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· RC office perspective.  Milena Isakovic will give the Agency perspective. Dragana Curcija will give Government's perspective.
· Evolution of the MDG Funding Opportunities Perception by UNCT Serbia - :

- initially an abstract thing known to the RC/O and UNDP

- UNCT had academic discussions around the subject while the first two windows were advertized, without applying

- the first application was made, once we learned about Bosnian successes. RCs role in encouraging UNCT to apply was very important
- the first application we decided to work on (and that did not get approved), assembled 7 Agencies – everyone  wanted to apply and RC had to assist in selecting Agencies that will participate. One Agency had to give up (WHO).

- the second application (and that is the first one that got funding) had only 4 participating Agencies as others have been exhausted from the first application process and some had lost interest during the preparation process (UNHCR and UNODC)
- the NRAs got very much interested later in the process, particularly in the last thematic window. Their number exceeded the number of resident Agencies and the RC had to intervene in assessing the appropriateness of their participation and deciding who will stay
· Overview of the Applications by UNCT Serbia;
- UNCT Serbia applied for 5 thematic windows (11 Agencies worked together) and three projects were approved for funding (value 12.5 M $, with 9 Agencies participating, of which 4 NRAs):

1. Youth, Employment and Migration 

- the whole value of 6.4 M$ was approved, but in the second round of applications. 4 UN Agencies participate. They are all resident. IOM is in the lead. 
- This project is due to be signed in early April.

2. Conflict Prevention and Peace Building 
– 1/3 of the proposed activities/budget were approved (value 2.5 M $), and 5 UN Agencies participate. 
- 2/3 of the project activities and 1 UN Agency were excluded from the final project. 
- This was possible due to the 'sister project', multi-donor funding, Inclusive Development in South Serbia. Two projects have shared vision, overall objective, management arrangements and geographical focus.  This other project is 8 M $ worth. - - The MDG F project is submitted for funding. The other one is still being finalized. UNDP is in the lead for both projects.
3. Development and Private Sector 
– a slightly reduced budget and all activities were approved. 
- The value of the project is 4 M $. 6 Agencies participate of which 4 are NRAs. UNDP is in the lead. 
- The formulation is ongoing. Many challenges are still ahead (lead ministry, location of the project, division of labor between two NRAs FAO and WTO)
(two rejected)

4. Culture and Development – 4.7 M $ worth with 7 Agencies participating. UNICEF in the lead. Best practices from the project preparation were most useful for the preparation of the subsequent YEM project that got the funding.

5. Children, Nutrition and Food Security – value 3.5 M $ and 3 resident Agencies participated. UNICEF in the lead.

· UNCT Serbia: 
- Has 18 active UNCT members in the country and 5 NRAs. 

- Most successful initiatives have proven to be the ones lead by UNDP and IOM. 

- Greatest enthusiasm was expressed by NRAs willing to settle in the country and some small project based Agencies willing to ensure continuation or setting up of the presence in the country.

- Most reserved were Agencies with strong core funding provided through their HQ 

- In budgeting, all Agencies, except UNDP, have tried to include their present/future staff and they have all been reluctant to allocate some budget for strengthening the RCO.
- It was difficult, not yet possible, to get some of the project budgets  to the joint/coordination functions. Tendency to get funds for the Agencies.

- no culture as yet to share some functions and make synergies between the three projects

- OPAS itself was a very useful and important tool in getting the common platform for them to get along.

- some still have to adjust, play-down their Agencies procedures in such ventures: UNDP LPACs

· RC/O Serbia:
- RCs role was crucial in raising the motivation levels in the Team and in directing the course of action, particularly in crisis moments. Each project had such moments:

YEM – RC/O took active part in: targeting the project activities, confirming the need for certain Agencies to take part and for some others to give up (ie UNHCR, UNODC) and at the end in dividing the activities/outputs between ILO and UNDP.
CPPB – RC/O took active part in: designing the two 'sister projects' throughout, managing the dialogue between the Agencies for each of the projects (ILO had to leave the MDG project and move to the multi-donor one), fund raising for the other project, conceptualize the management arrangement for an joint ABD project, exchange experience with others in the world, liaise with Kosovo to look for synergies.

DPS – RC/O took, and is still taking active part in defining the number of participants (some had to be eliminated, ie UNIDO) and fine tuning the overall programmatic direction, selecting the title, negotiating with the Government partners who will be in the lead, working with NRAs. 

- RC/O took active part in communicating with NRAs and representing them as needed. They came for the Missions to Serbia in order to position themselves.
- RC/O maintained active communication with the programming teams in the country (mailing lists for each of the projects), Spanish Embassy, Government of Serbia, MDG F Secretariat and MDTF.

- RC/O took active part in the work of the NSC and PMC.

- Most of the technical tasks, particularly in the initial and in the final phase of the processes, ended up at the RCO: proof reading, editing, translation, communication with the Government, PR side, drafting letters for the Government etc. Very clear where the Agency's TOR finishes in a joint venture like this. Not clear where the RCO mandate ends.
- In the project formulation phases (sometimes also in the concept note preparation) consultants played an important role (key). They worked closely with RCO and programme teams. They have done all the drafting. The key question: should they have more a UN background/expertise or technical knowledge of relevance for the programme substance? Some times they worked from abroad, which rendered the whole process even more compicated.
- UNCT Serbia has the RC ai since November 2008 and this is affecting the strength of RCs role in the processes. 

· NSC: 
- It is composed of: RC, Spanish Ambassador and DACU/MOF (Assistant Minister).

- Government participation, although not at the ministerial level, has proven to be the right one, as this non-political representative stayed the same, despite the several Government changes that took place in the meantime in Serbia. This unit is also actively involved in the overall aid coordination and EU funds programming. The communication between the NSC and PMC should be better institutionalized during the projects implementation. It was supported by RCO during the previous phases (endorsements, approvals etc)
- Ministry of Foreign Affairs, UN Directorate, is kept informed of the progress of the MDG F initiatives. It is being discussed with them also how to link the MDG F with Alliance for Civilization. This latter focused on youth, minorities and education calls for Regional Cooperation. Conference in Serajevo planned. MDG F projects could be presented as good practices.
- Spanish Ambassador in Serbia, used to be the Spanish Rep to the UN and is very familiar with the MDGF. Him, and his two close associates, have very intense communication with the RCO. They review the documents, give their inputs and provide valuable and timely suggestions during the process.
- Partnership building between Serbia and Spain are very much actual at the political scene and these projects contribute to it very much.

- Through the MDG F projects the UN reform is getting promoted among international donors (presented as best practice/model for others to follow) and with the Government (interest in ONE UN growing at the Government side; asking for a 'common legal document').

- We used to invite consultants at the NSC meetings to present documents and draft cover letters for the final submission.
- NSC works through meetings and e-mail communications (this latter more often)

· PMC:
- RC chairs the formal PMCs, while the technical ad-hoc meetings, in between, are chaired by the lead Agency. 
- One Ministry is in the lead. In some cases, there are two ministries for one project (DPS). In total, for three projects, we have 3 lead Ministries involved. 
- The challenges ahead: harmonize the work of PMCs for the three projects (save time of the ministries that take part in all three projects), better organize M&E functions (capacity building needed) and improve communication between NSC and PMC. We consider inviting the Spanish representatives at the PMC meetings.
(over to Milena).
