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1. BACKGROUND 
A major thrust of Namibia’s development policies is rural poverty reduction, through improving the livelihood of the rural population. The Rural Poverty Reduction Programme (RPRP) with a total budget of EUR 53 million is one of the European Commission’s contributions to the Namibian Government in pursuing these policies.

As poverty is a predominantly rural phenomenon in Namibia, RPRP promotes sustainable rural livelihoods while having regard to the sustainable use of the country’s fragile natural resources. In order to achieve these goals, RPRP includes the following main components: Institutional support to the Government of the Republic of Namibia and Regional Councils, Capacity Building for Land Reform, Infrastructure Development on rural access roads and rural water supply, and support for Decentralised Demand-Driven Actions (DDDAs) to stimulate rural economic activities. 
The RPRP is implemented by the National Planning Commission Secretariat and specifically it's Directorate of Development Planning the head of which is the RPRP National Coordinator.  Support is provide to the NPCS by a team of Technical Assistants (TA) with expertise in the fields of land reform, civil engineering, HIV-AIDS, gender, environment, rural development, capacity building, sector approaches, monitoring and evaluation, finance and procurement, and programme management. 

The RPRP Rural Roads and Rural Water Supply components
A feasibility study was carried out in 2004 to inform the design of RPRP. In order to ensure sustainability, the study recommended a multi-sector approach encompassing the various components mentioned above. “The sustainability of the RPRP hinges on the proposed integrated multi-sectoral approach to programme design and implementation as well as an emphasis on holistic system development as opposed to implementation mechanisms focusing on individual programme components and sectoral action
”.
A Mid-Term Evaluation of RPRP was carried out in March/April 2007 and concluded that “while each single element of the RPRP approach may be justified by itself, in terms of having a role in contributing to the overall objective of “contributing to sustainable development in Namibia”, their expected inter-sectoral synergies have failed to materialise up to this point in time”
.  
Specifically, on the relationship of the two infrastructure components (rural roads and rural water supply) within RPRP, the Mid-Term Evaluation concluded: “As a result of this expectation the RPRP has been approached in a very “holistic” manner and one of the outcomes of this approach has been that individual components, or result areas have failed to have had the technical and institutional support and backstopping for them to be able to work within the specific partnership frameworks. This is particularly the case for result 3 namely the rural access roads component, where the institutional capacity of the partnership organisations were and remain ill-prepared for the rigor of a sector budget support collaboration” 
.

The integration of the two infrastructure components within RPRP has proven difficult both for conceptual and implementation reasons. The two infrastructure components are funded through the budget support modality and work at sector level, while the other RPRP components are funded through a project modality using the project approach. The design of RPRP also did not clarify which GRN Sector Programmes (SP) these two infrastructure components were supporting. 
The Sector Programmes (SP)

A sector approach is a process through which the sector programme is continually refined, rolled forward and improved
. There is no rigid blueprint. However, three core elements are always at the centre of a sector approach and form the essential building blocks of a sector programme:

1. A sector policy and strategy, specifying what government aims to achieve in the sector and how – distinguishing government’s regulatory role from its service delivery role, specifying the roles of nongovernment agents and outlining any necessary institutional reforms. The policy/strategy can usefully be set out in annual action plans where priority activities are agreed. 

2. The sector budget and its medium term perspective; the annual sector budget should increasingly reflect sector priorities and strategies. The sector approach works towards policy based budgeting, embracing all resources for the sector, with realistic medium-term sector expenditure plans, which, ideally, will form part of a coherent national approach to medium-term expenditure planning.

3. A sector coordination framework, under the government’s leadership comprising: i) coordination of national stakeholders including governmental (central agencies and other concerned ministries and agencies) and non-governmental actors; ii) coordination with and among donors.
Sector programmes include other two key elements:

4. The institutional setting and existing capacities linked to a pro-active capacity development strategy led by the government. Concern for government capacity has always been one of the driving forces behind sector approaches, which aim to reinforce national systems by using them. The need for pro-active capacity development strategies is also recognised. There is growing appreciation among stakeholders that sector programmes are heavily influenced by the broader institutional setting and that capacity development needs to be a more central concern.

5. A performance monitoring system with a focus on results and feedback into management and policy. This frequently involves a sectoral performance assessment framework (PAF) consisting of a set of input, output, outcome and possibly impact indicators. The evolution of the PAF is periodically monitored to assess progress towards the achievement of the sector’s policy and strategic objectives. The monitoring system provides key elements to steer policy dialogue and is part and parcel of the overall policy process. The choice of indicators must reflect all the important dimensions of the sector being monitored.

There are two additional elements related to the overall context influencing performance of a sector programme:
6. The macroeconomic policy which provides a stable environment for the sector, along with predictable resource levels.

 7. The systems of public finance management (PFM). A good PFM system ensures that policy priorities have a chance to be reflected in budget allocations; it promotes efficiency (“value for money”) in public spending; and it protects aggregate fiscal discipline, i.e. ensures that actual expenditure is in line with the approved budget and does not exceed what the government can afford to spend in view of available resources.

Sector Programmes in Rural Roads and Rural Water Supply
At the start of the RPRP, there were no Sector Programmes in the Rural Roads and the Rural Water Supply sub-sectors similar to the Sector Programme supported by the EC in the education sector (ETSIP
). Although there was only limited progress in the three essential building blocks, budget support was chosen as the modality to support the two sectors. The two RPRP infrastructure components were therefore not supporting a SP with a specific strategy, Medium-Term Expenditure Framework (MTEF) and sector coordination mechanism. Instead they were supporting several specific GRN projects through targeted budget support. 

After the start of RPRP and disbursement of the first tranche, two subsequent studies assessed the readiness of the Rural Roads sector for a sector approach. A “preparation of a sector-wide (swap) in the Namibian road sub-sector to realign the development cooperation with the major development partners” study was carried out and finalised in December 2006; and a “performance of the rural roads’ sub-sector” was carried out in March 2007. The latter study concluded: “Sector Programmes were perceived as a required donor led process. Significant moves are noted that demonstrate improvement in the overall process.  Although there are serious weaknesses yet to be overcome, for which assistance and support will be needed, the general assessment is positive”
. 
The situation regarding the three main building blocks in the Rural Water Supply was quite similar, with the exception of the existence of an outdated policy (1993) for the water sector. The Water Strategic plan was finalised in 2007 and the Water and Sanitation Policy reviewed in 2008. For the Rural Water Supply sub-sector, the RPRP infrastructure component targeted the support of several specific GRN projects.
The Sector Policy Support Programmes (SPSP)

Once a Government has started the development of its sector programme, an SPSP is the contribution that the Commission makes to the implementation of that Programme
. Of necessity, it must have approval processes which are specific to the Commission. However, it differs substantially from a classic EC project. It is part of a sector programme designed by Government and following procedures and management systems specific to that sector programme. Ideally, these procedures would be the normal systems and procedures of the government in question, although in some cases, such as with the use of pool funding, they might be unique to the sector programme itself. Whatever the degree of alignment to national processes, the planning and monitoring procedures will not be those of the “project entity” but those of the sector programme.

