewer low skilled workers, who may have had more opportunity to learn new 
skills instead of hiring more workers to complete specific tasks. Some interviewees highlighted that contractors knew 
that they would score more points in the tendering process if they had a large number of workers proposed in order 
to meet the 30% budget allocation for labour.  Key informants’ perspective varied on this topic.  Some felt that given 
that IOM was expected to provide as many short-term jobs as possible, it was successful, whereas others felt that the 
quantity should not have been prioritised over quality of employment and raising the skill levels of the workers.  Two 
interviewees21 believed that people would have been willing to work longer for less pay rather than more pay for less 
time.  However, it is not possible to conclude firmly on which solution should have prevailed. 

Part of the purpose of the programme was to increase employability of the MEC-registered workers, but some 
interviewees raised the concern that the workers were not getting the sufficient experience with short-term work 
that would be necessary to secure another job after the project completion.  IOM did track the number of workers 
who had been rehired by the contractors:22  a total of 4423 MEC-registered workers out of 1,375 had been hired by 
the contractors beyond the duration of the municipal projects;24 75% (33) of whom had received on-the-job training.  
Aside from noting the importance of on-the-job training,  more information is needed to determine a) if workers 
were more employable after the project or b) what would be needed to increase their employability as the number 
is still low (3% of the total caseload).   

  

                                                           
19 EUR 135 for up to 25 years old and EUR 175 for 25-65 years old. 
20 IOM would not provide the next tranche of funding to the contractors without first ensuring that the workers and 
Governmental taxes had been paid.  
21 As all the projects had come to an end at the time of the evaluation, the evaluator was unable to meet with workers directly. 
22 This is based on information received by the contractors however it was not necessarily updated if the contracts were later 
terminated.   
23 Data employment information collected by IOM. 
24 How long their contracts lasted was not being measured. 



16 | P a g e  
 

KEY FINDING 
IOM faced challenges in implementing the employment component due to structural constraints such as the 
registration process for accessing social assistance schemes after termination of employment and given the difficulty 
in ensuring that the MEC workers were being effectively employed and receiving the necessary skills training 
throughout the duration of their employment.  IOM managed however to overachieve its targets indicating notable 
efforts and strong outreach by IOM and stakeholders to address those concerns.  Although the numbers who were 
re-employed by contractors remained low, on-the-job training seems to have improved the chances to be rehired by 
the contractors.   
 

RECOMMENDATION 
For future similar programmes, additional initiatives should be taken to effectively measure and to improve the 
employability of the long-term unemployed.  This may require investments for increased capacity in data collection 
methods within the MLSW in order to facilitate gathering of information related to employability, on-the-job training, 
as well as monitoring of workers’ status after the projects have ended.   The evaluation recommends to continue 
examining ways of facilitating the re-registration into social security schemes for MEC-registered workers after 
employment.   

2.2.2 Mainstreaming Gender and addressing Vulnerability within the Programme  

The main objective of the programme was to increase the economic opportunities for women, minorities, youth and 
disabled individuals through short-term employment.  Close to half of the 1,375 people hired through the 
employment centres were from vulnerable or marginalised groups (45%); of which the vast majority25 were youth 
(60%), 50% were from minority groups, 15% were women, and persons with disabilities made up less than 1%.  In 
absolute value, there were less vulnerable people hired in Phase II (623) compared to phase I (780); yet, given that 
there were less projects in Phase II, the average number of 
people from those categories per project increased from 17 in 
Phase I to 22 in Phase II.   

Most key informants explained the low number of women 
hired by the fact that the majority of the short-term 
employment opportunities related to construction, or 
renovation projects are traditionally considered jobs for men.  
According to interviewees, certain projects, such as 
landscaping which would include gardening, were considered 
more attractive for women and hence were considered good 
projects to fund, should they be prioritised by the 
municipalities.  Out of the 29 projects, four did not hire any 
women: there were no trends observed as to which type of 
project hired women.  For example, while one schoolyard 
renovation project did not hire any women, another similar 
renovation project hired eight.  Despite the challenges and cultural or traditional realities, IOM continued to insist 

                                                           
25 Some vulnerable people fell into multiple categories hence these percentages do not equal 100%.  For example, 39% of the 
minorities were youth and 4% were women.   

Figure 2: Construction of kindergarten school in Prishtinë/ 
Pristina 
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that women be hired or be given an opportunity within the projects.  IOM engaged with women organizations or 
associations to invite women registered in the MECs to apply.   

IOM also encouraged companies to provide the workers with on-the-job training to increase their skills and make 
them more employable.  Out of the 305 workers having benefited from such training, 200 were marginalised or 
vulnerable (29 were women, four26 of which were also minority youth, 159 were youths including 10 young women, 
and 65 were from a minority group).  A total of 13 marginalised or vulnerable people were hired to continue working 
with the companies after the EU-BK II projects had ended, and out of these, 12 had benefited from training indicating 
that this additional support positively impacted the employability of the marginalised workers.  One contractor 
interviewed reported that his company hired a woman from the MEC to remain with the company after the project 
had ended; it may not have considered doing that in the past. 

Despite the inability to measure further employability of the vulnerable or marginalised individuals after projects 
completion, prioritising their employment allowed them27 to feel that they were contributing to their community and 
family’s wellbeing.  This was a notable achievement as some of the people hired had never previously held jobs with 
contracts.  In some projects, people from different ethnicities interacted and worked alongside each other; an 
opportunity they may not have had, were it not for this project. No incidents of conflict or ethnic tension were 
reported.  One school principal recounted how the school children who never had the opportunity to speak to a non-
Albanian before the project, ended up interacting with the construction workers, some of whom were from different 
minorities.    

In some of the projects, women also had the opportunity to be hired as long-term employees, as was the case for the 
kindergarten in Prishtinë/Pristina where 17 new positions were established and many were given to women.    
 
KEY FINDING 
Overall, despite the relatively low number of people employed from vulnerable or marginalised groups, the effort 
and insistence to work with these groups has been successful.  Prioritising this segment of the population empowered 
certain individuals, making them proud of their own accomplishments, and broadened the perspective of other 
stakeholders who purportedly would not have considered hiring these individuals in the past.  It also helped to 
improve relationship within communities as the different ethnic groups had to work together for the benefit of the 
overall community.  

