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ROM BACKGROUND CONCLUSION SHEET (ONGOING)

ROM ID

Project Title
Country

Project Task Manager

Expert(s)

ROM field visit dates start: end:

1. RELEVANCE

The extent to which the objectives of the intervention are still consistent with beneficiaries’ needs and partners' and donor's 
policies.

1.1 Does the intervention presently respond to the needs of the target 
groups? A B C D

 
a. Were there any changes in the 
situation of the target groups and the 
context which have, or will, influence the 
relevance of the operation for target 
groups? 
 
b. Have the activities of other actors 
such as government and donors 
changed the needs and priorities of the 
target groups? 
 
c. From the target groups' perspective, 
what is the level of priority of the needs 
the operation is addressing?
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1.2 Does the operation presently support the policy (or its development) of 
the partner government and is it in line with existing policy?  A B C D

 
a. Have there been any changes in 
Partner government policy which have 
had, or will have, an impact on the 
relevance of the operation? 
 
b. Is the operation supporting the 
development or improvement of a sector 
policy?

 1.3 Is the operation in line with EC development policy and strategies? A B C D

 
a. Is the operation in line with the latest 
EU development cooperation policy? 
 
b. Is it aligned with EU policy for the 
specific sector in the country/region? 
 
c. Does the operation respect the EU's 
international commitments such as the 
Paris Declaration and follow-up? 
 
d. Is the operation embedded in and 
supporting policy dialogue which the 
EUD/HQ is engaged in?

Note: a = very good; b = good; c = 
problems; d = serious deficiencies. Overall conclusion - Relevance
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2. QUALITY OF DESIGN

The internal coherence and validity of the intervention logic, its formalization in a logframe (or other format) and 
the implementation arrangements.

2.1 Does the present intervention logic still hold true and is it clear and 
coherent? A B C D

 
a. Does a logframe exist and what is its 
quality? 
 
b. Is the operation's underlying 
intervention logic coherent, clear and 
realistic? 
 
c. Is the approach adopted in the design 
taking sufficiently into account previous 
experience and state of the art 
knowledge in similar interventions? 
 
d. Are the resources, capacity and 
timeframe adequate to achieve the 
project purpose? 
 
e. Does the intervention logic explicitly 
mention risks and assumptions and are 
they specific, up to date and holding 
true? Are risk management 
arrangements in place? 
 
f. To which degree does the design 
foresee sufficient flexibility for 
adaptation to a changing context? 
 
g. Are the indicators SMART?
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2.2. Do the implementation arrangements take into account the capacity of 
the partners, and is the design fully supported by them? A B C D

 
a. Are the timescale and activities 
realistic with regard to the 
stakeholders' capacities, organizational 
structure and implementation 
arrangements? 
 
b. Have the relevant stakeholders been 
actively involved, as a driving force, in 
the design process? 
 
c. Do all relevant stakeholders, 
especially the target group, understand 
and agree on the intervention logic? 
 
d. Are the roles and responsibilities of 
all partners clearly defined and 
understood by all concerned? 
 
e. Does the operation foresee adequate 
capacity development support? 

2.3 Is the current design sufficiently taking cross-cutting issues into account? A B C D

 
a. Have the relevant cross-cutting issues 
(environment, gender, human rights 
and governance, donor coordination or 
others) been adequately mainstreamed 
in the design?

Note: a = very good; b = good; c = 
problems; d = serious deficiencies. Overall conclusion - Quality of design

Overall conclusion - Relevance and quality of 
design
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3. EFFICIENCY

A measure of how economically (in terms of quality, quantity and time) resources/inputs are converted to outputs.

3.1 How well is the availability and use of inputs and resources managed?  A B C D

 
a. To what degree are inputs and 
resources provided/available on time 
from all parties involved to implement 
activities? 
 
b. To what degree are inputs available 
at planned costs (or lower)? 
 
c. Are staffing arrangements proving 
adequate? 
 
d. Are inputs monitored regularly, and 
by whom, to encourage cost-effective 
implementation of activities? 
 
e. Are operation resources managed 
well and in a transparent and 
accountable manner? 
 
f. Is the current budget break-down 
conducive to the implementation of the 
operation? 
 
g. Are all contractual procedures clearly 
understood and do they facilitate the 
implementation of the operation?

