DRAFT REPORT
Identifying project characteristics through the review of ROM reports: The engagement of EuropeAid in the Pacific and an assessment of the ROM process
Purpose and Abstract:

Through the evaluation of Results Orientated Monitoring (ROM) reports undertaken in the Pacific for projects underway between 2005 and 2015, this brief aims to identify positive and negative project features that consistently emerge in the Pacific and impact on the success or failure of EuropeAid's development cooperation in the region. Moreover, with consideration given to the ROM process, this review evaluates the relevance and efficacy of ROM reports as a monitoring and value-added tool with which to assess and improve EuropeAid's contribution to the region. 
This study revealed recurring project features that reaffirm the importance of detailed and well-conceptualised project design and the need for greater caution in proceeding through the identification and formulation phase, necessitating greater quality assurance through peer review and from the Quality Support Group (QSG).  Moreover, this report proposes that the ROM system itself offers little opportunity to aggregate data and draw verifiable conclusions due to the unavoidably subjective and poorly standardised nature of what is essentially a very limited exercise - limited in the sense that it does not represent a formal evaluation, is conducted in a matter of days and requires extensive input and support by those already operating in-country. This report therefore calls into question the relevance and utility of the ROM exercise, far from being an independent evaluative mechanism or a management tool for delegation staff who, in many cases remain under-resourced and unable to address project obstacles they may indeed already be aware of. It is proposed that ROM resources would be better used to strengthen the capacity of the EU's local presence in the Pacific and ensure that EuropeAid itself, as headquarters and delegation, uses its substantial thematic expertise and regional knowledge to frequently review and monitor projects during the course of implementation. Such a proposal would require the strengthening, streamlining and standardisation of project monitoring mechanisms at delegation level with the support of headquarters. Accountability can subsequently be ensured by independent evaluations that are methodically and comprehensively undertaken at the end of a project, where lessons can be drawn and the true success or failure of a project can be measured. Anything less is an arbitrary exercise that takes project review and management beyond the EU itself and assigns importance to the impact prospects and sustainability projections made by monitors, who are informed by local actors and delegation staff, but themselves lack the requisite proximity to the local context and projects under implementation.          
Main conclusions:

· The ROM exercise does not sufficiently fulfil its objectives, as it does not succeed in providing evident added-value at the mirco-level, and fails to provide statistically verifiable data on EuropeAid's portfolio performance. The extent to which the ROM process has the capacity to impact on EuropeAid's strategic direction is also debatable.
· It is not possible to make adequate and substantive conclusions about EuropeAid's development cooperation through the ROM process; however ROM reports do provide inferences about project trends identified in successful and less successful projects in the Pacific.
· EuropeAid projects reveal some consistency in the positive and negative characteristics that produce successful and less successful projects, and the emphasis is on thorough planning and formulation.
Recommendations:

· There is a need for greater scrutiny in the identification and formulation of EuropeAid projects in the Pacific, and by extension thorough review by the Quality Support Group (QSG), in order to ensure that projects are well-conceptualised, thoroughly researched in terms of contextual analysis, potential risks, appropriate indicators and logical progression before they are approved for implementation. 

· There is a need to enhance the capacities of delegations to diligently prepare project proposals (by, for example, commissioning the necessary preparatory work such as feasibility studies, environmental, social and economic impact assessments, planning for donor harmonisation etc. as part of formulation and before projects are approved).   
· There is a need to strengthen and support effective project monitoring at the level of each EU Delegation. Task managers at delegation level would therefore stand to benefit from a set of comprehensive monitoring guidelines that should be produced internally using the existing capacity and expertise of EuropeAid staff.

Methodology:

Using the CRIS database, 36 ROM reports on projects underway between 2005 and 2015 in the Pacific Region were reviewed. As ROM monitors addressed the presence or absence of particular project characteristics, the information was tabulated as follows: 
· Projects that received an average A or B grade for the five criteria (relevance and quality of design; efficiency of implementation to date; effectiveness to date; impact prospects; and potential sustainability) were deemed successful projects, and projects that received a C or D average were deemed less successful projects. All five criteria were given equal value to determine the level of project success. 
· Each project characteristic that was identified (such as well-defined indicators, well-formulated assumptions, capacity-building component, or mission drift, lack of exit strategy, weak donor coordination etc.) was marked in the table for both successful and less successful projects. Both positive and negative project features were included in the tabulated data.
· In interpreting the tabulated information, characteristics that were most frequently observed were recorded as both the positive project characteristics of successful projects and key project weaknesses. Less frequent phenomena were recorded but considered in the context of the specific project rather than general characteristics of project implementation in the Pacific. 

· In reviewing ROM reports, the author's comments on the consistency and quality of ROM reports were also noted and form the basis of conclusions about the ROM process.
Weaknesses of Methodology:
This study represents neither a comprehensive analysis nor a statistical assessment. The project sample is very small and includes all ROM reports undertaken in 11 Pacific countries, on national and multi-national projects including Technical Cooperation Facilities but excluding regional projects, from 2005 to 2015. By concentrating on ROM reports, this brief is limited by the features identified and articulated by ROM monitors, and does not encompass all project features or all projects underway in the Pacific. The study moreover assigns equal importance to the five project criteria
, although the latter two (impact prospects and potential sustainability) are essentially subjective forecasts or projections made by the monitor at different stages of project implementation about the project's long-term value. ROM monitors themselves have commented that these criteria tend to be optimistically overestimated, particularly in earlier stages of the project.
 Moreover, and as will be addressed in the findings, ROM reports offer limited consistency and no means of aggregating information, particularly as ROMs are conducted at various stages of project implementation. The methodology of this review, in using tabulated data, does not reveal the extent of the characteristics identified, or even the levels of project success. It is indeed a somewhat subjective and very simplistic synthesis of project information and the lessons revealed through the ROM reporting process. This review ultimately draws inferences from what is a series of anecdotal assessments. Nevertheless, the findings provide the basis for important debate about development projects in the Pacific, and EuropeAid's effectiveness in this regard.
Findings:

36 Pacific projects that have undergone the ROM process were reviewed, of which 25 were deemed successful (predominantly A and B rating), and 11 less successful (majority of C and D rating). 16 projects were reviewed more than once. 