2.3 Programme Efficiency 

From the outset, through the one-time bidding process for the municipalities, the programme was able to determine 
the number of projects it could fund or put on reserve.  Despite a few minor delays due to weather conditions or 
document requirements at the municipality level, all the individual projects were more or less started and completed 
on time.   

In the beginning of Phase II, IOM adjusted its staffing structure and all projects were monitored from 
Prishtinë/Pristina rather than having staff based in sub-offices, resulting in infrastructure cost savings.  This had been 
agreed to with the donor during the inception phase of the programme after the selection of the project sites.   In 
November 2015, the donor agreed to a new budget where EUR 112,593 was saved from staffing and office costs and 
this funding was used to cover more infrastructure projects and visibility for the programme.  In addition to the 
savings made within the IOM budget, the municipalities also contributed 13% of the funding for the projects, three 

                                                           
26 As above, some people fell into multiple categories.   
27 As the evaluator was not able to interview former workers, this is based on information derived from other stakeholders.   
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percent more than initially expected.  These savings and additional funding from the municipalities ensured that out 
of the initial 26 selected projects and five on reserve, IOM was able to fund 29 projects, which included four 
reserves.28  Five projects were also provided with additional support such as installation of lightening systems, 
benches or garbage bins that were not have been part of the original design.   

When comparing the initial project budgets submitted by the municipalities with the final costs, 20 projects increased 
their EU funding requirements (ranging from EUR 1,100 to EUR 47,000 more) while five projects reduced 
them (ranging from EUR 7,000 to 85,000 less).29  Overall, a total of EUR 31,594 was finally not required from the 
donor.  Savings were also linked to the tendering process which allowed for competitive bids from contractors and 
an opportunity to identify less costly options without compromising on quality.  Annex 6 shows a full list of projects 
funded by EU-BK II.   

The programme also put in place quality control mechanisms within the construction projects.  Equipment had to be 
supplied with certificates of guarantee by the contractor in order to be approved for final installation and to receive 
the final tranche of funding (excluding the 10% to be provided within a year of the completed project – see below).  
These guarantees were received and reviewed by the IOM engineers.30  Materials also needed to be EU energy-
efficiency compliant.  Finally, withholding 10% of the contractor’s funding for a duration of 12 months after 
completion was also a means of ensuring quality control of the buildings and infrastructure.  For the projects that 
were completed a year ago, contractors received their final 10% of funding and any maintenance was done and 
agreed upon between IOM, the contractor and the relevant municipality.  Although this guarantee provided 
additional quality controls, as the programme will likely come to a close at the end of this phase, IOM will no longer 
be in a position to monitor and withhold the payments beyond the programme life cycle; this will have to be taken 
into consideration during programme closure.   

IOM’s procedures were transparent and public; in the four years of implementation (Phase I and II), there had not 
been a single legal cases or corruption charges brought against the programme.  The CO in Kosovo’s procurement 
procedures were also praised by the Global Procurement and Supply Unit in IOM’s Administrative Centre in Manila 
for being well documented and sound.  In 2013 (under Phase I), the Resource Management Officer in Kosovo was 
invited to present procurement procedures during an internal IOM procurement training as “one of [IOM’s] best 
procurement focal points with in depth knowledge and experience.”31  

KEY FINDING 
Given IOM’s cost-saving measures and the financial contributions of the municipalities, the programme was able to 
complete more projects than initially expected without compromising quality and timing.  Over EUR 4 million was 
disbursed into 25 municipalities, without any incidents of corruption, mistrust or complaints about the process or 
final outputs. 

2.4 Outcome, Impact and Sustainability of the Programme   

The evaluation has shown that the main purposes were achieved – improved public infrastructure and short-term 
employment for the long-term unemployed.  Besides reviewing the achievement of purposes, it is also important to 
analyse potential long-term impact and the sustainability of the actions undertaken.  

                                                           
28 One of the 26 was cancelled and four of the reserve projects were selected and completed.   
29 As mentioned, the PSC allowed the budget to be approximate during the proposal development stage. 
30 At the time of the evaluation, there was one project where certificates had been questioned by the donor; this was 
eventually clarified and resolved.   
31 Email correspondence with Manila Administrative Centre September 2013.   
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Stakeholders interviewed were all very pleased with 
the final outcome of the projects, particularly with the 
infrastructure developed.  Residents who could 
benefit from the infrastructure mentioned how proud 
they were to have these new changes in their 
communities and that their lives had improved; a 
cleaned up riverbed, renovation of a health centre in 
a minority municipality, a park for children to play in, 
an improved and safe school yard for children or a 
kindergarten in the neighbourhood are some of the 
examples.  One municipal worker mentioned how her 
son’s school used the park for field trips and she was 
pleased to have contributed to this achievement in 
her municipality.  Another person commented on 
how the kindergarten built (in Prishtinë/Pristina) has 
allowed 75 children to go to school near their place of 
residency at an affordable cost to the parents.32  The programme also assisted in increasing cultural activities such as 
spending time in a library in areas that had never had this possibility before. In one case, the renovation of a museum, 
diverging cultural sentiments were brought to light during the set-up as a minority ethnic group was offended with 
some elements exposed. A more robust risk analysis could have been made before selecting the project for funding, 
considering the possible ethnic tensions that could be generated by certain projects; however in this case, IOM was 
not responsible for the artefacts displayed in the museum.         

The sustainability was also well considered given the municipalities’ financial commitment to maintain the public 
infrastructure, their three-year budget for maintenance and the 12-month guarantee from the contractors.  In some 
of the sites visited, regular maintenance was an issue, particularly garbage collection as witnessed during the visit to 
the river bed in Lipjan/Lipljan municipality.  IOM staff intended to speak to the municipality33 concerning this project 

on how to engage the community in clean-up 
efforts and raise awareness about environmental 
concerns.  Besides stressing the obligation and 
responsibility of the municipality, additional 
ownership by and awareness-raising within the 
communities is also useful as maintenance of the 
sites is one way of ensuring that projects have an 
impact beyond the programme lifecycle; this was 
the case for many projects involving the 
communities from the start.   