3.2 How well are the activities implemented? A B C D

a. To what extent are activities 
implemented as planned/scheduled? If 
there are delays, have the reasons been 
identified and remedial action been 
taken to get the operation back on 
track? 
 
b. Are funds spent in line with the 
implementation of activities? If not, 
why? 
 
c. Is there a need to change any of the 
planned activities? If so, how well have 
these changes been managed? 
 
d. How well are activities monitored? Is 
monitoring used to take corrective 
action? 
 
e. How well does the operation co-
ordinate with other, similar 
interventions (if any) for synergy and in 
order to avoid overlaps? 
 
f. Is a logframe (or an equivalent tool) 
actively used as management tool? If 
not, why? 
g. Is a work plan/implementation 
schedule available and actively used by 
project management? 
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3.3 How well are the outputs achieved? A B C D

 
a. Are the outputs delivered as planned 
and in a coherent manner e.g. logical 
sequence? 
 
b. What is the quality of the outputs? 
Are they likely to lead to the intended 
outcomes? 
 
c. Have the outputs been produced/
delivered in a cost-efficient manner? 
 
d. Are the outputs accessible to the 
target group? 
 
e. Are they correctly reflected through 
indicators?
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3.4. How well are the Partners involved and contributing? A B C D

 
a. Do the inter-institutional structures 
(e.g. steering committee, monitoring 
and reporting system, etc.) facilitate 
efficient implementation? 
 
b. Is there good communication between 
partner government, EU, project 
management and other stakeholders? 
 
c. If necessary, are specific 
arrangements (e.g. Memoranda of 
Understanding, etc.) in place to promote 
active stakeholder involvement?

Note: a = very good; b = good; c = 
problems; d = serious deficiencies. Overall conclusion - Efficiency
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4. EFFECTIVENESS

The extent to which the intervention's objectives (on outcome and project purpose level) are, or are expected to be, achieved.

4.1. How well is the operation achieving its expected outcomes? A B C D

 
a. Have the expected outcomes been 
achieved to date? 
 
b. What is the quality of the outcomes? 
 
c. How do target groups assess their 
usefulness? 
 
d. Do all target groups (and everybody 
in the target group) benefit from the 
operation as expected? 
 
e. Are there any factors which prevent 
target groups from benefitting?
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4.2. As presently implemented, what is the likelihood that the project 
purpose will be achieved? A B C D

 
a. To what extent has the project 
purpose been achieved so far? Is this 
measurable through the indicators or is 
there other evidence for this? 
 
b. Given the achievement and quality of 
outcomes so far, what can be said about 
the likelihood of achieving the project 
purpose within the timeline of the 
operation? 
 
c. To what extent has the operation 
adapted to changing external conditions 
(risks and assumptions) in order to 
ensure the achievement of the outcomes 
and the project purpose? 
 
d. Are there any unexpected, negative 
effects on the target group which have 
occurred or are likely to occur due to 
the operation? Did project management 
take remedial action against these? 
 
e. Are there any unexpected positive 
effects on the target group which have 
occurred or are likely to occur?

Note: a = very good; b = good; c = 
problems; d = serious deficiencies.  Overall conclusion - Effectiveness
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5. IMPACT TO DATE

Likelihood of positive and negative, medium to long-term effects of an intervention, both direct and indirect, intended and 
unintended. 

5.1. What are the operation’s direct impact prospects (i.e. contribution at the 
level of overall objective)? A B C D

 
a. Are there any changes on the level of 
the Overall Objective which can be 
observed (through indicators) so far? 
Can the operation be assessed as having 
contributed to these changes? 
 
b. Given the progress so far, what direct 
impacts appear likely by the end of the 
operation? 
 
c. Are any external factors likely to 
jeopardize the operation’s direct 
impact? 
 
d. Does the operation contribute to the 
development or improvement of related 
policies?

5.2 To what extent does/will the operation have any indirect (positive/
negative) impact? A B C D

 
a. Is there any unplanned positive 
impact on the final beneficiaries? 
 
b. Are there any observable or expected 
spill-over effects? Are there any 
indications that elements/aspects of the 
operation will be rolled out to or taken 
up by other parties? 
 
c. What are the negative consequences, 
if any, of the operation on the target 
group and others? Did the operation 
take timely measures to mitigate 
negative impact? 
 
d. What are the likely environmental, 
social, cultural, gender and economic 
long term effects? 
 
e. Do donor coherence, complementarity 
and coordination encourage synergies 
and/or improve the potential impact of 
the operation?