Table 1: Breakdown of ROM reports and successful and less successful projects in Polynesia Micronesia and Fiji. Column 3 and 4 (Repeated ROMs) refer to the number of projects that were monitored more than once and the breakdown of how many projects underwent how many reviews (for example, 1 project in the Cook Islands was reviewed three times and the other was reviewed twice). 
	Country
	Projects Reviewed
	Repeated ROMs
	Repeated ROMs
	Successful
	Less Successful

	Cook Islands
	2
	2
	1 x3ROMs

1 x2ROMs
	1
	1

	Fiji
	5
	3
	1 x3ROMs

2 x2ROMs
	4
	1

	Kiribati
	3
	1
	1 x3ROMs
	1
	2

	Marshall Islands
	3
	2
	2 x2ROMs
	1
	2

	Micronesia
	4
	2
	2 x2ROMs
	2
	2

	Nauru
	2
	0
	
	2
	0

	Niue
	2
	0
	
	2
	0

	Palau
	4
	2
	2 x2ROMs
	3
	1

	Samoa
	6
	1
	1 x3ROMs
	6
	0

	Tonga
	3
	2
	2 x2ROMs
	1
	2

	Tuvalu
	2
	1
	1 x2ROMs
	2
	0

	
	36
	16
	
	25
	11


The results of Table 1 reveal a 70% success-rate if we give equal weight to ROM criteria including: relevance and quality of design, efficiency of implementation, effectiveness, impact prospects and potential sustainability. 
Table 2: Breakdown of ROM results and successful and unsuccessful projects in Melanesia
	Papua New Guinea
	22
	7
	1 x5ROMs 

2 x3ROMs 

4 x2ROMs 
	15
	7

	Solomon Islands
	25
	4
	1 x 3ROMs

3 x 2ROMs
	18
	7

	Vanuatu
	14
	7
	7 x 2ROMs
	10
	4

	
	61
	18
	
	43
	18


The results of Table 2 reveal a 70% success rate, with 18 projects being reviewed more than once. 
Table 3: Project success as it related to types of implementing partners
	
	Number of Projects
	Number of Successful Projects
	Number of Less Successful Projects

	Partner Countries Public Administration
	15
	9 (60%)
	6

	Regional Bodies
	12
	9 (75%)
	3

	UN Family Organisations
	3
	2 (67%)
	1

	International Organisations
	1
	1
	0

	Local NGO/CSOs
	5
	4 (80%)
	1

	
	36

	25
	11


In assessing other project variables in Table 3, the small sample reviewed in this study reveals that local Civil Society Organisations and Regional Bodies, such as the Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC), had greater success in implementing projects (at 80% and 75% respectively), whereas UN Family organisations and the partner country's public administration enjoyed slighter lesser success (at 67% and 60% respectively). These are interesting observations, however they cannot be relied upon to draw any conclusions as the project sample is too small and other factors likely play a more critical role in determining project success.  
Table 4: Fund allocation to projects that underwent ROM review 

	 Country
	Total € of all reviewed projects 
	Total € of Successful projects reviewed
	Total € of Less Successful projects reviewed
	Focal Sector Appropriations under 10th EDF 
	Commission Budget Lines 

	Cook Islands 
	1,450,000€
	450,000€
	1,000,000€
	3,370,000€
	€

	Fiji 
	26,996,019€
	24,527,264€
	2,468,755€
	0€
	9,855,765€

	Kiribati 
	12,912,000€
	8,800,000€
	4,112,000€
	13,800,000€
	€

	Marshall Islands 
	4,600,000€
	1,100,000€
	3,500,000€
	5,800,000€
	€

	Micronesia 
	6,830,000€
	2,119,000€
	4,711,000€
	9,000,000€
	€

	Nauru 
	2,299,000€
	2,299,000€
	0€
	2,900,000€
	€

	Niue 
	2,400,000€
	2,400,000€
	0€
	3,300,000€
	€

	Palau 
	2,850,000€
	2,550,000€
	300,000€
	3,200,000€
	€

	Samoa 
	22,501,068€
	22,501,068€
	0€
	39,825,000€
	463,168€

	Tonga 
	3,834,000€
	1,110,000€
	2,724,000€
	12,660,000€
	€

	Tuvalu 
	1,300,000€
	1,300,000€
	0€
	6,900,000€
	€

	 
	87,972,087€
	69,156,332€
	18,815,755€
	100,755,000€
	10,318,933€


The Pacific projects reviewed reveal that 79% of allocated funds are represented in projects classified as relatively successful, if we give equal weight to all ROM criteria. Indeed, this would suggest that greater attention is given to projects of a higher monetary value. Nevertheless, almost 19,000,000€ was spent on projects deemed less successful.
Table 5: Sector Breakdown of projects undertaken in the first block of aforementioned Pacific countries:

	Sector
	ROM Reviews
	Successful
	Less Successful

	Macro-Economic Support
	0
	0
	0

	Business, Trade and Regional Integration 

	Agriculture/Sugar
	2
	2
	0

	Social and Human Development and Migration

	Education
	3
	3
	0

	Health
	2
	2
	0

	Civil Society/Community Development
	4
	3
	1

	Culture
	1
	0
	1

	Governance, Security, Human Rights and Gender 

	Technical Cooperation Facility (TCF)
	7
	4
	3

	Quality Monitoring Systems and Methodologies
	0
	0
	0

	Natural Resources 
	0
	0
	0

	Infrastructure
	0
	0
	0

	Environmental Policy

	Energy
	6
	3
	3

	Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR)
	5
	4
	1

	DRR – Water Security
	2
	2
	0

	Water Policy
	1
	1
	0

	Conservation
	3
	1
	2

	
	36
	25
	11


Table 5 reveals that ROM missions were predominantly undertaken in the Environmental Policy Sector (Water Security, Disaster Risk Reduction and Conservation), and in the evaluation of Technical Cooperation Facilities. The Social Sector (predominantly Education and Community Development) was also evaluated. 
This is largely consistent with the outlined focal sectors for the 10th EDF in the Pacific, which are outlined below:
Water and Energy:

· Water and Energy (Cook Islands, Marshall Islands, Nauru, Tonga, Tuvalu)

· Water and Sanitation (Kiribati)

· Renewable Energy (Kiribati, Palau)

· Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency (Niue)

· Energy (Micronesia)

· Public Health Enhancement through a water SPSP (Water and Sanitation) (Samoa)
Rural Development:

· Rural Economic Development (PNG)

· Rural Development including mainstreaming of crosscutting issues (Solomon Islands, Timor Leste)
Human Resource Development:

· Human Resource Development (PNG)

· Economic Growth including Human Resources Development (Vanuatu)

GBS:

· General Budget Support (Vanuatu) 

Health:

· Health (Timor Leste)

Non-focal sectors under the 10th EDF include:
· TCF (Cook Islands, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Micronesia, Nauru, Niue, Palau, Samoa, Tuvalu, PNG)

· Support to NAO and TCF (Solomon Islands, Vanuatu)

· Good Governance and TCF (Tonga)

· Village Economy Development (Niue)

· Non-State Actors Microprojects Programme (Samoa)

Although the ROM reports undertaken largely correspond with the outlined focal sectors for the 10th EDF, there is greater need to address the coherence and strategic value of ROM monitoring missions and reports. For example, does the high concentration of ROM reviews on TCF provide a set of coherent lessons for designing TCF projects in the Pacific? How is the ROM information compiled and used in order to add value to the design and implementation of project initiatives in the Pacific? How do ROM reports impact on strategic considerations in the Pacific? While such questions are essentially beyond the scope of this review, it is worthwhile to note that the selection of projects that undergo a ROM review does not correspond with any expressed need by the relevant delegation, or any methodical requirement for review. 
Table 6: Regional projects (and not multi-national projects) that underwent at least one ROM review.
	REGIONAL PROJECTS
	Projects Reviewed
	Successful Projects
	Less Successful Projects
	Appropriations Under the 10th EDF
	Commission Budget Line Commitments 

	Number of Projects
	13
	11
	2
	
	

	Project Contribution
	48,383,158€
	44,032,550€
	4,350,608€
	95,000,000€
	17,863,757€

	% of project success 
	85%
	

	% of project success in Euros
	91%
	


Table 6 reveals that regionally implemented projects were reported to have a higher success rate than national or multi-national projects, which may indeed correlate with a higher fund allocation. The final two columns (appropriations under the 10th EDF and additional budgetline commitments for the Pacific region) are merely indicative of EU financing to the region. 
Findings - Project Features and EuropeAid in the Pacific

In quantitatively assessing the characteristics reported in ROMs, the majority of projects demonstrated alignment with national priorities and EU development strategies. All successful projects demonstrated this feature, as did 81% of poorly rated projects.
Below is a list of other positive characteristics identified and shared in a high percentage of successful projects. Please note however that the characteristics below were listed because were explicitly identified by ROM monitors, however it does not necessarily and exhaustively reflect the actual presence of these characteristics in the projects reviewed.
· The feature of project flexibility (built into project design), where the project is adaptable to changing circumstances and project staff are able to apply creative inputs, was identified only in successful projects.
· Broad project objectives that are achievable/realistic featured heavily in successful projects (84%).
· Concerning project design, the presence of a good logical framework (LogFrame) with specific targets and criteria that have been rigorously tested was identified (albeit at the low rate of 28%) in several successful projects and in only one unsuccessful project. This was comparable to the identified feature of well-formulated assumptions. 

· 40% of successful projects featured a good handover strategy as part of the project design, such as income generating activities to ensure project sustainability, securing continued project funding or the sufficient capacity building of government institutions so that they are equipped to continue project activities.
· 44% of successful projects ensured stakeholder involvement (and the fact that stakeholders understood the project) for project sustainability. Moreover, 36% of successful projects were designed with the consultation of stakeholders.
· Strong project support, including policy support was reported in 72% of successful projects.
· 80% of successful projects featured a strong capacity-building component, and 44% revealed a strong community awareness component (this is desirable depending on the nature of the project as, for example, it is less imperative for TCF projects than for civil society or community centred projects). 