Furthermore, 14 of the 29 projects were able to 
generate new and long-term employment 
opportunities for some workers and the average 
number of people hired in these 14 sites was six.  
In four projects, one person was hired at each 
site, primarily for maintenance or security.  These 
activities not only help to support employment 

                                                           
32 School fees varied depending on the salary of the parents.   
33 The municipality representative was not available during this site visit to discuss it. 

Figure 4: Creation of Dardania Park in Gjilan/Gnjilane 

Figure 3: Renovation of riverbed in Gadime village of Lipjan/Lipljan 
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efforts for the programme and advance Kosovo’s strategies, but will equally help to preserve the infrastructure so 
they can continue to benefit the communities.  Employment generation was not considered essential in the 
infrastructure projects that were selected; however, some interviewees expressed interest in seeing more projects 
that prioritised this.   

Unexpected developments came out of the programme that contributed to an overachievement of certain goals and 
positive consequences for minority populations and the community in general.  As acknowledged in Phase I and 
applicable to Phase II, the BK programme allowed the MLSW to save money on social assistance that could be 
reinvested elsewhere; approximately EUR 542,490 was saved, with the beneficiaries working on average for three 
months.34  Furthermore, according to interviewees, some of the companies demonstrated corporate social 
responsibility by including additional elements within the construction that was beyond their contractual 
requirements such as digging a deeper borehole or improving on a structure.  One interviewee highlighted that he 
enjoyed working on these projects as he was pleased to have contributed to infrastructure that would serve the 
community, to the training of employees and possibly to see them employed in the long-term.   

As mentioned, on-the-job training also contributed in some ways to sustainability as evidence showed that those 
who were trained were often the workers who remained with the companies beyond the scope of the initial project.  
The programme was initially planning to have the MLSW Vocational Training Centres monitor the training and issue 
certificates for the workers in order to provide them with a record of their training.  Unfortunately this did not happen 
and most of the workers did not receive such a certificate.       

Impact on Migration 

Whilst addressing migration was not included in the EU’s initial grant requirements, IOM had listed one of its targets 
to be “reducing risks of irregular migration [due to lack] of economic opportunities.”  IOM in Kosovo manages several 
programmes to support returning migrants from other European countries.  Returnees were informed of the EU-BK 
programme and encouraged to apply for job opportunities.  Throughout Phase I and II, the number of returnees 
employed by the programme remained minimal and this may be due to other opportunities afforded to them through 
other IOM services; 15 returnees were hired in Phase II, 14 of whom were vulnerable or marginalised.  

It would be difficult to determine how this type of programme, in isolation, could contribute to a reduction of irregular 
migration; however, the reconstruction and improvements to Kosovo’s communities will help to stabilise 
communities and encourage further efforts to contribute to the community.  One IOM staff interviewed recalled 
meeting a resident during a monitoring site visit who reported having seen similar schools (to the one being 
renovated through EU-BK II) in other European countries and said that conditions were not so bad in Kosovo and 
perhaps migrating was no longer worth the sacrifice.  For the monastery reception hall built in Novobërdë/Novo Brdo, 
interviewees highlighted that the contribution in a minority municipality showed other minority groups that living in 
or returning to Kosovo was possible.  Moreover, IOM’s other programmes to help develop small and medium scale 
enterprises to support the reintegration of returnees and to work on community stabilisation can together have 
greater impact; further efforts to link migration and development as well as diaspora engagement may also 
contribute to addressing irregular migration and harnessing the opportunities migration has to offer.35   

According to interviewees, discussions were held in the beginning of Phase II as to whether the procurement process 
should be led by IOM or the MLSW and it was agreed that IOM would maintain the lead in this process though MLSW 
would participate, observe and learn from the process.  Furthermore, municipalities were invited to observe the 
                                                           
34 Final Report Beautiful Kosovo February 2011 – December 2013. Information on Phase II was not compiled yet by the team. 
35 IOM together with UNDP through support from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Finland is implementing the Disapora 
Engagement in Economic Development (DEED) progamme.   
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bidding process for the companies as a means of capacity development; some did participate.  As previously 
mentioned, further support was provided during the launch of the programme at the municipal level to ensure that 
municipalities had the necessary support to develop sound proposals in line with the criteria.  Several interviewees 
suggested that capacity building efforts should be more integrated into future efforts to strengthen the sustainability 
of the programme.     

Furthermore, as reported by stakeholders, better data collection and analysis was needed within the Employment 
Centres to better understand the profile and requirements of the registered unemployed and to provide better follow 
up and monitoring for their registered clients.  These elements were all raised in the Concept Note developed for an 
eventual Phase III and should be considered for future or similar programmes.   

The voluntary contributions of the municipalities to the projects (13%) was a positive achievement indicating the 
municipalities’ interest in and ownership of the programme, and their commitment to their municipal strategies.  
Some interviewees indicated that the contributions should have been obligatory for all municipalities; this had not 
been the case in order not to penalize economically marginalized municipalities.  One interviewee suggested that if 
municipalities were obliged to co-finance, they would target projects that would benefit socio-economic needs, 
health or education and create infrastructure that could lead to short or long-term employment.  The Phase III 
concept note proposed an obligatory contribution commensurate with municipalities’ capacities so that economically 
disadvantaged municipalities would not be penalized; the concept note also suggested to identify various options for 
selecting projects that can have more impact or benefit for the communities.   

KEY FINDING 
The final programme results were met with high satisfaction based on interviews and as witnessed during the field 
visits in the municipalities and communities.  The programme included key elements to make it sustainable and has 
the potential to have lasting impact for the communities who can benefit from the renovated or new infrastructure.  

Notwithstanding the difficulty in measuring the employability of the MEC-registered workers hired in the projects, 
there were indications that the employment component of the programme could have provided them with necessary 
skills and confidence to be hired again.  Contractors also rehired some of the workers, especially those who had 
received on-the-job training.  Further analysis would be required to determine how to strengthen this element to 
have stronger impact on employment. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
Other measures that could be included in similar programmes or future phases and proposed in the concept note for 
Phase III, would help increase the impact and the sustainability of the programme, for instance, by increasing the 
community ownership of the public infrastructure to reduce potential mistreatment or littering.  Further mechanisms 
to build capacity, including data collection and analysis at the MLSW and municipality levels, would strengthen the 
replication of the programme and the ability to better measure impact and employability of the MEC-registered 
workers.  Finally, determining how best to maximize the benefit of the infrastructure projects needs to be considered 
and analysed.  Future programmes merit the inclusion of an impact evaluation in order to delve deeper into the likely 
long-term benefits, including measuring how the programme reduces risks of irregular migration by employment. 