The main characteristics of an SPSP are as follows:

· An SPSP contributes to the funding of the sector programme, and consequently shares its objectives. Regardless of the financing modality chosen, no activities outside of the sector programme may be financed through an SPSP.

· The financial contribution made through an SPSP should be included within the envelope of available financing with a medium-term perspective for the sector.

· The monitoring system for the SPSP should be the same as that for the sector programme as a whole.

· An SPSP should add value to a sector programme by supporting its objective and its reform-agenda. As such it should be a flexible instrument which can accompany processes.

SPSP in Rural Roads and Rural Water Supply

The Rural Access Roads and Rural Water Supply components aim to provide support to GRN in providing services, infrastructure, finance, materials and equipment which will have a direct impact on rural economic development and poverty reduction by:
· Increasing and diversifying on and off-farm income generation; 

· Developing community-based tourism enterprises;

· Developing rural small and medium enterprises; and

· Increasing access to rural finance.  

The RPRP feasibility study (2004) did not include sector readiness assessments. For the Rural Roads sector, the subsequent sector readiness study (2007) concluded: “The Sector Policy Support Programme (SPSP) was initiated in an unusual manner without any formal detailed assessment of the sector.  Funding is being provided for rural access roads only more in the form of targeted sector budget support.  Initially there was a general lack of ownership and understanding about sector programmes in the line ministry and the operating agencies”
. 
Concerning the Rural Water Supply sector, there wasn’t either a sector readiness assessment, but the programme experienced though strong ownership and a basic understanding about sector programme among the responsible line ministry.
For the Rural Water Supply sector, the RPRP feasibility study identified the Directorate of Rural Water Supply (DRWS) from MAWF as Programme Driver of the SPSP. For the Rural Roads sector, the German Bank for Development (KfW) was identified as the Programme Driver in the RPRP feasibility study: “KfW is the logical access point for this component as it has a good track record with the construction of labour-based rural access roads in Namibia and is working hand-in-hand with the Roads Authority to ensure Namibian ownership of the interventions”
. 
For the implementation of the Rural Roads SPSP, RPRP relied in the beginning on a SWAP Task Force within the Ministry of Works and Transport (MWT) which quickly vanished. The contact person on sector approach issues at MWT did change many times during the five years. Only in the last two years, the mandate moved from the undersecretary of administration to the undersecretary of transport and finally to the deputy director of the Department of Transport and Infrastructure. 

The RPRP support to the two Programme Drivers is in the form of one TA expert for both sectors. The profile and job description of the TA expert responsible for components 3 and 4 in RPRP has changed in May 2008, 3 years after the beginning of the RPRP programme and almost a year after the mid-term review. The new TA job description is focused around sector approach and budget support issues. 
Since then, in the Rural Roads sub-sector, the first JAR in the Road sector took place in May 2008, the second in July 2009 and the third JAR is planned for June 2010. During these JAR, Road sector Annual Action Plans have also been developed with all sector stakeholders in order to guide the support of all stakeholders to the sector. These Annual Action Plans are the main document structuring the work in supporting the sector during the year. They guide the Sector Approach meetings (MWT, GTZ, KfW, EC,...) following up the implementation of these Annual Action Plans.
The agreement on actions to be taken to support the development of the Rural Water Supply sub-sector is reached during the quarterly sector meetings. These meetings are the previous donor meetings which have been extended to include all stakeholders (not only donors) both in the water and in the sanitation sub-sector.

The EC support to the WatSan Sector Programme included:
· A WatSan sector readiness evaluation (November 2008)

· A support to the Sanitation Strategy formulation (March 2009)

· A support for the development of a Capacity Building Plan, including a performance monitoring system improvement proposal (March 2010)

All three interventions were financed through Framework contracts. Further EC support to the WatSan Sector Programme is planned in supporting the WatSan Sector MTEF design (end 2010). Once this last planned support will have been completed, the sector will have achieved significant progress in all five Key Assessment Areas (KAA).

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE ASSIGNMENT 

These terms of reference (ToR) describe the evaluation of the SPSPs as an Instrument
 and Budget Support as a Modality. A major difference with evaluating projects is the greater complexity (in terms of policies, strategies and institutions involved).  
Many results and outcomes of an SPSP are closely connected with results and outcomes of the SP. Thus, evaluating the SPSP implies evaluating the contribution of the SPSP to the design, programming and implementation of the SP. An important part of the evaluation of the SPSP ought to therefore rely on the findings of the country-led monitoring of the SP, and must reflect on the quality and scope of the SP monitoring and evaluation systems. Nevertheless, in presenting evaluation conclusions, a clear distinction has to be made between views as regards the SP and conclusions as regards the SPSP. A strict division is therefore made in the annex between sets of questions referring to the SP and sets of questions referring to the SPSP. 
The funding modality of an SPSP may be either (i) sector budget support, (ii) pooled funding or (iii) support using EC procurement and grant award procedures. In Namibia, both SPSP are funded using sector budget support. It is preferable to assess performance of the (preliminary) SPSP with a specifically designed methodology in order to capture the dynamic perspective of developing a Sector Programme using the Budget Support Modality.  
The SPSP evaluation team will produce an Evaluation Report guided by the annex of these ToR. The guideline puts a lot of attention on capturing policy changes and sector reform processes, which are central to most SPSPs and sector programmes. 

The evaluation will take place at a time when two out of the three tranches of the rural roads SPSP have been disbursed and all three tranches for the Rural Water Supply have been disbursed.  Both operations have started together with the RPRP programme in 2005 with the disbursement of the first tranches. This evaluation mission is coordinated with and linked to the already planned Joint Annual Sector Reviews to take place both in June 2010. The evaluators will ideally attend the JAR workshops. 
Both SPSP are in their early phase and the monitoring systems of the SP are not yet well established. The possibilities for aligning the evaluation with the performance monitoring process and making use of the results of this monitoring of the SP are limited. Appropriate solutions will have to be sought on a case by case basis, with the Delegation taking the leadership in balancing information needs with compliance with the Paris Declaration. 

Concerning the part on assessment of impact, given the limited time, financial resources and information (baseline, counterfactual,...), the evaluators will focus on the impact of at least one  specific project per sector supported. After having collected the available desk information and on this basis, the Consultant will determine how many infrastructures can be (impact) evaluated within this mission timeframe. In the Rural Water Supply sector, the MAWF does have enough information on the initial conditions around three of the EC funded schemes, namely: Oshivelo, Okakarara, Katima Linianti which will allow conducting a basic assessment of impact. The consultant will choose an evaluation design, an evaluation method and then collect the data in the field.