· Donor coordination (in the division of labour) and strong synergies and collaboration with other stakeholders also featured strongly (52% of successful projects).

· 36% of successful projects featured excellent and proactive communication between project staff, government institutions and the EU Delegation

· 52% of successful projects identified local project ownership and community support
· Good reporting mechanisms were reported in 36% of successful projects and no less successful projects. 
· The availability of resources and their transparent management featured in 32% of successful projects. 
· While the good local capacity of an implementing partner was reported in 32% of successful projects, ROM monitors identified a persistent, competent and motivated PMU/TA/NAO in 2% of successful projects.
· 28% of the successful projects assessed revealed unplanned or indirect positive impacts that went beyond stated project results. 
In two projects, the delayed commencement of a project actually improved project design in that greater research and analysis were undertaken during the long period of project inception. One ROM monitor suggested that in some instances, it may be beneficial to link funding to milestones rather than provide annual allocations, however not a single project revealed this characteristic; which is likely related to the impracticality of managing projects this way. The grassroots link of the implementing organisation can be seen as a positive project characteristic, although it did not feature prominently in the projects reviewed. Likewise, ROM monitors reported that only two projects in the category of successful projects revised project parameters following a ROM assessment and one did not (and still produced successful outcomes). Two unsuccessful projects made marginal improvements after ROM reports, but remained unsuccessful. This further supports the emphasis on project planning and design to ensure project success rather than envisioning corrections or revision during implementation. The remaining positive project features identified include: that outputs followed schedule; that the project model can be easily replicated for future success; and that cross cutting issues are adequately and clearly mainstreamed in project design. 
*Note that some of the assessed projects are still under implementation, and therefore may improve if ROM recommendations are followed. Also note that a reference to previous ROM reports was not always made in subsequent reports. 
Key Project Weaknesses Identified:

· That the project provides a minimum solution to existing problems and fails to meet increasing expectations (46% of less successful projects)

· There is insufficient investigation and inadequate risk assessment (including the lack of cost/benefit analysis and related to poorly formulated assumptions) (64% of less successful projects)

· Poor project design in inadequately defined targets/lack of SMART indicators, or a poor LogFrame and monitoring plan (56% of successful and 82% of less successful projects)  

· Insufficient stakeholder and/or community consultation in project design (although this featured in 24% of successful projects and 18% of unsuccessful projects)

· Poor quality of project work, where the capacity of the implementing partner is overestimated (including UN organisations), and relatedly that project implementers lack the appropriate level of skill (in perhaps a failure to meet ToR requirements) and have a very poor project management capacity (82% of less successful projects).

· Lack of or poor exit strategy (73% of less successful projects)

· Project does not have a sufficient capacity building component.
· Delays were not adequately articulated in ROM reports, however there were generally delays due to changing circumstances (related to the local political situation) and delays due to a range of obstacles from recruitment difficulties, repeated tender failures, a failure to meet project requirements to EU financing delays. While the former type of delay was more common in successful projects, the latter delay featured in 48% of successful projects and 82% of less successful projects.

· ROM monitors frequently highlighted the need to improve monitoring and reporting procedures (28% of successful and 64% of less successful projects)

· Project has weak donor coordination (36% of less successful projects)

· Project fails to make synergies with/collaborate with other organisations or government institutions (36% of less successful projects)

· Community awareness and support for the project could be strengthened or there is a lack of community ownership in the project (36% of less successful projects)

· Continued human resource obstacles (or frequent change of project staff) during project implementation (20% of successful and 55% of less successful projects)

· There are communication obstacles between implementing partners/stakeholders and/or the Delegation (46%) 
· Project has questionable baseline data. According to the monitors present at the ROM workshop
, lack of baseline data is quite a common feature of projects in the Pacific. In light of that perception, it becomes evident that ROM monitors may not explicitly mention a lack of baseline data in their reports, but express this as part of poor design or lack of adequate indicators. 
Less frequent project weaknesses:

· Project lacks local relevance (where, for example, the ROM monitor has emphasised the need to improve capacity in managing local resources and local priorities)

· Project has unrealistic objectives

· Project has an unrealistic timeframe, and travel obstacles in the region have been insufficiently considered
· Mission drift, where the project no longer reflects its ideals or the overall project scope has changed
· Project is poorly formulated in order to justify consistency with EuropeAid objectives

· There was a failure to obtain community support for certain activities

· The project location is inaccessible or inappropriate

· There is a fundamental lack of transparency in project management

· EuropAid funds were misused

· There are unresolved difficulties with EC procedures

· Policy/government support for the project could be strengthened

· Stakeholder and government understanding of the project could be strengthened

· There has been no follow-up to previous ROM or Delegation recommendations

· Continued human resource obstacles in Delegation

· EU Delegation does not have close proximity to the project, and/or there is a lack of understanding about the project and a lack of oversight capacity 

· The involvement of private commercial companies creates a monopoly over services

· There is a fundamental lack of other resources (such as equipment) to sufficiently implement the project

· There was a disadvantageous exchange rate.

· Cross cutting issues are not adequately and clearly mainstreamed in the project design (although this was insufficiently highlighted by ROM monitors in the majority of cases)

· There is a lack of confidence in local services given that some Pacific islanders such as the citizens of Niue, as potential NZ passport holders, may receive services abroad
In complementing the ROM review, it is important to note that the most important project flaws identified by ROM monitors in the ROM workshop (12/04/2010) were presented as follows:
· Overambitious objectives beyond the capacity of the implementing organisation (and a fear that realistic and modest proposals would not succeed in calls for proposals).
· Ownership problems, and change of ideas and formulation during project cycle.
· Poor quality of LogFrames and objectively verifiable indicators (OVIs) – LogFrames tend to become overcomplicated, impractical afterthoughts to project formulation rather than the lifeline of the process. Levels of ownership are also compromised by the use of jargon and lack of successive consultation with stakeholders.