3. Key Findings and Recommendations 

1. The programme was designed to improve public infrastructure and provide short-term employment, in line 
with Kosovo’s strategies.  The programme did not however identify ways of measuring worker employability 



22 | P a g e  
 

after the completion of their short-term assignment; this would have required further investment in capacity 
development of the MSLW and specifically the MECs in order to strengthen data collection and analysis.     

2. The lessons learned from Phase I and the related adjustments to Phase II, plus the flexibility that the 
programme offered to accommodate cultural and political situations, allowed the programme to remain 
relevant throughout its duration.  

3. The programme was able to reach its results, even overachieved in some key indicators, while covering all five 
of Kosovo’s economic regions.  The programme set up a strong process to implement and monitor its activities, 
meet the deadlines, and incorporated a participatory approach with key stakeholders throughout.   

4. The priorities set forth at the municipal level were based on municipal plans and included, to varying degrees, 
the contributions of residents of the municipality.  Although it was not stipulated as part of the tendering 
requirements, some municipalities did conduct community meetings prior to proposing their projects.  Overall, 
based on interviews, most residents and end users of the infrastructure projects were satisfied with the process 
and final results. 

5. IOM faced challenges in implementing the employment component due to structural constraints such as the 
registration process for accessing social assistance schemes after termination of employment and given the 
difficulty in ensuring that the MEC workers were being effectively employed and receiving the necessary skills 
training throughout the duration of their employment.  IOM managed however to overachieve its targets 
indicating notable efforts and strong outreach by IOM and stakeholders to address those concerns.  Although 
the numbers who were re-employed by contractors remained low, on-the-job training seems to have improved 
the chances to be rehired by the contractors. 

RECOMMENDATION:  For future similar programmes, additional initiatives should be taken to 
effectively measure and to improve the employability of the long-term unemployed.  This may 
require investments for increased capacity in data collection methods within the MLSW in order to 
facilitate gathering of information related to employability, on-the-job training, as well as monitoring 
of workers’ status after the projects have ended.   The evaluation recommends to continue examining 
ways of facilitating the re-registration into social security schemes for MEC-registered workers after 
employment.     

6. Overall, despite the relatively low number of people employed from vulnerable or marginalised groups, the 
effort and insistence to work with these groups has been successful.  Prioritising this segment of the population 
empowered certain individuals, making them proud of their own accomplishments, and broadened the 
perspective of other stakeholders who purportedly would not have considered hiring these individuals in the 
past.  It also helped to improve relationship within communities as the different ethnic groups had to work 
together for the benefit of the overall community. 

7. Given IOM’s cost-saving measures and the financial contributions of the municipalities, the programme was 
able to complete more projects than initially expected without compromising quality and timing.  Over EUR 4 
million was disbursed into 25 municipalities, without any incidents of corruption, mistrust or complaints about 
the process or final outputs. 

8. The final programme results were met with high satisfaction based on interviews and as witnessed during the 
field visits in the municipalities and communities.  The programme included key elements to make it sustainable 
and has the potential to have lasting impact for the communities who can benefit from the renovated or new 
infrastructure. 

9. Notwithstanding the difficulty in measuring the employability of the MEC-registered workers hired in the 
projects, there were indications that the employment component of the programme could have provided them 
with necessary skills and confidence to be hired again.  Contractors also rehired some of the workers, especially 
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those who had received on-the-job training.  Further analysis would be required to determine how to 
strengthen this element to have stronger impact on employment.  

RECOMMENDATION: Other measures that could be included in similar programmes or future phases 
and proposed in the concept note for Phase III, would help increase the impact and the sustainability 
of the programme, for instance, by increasing the community ownership of the public infrastructure 
to reduce potential mistreatment or littering.  Further mechanisms to build capacity, including data 
collection and analysis at the MLSW and municipality levels, would strengthen the replication of the 
programme and the ability to better measure impact and employability of the MEC-registered 
workers.  Finally, determining how best to maximize the benefit of the infrastructure projects needs 
to be considered and analysed.  Future programmes merit the inclusion of an impact evaluation in 
order to delve deeper into the likely long-term benefits, including measuring how the programme 
reduces risks of irregular migration by employment. 
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Annex 1 Terms of Reference 
 

EVALUATION OF THE  
“EMPLOYMENT THROUGH THE BEAUTIFUL KOSOVO PROGRAMME (EU-BK II)” 

 

 

1. BACKGROUND OF THE PROGRAMME 
 

The EU-Beautiful Kosovo EU-BK II (2013-2016) is built upon the first phase of the programme, which has been 
implemented during the period 2011-2013. The EU Beautiful Kosovo I (EU-BK I) has contributed to the reduction of 
poverty and high level of unemployment by fostering economic opportunities for the most vulnerable, and by 
improving the urban social infrastructure though the implementation of small and medium scale projects. A total of 
46 infrastructure projects were implemented in 24 Kosovo municipalities and generated over 1900 new employment 
opportunities. The implementation of the first phase as well as the high participation and commitment of the Kosovo 
municipalities as the main beneficiaries of the action, confirmed the importance of this type of action to combat the 
high level of unemployment that was still affecting Kosovo's socio- economic development.  

Despite the substantial assistance provided by the European Union and other donors in supporting the economic 
recovery, the Multi-annual Indicative Planning document (MIPD) 2011-2013 for Kosovo was still identifying high 
unemployment rate as one of the major challenges for Kosovo society. The unemployment rate at mid-2012, reaching 
35.1 % of general population with 44.4 % for female population and 60.2 % for youth, was presenting major 
challenges for the Kosovo society and was among the main push factors for migration, in particular through irregular 
channels. The most affected groups were women, youth, persons with disabilities, minorities, returnees and those 
with limited education, who were facing huge challenges for the integration in the restricted labour market.  