The evaluation should be structured along the five DAC criteria.  The questions presented below are elaborated in the annex as integral part of these ToRs. 
Programme Relevance and Quality of Design (at the level of SP and at the level of SPSP)
· Relevance of the SP: The extent to which the programme objectives and strategies are consistent with beneficiary needs, the partners’ and donors policies, the institutional structure within the sector and the broader political, economic, social and physical environment.

· Relevance of the SPSP: The extent to which the objectives and strategies of the SPSP are consistent with the objectives and strategies of the SP. 

· Quality of design: The extent to which a programme has clearly defined and realistic goals, strategies and operational procedures.

Efficiency of Implementation (at the level of SP and at the level of SPSP)
· Efficiency: A measure of how economically resources and inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc) are converted into results.
· The evaluation should establish whether the Instrument and the selected Modality’ results were obtained at reasonable cost and in the most appropriate way, i.e. how well means and activities were converted into results, and the quality of the results achieved.
· The analysis should look at major deviations to the original plan for the Instrument, as described in the RPRP Financing Agreement, and their consequences.  It should also look at major deviations to the plans of the selected Modality, if any, and their consequences.
Effectiveness (at the level of SP and at the level of SPSP)
· Effectiveness: The extent to which the programme objectives have been achieved or are most likely to be achieved.
· The evaluation needs to elaborate on the contribution made by the Instrument and the selected Modality results in general to the achievement of their respective purpose/specific objectives and to identify the major factors influencing achievement or non-achievement of these purposes/specific objectives. 

Impact Prospects (at the level of SP and at the level of SPSP)
· Impact refers to the positive and negative medium and long term effects of the SP (intended or unintended), both as regards the medium to long term sector development objectives and the wider medium to long term benefits (or unintended disadvantages) for the society at large.

· The evaluation should analyse the effect of the Instrument and the selected Modality on their wider environment, and their contribution to the wider objectives summarised in the respective Overall Objective of the Approach and the selected Modality. In the case of Modality being analysed ex-post the situation after the end of their lifetime should be considered, while those being subjected to final evaluations should be analysed only during the lifetimes of the specific Modality.
Sustainability (at the level of SP and at the level of SPSP)
· Sustainability: The (prospects as regards) continuation of the benefits from a development intervention in the medium to long term, also after the development assistance has been phased out.

· The evaluation should assess the expected continuation of benefits produced by the selected Modality. Whilst the concept of sustainability in terms of monitoring ongoing projects begins with project design and continues throughout project implementation, in terms of final/ex post evaluation the concept also considers the situation at and after the end of the project. 

Evaluation of SPSP’s compliance with the objectives of the Paris Declaration

· The evaluation should assess the level of compliance of the SPSP with the five objectives of the Paris Declaration (Ownership of development strategies; Alignment of country procurement and finance systems; Harmonisation of donor procedures; Managing for results through performance assessment frameworks; Mutual accountability and reliance on local procedures).
Cross-cutting issues
· The evaluation should assess the way in which HIV/AIDS, gender and environmental issues were mainstreamed in the Instrument and selected Modality.  
2.1. Overall Objective
The overall objective of the evaluation is to assess the relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability and impact of SPSP as an Instrument and the Budget Support as the Modality on the living standards of the rural poor in Namibia.

2.2. Specific Objective(s) 

The specific objective of the evaluation is to find out what worked well and what did not work well. The evaluation should provide detailed information on the achievements of the Instrument and the selected modality and provide an independent opinion of their outcomes so far. It should conduct this assessment according to the five DAC evaluation criteria, as mentioned above and in the annexure to these ToR, and give a detailed analysis of the Instrument and the selected modality in terms of these criteria. 
The evaluation should consider the planning and implementation of the SPSP as a means of providing support to the two sectors and identify lessons learned and best practices.  Lessons to be learned will be spelled out from an assessment of the ways and means by which the activities were conducted.  The evaluation will give a detailed assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of the two SPSP. 

The evaluation will also determine the situation before and after the implementation of the SPSP.  It will do so by assessing the perceived levels of acceptance of the sector approach concepts according to beneficiaries and stakeholders.  The evaluation will state to what extent the SPSP achieved their goals, as well as its coherence with relevant government policies. Lessons learned will be identified and recommendations formulated, with a particular focus on the sustainability of the SPSP benefits.  
Monitoring the SPSP: Requirements for the Delegation

EC Delegations involved in implementing an SPSP have specific monitoring requirements, which have to be taken into account by the evaluators. These requirements are preparing reports for EC headquarters on the progress of the SP (as part of the EAMR); reports on Public Financial Management and the tranche release assessment reports in the case of sector budget support with periodic tranche releases.

2.3. Requested Services and Specific Tasks of the Consultant

Technical offer

The Consultant will submit, with his technical offer, an initial description of the proposed methodology (maximum 3 pages). The evaluator will be expected to indicate in his/ her technical offer the approach for selecting the specific EC supported infrastructure projects identified for assessment of impact.  The intention should be to enable the evaluation of a range of experiences so that the various questions elaborated in these ToR and the annexed guidelines can be answered.  The selection may be amended during the assignment’s inception phase.
Review of relevant documents, consultative meetings and refining of methodology
Upon arrival in Namibia, the evaluators will be provided with additional documentation on the RPRP and the SPSP and will be briefed by officials at the EU Delegation to Namibia, the office of the National Authorizing Officer (NAO), the Ministry of Works and Transport (MWT) and Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Forestry (MAWF) officials responsible for the implementation of the sector programme.  The evaluators will refine their methodology and work plan after it has been discussed and agreed with the above stakeholders. The experts will then proceed with meetings, investigations, analytical work and field visits on the basis of the work plan agreed.
Conducting the Evaluation 
In conducting and completing the evaluation, the evaluators will work closely with the above mentioned entities. Further the evaluators will work with the:
· Staff within MAWF and MWT responsible for sector approaches;
· Direct and indirect beneficiaries of the selected infrastructure projects;
· TA expert who supported the MAWF and MWT in implementing the RPRP and specifically its SPSP component; including KfW/GTZ staff in MWT;
· Where applicable, other stakeholders, donors, public or private institutions involved in Sector programmes or Budget Support and rural poverty reduction efforts in Namibia in general.
Drafting the report