· Poor risk strategy, whereby assumptions and risk analysis have not received appropriate attention.
· Poor linkage of many projects to identifiable sector policy and objectives – depending on the identification and formulation process many projects do not align with the Paris principles.

· Poor attention to capacity building needs, whereby implementing organisations themselves need to be strengthened in order to ensure adequate project implementation.

· Poor attention to sustainability at the design stage (the need for an exit or handover strategy to form an integral part of project design).
· Impractical coordination arrangements.
· Lack of a proper inception phase in planning to ensure that the operational capacity is put in place and the design revisited.   
Analysis and Conclusions regarding the ROM process:

ROM Overview:

Any discussion about the relevance and utility of the ROM process must begin with a clear conception of what the stated objectives of the ROM exercise are.
According to the ROM Handbook (2009):

1. The ROM's main objective is at the micro level, where it informs stakeholders of project performance and helps project managers “to think in result oriented terms”. It provides direct feedback on success and problems during implementation and gives recommendations on how to improve operations. It enables project managers to take informed and timely decisions. However, for its day-to-day management needs, project management will need more detailed information than ROM can deliver. Therefore additional internal monitoring and reporting schemes are, or should be, put in place by project managers… The monitoring process itself, including the discussions the monitors initiate with and among the stakeholders, can stimulate thinking in results-oriented terms and encourage improvements of project performance. 

2. As an added value, ROM provides statistical data on overall EC development portfolio performance in respect of criteria relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability. Performance can be compared across regions and over time. The statistical information can support key management and strategic decisions in EuropeAid and DG Enlargement.

3. Lessons learned and experiences collected in ROM, and extracted from ROM through qualitative studies, can feed into strategic planning and the ex-ante assessments of projects through the Quality Support Groups. ROM therefore contributes directly to the learning cycle in EuropeAid. (emphasis added)
According to theTools and Methods Series Reference Document - Strengthening Project Internal Monitoring: How to enhance the role of EC Task Managers (June 2007), the objectives of the ROM are to:

· provide independent assessment of project performance with a focus on results;
· provide advice/recommendations to project stakeholders;
· generate aggregate data for reporting to EuropeAid executive and to the European Parliament.
The Reference Document outlines that ROMs are essentially periodical short visits to project sites by independent experts, and ROM methods include analysis of project records, interviews with stakeholders and the undertaking of standardised assessment formats and quality criteria.

ROM Evaluation:
This brief aims to reconcile the objectives of the ROM exercise outlined above, with the outputs produced in the Pacific region, and to assess whether ROM reports adequately fulfil their function and add sufficient monitoring and analytical value to project implementation on the ground and at the level of strategic development cooperation. 