Note: a = very good; b = good; c = 
problems; d = serious deficiencies. Overall conclusion - Impact to date
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6. SUSTAINABILITY TO DATE

Likelihood of the continuation of benefits of an intervention after its completion.

6.1 What is the financial/economic viability of the continuation of benefits 
after the end of the operation?  A B C D

a. Is there a viable financial 
sustainability plan in place and is it 
being implemented? i.e. if the benefits 
have to be supported after the 
operation’s end, will funds be available? 
If so, by whom? By the partner 
government/project authority? Or is 
continued donor support required? If so, 
is it likely to be available? 
 
b. If there are costs for continued access 
to the benefits, are target groups in a 
position to assume their share after the 
completion of the operation? 
 
c. Are there any external factors that 
might jeopardize the sustainability of 
benefits, and if so, have appropriate 
measures been taken to forestall this? 
 
d. Are the target groups and/or relevant 
authorities/institutions able to afford 
the maintenance or replacement of the 
technologies/services/outputs 
introduced by the operation? 
 
e. Is the financial/economic dimension 
of the phasing out strategy being 
adequately addressed and implemented 
as far as necessary to date?

6.2. What is the level of ownership of the operation by the target group and 
relevant stakeholders? A B C D

 
a. Is an exit strategy integrated in the 
design and has the implementation been 
managed accordingly? 
 
b. Is there any evidence of further 
commitment of the relevant 
stakeholders? 
 
c. Is operation implementation demand-
driven or is there simply passive buy-in 
from target groups? 
 
d. Do the target groups plan to continue 
assuming their role in ensuring 
continued outputs and outcomes? If so, 
are they likely to materialize? 
 
e. To what extent have they been 
actively involved in the implementation 
and steering process? 
 
f. How far is the operation embedded in 
the local structures of the target group 
(possibly different from institutional 
structures)? 
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6.3. To what degree does the policy environment support the operation? A B C D

 
a. Is the national, local, sector and 
budgetary policy environment an 
enabling factor for the continuation of 
benefits? What specific support is being 
provided? 
 
b. Do changes in policies and priorities 
affect the potential sustainability of the 
benefits? If applicable, has the operation 
adapted to ensure long-term support? 
 
c. If relevant, is any public and private 
sector policy support likely to continue 
after the operation has ended?

6.4. To what extent does the operation contribute to partners' capacity 
development? A B C D

 
a. Does the operation contribute to the 
development of partner's individual and 
organizational capacities for 
sustainable delivery of outputs and 
outcomes? 
 
b. How far is the operation embedded in 
institutional structures that are likely to 
function beyond the life of the 
operation? 
 
c. Will an adequate level of qualified 
human and institutional resources be 
available in the future in order to 
continue delivering the operation's 
stream of benefits?

Note: a = very good; b = good; c = 
problems; d = serious deficiencies. Overall conclusion - Sustainability to date
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 7. HORIZONTAL ISSUES

7.1  Quality Systems, Monitoring and Evaluation

a) Were the QSG comments taken into consideration and included in the final design and applied during 
implementation? Yes No N/A

b) Are the issues identified by ROM regarding design the same as those addressed in the QSG checklist? Yes No N/A

c) Have previous evaluations or reviews (such as ROM, reviews by the EU operational manager) led to changes in 
the operation? Yes No N/A

d) Is the available monitoring and reporting information on the operation's progress comprehensive and reliable 
in order to ensure the possibility to evaluate results and learn lessons? Yes No N/A

Please comment on any of the questions / aspects above, qualitative data is very valuable:

7.2 Review of Technical Cooperation/Capacity Development Quality Criteria 

Adaptation to the context and existing capacity

a ) Are there critical constraints in the context which are likely to prevent the CD support from achieving its 
objectives? Yes No N/A

b) Is the CD support adequate vis-à-vis the present capacity of the local partner? 
Yes No N/A

Demand driven TC/CD and ownership 

c) Do local partners effectively lead in the planning of CD support beyond formal endorsement? Yes No N/A

d) Do local partners provide the inputs (human or physical) that would be required to enable the CD support to be 
effective? Yes No N/A
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Result oriented TC/CD

e) Are the outputs or outcomes of the CD support clearly specified and still relevant (or adjusted to changes of 
context)? Yes No N/A

f) Are they regularly monitored and/or assessed (e.g. through a joint performance dialogue or an annual 
reporting)? Yes No N/A