After producing a first initial draft report during their presence in Namibia, the evaluators shall convene (having budgeted for) a one-day Stakeholder Workshop to be attended by all relevant stakeholders, where the preliminary findings of the evaluation can be discussed, while collecting responses and feedback to be used for the formulation of the draft final report. Following this workshop the evaluators will hold a de-briefing meeting to present their findings and recommendations to officials at the EU Delegation, the office of the National Authorizing Officer (NAO), and National Planning Commission Secretariat (NPCS), Ministry of Works and Transport (MWT) and Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Forestry (MAWF) officials responsible for the implementation of the Sector programme.  Thereafter, a draft Final Evaluation Report, will be prepared after incorporating the comments received, within 14 calendar days of the Stakeholder Workshop.  This may be prepared in Namibia or elsewhere.  It must be submitted digitally to the EU Delegation, which after due consultation during a period of not more than 30 calendar days, will provide comments and suggestions for amendments to the evaluators.  The Final Evaluation Report must be submitted to the EU Delegation within 10 calendar days after receiving these comments and suggestions.  The NAO will be responsible for approving this report and the EU Delegation will be responsible for endorsing such approval.     
2.4. Expected Outputs 
For both Rural Access Roads and the Rural Water Supply sectors, the final report should address all issues mentioned above and should present the evaluators’ findings on the following:
· Contribution of the SPSP to the implementation and performance of the SP (or to the sector)

· Assessment of the relationship of the two SPSP/SBS components within the whole of RPRP and assessment of their added value for other RPRP components, including their contribution to rural development at large;

· Analysis of strengths and weaknesses of the use of the Budget Support modality in the specific sector, based on relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability;
· Assessment of scope and quality of the Performance Monitoring systems; Check and review of indicators, and identification of gaps;
· Review of budget / expenditures / programme disbursement;
· Financial analysis of the sector programme and the SPSP;
· Qualitative review of capacity development;
· Critical assessment of strategies and processes of change;
· Analysis of exit strategies;
· Analysis of the cooperation and coordination between the different sector stakeholders;
· Assessment of the efficiency and effectiveness of the Technical Assistance provided under the Rural Poverty Reduction Programme
· Identification of the lesson learned and formulation of recommendations on the planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the SPSP/ Budget Support Modality in both sectors; 
· Assessment of the success of the SPSP / Budget Support Modality in contributing to the purpose of the RPRP and of the selected sectors contributing to their respective purposes;
· A summary synthesis with the principal conclusions and recommendations.  
3. EXPERTS PROFILE

3.1. Number of requested experts per category and person-days per expert
The number of necessary experts is dependent on the degree of complexity of the SPSP. 
The Rural Roads and Rural Water Supply SPSP cannot be labelled as complex
 because:

· They do not use a mixture of financing modalities (from the EC), 

· They do not cover more than one sector,

· They do not deal with a complex theme (decentralisation; urban renewal etc..)

· They do not have a multi-institutional character (involving e.g. the private sector as a central theme of the Government reform strategy and policy)

· They do not involve 3 donors or more.

But on the other side, the two SPSP in Namibia can be labelled as complex because:

· They involve various partner country levels (central, regional offices,...), from central government to local structures (extension officers,...)

· They involve various parastatals in the sector (RA and RFA for Roads, Namwater for Water)

· They do involve more than 3 donors if considering all aid delivery modalities (GTZ for Roads; Lux Development, Spanish Cooperation (AECID), ICEIDA - Iceland and GTZ for Water and Sanitation).

The assignment requires a total of 115 days:
· One (1) Team Leader – economist who is an SPSP (SWAP) evaluation expert, senior level, for 45 working days. He / she will be responsible for drafting the final report. 
· One (1) Transport economist, senior level, for 35 working days. He / she will contribute substantially to the final report.
·  One (1) Water and Sanitation economist, senior level, for 35 working days. He / she will contribute substantially to the final report.

The evaluation team shall consist of three external experts whose profiles are given below. It is essential that each team member shows expertise in the design and management of SPSP (SWAPs), be it in terms of EC or other systems. The team should include expertise in mainstreaming HIV/AIDS, gender and environmental issues in development programmes and projects. In addition, the team should include significant knowledge and experience of implementing Budget Support actions. All experts should be computer literate and have the ability to produce highly professional diagnostic documents. 

Given the country specific expertise required it is highly recommended that the team includes significant local expertise.
3.2. Profile of the Experts
Team Leader / Economist / SPSP (SWAP) Evaluation Expert with the following qualifications:
· At least a Master degree in development economics, public administration or a related field 
· At least 10 years of experience in the design and implementation of Sector Programmes and SPSPs, including public finance management and capacity development, some of which must preferably have been in southern Africa
· Experience in poverty alleviation, social protection and services and PRSP (or similar national documents) related issues
· Extensive experience in the evaluation of poverty reduction projects

· Experience in assessing capacity development processes, particularly in the context of decentralisation processes

· Proven knowledge of EC approach and terminology in pool funding and budget support and on sector policy support programmes – SPSPs in general
· Strong communications and presentation skills, and ability to present at workshops at managerial and technical levels
· Excellent report writing capability

· Fluent in spoken and written English 
· Strong analytical skills coupled with a proven capacity to monitor development aid interventions 

· Synthesis capacity and ability to draft a clear and concise report
Transport economist with the following qualifications:
· A university degree in transport economics

· At least 10 years of practical experience in development projects at management level, where experience in southern Africa would be a distinct asset 

· Extensive knowledge and experience of transport sector programmes in Africa
· Extensive experience in the evaluation of transport sector programmes and poverty reduction projects
· Strong communications and presentation skills, and ability to present at workshops at managerial and technical levels
· Excellent report writing capability

· Fluent in spoken and written English
Water & Sanitation economist with the following qualifications:
· A university degree in water & sanitation economics 
· At least 10 years of practical experience in development projects at management level, where experience in southern Africa would be a distinct asset 

· Extensive knowledge and experience of water & sanitation sector programmes in Africa
· Extensive experience in the evaluation of water & sanitation programmes and poverty reduction projects
· Strong communications and presentation skills, and ability to present at workshops at managerial and technical levels
· Excellent report writing capability

· Fluent in spoken and written English 

4. LOCATION AND DURATION

4.1. Starting Period
The contract shall commence within two weeks of the award of the contract to the Consultant, commencement of duty is 10 June 2010. 