As a starting point, and in using ROM reports as the primary source of information in this review, it must be emphasised that ROM reports do not provide adequate consistency with regards to detailed project criteria that are comprehensively articulated in each and every report. While some ROM reports are well conceptualised and articulated, others are less so. Monitors have different expectations and evaluate projects to differing levels of detail, with more or less focus on synergies, exit strategies etc. Indeed, some monitors substantially address the potential for improvement, critically evaluating project weaknesses against a higher benchmark. ROM reports therefore do not provide adequate consistency for a comprehensive evaluation of the presence or absence of particular/key project features. Often, project features are stated without adequate explanation: 'delays' as oppose to 'delays due to…', or 'the project is well designed', without discussion about the quality of logframes, indicators, risk assessment, assumptions, exit strategy etc. It is therefore evident that characteristics concerning quality of design are not thoroughly evaluated in many cases. Moreover, in Samoa, one ROM report was written for three unrelated projects (education, civil society and agriculture projects) and stated for example that 'log frames are quite simple and usually show the logical linkage between results and project purpose'. This would generally be evident in an Action Fiche, and is therefore a redundant statement. While ROM monitors and EuropeAid geo-coordinators frequently comment on weaknesses in baseline data and agree that this is a key project limitation, the phenomenon itself was not sufficiently and explicitly articulated in the ROM reports. It was however likely expressed as part of poor project design or poor indicators. The ROM reports reviewed (including ongoing and ex-post ROMs) moreover concern projects at different stages of implementation and therefore do not provide an equal basis for evaluation. Similarly, the measurement of impact prospects and potential sustainability are essentially subjective forecasts or projections made by the monitor at different stages of project implementation and cannot be deemed to determine true project success or failure. 
Regarding the ROM criteria, it is also worthwhile to note that monitoring criteria can themselves add ambiguity. For example, regarding Relevance and Quality of Design, ROM monitors appear to place great emphasis on consistency with national policies/priorities and EuropeAid development strategies. More attention could arguably be given to meeting the current needs of target groups (irrespective of what could potentially be dated formal policies) and a more thorough review of the principles of donor coordination that are relevant to aid effectiveness. Although such considerations are raised in the ROM Handbook, a brief visit by a monitor who works outside of the local context does not appear to sufficiently address these concerns. Indeed, program and project relevance must be extensively assessed at formulation, and any monitoring should attend to any drift or weaknesses in implementation rather than question the premise of a project's existence. It is also worthwhile to note that the broad criterion encompassing both relevance and design quality further complicates the review process: while relevance may itself score quite well, it may serve to mask inherent design weaknesses.
Interpretation of the above observations effectively calls into question the relevance of the ROM exercise, particularly when ROMs cannot be relied upon to make comparisons across regions, sectors and over time, and when the stated objectives of compiling statistical and aggregate data cannot be fulfilled. The contribution that ROM missions make at the micro-level is also questionable, as is the impact ROM missions are likely to have on the strategic imperatives of EuropeAid's development cooperation. While ROM missions, as independent snapshots or brief project reviews, could provide important supplementary information to delegations and headquarters, their use as a tool to fulfil the stated objectives at the micro-level, at strategic level and as means to aggregate performance data must not be overestimated.  
An Ex-AIDCO Draft Report of an Internal Audit on the Results Orientated Monitoring (ROM) System (January 2011) has similarly revealed that 'the current ROM system does not meet its assigned objectives adequately and is not adapted to DEVCO's needs.' The report highlighted that ROMs have limited ownership, as the initial selection made by the contractor does not encompass any expression of the project manager's need to monitor a given project. The country delegation also has a limited and essentially passive role in the process.
 The Audit report addressed concerns that the skills of the proposed monitors do not necessarily comply with the requirements of the ROM Handbook, particularly with regards to knowledge of the country and the field to be monitored. Auditors proposed clarification of the role of delegations in the monitor's selection process, taking into account that delegation project managers are very well placed to check the adequacy of the monitor's profile with the projects to be monitored. The report also highlighted the need to adapt the ROM mission length to the size and complexity of the project to be monitored. Questions were raised as to whether re-monitoring of projects is based on user's needs, or whether there is a systematic effort to monitor a given project twice within its lifespan. In the case of the latter, auditors questioned whether there is an explicit contribution and added-value of quality monitoring reports that impact project implementation and outputs.
The brief review undertaken reveals limitations to the added-value of the ROM process in implementation, and raises questions about its impact on EuropeAid's development cooperation in the Pacific. While it is likely that discussions between monitors and stakeholders can stimulate thinking in results-oriented terms and encourage improvements of project performance, the more relevant questions concerning ROMs relate to efficiency: is the ROM exercise the most efficient use of resources and expertise for monitoring project results? Is the ROM the most appropriate tool to measure accountability and strengthen project management? Given the very nature of subjective reporting and the fact that ROM results cannot be aggregated, there is little intellectual evaluation of ROMs that can and does take place. Trends and features can be inferred, but lessons learned are not defined in a way that can tangibly improve project design and EuropeAid's development cooperation on the ground. Indeed, while delegations and geographical units can potentially nominate projects for monitoring, the selection of reports carried out, and the follow-up of subsequent ROMs do not appear purposeful or adequately streamlined. It is essentially not possible to aggregate information under the present ROM system, because it is not sufficiently harmonised or mainstreamed, and there is no scientifically verifiable data provided. Similar results could be achieved by simply asking various delegations about the trends they have observed in projects under implementation. Concrete observations are only revealed in independent and thorough evaluations undertaken at the end of a project, and such information is more appropriately used to inform subsequent projects and strategies in the region.
The Role of the Task Manager in Project Monitoring:

As indicated in the ROM Handbook (July 2005), 'external monitoring by independent experts does not substitute for day-to-day monitoring by the implementing Agency/PMU. ROM provides added value to other information already available.' The aforementioned Reference Document highlights the need to build the capacity of 'project internal' monitoring systems, stating that the quality of information collected through ROMs 'is significantly dependent on the quality of each project's internal monitoring systems. The Reference Document revealed that delegation task managers play two main monitoring roles, namely (1) assessing the quality of project internal monitoring systems and, where required, planning/implementing support to improve them; and (2) collecting relevant information and using it to meet the EC's own reporting requirements. The monitoring of projects at the delegation level encompasses several objectives including: taking informed decisions at key steps in the project cycle; contract management; and providing informed and useful reporting on project portfolios. EC task managers are expected to be informed dialogue partners that provide capacity-building advice and support to the implementing partner as required. Attention must be given as to whether this is effectively facilitated at present. As stated in the Reference Document, the delegation task manager can play a valuable role in encouraging the implementing partner to keep project plans, management and monitoring arrangements relevant to context and development needs. 

Analysis and recommendations regarding monitoring:

Monitoring and evaluation are core activities for any organisation taking the lead in implementing or contractually managing development projects; however it is questionable whether these activities should be entirely outsourced. Given that ROMs do not represent evaluations and do not provide concrete data, is it necessary to have an independent process in both monitoring and evaluation? By design, the ROM system is ultimately complementary to monitoring that is purportedly undertaken by delegation task managers as well as to internal monitoring conducted by implementing partners. The fundamental question is therefore whether the ROM exercise provides evident added-value to such activities? Given that ROM objectives include the aim of generating aggregate data for reporting and feeding into strategic planning - and this brief argues that it fails to effectively do so - the constructive value of the ROM is brought into question. In evaluating the desirable role of task managers to safeguard the effectiveness and visibility of EU development programs, this report urges that greater consideration be given to strengthening the internal capacity of EuropeAid's monitoring activities and ultimately building greater institutional memory at both the delegation level and at headquarters to ensure that lessons learned are truly integrated into the programming and formulation of development cooperation.  
EU delegations, that are locally present and engaged throughout the entire project lifespan, are required to assist ROM monitors; however their own role can be strengthened to ensure that a somewhat streamlined monitoring mechanism exists at delegation level so to produce thorough monitoring reports. The question about delegation impartiality is then brought into question – can the delegation, in prioritising strengthened local relationships be in a good position to monitor projects? This review advocates yes: delegation staff are in a better position to monitor project implementation on the ground, to intervene if there is reason to, and to influence the direction of a project by engaging stakeholders. In order to do so, they must be adequately resourced and supported, and when problems arise, headquarters can serve to impact questions of compliance or needs for reform. Regarding impartiality, it is necessary to emphasise that internal project monitoring by delegations that reflect negative findings should not be seen as failures, and especially not failures attributable to delegations, but as constructive efforts to improve project management and performance in the region. 
This brief proposes the need to strengthen EuropeAid's internal monitoring capacity so that local delegations are provided with a set of guidelines to ensure consistency and best practice, and to avoid the likelihood that local delegations each set up diverse and incompatible monitoring processes. Concerted efforts to mainstream the internal monitoring system would essentially be more valuable than the current and inconsistent ROM assessments that often fail to capture the essence of project implementation in-country. As capacity and institutional memory are strengthened at delegation level, accountability can subsequently be ensured by independent and objective evaluations that are methodically and comprehensively undertaken at the end of a project, where lessons can be drawn and the true success or failure of a project can be measured. Although the ROM exercise can serve a complementary function, it should not be expected or relied upon to fulfil the objectives of internal monitoring, independent mini-evaluations and statistical performance review at once.
Recommendations concerning monitoring can therefore be summarised as follows:

1. There is a need to strengthen EuropeAid's internal monitoring capacity by developing guidelines for delegations to ensure consistency and best practice.

2. In order to ensure continued impartiality at delegation-level, there is a need to promote sound communication and cooperation between EU delegations and headquarters in the undertaking of monitoring activities.
(Tentative) Conclusions about EuropeAid Effectiveness in the Pacific:

Without placing too much emphasis on the results revealed through reviewing ROM reports, it is important to note that some consistency regarding key project features that appear in successful and unsuccessful projects can be identified. Most significantly, comments made by the ROM monitors highlight quality assurance issues at the identification and formulation phase, which also implicate peer review and the Quality Support Group (QSG) process. 
In order to address the issues identified through the ROM process, this report set out to create a Prospective Checklist striving to encompass the strengths and weaknesses identified in projects underway in the Pacific. The considerations identified in this Checklist, through the review of ROM reports, were compared to the existing QSG Checklist (see Annex 1), and were found to be largely consistent. Essentially, the QSG Checklist raises important considerations that are critical to adequate project formulation. Questions raised in this report can further serve to complement the existing QSG Checklist to some degree. Key questions however, are whether formulation criteria are sufficiently assessed at the time of QSG, and indeed if the items outlined in the Checklist are, through peer review and consultative mechanisms, appropriately addressed throughout project identification and formulation. Greater prudence is therefore required to ensure that adequate preparatory work is done before an Action Fiche is submitted. This brief review of ROM reports in the Pacific raises significant concerns about adequate formulation, and subsequently project approval, in light of the observed ROM results and monitor's comments about projects underway in the region.
Recommendations concerning effectiveness:

In synthesising the information identified above, project characteristics indentified in the ROM evaluation demonstrate consistency with the QSG Checklist and affirm the importance of peer review and the QSG mechanism at the end of both project identification and formulation. This brief effectively identifies that EuropeAid already possesses relevant and appropriate tools for quality assurance in project formulation. It is suggested however, that greater scrutiny and input could be asserted over the entire identification and formulation process. Any EU intervention should essentially be desired at the local level and locally owned throughout the project cycle in order to ensure continued sustainability. Greater attention must be given to thorough preparatory work prior to the approval of an Action Fiche, including all relevant feasibility studies, social, environmental and economic assessments, the articulation of a clear strategy, an identification of risks and other donor activities, and the establishment of appropriate indicators. The failure of project proposals to satisfy QSG requirements should not be seen as an ultimate failure, but the most direct means of strengthening project quality and by extension, EuropeAid's contribution to the developing world. Project implementation should begin with concrete action, and the internal monitoring process should be intensified to ensure the intimate engagement of the delegation task manager throughout formulation and implementation, and the entire project cycle. Indeed, if devolution is the intention, then resources and capacities at delegation must be reinforced. This would serve to strengthen the delegation's competencies and institutional memory, ensure monitoring consistency and reinforce the EU's capacity to promote highly relevant development assistance, thus reaffirming EuropeAid's reputation as an expert donor and development partner.  
ANNEX 1 

The Prospective Checklist, or the project considerations identified in this study, emphasised (in bold) have been found to be largely comparable with the desirable qualities identified in the QSG Checklist (in italics).
At project design:

· Does the project align with both national priorities and EuropeAid development strategies?
· Is there strong support for the project, including policy support?
This is addressed in the QSG Checklist under 1.1 Project Relevance and 1.2.8
· Does the partner government have a sound policy/strategy in the relevant sector and is the project consistent with these strategies and relevant sector policies? If not, does the project contribute to developing a sector policy/strategy or is it a stand along project for which a sectoral frame is less important?

· Is the project consistent with the relevant EC programming documents? 

· Is the project coherent with EC development policies/guidelines in the concerned field?
· Where Technical Cooperation activities are proposed, are they fully in line with the backbone strategy and related guidelines?