Harmonisation of TC/CD

g) Is the CD support taking into account CD interventions from other donors in the same sector? Yes No N/A

h) Is there a donor coordination mechanism led by local partners and encompassing CD support? Yes No N/A

Project Implementation Arrangement

i) Is CD support embedded in the broad institutional context of the local partners and have unnecessary parallel 
mechanisms been avoided? Yes No N/A

 j) Do contracted experts, project managers and NGO staff take instructions from the partner and not the EC? 
(while some form of reporting to the EC can still take place) Yes No N/A

Please comment on any of the questions / aspects above, qualitative data is very valuable:

7.3. EC Visibility

Does the operation contribute to promoting EC visibility (e.g. does it comply with the EC Guidelines)? Yes No N/A

Please comment on any of the questions / aspects above, qualitative data is very valuable:
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8. CROSS-CUTTING ISSUES

8.1. Have practical and strategic gender interests been adequately considered in the 
operation's strategy? Yes No N/A

If so, how and to what effect? If not, why 
not? If n/a, explain. Please consider the 
following aspects of gender 
mainstreaming: 
 
a. Has the operation been planned on 
the basis of a gender-differentiated 
beneficiaries’ analysis? 
 
b. To what extent will / could the gender 
sensitive approach lead to an improved 
impact of the operation? 
 
c. What is the likeliness of increased 
gender equality beyond the operation's 
end? 
 
d. According to the OECD Gender Policy 
Marker how would you classify this 
operation?

8.2. Is the operation respecting environmental needs? Yes No N/A

 
If so, how and to what effect? If not, why 
not? If n/a, explain. Please consider the 
following aspects of mainstreaming 
environmental aspects: 
 
a. Have environmental constraints and 
opportunities been considered 
adequately in the operation's design? 
 
b. Are good environmental practices 
followed during implementation (in 
relation to use of water and energy and 
materials, production of wastes, etc.)? 
Does the operation respect traditional, 
successful environmental practices? 
 
c. What capacities exist (within the 
operation, among partners and the 
operation's context) to deal with critical 
risks that could affect the operation's 
effectiveness such as climate risks or 
risks of natural disasters (in the case of 
operations in sensitive geographical 
areas / natural disasters hotspots)? 
 
d. Has environmental damage been 
caused or likely to be caused by the 
operation? What kind of environmental 
impact mitigation measures have been 
taken? 
 
d. Is the achievement of project results 
and objectives likely to generate 
increased pressure on fragile ecosystems 
(natural forests, wetlands, coral reefs, 
mangroves) and scarce natural 
resources (e.g. surface and 
groundwater, timber, soil)?
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8.3. Has (good) governance been mainstreamed in the operation? Yes No N/A

 
If so, how? If not, why not? If n/a, 
explain. Please consider the following 
aspects of governance: 
 
a. Does it take into consideration the 
differential impact of poverty on 
disadvantaged groups? 
 
b. Is the operation designed in such a 
way that it takes into account potential 
conflict? 
 
c. Is regular, transparent, financial 
reporting built into the operation? Are 
its results widely circulated and 
understandable? 
 
d. Are there effective anti-corruption 
monitoring tools in place?

8.4 Does the operation actively contribute to the promotion of Human Rights? Yes No N/A

 
If so, how? If not, why not? If n/a, 
explain. 
 
a. Has there been an analysis of 
“winners and losers” regarding possible 
“discrimination” of target groups by the 
operation? 
 
b. Will the operation help to ensure 
respect for any relevant human rights 
and not cause them to be reduced in any 
way?   
 
c. Do any interested parties and 
observers raise HR concerns?
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9. LIST OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED/DOCUMENTS ANALYSED

 Name / Position Institution / other

Documents Analysed
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OVERVIEW OF SUB-CRITERIA GRADES