4.2. Duration
The Consultant should undertake the assignment in a period of three months and should present the Final Evaluation Report to the EU Delegation to Namibia by 10 September 2010 at the latest. 
4.3. Planning
The following time schedule is presented as a guide and is subject to amendment by the Consultant when presenting their technical offer and thereafter.
	Tasks
	Number of Working Days

	
	Team Leader – SPSP Evaluation Expert
	Transport  economist
	Water & Sanitation economist

	Start of assignment with review of relevant documents 
	3
	1
	1

	Departure from country of origin (not necessarily as a team)
	1
	1
	1

	Arrival in Namibia. Continuation of document review, based on additional information collected from among others NAO, NPCS, MWT, MAWF, other ministries, KfW, GTZ, AECID and EU Delegation. Refine draft methodology on basis of document review and ToR. 
	8
	5
	5

	Refine information and work out a participatory approach for collecting information from different stakeholders in the field. 
	1
	1
	1

	Undertake visits to and hold consultations with the SPSP related staff within MWT, MAWF, KfW, GTZ, AECID, ultimate beneficiaries, and other stakeholders, inspection of outputs and assessment of impact.  Formulate first provisional findings.
	8
	11
	11

	Attend the Roads Joint Annual Review (JAR)
	1
	1
	-

	Attend the Watsan Joint Annual Review (JAR)
	1
	-
	1

	Conduct additional meetings where information is missing or needs to be cross-checked (including after various drafts)
	6
	3
	3

	Drafting first draft evaluation report and prepare workshop presentation.
	3
	3
	3

	Stakeholder Workshop to discuss provisional findings and incorporation of inputs
	2
	2
	2

	Debriefing of NAO, NPCS, MWT, MAWF and EUD
	1
	1
	1

	Departure from Namibia and arrival in country of origin (not necessarily as a team)
	1
	1
	1

	Prepare the draft evaluation report at home station
	6
	4
	4

	Send draft evaluation report to EU Delegation and solicit for comments 
	1
	0
	0

	Revise draft according to comments and present draft final report to EU Delegation and NAO
	2
	1
	1

	Totals
	45
	35
	35


The Consultant/experts must provide their own accommodation at Windhoek and elsewhere in Namibia or the period that experts remain in Namibia. They must also arrange any necessary office accommodation at Windhoek and on site. Travelling to and from the duty station and accommodation in Windhoek must be covered by the Consultant. The Consultant shall ensure that all experts are adequately supported and equipped with necessary services. In particular it shall ensure that there is sufficient administrative and secretarial provision to enable experts to concentrate on their primary responsibilities. It must also transfer funds as necessary to support its activities under the contract and to ensure that its employees are paid regularly and in a timely manner. 

The consultant is to provide all additional facilities for workshops, meetings and presentations for the proper completion of the contract. All office and publication expenses will be borne by the Consultant. 
4.4. Location of Assignment

The assignment will be located in Windhoek, with travel widely in Namibia according to the plans presented by the Consultant and later agreed with the EU Delegation, the NAO, MWT (for the Rural Access Roads component), MAWF (for the Water Supply component)  and the NPCS. 
5. REPORTING

5.1. Language
All communication as well as the final evaluation report must be presented in English. Knowledge in the team of any of the local languages spoken in Namibia would be a distinct advantage. 

5.2. Comments/Reporting
The Consultant keeps daily record of the assignment.

5.3. Submission of Report
As per paragraph 2.3, a draft Final Evaluation Report, will be submitted within 14 calendar days of the Stakeholder Workshop. The EU Delegation will provide comments and suggestions for amendments to the evaluators within a further 30 calendar days. The Final Evaluation Report must be submitted to the EU Delegation in digital form within 10 calendar days after receiving these comments and suggestions.  The Final Evaluation Report must be submitted to the EU Delegation in an electronic and printed version, the latter in 6 copies
6. ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION
A budget has been allocated for this assignment which shall not exceed €128.000. The Contracting Authority for this assignment shall be the European Commission, on behalf of the National Authorising Officer (NAO) of the European Development Fund (EDF) in Namibia, and the respective framework contract shall be funded from the 9th EDF resources allocated to Namibia.
6.1. Other authorised expenditure to foresee under "Reimbursable"
Fees will be paid for each day while a per diem will be paid for each day with an overnight stay in the country. Reimbursable costs in the budget will consist of per diem, international and regional travel and workshops. In this regard it should be noted that per diem covers intra-city travel.
6.2. List of Relevant Documents
The experts need to be familiar with the following documentation upon arrival in the country
:
· Country Strategy Paper / National Indicative Programme Republic of Namibia – European Commission 2002 – 2007
· Vision 2030 of the Government of the Republic of Namibia

· National Development Programmes (NPD 2 and NDP 3)

· Medium-Term Expenditure Framework (MTEF) 2009/10 – 2011/12
· Namibia Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability (PEFA), Draft Final Report, June 2008
· Financing Agreement including the Logical Framework
· RPRP Feasibility study; in particular the briefing paper on rural access roads (Annex 3) and the briefing paper on rural water supply (Annex 4), February 2004

· RPRP Medium-term Review, August 2007
6.2.1. List of sector specific documents for Rural Access Roads:

· Ministry of Works, Transport and Communication, Strategic Plan 2007-2011

· Preparation of a sector-wide (swap) in the Namibian road sub-sector to realign the development cooperation with the major development partners; Africon, final report, December 2006

· Draft final report on the performance of the rural roads’ sub-sector, Namibia; Christopher Folwell, March 2007

· Roads Sector Joint Annual Review reports; June 2008 (1st JAR) and September 2009 (2nd JAR)
6.2.2. List of sector specific documents for Rural Water Supply and Sanitation:

· Water Supply and Sanitation Policy (WSASP), 2008

· Water Sector Strategic Plan (WSSP), April 2007

· The National Sanitation Strategy, June 2009, including Situational Analysis
· The Community Based Management of Rural Water Supply Strategy June, 1997

· Water Resources Management Act. 2004

· Evaluation of Rural Water Supply & Sanitation Interventions, November 2008

· Draft Water & Sanitation Capacity Building Plan, March 2010

· Water Supply Sector Joint Annual Review reports; 2006 (1st JAR), October 2007 (2nd JAR), August 2008 (3rd JAR) and September 2009 (Water Supply & Sanitation, 4th JAR)
· Action Fiche for Namibia Water Supply and Sanitation Sector Programme, October 2009)
Furthermore the consultant will have access to the Delegation's and the NPCS’s project files containing exchange of correspondence etc. during the programme preparation and implementation.