· Are the broad project objectives achievable/realistic?
· Does the project have well-formulated assumptions?
· Is the project timeframe realistic considering the specific country context (geographical/logistical/political)?
· Does the project have a good LogFrame with specific targets and clearly articulated indicators?

Addressed in QSG Checklist 1.2: Intervention Logic (1.2.1-1.2.5)
· Have the problems to be addressed been appropriately defined and analysed?
· Are the proposed objectives (overall objective, purpose [specific objective] clear and logical, and are activities well defined and in support of the objectives: do they address clearly identified needs and problems?
· Do the objectives, results and activities match with the proposed budget and are they realistic within the proposed timeframe (i.e. are they not over-ambitious?)
· Are the objectively verifiable indicators (OVIs) identified SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and Timely) and result-oriented? Have their source of verification been identified? Are baselines set? Have expected target values been defined?
Further Addressed in QSG Checklist - Other issues: 

Visibility 

· Have the communication and visibility actions been addressed in an appropriate manner in line with the applicable provisions, and the related resources clear?

Verification of Identification Follow-Up

· Have QSG recommendations at the end of the identification been taken into account in the formulation phase?

· Has the formulation phase been completed?

· Is there a LOGFRAME and draft TAPs or project description in the case of joint management?

· Where necessary, have the tender documents been provided?

· Where necessary, have feasibility studies/ecofin analysis/full gender analysis/Environmental Impact Assessment/TC/PIU quality grid been provided? 

· Were stakeholders consulted in the project design, including in the identification of needs?
Addressed in QSG Checklist 1.3

· Were key stakeholders, including target groups, involved in the design process?

· Have the partner and other stakeholders been involved in the formulation process and have they demonstrated effective commitment (ownership)?

· For Regional and Multi-Country projects, is the institutional and organisational capacity assessment of the prospective implementing body available?

· For Regional and Multi-Country projects, should the QSG recommend to elaborate a 'Description of the Management and Control Systems' of the project?
· Has the project been designed with consideration to the specific socio-cultural country context?

This is partly addressed in QSG Checklist 1.2: Intervention Logic (1.2.6)
· Have lessons learned from ROMs (Monitoring Reports and Background Conclusion Sheets), evaluations etc. been taken into account in the formulation of this project?

· Is there good donor coordination (a division of labour)?

· Are there strong synergies/collaboration with other stakeholders or other related initiatives?
Addressed in QSG Checklist 1.2: Intervention Logic (1.2.7)
· Has complementary with other ongoing/planned projects or programmes including of other donors been assessed and reflected in the project/programme concept? 

· Does the implementing organisation have the required competencies? Are the PMU, TA, NAO persistent, motivated and competent? Does the project engage local experts or does the implementing partner have a good local capacity?
· Is there a project steering committee and sufficient project monitoring envisioned/taking place which is linked to making project improvements during implementation?

These issues are raised under QSG Checklist 2. Efficiency, the following points are also identified:

· What is the status of sector coordination in the project domain?

· Are the proposed methods of implementation clearly described (including those related to the contribution of the Beneficiary) and justified in line with project objectives?

· Is the internal project monitoring system clearly described?

· Is the steering committee structure clearly designed?

· Are the proposed contractual procedures likely to facilitate the implementation of the project? Do they support EU commitments on Aid Effectiveness?

· If an implementing partner is proposed, is the choice appropriately justified?

· Are cross-cutting issues adequately and clearly mainstreamed in the project?
Addressed in QSG Checklist 1.4

· Have EC cross-cutting issues been taken into account in the project design? Are the relevant impact assessments annexed to the Action Fiche and have their results been taken into consideration?

· Can local project ownership and/or community support be identified?
· Does the project have a capacity building component, and is it sufficient?

· Does the project have a community awareness component, and is it sufficient? 

· Does the implementing organisation have a strong link to grassroots communities? 
· Is the project understood by stakeholders and are they sufficiently involved to ensure project sustainability?
· Is a handover/exit strategy considered as part of the project design?

QSG Checklist 3. Potential Sustainability

· Have the institutional setting and context, and the capacity of the country implementing bodies, been analysed? Are the proposed capacity-building measures appropriate to ensure future ownership?

· Does the project set the basis for future sustainability (including social and environmental aspects as well as institutional capacity)? Have the elements supporting future sustainability been properly analysed and taken into account?

· Does the project have some flexibility built into project design to ensure that it is adaptable to changing circumstances and project staff are able to apply creative inputs?

At project implementation and monitoring:

· Are resources readily available (according to a timeline)?

· Are resources transparently managed?

· Are European Commission procedures clearly understood by stakeholders? 

· Is there proactive communication between the project team and other stakeholders, including the government and ministries and the EU delegation?

· Have previous ROM recommendations led to project revision?

· Have any human resource obstacles that have arisen been rectified?

· Do outputs follow schedule?

· Has the project had an indirect or unplanned positive impact?

· Can the project model be easily replicated? (potential project expansion)

� Please note that there has been a recent shift in EuropeAid's use of quality indicators, from quantitative averages, to the distribution or proportion of grades or the qualitative categorisation of ROM criteria. 


� Workshop on the Result Orientated Monitoring (ROM) 2008 to 2010 Lot 7 – Caribbean and Pacific, 12/04/2011, DEVCO L41 European Commission, Brussels.


� Workshop on the Result Orientated Monitoring (ROM) 2008 to 2010 Lot 7 – Caribbean and Pacific, 12/04/2011, DEVCO L41 European Commission, Brussels. 


� Please note that these points will be clarified in the Final Audit Report (currently under review).
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