One of the main objective of assistance identified in the MIPD 2011-2013 was to contribute to Kosovo's socio-
economic development by ensuring a growth rate of 7-8% and a reduction of the unemployment level of 8-10% per 
annum. The implementation of actions fostering the economic development in Kosovo by creating new employment 
opportunities for the most vulnerable as well as by improving living conditions of Kosovo populations was in line with 
the development strategy for pre-accession and with the Stabilization and Association Agreement process (SAA). In 
particular the implementation of the EU-BK II, was expected to contribute to the achievement of the following 
targets:  

• Creation of new employment opportunities for particularly vulnerable groups;  
• Decrease number of beneficiaries benefiting from social assistance benefits; 
• Facilitate reinsertion in the labour market of long-term unemployed beneficiaries;  
• Increase employability of beneficiaries by enhancing their skills through on-the-job trainings and by 

facilitating the process of portability of skills, i.e. acquired skills that can be transferred between jobs and 
easily recognized by employers;  

• Foster development among small and medium enterprises benefiting from the grant scheme;  
• Improve the urban and social infrastructure in the municipalities creating better environment and living 

conditions for Kosovo citizens;  
• Reducing risks of irregular migration due to lack of economic opportunities. 
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In that context, the overall objective of the programme was “to contribute to poverty reduction through the 
enhancement of economic opportunities for Kosovo's population, especially the most marginalized and vulnerable 
groups”. 

Two project purposes were identified:  

1) Improved urban and social infrastructures in the selected municipalities according to identified municipal and 
regional priorities;  

2) Reduced number of long-term unemployed in the short term and increased employability through work experience 
gained for selected beneficiaries;  

With three expected results:  

i) Parameters for ensuring a coordinated and participatory approach to project activities established during 
the project cycle;  

ii) Selected municipalities have the technical and financial support to have small and medium scale 
infrastructure projects implemented in accordance with their identified immediate needs and in line with 
transparent and efficient procurement rules;  

iii) Short-term jobs for long-term unemployed beneficiaries and vulnerable groups created. 

 
The project started in December 2013 and is expected to end in June 2016; the total budget is amounting to 
EUR 5,560,499.89.  
 
 

2. OBJECTIVES OF THE EVALUATION  
 
“Employment though the Beautiful Kosovo Programme (EU-BK II)” was selected for an evaluation by the Office of the 
Inspector General due to the relatively long-term implementation of the two phases with an integrated programme 
approach, totaling five years of activities, the size of the budget of the second phase and due to the important link 
between development, unemployment and irregular migration. A summative approach will be used to provide 
insights about the overall performance of the programme, but institutional learning for replication and fine-tuning of 
similar programmes will also be sought through the evaluation.   
 
The overall objectives of the evaluation are:  ‘To evaluate IOM overall performance and achievements in the 
implementation of Phase II of the programme, to assess IOM strategy in delivering assistance to the Kosovo’s 
population and municipalities, as well as partnership and complementary approaches with other programmes and 
stakeholders, and to draw relevant lessons for the Organisation.” 
 
More specifically, the evaluation will examine the performance and achievements though the criteria of relevance, 
effectiveness, efficiency, outcome, impact and sustainability.  The impact will only be briefly discussed, noting that it 
would require additional resources to conduct an impact evaluation of EU-BK I and II, both in terms of development 
opportunities and size of migratory flows.  
 
Relevance:   
- Is the programme design and strategy relevant to respond adequately to socio-economic problems of the target 

groups and of the communities assisted, also with a view to address irregular migration?  
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- Is the programme strategy relevant to governmental strategies and other socio-economic initiatives (IOM and 
non-IOM), and is it taking into account institutional and cultural factors?   

- Have gender issues been taken into account and properly integrated into the programme design and 
implementation? 

- To what extent did the objective and project purposes remain valid during implementation?  
 

Effectiveness:   
- Is the programme effective in reaching planned outputs, results and outcomes and in bringing expected 

changes?  
- Did the programme results effectively reach the planned target groups and beneficiaries, and did they reach 

other indirect beneficiaries? 
- Was the coordination and partnerships with the authorities, the municipalities, the UN and other similar 

programmes effective?  
 

Efficiency:  
- What measures have been taken to ensure that resources are efficiently used? 
- Are the project expenditure reports efficient to guarantee accountability and transparency and to make a global 

analysis of the costs incurred to reach the results obtained? 
- Are the project expenditures in line with the agreed upon budget, and the costs incurred consistent with the 

strategy of the project? 
- Could activities have been implemented with fewer resources without reducing the quality and quantity of the 

results (cost-effectiveness)?  
 

Outcome and impact:  
- Did the expected changes occur during the programme in line with the overall objective, the results and the 

programme strategy? 
- What do the target groups, municipalities and other stakeholders perceive to be the achieved outcome of Phase 

II of the programme?  
- What are the impacts on migration of the programme and can they be specifically attributed to its 

implementation? 
- What can be observed in terms of gender and outcome? 

 
Sustainability: 
- To what extent the results and benefits can continue having an impact on socio-economic development and 

migration after completion of EU-BK II? 
- Are there any measures being put in place to continue assisting the authorities and municipalities without a new 

phase of the EU-BK programme? Was the support from other donors explored? 
 
 

3. METHODOLOGY 
 
Mixed methods of qualitative and quantitative analysis will be used. The methodology will mainly consist of a 
documentation review of the reports and documents produced by the programme and of a series of interviews with 
the IOM staff, with authorities and municipalities, with other agencies and partners having participated in the 
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implementation of the programme, as well as with the donor. The evaluation will also conduct surveys and/or focus 
group discussions with the beneficiaries and communities, and make an extensive use of the surveys, assessments, 
reviews and evaluations that could have been conducted during implementation. The list of interviews will be 
coordinated with the IOM office in Pristina.  
 
The IOM office will be in charge of providing the necessary documentation related to programme implementation 
as well as documentation specific to other projects and activities that could be relevant for the evaluation. It can 
include regular activity/monitoring reports, letters, notes for the file of meetings, reports related to staff 
deployment, Memorandum of Understanding with authorities at all levels , between agencies and with various 
partners when relevant to the analysis, and any other documentation that IOM office considers worth sharing.  
 