 Sub-criteria Grade

1.1 Relevance for target groups
1.2 Relevance for partner
1.3 Relevance for EU
2.1 Intervention logic
2.2 Partners and Design
2.3 Cross-cutting issues
3.1 Inputs
3.2 Activities
3.3 Outputs
3.4 Partners and Implementation
4.1 Outcomes
4.2 Project Purpose
5.1 Direct impact
5.2 Indirect impact
6.1 Financial sustainability
6.2 Ownership
6.3 Policy support
6.4 Capacity Development
7.1 a) QSG comments
7.1 b) QSG and ROM on design
7.1 c) Evaluations and reviews
7.1 d) Progress information
7.2 a) TC/CD - constraints
7.2 b) TC/CD – capacity
7.2 c) TC/CD – partner lead
7.2 d) TC/CD – partner input
7.2 e) TC/CD – specified results
7.2 f) TC/CD – monitoring
7.2 g) TC/CD – other donors' intervention
7.2 h) TC/CD - donor coordination
7.2 i) TC/CD  - embedded 
7.2 j) TC/CD - staff instructions
7.3 EC visibility
8.1 Gender
8.2 Environment
8.3 Good Governance
8.4 Human rights
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Expert(s)
ROM field visit dates
start:
end:
1. RELEVANCE
The extent to which the objectives of the intervention are still consistent with beneficiaries’ needs and partners' and donor's policies.
1.1 Does the intervention presently respond to the needs of the target groups?
 a. Were there any changes in the situation of the target groups and the context which have, or will, influence the relevance of the operation for target groups?

b. Have the activities of other actors such as government and donors changed the needs and priorities of the target groups?

c. From the target groups' perspective, what is the level of priority of the needs the operation is addressing?
1.2 Does the operation presently support the policy (or its development) of the partner government and is it in line with existing policy?  

a. Have there been any changes in Partner government policy which have had, or will have, an impact on the relevance of the operation?

b. Is the operation supporting the development or improvement of a sector policy?
 1.3 Is the operation in line with EC development policy and strategies?

a. Is the operation in line with the latest EU development cooperation policy?

b. Is it aligned with EU policy for the specific sector in the country/region?

c. Does the operation respect the EU's international commitments such as the Paris Declaration and follow-up?

d. Is the operation embedded in and supporting policy dialogue which the EUD/HQ is engaged in?
Note: a = very good; b = good; c = problems; d = serious deficiencies.
Overall conclusion - Relevance
2. QUALITY OF DESIGN
The internal coherence and validity of the intervention logic, its formalization in a logframe (or other format) and the implementation arrangements.
2.1 Does the present intervention logic still hold true and is it clear and coherent?
a. Does a logframe exist and what is its quality?b. Is the operation's underlying intervention logic coherent, clear and realistic?c. Is the approach adopted in the design taking sufficiently into account previous experience and state of the art knowledge in similar interventions?d. Are the resources, capacity and timeframe adequate to achieve the project purpose?e. Does the intervention logic explicitly mention risks and assumptions and are they specific, up to date and holding true? Are risk management arrangements in place?f. To which degree does the design foresee sufficient flexibility for adaptation to a changing context?g. Are the indicators SMART?
2.2. Do the implementation arrangements take into account the capacity of the partners, and is the design fully supported by them?

a. Are the timescale and activities realistic with regard to the stakeholders' capacities, organizational structure and implementation arrangements?

b. Have the relevant stakeholders been actively involved, as a driving force, in the design process?

c. Do all relevant stakeholders, especially the target group, understand and agree on the intervention logic?

d. Are the roles and responsibilities of all partners clearly defined and understood by all concerned?

e. Does the operation foresee adequate capacity development support? 
2.3 Is the current design sufficiently taking cross-cutting issues into account?

a. Have the relevant cross-cutting issues (environment, gender, human rights and governance, donor coordination or others) been adequately mainstreamed in the design?
Note: a = very good; b = good; c = problems; d = serious deficiencies.
Overall conclusion - Quality of design
Overall conclusion - Relevance and quality of design
3. EFFICIENCY
A measure of how economically (in terms of quality, quantity and time) resources/inputs are converted to outputs.
3.1 How well is the availability and use of inputs and resources managed?  
a. To what degree are inputs and resources provided/available on time from all parties involved to implement activities?b. To what degree are inputs available at planned costs (or lower)?c. Are staffing arrangements proving adequate?d. Are inputs monitored regularly, and by whom, to encourage cost-effective implementation of activities?e. Are operation resources managed well and in a transparent and accountable manner?f. Is the current budget break-down conducive to the implementation of the operation?g. Are all contractual procedures clearly understood and do they facilitate the implementation of the operation?
3.2 How well are the activities implemented?
a. To what extent are activities implemented as planned/scheduled? If there are delays, have the reasons been identified and remedial action been taken to get the operation back on track?

b. Are funds spent in line with the implementation of activities? If not, why?

c. Is there a need to change any of the planned activities? If so, how well have these changes been managed?

d. How well are activities monitored? Is monitoring used to take corrective action?