6.3. Supplementary Information 

In case the Consultant would like to obtain more detailed information related to this assignment, they may contact the National Coordinator of the Rural Poverty Reduction Programme in the National Planning Commission at telephone number +264 61 2834148, and by e-mail: rprp@npc.gov.na.
Annexure to the Terms of Reference for the Evaluation of the Rural Access Roads and Rural Water Supply Components of the Rural Poverty Reduction Programme 

Guideline for Final Evaluation of SPSPs
 

A Sector Policy Support Programme (SPSP) is the EC’s aid instrument for providing support to a Sector Programme (SP) designed, managed and implemented by a partner government. An efficient SP requires the progressive development of  (i) a comprehensive sector policy and strategy, (ii) an annual budget and a medium-term expenditure planning process covering all funding sources, and (iii) comprehensive sector planning, programming and coordination processes. An SP is funded by the partner government and a number of donors. 
Evaluating the SPSP implies evaluating the contribution of the SPSP to the design, programming and implementation of the SP. An important part of the evaluation of the SPSP will therefore rely on the findings of the monitoring and evaluation of the SP as many results and outcomes of an SPSP are closely connected with the results and outcomes of an SP. Nevertheless, in presenting evaluation conclusions, a clear distinction has to be made between conclusions as regards the SP and conclusions as regards the SPSP. Therefore, a strict distinction is made in this guideline between sets of evaluation questions referring to the SP and sets of questions referring to the SPSP. 
The regular monitoring of progress in the Transport and the WatSan sectors is done jointly by the partner government (respectively MWT and MAWF), together with the other stakeholders in the sector and the various funding agencies. The monitoring of the Transport and the WatSan sector, the Joint Annual Reviews (JAR), take usually place around June of each year. The evaluation of the SPSP should therefore be ideally carried out during or soon after that Annual Review.
The evaluation of the SPSP should not lead to a kind of additional SP monitoring exercise carried out by the EC (that would also contradict with the objectives of the Paris Declaration as regards harmonisation and alignment). The SPSP evaluation is therefore mainly an EC-internal monitoring activity. Extensive involvement of the partner government and other donors in monitoring the SPSP should be avoided. Only when and where strictly necessary additional information, data and views could be collected at the level of the partner government and other donors. 
Essential in the approach by the evaluators will be that:

a) Focus will be on summarising, analysing and assessing existing information as regards the SPSP and the related SP. Information has to be extracted from periodic progress reports of the SPs, joint annual reviews of the SP and EC tranche release assessments; 

b) Focus is on contribution of the SPSP to the implementation and performance of the SP. Monitoring of an SP is the responsibility of the partner country; 

c)  Evaluation of the SPSP is organised in such a way that the Paris Declaration principles as regards harmonisation and alignment are respected. 
Just like the evaluation system for projects, the evaluation of the SPSP is focussed on the five DAC evaluation criteria (relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability). This is reflected in the structure of this guideline. As regards each criterion a number of questions (issues) have been identified, which are meant to help and steer the evaluator in assessing the results of the SP and evaluating the SPSP as regards that criterion. 
These lists of questions are neither exhaustive nor exclusive; other questions can be added depending on circumstances and the characteristics of the SP and the SPSP being monitored.

For each criterion there is a set of questions referring to the SP and a set of questions referring to the SPSP. The questions as regards the SP are meant to guide the evaluator in forming his or her opinion about the evaluation results of the SP (jointly done by the partner country and the donors) and about various elements and issues of the SP. These analyses of the SP are needed in order to assess and explain the contribution of the SPSP to the results and outcome of the SP.
Seven Key Assessment Areas (KAA) have been defined in the “Guidelines for EC Support to Sector Programmes”, namely:
1. The coherence and consistency of the sector policy;

2. The credibility, comprehensiveness and transparency of the annual sector budgets, including a medium term strategic budgeting perspective; 

3. The existence and effectiveness of a government-led system of sector and donor coordination;

4. The existence and effectiveness of a performance monitoring system;

5. The existence and effectiveness of a programme to strengthen institutional capacities.
And

6. The credibility and relevance of a programme to improve Public Finance Management;

7. The stability of the macroeconomic environment.
According to the SPSP guidelines, these areas have to be assessed during identification and formulation of the SPSP, in order to allow the EC taking a decision whether or not to support the SP. Furthermore, these assessments should be updated regularly during implementation of the SPSP, which means that they should be part of monitoring the SPSP. Many questions in this guideline refer therefore to the KAAs, in particular the questions related to the criteria ‘relevance and design’, ‘efficiency’ and ‘effectiveness’. It must be recognised however, that those key areas are to be assessed in a dynamic way. They are not pre-conditions to the launch of an SPSP; they are rather desired goals, to be achieved or strengthened, including through an SPSP, in order to provide a supportive environment to the related SP. 

The objectives of the Paris Declaration have acquired a central role in guiding and structuring the mode of cooperation between donors and partner governments. Most of those objectives are focussed on increasing the efficiency of aid delivery, and through efficiency increase also the effectiveness of aid. In this guideline one of the key questions under the criterion ‘Relevance and quality of design’ refers to the Paris Declaration objectives. Answering that question should be based on a rapid appraisal as regards levels and trends of compliance of the SPSP with the objectives of the Paris Declaration. A special module for facilitating this rapid appraisal has therefore been developed and attached to this guideline. Furthermore, various other tenets of the Paris Declaration (e.g. harmonisation, alignment, ownership, programme based approaches, etc.) are assessed through other questions in this guideline. 
SPs and SPSPs are dealing with medium to long term processes of change as regards (i) policies and strategies, (ii) institutional structures, (iii) human and institutional capacities and (iv) the mode of cooperation between donors and the partner countries. The evaluator should pay due attention to these dynamic aspects of the SPs and SPSPs. 
With two SPSPs at slightly different stage of completion (SPSP water supply ended in 2009, the SPSP roads will end this year) the scope of this evaluation is somewhat fluid. Most questions related to the SPSPs will foremost have a back looking scope, while several of the questions related to the SP will also have a forward looking content. Under the 10th EDF the Commission will continue support to water supply and sanitation sectors. It needs further to be reminded that this guideline is not a questionnaire. The questions, although complete to the best extent possible, are indicative and will alone probably not be sufficient to fully capture progress made. The evaluators must therefore call also on their own judgment to address those pertinent issues which would not be sufficiently captured in the guideline.
	1. Programme Relevance and Quality of Design

Relevance of the SP: The extent to which the programme objectives and strategies are consistent with beneficiary needs, the partners’ and donors policies, the institutional structure within the sector and the broader political, economic, social and physical environment.

Relevance of the SPSP: The extent to which the objectives and strategies of the SPSP are consistent with the objectives and strategies of the SP. 
Quality of design: The extent to which a programme has clearly defined and realistic goals, strategies and operational procedures. 

	1.1. Relevance and design of the SP 

	a) Were the SP objectives and strategies (still) consistent with beneficiary needs? 

	b) Were the SP objectives (still) realistic and achievable in view of available capacities, available financial resources and the broader political, economic, social and physical environment?

	c) Were the implementation, management, coordination and financing arrangements clear and feasible and do they support institutional strengthening and national ownership?

	d) Were the views of various stakeholder groups (beneficiaries, personnel of service delivery organizations, parliamentarians, NGOs, etc,) taken into account when formulating and/or modifying objectives and strategies?

	e) What is the current status and trend towards achievement of the three building blocks and the two additional elements as identified in the “Guidelines for EC support to Sector Programmes”? The blocks and elements are:

· A sector policy and strategy, elaborated in annual plans;

· Annual budgets accompanied by a medium term perspective;

· A sector coordination process;

· A performance monitoring system with clear, adequate and agreed indicators;

· A government led capacity development plan.