OIG will conduct a field visit in June 2016. A work plan will be established at the start of the evaluation, including a 
refinement of the methodology. The conduct of a formal survey will be examined at the same time. 
 
 

4. RESOURCES AND TIMING 
 
The cost of the evaluation will be borne by the Office of the Inspector General and a draft report should be made 
available to IOM Pristina by mid-August 2016. As the programme may be extended for a couple of months after June 
2016, the evaluation report would then be finalized before the end of Phase II of the programme.  
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Annex 2 Documentation Review  
 

EU-BK II Related Documents 
Beautiful Kosovo Grant Application Form IPA 2009, October 2010 
Description of the Action EU BK II, 09 December 2013 
Draft Concept Note EU Beautiful Kosovo Phase III 2016-2018 
EU BK Final Report, Reporting Period:  19 February 2011 – 18 December 2013 
EU BK II Application forms for identified projects 
EU BK II First Interim Report, Reporting Period: 17 December 2013 – 31 January 2015 
EU BK II Results Orientated Monitoring 2014 
EU BK II Second Interim Report, Reporting Period:  1st February 2015 – 31st January 2016 
EU BK Interim Report, Reporting Period:  1 September 2011 – 31 August 2012 
EU BK Results Orientated Monitoring 2012 
EU BK Results Orientated Monitoring 2013 
EU-BK II Applications of Awarded projects and Evaluation Reports of each Proposal 
EU-BK Inception Report Reporting Period February 18 – August 31, 2011 
Fact sheet of each completed project EU BK II 
Report on the procurement bid evaluation  
Other Documents  
European Commission Liaison Office to Kosovo, Beautiful Kosovo, Guidelines for Grant Applicants, 2010.   
European Commission, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA II) Multi-Country Indicative Strategy Paper 
(2014-2020); Adopted 30/06/2014.   
IOM, Support to Social Enterprises and Business Advisory Services, Grant Application Form, March 2014 
Kita, Lida.  Human Resources Development Country Analysis Kosovo Report, European Training Foundation, May 
2008. 
Ministry of Labour and Social Welfare, Republic of Kosovo.  Administrative Instruction on Procedures Nr. 03/2013 
for Registration, Certification and Active Job Search for the Unemployed that apply for the Social Assistance 
Scheme, 24 May 2013.   
MLSW, Ministry of Labour and Social Welfare Sector Strategy, 2015-2020; Republic of Kosovo Government, June 
2015.   
MLSW, Sector Strategy 2015 – 2020 Action Plan 2015 – 2016; Republic of Kosov Government, June 2015.   
Municipality Plans – Novo Brdo, Ranilug, Klokot,  
Stabilisation and Association Agreement between the European Union, of the One Part,and Kosovo, of the Part, 
27 October 2015 
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Annex 3 List of Interviews 
 

IOM Staff   
Alessia Schiavon  Former Programme Manager  IOM Nepal  
Besa Ajvazi  Civil Engineer IOM Kosovo  
Faton Kelmendi Programme Coordinator IOM Kosovo 
Fisnik Sopjani Monitoring  Reporting and 

communications assistant 
IOM Kosovo 

Igor Rasic Programme Assistant IOM Kosovo 
Jorge Baca  Former Chief of Mission IOM Dominican Republic 
Tajma Kurt Chief of Mission IOM Kosovo 
Ulan Kerimbaev Resource Management Officer IOM Kosovo 
   
Direct stakeholders 
 School Director Rohavec Municipality 
Ajshe Xhemaili Berveniku Representative and member of 

Project Identification Committee 
Prishtinë/Pristina Municipality 

Arbenita Basha Director of Kindergarten Pristina Kindergarten  
Ilarion Lupulovic   Abbot of the Monastery Draganac Monastery Draganac 
Mentor Morina Head of Division for Planning and 

Social Inclusion 
Ministry of Labour and Social 
Welfare 

Idriz Vehapi Mayor Rohavec Municipality 
Lendita Gashi EU BK II Task Manager EU Office in Kosovo 
Mustaf Rrushiti Head of Association of elderly 

people in Obiliq/Obilic 
Elderly Centre Obiliq/Obilic 

Nora Loxha Sahatciu UN Coordination Specialist Office of the UN Development 
Coordinator 

Rrahim Hoxha General Manager ISARS Company  
Valbona Bogujevci Project Coordinator UNDP 
Valbona Tahiri  Director RDA East 
Xhafer Gashi Mayor Obiliq Municipality 
Yllka Gerdovci  UNDP 
Zylkyfli Obertinca Regional Director Regional Employment Centre 

of MLSW 
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Annex 4 Interview Guide 
 
INTRODUCTION AND INFORMED CONSENT (all respondents) 
  
As you know, IOM is conducting an internal evaluation of the project “Beautiful Kosovo, Phase II” (hereinafter ‘the 
project’).  The evaluation seeks to evaluate the project’s overall performance and achievements in the 
implementation, to assess IOM’s strategy in delivering assistance to Kosovo’s population and municipalities, as well 
as understand the project’s complementary approaches with other programmes and stakeholders, in order to 
relevant lessons for the Organisation. 
 
Confidentiality 
  
As part of the evaluation, I would like to ask you some questions about the project and about your work related to 
this project. I would like to take notes during our conversation so that this research can utilize your perspectives to 
inform the analysis and accurately represent the information you provide.   
  
Your responses will be kept confidential.  Your identity and/or organizational affiliation will not be revealed in reports 
or presentations and will not be recognizable to anyone beyond the evaluator.  We will not share your individual 
perspectives with IOM or other project staff or donors.   
  
We will not include your name or title in a list of study informants or in any other format in any reports that we write. 
The notes from our conversation will be used as input only on reports we will write for IOM, which is funding this 
evaluation.  Your  responses will be combined with those of other study respondents and reported in aggregate e.g., 
study respondents suggested . . . or some field staff felt . . .  
  
Distribution and dissemination of this report will be at IOM’s discretion.  
  
Compensation and Freedom to Withdraw  
  
There is no compensation for your participation in this study. Your participation is voluntary.  You may choose not to 
participate at all, or you may refuse to answer certain questions or discontinue your participation at any time without 
any penalty.  
  
Your Responsibilities 
  
I  want  to  emphasize  that  there  are  no  right  or  wrong  answers  to  these  questions.  By voluntarily  agreeing  to  
participate  in  this  study,  I  ask  you  to  answer  these  questions with responses that are true for you or for your 
organization.  
  
 

INTERVIEW GUIDE 

All questions 

Name:_______________ 

Title: ___________________ 

Date:_______________________ 
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1. In what capacity have you been involved in the project or are aware of the project? 

Relevance 

2. How was the programme designed taking into account Phase I?    Who was involved in designing the programme? 
What has changed since Phase I? 

3. How are the individual projects identified? 
4. What are the criteria for designing the projects and who are involved? (do the criteria include looking at socio-

economic and migration-related problems?) 
5. To what extent do you consider the target populations, target locations and activities sufficiently well-defined 

and implementable in order to reach the project’s objectives? 
6. How was it ensured that the project would be consistent with and supportive of target beneficiaries needs? 
7. How does the project take into account relevant cultural factors?   
8. How does the project take into account relevant institutional factors?  (the evaluator has taken this to mean 

institutional within the Government) 
9. Which initiatives (from Government or other entities) relate to are supportive of this project and how have they 

been taken into consideration? 
10. To what extent were gender considerations taken into account into the programme design?   
11. How did the programme ensure that it would be consistent with the gender issues and the female/male/young 

or vulnerable beneficiaries of the project?     
12. What changes took place during the implementation period of the project – external changes or internal – that 

may have required adjustments to the project strategy and implementation?   
13. To what extent do you consider that the expected outcomes and impacts identified in the project document 

remained valid during implementation? 
 
Effectiveness  
 
14. What did you hope the project would achieve?   
15. Do you feel the project achieved this? 
16. What activities were completed under this project and under which results?   
17. Which activities or planned outputs were not able to be completed? Why? 
18. What do you understand to be the link between the expected changes and the planned outputs/results of the 

project?   
19. Who are the target groups of this project and to what extent do you think they were well defined by the project?   
20. To what extent do you think they (each of the target groups described) have been reached by the project?   
21. Have there been other indirect beneficiaries that have benefited from the project? 
22. How was the coordination identified and done between this project and the key stakeholders?   
23. To what extent do you think that the coordination was done well?  What could have been improved if anything? 
24. To what extent were other stakeholders (e.g. UN or related projects) coordinated with? 
25. How did this project integrate other similar initiatives into its implementation? 
 
Efficiency 
26. To what extent were activities implemented as scheduled and in line with budget allocated?  
27. If there were delays, how were they addressed? 



32 | P a g e  
 

28. To what extent do you think these delays affected the quality of activities delivered?   
29. How were resources monitored to be transparent and accountable?   
30. Have there been any incidents of corruption or misuse of funding and if so, how were these dealt with?   
31. To what extent do you think the funding allocated by activity was in line with the strategy of the project and 

helped to achieve what the project set out to achieve? 
32. What processes, if any, were used to determine any adjustments that needed to be made in the allocation of 

resources?  
33. How were resources monitored to encourage a cost-effective implementation? 
34. Could different decisions have been taken in the use of resources to implement this project? 
 

Outcome and Impact 

35. What have been the major changes (referring to the targets and results of the project) that have taken place 
during this project and that can be clearly attributed to it? 

36. Were those changes in line with the overall objective, results and strategy? 
37. How have you been measuring what has been achieved in terms of outcome and impact as well as the targets as 

defined by the SAA? 
38. Are you measuring whether the project has helped to generate new employment?  How? 
39. Where there any unintended or unexpected positive or negative consequences as a result of this project? 
40. As a benefiting group, what has been the major changes (referring to the targets and results of the project) that 

have taken place during this project? 
41. How has this project impacted on you, your work/municipality/community? 
42. What difference has this project made for you, your municipality/community?     
43. What changes in migration management/situation was the project hoping to achieve or impact?  
44. What are some of the impacts on migration in Kosovo of this project? 
45. How can these be attributed (in full or in part) to this project? 
46. In your opinion, what has the project done concretely in terms of gender balanced assistance?   
47. In your opinion how has the project impacted on gender within the municipalities? 
48. What could have been done differently (if anything)?   
 

Sustainability 

49. What measures have been taken in order for the effects of the project be maintained after the project is 
completed? 

50. Can the project help to ensure or encourage long-term employment of those who have been employed?  How?   
51. What additional measures could have been be taken to make this project more sustainable?   
52. How can migration trends be sustainably impacted by this project?  Has this taken place?   
53. What, if any, other interest is there from other donors to support this?   
54. What measures have been taken by the Government to continue such support in the framework of their socio-

economic strategy?   
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Annex 5 Itinerary during Evaluation Visit  
 
Sunday June 12, 2016 

 Sunday 6:00-7:45 pm Meeting with Mr. Mentor Morina the representative of the Ministry of Labour and Social 
Welfare (MLSW focal Point and PSC member) 

 
Monday June 13, 2016 

 9:00 – 9:20  A short introduction with Mrs. Tajma Kurt – IOM Chief of Mission 
 11:00-12:00 Meeting with Ms. Ajshe Xhemaili Berveniku the representative of the Municipality of Prishtinë 

(Project Identification Committee member) 
 13:30 - 14:30 Meeting with Ms. Arbenita Basha the Director of the Kindergarten  
 2:40  – 15:15 Meeting with Mr. Xhafer Gashi – Mayor of Obiliq Municipality 
 15:30 – 16:15 Meeting with Mr. Zylkyfli Obertinca the Director of the Regional Employment Centre of MLSW 
 
Tuesday June 14, 2016 

 09:00 – 11:30 Meeting with Mr. Mustaf Rrushiti Head of Association of elderly people in Obiliq/Obilic and a 
guest that will be present at the facility; 

 Launch of Graveyard in Dubrava village, Ferizaj/Uroševac Municipality 
 Visit to: Health Centre in Kllokot/Klokot; Visit to Dositej Obradovic school in Partesh/Parteš; Visit to Dardania 

Park in Gjilan/Gnjilane; Visit to Draganac Monastery in Novobërdë/Novo Brdo Municipality 
 15:00 – 16:00 Meeting with Mr. Ilarion Lupulovic – Abbot of the Monaestry Draganac 
 Visit to riverbed in Gadime village of Lipjan/Lipljan Municipality 
 