	1.2. Relevance and quality of design of the SPSP 

	a) What is the current status and trend of development of the five plus two Key Assessment Areas (KAA) that have been assessed at the formulation stage of the SPSP and are the conclusions of those assessments still relevant and up to date? The topics of the KAA are:   

· The coherence and consistency of the sector policy;

· The credibility, comprehensiveness and transparency of the annual sector budgets, including a medium term strategic budgeting perspective; 

· The existence and effectiveness of a government-led system of sector and donor coordination;

· The existence and effectiveness of a performance monitoring system;

· The existence and effectiveness of a programme to strengthen institutional capacities;
And

· The credibility and relevance of a programme to improve Public Finance Management;

· The stability of the macroeconomic environment.


	b) To what extent had the added value of the SPSP for the sector programme been defined clearly and to what extent is that added value still relevant for the success of the SP? 

	c) In what sense and how well have the content and approach of the SPSP been modified during implementation, in order to take into account the opportunities and problems during implementation, changing risk levels and the results achieved so far? 

	d) Had performance and process indicators been established clearly for the SPSP (milestones), and to what extent were the conditions for tranche releases consistent with the commonly agreed performance indicators of the SP? 

	e) To what extent is the chosen financing modality (sector budget support) still adequate, appropriate and relevant (10th EDF)?

	f) Were the operating modalities for the SPSP appropriate vis-à-vis the sector programme?

	g) How well were cross cutting issues (e.g. gender, environment and good governance) addressed in the SPSP?

	h) Did the SPSP incorporate a risk management strategy for detecting and adapting to potential threats and what was the effectiveness of that strategy?

	i) How adequately was the disbursement calendar of the SPSP support aligned with the annual budget cycle and the medium term expenditure projections of the sector programme?

	j) To what extent was the design of the SPSP in line with the objectives of the Paris Declaration and to what extent did the SPSP contribute to achieving those objectives? (see separate annexed module regarding the Paris Declaration objectives). 


	2. Efficiency of Implementation

Efficiency: A measure of how economically resources and inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc) are converted into results. 

	2.1. Efficiency at the level of the SP 

	a) Were predefined sector targets adequately being monitored by the partner government and have these targets been met? 

	b) What is the quality of (i) the monitoring and evaluation system within the sector and of (ii) the sector progress reports in terms of providing information on sector performance and analysis of implementation problems and causes of partial or non-achievement of targets? 

	c) To what extent have conclusions and recommendations from sector performance reports, annual reviews and the policy dialogue as regards not achieving sector targets resulted in modifications of the sector policy and/or corrective measures as regards implementation strategies? Have envisaged corrective measures been implemented in a timely manner?   

	d) What was the quality of the medium term expenditure framework for the sector, is it properly linked with the overall medium term expenditure framework of the government, and how well do annual budgets correspond with that medium term expenditure planning? 

	e) To what extent did the expenditure correspond with the originally approved budget and Medium Term Expenditure Framework for the sector (maintaining fiscal discipline)?

	f) What is the quality of public finance management (PFM) and of initiatives to strengthen PFM, both within the sector and at the level of the Ministry of Finance?

	g) Given capacity constraints, are capacity development processes relevant to the sector, being given sufficient priority, do they progress well and do they (or are they likely to) contribute to increasing efficiency? 

	h) To what extent do sector and donor coordination mechanisms and improved donor harmonisation contribute to increasing the efficiency of the implementation of the SP? 

	i) To what extent were observations and recommendations from joint annual reviews as regards the efficiency of the SP, being taken into account for further developing the approach and strategies of the SP?


	2.2. Efficiency at the level of the SPSP 

	a) To what extent was the SPSP contributing to increasing the efficiency of the SP?

	b) To what extent was the SPSP contributing to an efficient sector policy dialogue of the partner government and the donors concerned? 

	c) What was the SPSP’s contribution to strengthening the use of a medium term expenditure planning system, improving public finance management at sector level and establishing a efficient monitoring and evaluation system? 

	d) To what extent was the support of the SPSP (funds, expertise, etc.) being made available in accordance with the agreements as regards volume and timing? 

	e) To what extent was the support of the SPSP to domestic capacity development (including technical assistance) being sufficiently focused and well coordinated?

	f) How well did the SPSP strengthen donor coordination and harmonisation as regards providing support to the SP and/or the sector at large?

	g) To what extent was the SPSP moving towards further alignment with the policies and operational procedures of the partner government? 

	h) To what extent did the SPSP contribute to reducing the transaction costs of aid delivery for both partner countries and donors?

	i) To what extent were observations and recommendations from EC tranche release assessments and annual reviews being taken into account for improving the efficiency of the SP and the SPSP?


	3. Effectiveness

Effectiveness: The extent to which the programme objectives have been achieved or are most likely to be achieved.

	3.1. Effectiveness of the Sector Programme

	a) To what extent have the specific objectives and targets of the SP been achieved?

	b) To what extent are the planned beneficiaries actually benefiting from improved products and/or services? 

	c) What is the end-user perception of the service levels and/or products provided and have appropriate mechanisms been put in place to ensure feedback from end users to policy makers regarding service delivery?

	d) Is capacity development within the sector having clear effects on the quantity and quality of the services provided and on the effectiveness of the sector institutions?

	e) To what extent have information provided by the monitoring and evaluation system and conclusions and recommendations from periodic progress reviews and the policy dialogue led to more effective policies, strategies and approaches?

	f) Are possible risks as regards effectiveness and potential remedies clearly and explicitly addressed during monitoring of the SP and are remedial actions being taken? 

	g) To what extent have (i) the use of a medium term expenditure framework and (ii) improved budget execution (fiscal discipline) contributed to strengthening the allocative efficiency of the budget (funds allocated and spent in line with policy priorities)?

	h) To what extent have donor harmonisation and sector coordination mechanisms contributed to strengthening the effectiveness of the SP?

	i) To what extent is the macro-economic environment (still) favourable for the effectiveness of the SP? 

	j) To what extent are observations and recommendations from joint annual reviews as regards the effectiveness of the SP, being taken into account for further developing the approach and strategies of the SP?


	3.2. Effectiveness of the SPSP 

	a) To what extent have the objectives and targets of the SPSP been achieved?

	b) To what extent were SPSP conditions and the EC’s input in the policy dialogue conducive for improving the sector policy and strategy and strengthening the (potential) effectiveness of those policies and strategies?

	c) What was the SPSP’s contribution to improving the expenditure planning processes (including the annual budget), the monitoring and evaluation system and the sector and donor coordination mechanisms, in order to increase the effectiveness of the SP? 

	d) To what extent were capacity development activities, specifically supported by the SPSP, having clear effects on the quantity and quality of services provided and on the effectiveness of the sector institutions?

	e) To what extent was the SPSP providing a specific contribution to monitoring risks as regards the effectiveness of the SP and developing remedies to mitigate those risks? 

	f) To what extent were observations and recommendations from EC tranche release assessments and annual reviews being taken into account for improving the effectiveness of the SP and the SPSP?