 Wednesday June 15, 2016 

 9:00 – 9:45 Mr. Rrahim Hoxha General Manager of ISARS Company  
 10:15-11:15 Ms. Lendita Gashi – EU Office in Kosovo - EU BK II Task Manager 
 12:45 – 13:30 Ms. Valbona Tahiri the Director of the RDA East  
 13:30 – 14:30 Besa AJVAZI, IOM Staff 
 15:30 – 16:15 Ms. Nora Loxha Sahatciu UN Coordination Specialist/ Office of the UN Development Coordinator 
 
 Thursday Oct 16, 2016  

 9:00 - Idriz Vehapi Rahovec Mayor 
 9:30 - Director at school 
 13:00 – Fisnik Sopjani, IOM staff 
 14:45 – Utan Kerimbaev, IOM staff 
 15:30 – UNDP meeting with Yllka Gerdovci, and Valbona Bogujevci  
 16:30 – Igor Rasic 
 18:00 – Faton Kelmendi  
 
Friday Oct 17, 2016  

 10:00 – 12:00 Tajma Kurt 
 12:45 – 13:30 – Meeting with Mrs. Tajma Kurt - IOM Kosovo CoM and Faton Kelmendi – Programme 

Coordinator
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Annex 6 List of all EU-BK II Projects36  

No Project title Municipality Total (€) EUR(€) Municipal
ity (€) 

Long-
term 
jobs 

created 

New 
jobs 

created 

MEC 
workers 

Marginalised 
or Vulnerable 

individuals 

1 Creation of Park  in Dardania 
neighbourhood Gjilan/ Gnjilane 238,795 177,562 61,232 0 65 65 23 

2 Renovation of the City Museum and 
Library Shtime/ Stimlje 146,620 131,780 14,840 2 49 38 15 

3 Restoration of the Haxhi Zeka Mill Pejë/ Peć 189,095 169,666 19,429 2 67 43 19 

4 Renovation of  the Health Centre's 
façade Dragash/ Dragaš 108,888 108,888  0 57 37 17 

5 Construction of paths and creation of 
green area along the Erenik River Junik/ Junik 77,296 65,220 12,076 1 28 23 11 

6 Construction of recreational and Health 
Centre for elderly people Obiliq/ Obilić 140,159 132,731 7,428 2 63 38 8 

7 
Construction of the kindergarten in 

Pançellë/Pančelo and Tomanc/Tomance 
village 

Ranillug/ Ranilug 79,814 79,814  3 24 15 15 

8 Construction of the kindergarten in 
Arberia neighbourhood 

Prishtinë/ 
Pristina 435,414 225,414 210,000 17 141 91 14 

9 Renovation of the Shaban Hashani's 
school yard Ferizaj/ Uroševac 167,901 150,888 17,013 0 80 67 8 

10 Renovation of the Rasim Kicina School, 
including energy efficiency measures 

Drenas/ 
Glogovac 196,588 186,588 10,000 0 88 84 33 

                                                           
36 Information gleaned from IOM Employment Database and fact sheets of each project.   
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11 
Renovation of the Nazmi Zhegrova 

school's yard in Stanoc i Poshtem/Donje 
Stanovce village 

Vushtrri/ Vucitrn 94,666 83,233 11,433 0 60 40 12 

12 Renovation of the riverbed in Gadime e 
Ulët/Donje Gadimlje village Lipjan/ Lipljan 256,038 212,511 43,527 3 67 56 19 

13 Renovation of the Isa Boletini School's 
yard 

Podujevë/ 
Podujevo 117,954 101,359 16,595 12 51 44 10 

14 Renovation of the Zejnel Salihu school in 
Pomozotin/Pomazatin village 

Fushë Kosovë/ 
Kosovo Polje 164,490 127,490 37,000 0 33 27 8 

15 Renovation of the Haxhi Zeka school's 
yard Istog/ Istok 120,227 120,227  14 99 97 40 

16 Renovation of Vëllezërit Frashëri 
school's yard in Drenoc/Drenovac village 

Rahovec/ 
Orahovac 115,054 93,575 21,479 0 57 37 6 

17 
Renovation of the riverbed  and  

creation of green area and protective 
wall 

Mamushë/ 
Mamusha 183,423 183,423  6 84 58 32 

18 Renovation of the city park Viti/ Vitina 79,446.54 79,446.54  0 53 41 5 
19 Construction of the Health Centre Kllokot/ Klokot 216,326 172,384 43,942 3 72 46 40 

20 Renovation of the Municipal Building's 
façade 

Hani i Elezit/ Elez 
Han 193,630 193,630  0 53 41 7 

21 
Construction of the Guest House and 

renovation of the yard within the 
Monastery in Dragancë/Draganac village 

Novobërdë/ 
Novo Brdo 180,780 171,572 9,208 0 74 66 58 

22 Renovation of the riverbed in 
Berivojcë/Berivojce village 

Kamenicë/ 
Kamenica 204,262 189,262 15,000 1 63 53 11 

23 Renovation of Dositej Obradovic 
school's façade Partesh/ Parteš 146,938 146,938  0 66 54 54 

24 Construction of  walking path and park 
at Gradina hill 

Zubin Potok/ 
Zubin Potok 184,743 184,743  0 35 28 28 
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25 Creation of the walking paths towards 
the fortress Zveçan/ Zvečan 105,412 103,281 2,131 0 26 19 19 

26 Improvement of  public space in the  
Education, Sports and Tourism zone Pejë/ Peć 79,523 71,539 8,164 0 80 49 25 

27 Renovation of Veljko Dugosevic School's 
yard Ranillug/Ranilug 90,476 90,476  1 62 53 53 

28 Renovation of the Bekim Sulka School’s 
Yard 

Rahovec/Orahov
ac 88,746 76,746 12,000 0 65 65 33 

29 Renovation of the graveyard in Dubrava 
village37 Ferizaj/Uroševac 74,889 49,889 25,000 1    

  Total 4,477,594 3,880,276 597,497 79 1,762 1,357 623 
 

 

 

                                                           
37 Information was not updated on the Employment Database received by the evaluator and hence not included here.   
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