	4. Impact Prospects

Impact refers to the positive and negative medium and long term effects of the SP (intended or unintended), both as regards the medium to long term sector development objectives and the wider medium to long term benefits (or unintended disadvantages) for the society at large.  

	4.1. Impact of the sector programme 

	a) To what extent did the SP achieve its overall medium to long-term sector development objectives? 

	b) What are the prospects as regards the wider medium to long term benefits (or unintended disadvantages) of the SP for the society at large?

	c) To what extent did the SP contribute to the attainment of the Millennium Development Goals?

	d) Were the medium and long term effects (intended and unintended) effects adequately monitored, and, if necessary, are appropriate measures taken in order to improve the positive or decrease the negative effects?

	e) To what extent are the macro-economic policies and sector policies still favourable for positive medium and long term effects of the SP? 

	f) To what extent are experiences, within the sector, as regards donor and sector coordination, capacity development and establishing monitoring and evaluation systems of use for other sectors? 

	g) To what extent were observations and recommendations from joint annual reviews as regards the (possible) impact of the SP, being taken into account for further developing the approach and strategies of the SP?

	4.2. Impact of the SPSP 

	a) How well did the SPSP support the SP in achieving the overall medium to long-term sector development objectives? 

	b) To what extent did the SPSP contribute to the possible wider medium to long term benefits (or unintended disadvantages) of the SP for the society at large?

	c) To what extent did the SPSP support the SP in contributing to the attainment of the sector relevant Millennium Development Goals?

	d) To what extent did the SPSP support the SP in strengthening its capacity to monitor the medium and long term effects (intended and unintended) and to take appropriate measures in order to improve the positive or decrease the negative effects?

	e) To what extent did the SPSP contribute to strengthening donor and sector coordination, capacity development and establishing monitoring and evaluation systems to other sectors? 

	f) To what extent were observations and recommendations from EC tranche release assessments and annual reviews, as regards (possible) impacts, being taken into account for further improving the content of the SP and the SPSP? 


	5. Sustainability

Sustainability: The (prospects as regards) continuation of the benefits from a development intervention in the medium to long term, also after the development assistance has been phased out. 

	5.1. Sustainability of the benefits of the SP

	a) To what extent is funding of the SP in the long term assured?

	b) To what extent has the partner government (and the sector ministry in particular) sufficient capacity (in terms of human resources and organisational strength) to maintain and expand the level of services? 

	c) To what extent is the macroeconomic and political environment sufficiently stable for the SP to continue producing the envisaged benefits? 

	d) How well are sustainability strengthening elements built into the sector policies and strategies? 

	e) How well will beneficiaries be able to reap the benefits of the outputs and outcomes of the SP in the medium to long term? 

	f) How well is national ownership of the SP being strengthened, in terms of the government taking full responsibility for the SP, the parliament actively involved in policy approval and control, civil society groups being involved in design and monitoring, etc.? 

	g) Are there perceived risks to the sustainability of the SP, and how well are they taken into account in the policy dialogue of the government and the donors? How effective are specific policies and strategies as regards reducing the influence of factors threatening the sustainability?

	h) Do changes in national policies and priorities affect the sector and how well is the sector adapting to those changes?

	5.2. SPSP’s contribution to the sustainability of the benefits of the SP



	a) To what extent was the SPSP contributing to the sustainability of the benefits of the SP? 

	b) Was the SPSP providing specific support as regards reducing the influence of factors threatening the sustainability and what is the effectiveness of that support?

	c) Is there a realistic (macro-economic, fiscal and political) strategy for reducing the share of donor funding in the sector programme over the medium to long-term, in particular in relations to the financial contribution of the SPSP, and how effective is that (exit) strategy? 

	d) To what extent was the SPSP contributing to the partner government’s capacity to maintain and expand the level of services in the sector concerned?  

	e) To what extent was the SPSP helpful in strengthening national ownership of the SP in terms of the government taking full responsibility for the SP, the parliament actively involved in policy approval and control, civil society groups being involved in design and monitoring, etc.? 


	
	Monitoring of SPSP’s compliance with the objectives of the Paris Declaration

(The level of compliance will be scored simply in terms of yes / no, fully / to some extent accompanied by supporting evidence and explanation)  

	1
	Was the SPSP supporting the partner government in developing a sector development strategy with clear strategic priorities linked to a medium term expenditure framework and reflected in annual budgets? 

	2
	Was the SPSP contributing to strengthening the country’s public finance management and procurement systems? 

	3
	Was the SPSP aid flow reported on the national budget?

	4
	Was the SPSP part of a co-ordinated programme consistent with partner’s sector development strategy?  

	5a
	Was the financial support from the SPSP managed by the PFM system of the partner country? 

	5b
	Was the financial support from the SPSP entirely spent and disbursed on the basis of the procurement system of the partner country? 

	6
	Did the SPSP abstain from setting up parallel implementation structures?

	7
	Was the SPSP support disbursed according to an agreed schedule in annual or multi year frameworks?

	8
	Was the SPSP support untied?

	9
	Could the SPSP support be qualified as aid provided on the basis of a programme-based approach?

	10
	Were field missions, analytical work and diagnostic reviews being carried out jointly?

	11
	Were the SP results being monitored on the basis of a transparent and monitorable performance assessment framework? 


� RPRP Feasibility Study, February 2004, Page2. 


� RPRP Mid-Term Review, August 2007, Page 16.


� RPRP Mid-Term Review, August 2007, Page 16.


� SPSP Guidelines, July 2007,  p.17


� The Education and Training Sector Improvement Program (ETSIP), 2005-2020. The ETSIP Sector Programme has a clear set of objectives, activities and means at sector level, agreed upon by the different sector stakeholders.


� The performance of the Rural Roads sub-sector, Christopher Folwell, March 2007.


� SPSP Guidelines, July 2007, p44.


� The performance of the Rural Roads sub-sector, Christopher Folwell, march 2007.


� RPRP Feasibility Study, February 2004, Page29.


� Evaluation of Rural Water Supply & Sanitation Interventions under 7th, 8th and 9th EDF, 2008





� An SPSP as an Instrument includes its sector approach as opposed to the project approach. 


� See draft final guidelines for monitors to assess Commission’s Sector Policy Support Programmes under ROM System, July 2009


� Several documents can already be downloaded via http://www.delnamwdh.eu/cooperation.htm, or by searching the web with the document title; others can be sent upfront in electronic version; and the remainder will be made available in hard copy upon arrival in-country.


� Adapted from Background Conclusion Sheet for ROM of SPSP, Version 2009
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