e. How well does the operation co-ordinate with other, similar interventions (if any) for synergy and in order to avoid overlaps?

f. Is a logframe (or an equivalent tool) actively used as management tool? If not, why?
g. Is a work plan/implementation schedule available and actively used by project management? 
3.3 How well are the outputs achieved?

a. Are the outputs delivered as planned and in a coherent manner e.g. logical sequence?

b. What is the quality of the outputs? Are they likely to lead to the intended outcomes?

c. Have the outputs been produced/delivered in a cost-efficient manner?

d. Are the outputs accessible to the target group?

e. Are they correctly reflected through indicators?
3.4. How well are the Partners involved and contributing?

a. Do the inter-institutional structures (e.g. steering committee, monitoring and reporting system, etc.) facilitate efficient implementation?

b. Is there good communication between partner government, EU, project management and other stakeholders?

c. If necessary, are specific arrangements (e.g. Memoranda of Understanding, etc.) in place to promote active stakeholder involvement?
Note: a = very good; b = good; c = problems; d = serious deficiencies.
Overall conclusion - Efficiency
4. EFFECTIVENESS
The extent to which the intervention's objectives (on outcome and project purpose level) are, or are expected to be, achieved.
4.1. How well is the operation achieving its expected outcomes?

a. Have the expected outcomes been achieved to date?

b. What is the quality of the outcomes?

c. How do target groups assess their usefulness?

d. Do all target groups (and everybody in the target group) benefit from the operation as expected?

e. Are there any factors which prevent target groups from benefitting?
4.2. As presently implemented, what is the likelihood that the project purpose will be achieved?

a. To what extent has the project purpose been achieved so far? Is this measurable through the indicators or is there other evidence for this?

b. Given the achievement and quality of outcomes so far, what can be said about the likelihood of achieving the project purpose within the timeline of the operation?

c. To what extent has the operation adapted to changing external conditions (risks and assumptions) in order to ensure the achievement of the outcomes and the project purpose?

d. Are there any unexpected, negative effects on the target group which have occurred or are likely to occur due to the operation? Did project management take remedial action against these?

e. Are there any unexpected positive effects on the target group which have occurred or are likely to occur?
Note: a = very good; b = good; c = problems; d = serious deficiencies.
 Overall conclusion - Effectiveness
5. IMPACT TO DATE
Likelihood of positive and negative, medium to long-term effects of an intervention, both direct and indirect, intended and unintended. 
5.1. What are the operation’s direct impact prospects (i.e. contribution at the level of overall objective)?

a. Are there any changes on the level of the Overall Objective which can be observed (through indicators) so far? Can the operation be assessed as having contributed to these changes?

b. Given the progress so far, what direct impacts appear likely by the end of the operation?

c. Are any external factors likely to jeopardize the operation’s direct impact?

d. Does the operation contribute to the development or improvement of related policies?
5.2 To what extent does/will the operation have any indirect (positive/negative) impact?

a. Is there any unplanned positive impact on the final beneficiaries?

b. Are there any observable or expected spill-over effects? Are there any indications that elements/aspects of the operation will be rolled out to or taken up by other parties?

c. What are the negative consequences, if any, of the operation on the target group and others? Did the operation take timely measures to mitigate negative impact?

d. What are the likely environmental, social, cultural, gender and economic long term effects?

e. Do donor coherence, complementarity and coordination encourage synergies and/or improve the potential impact of the operation?
Note: a = very good; b = good; c = problems; d = serious deficiencies.
Overall conclusion - Impact to date
6. SUSTAINABILITY TO DATE
Likelihood of the continuation of benefits of an intervention after its completion.
6.1 What is the financial/economic viability of the continuation of benefits after the end of the operation?  
a. Is there a viable financial sustainability plan in place and is it being implemented? i.e. if the benefits have to be supported after the operation’s end, will funds be available? If so, by whom? By the partner government/project authority? Or is continued donor support required? If so, is it likely to be available?

b. If there are costs for continued access to the benefits, are target groups in a position to assume their share after the completion of the operation?

c. Are there any external factors that might jeopardize the sustainability of benefits, and if so, have appropriate measures been taken to forestall this?

d. Are the target groups and/or relevant authorities/institutions able to afford the maintenance or replacement of the technologies/services/outputs introduced by the operation?

e. Is the financial/economic dimension of the phasing out strategy being adequately addressed and implemented as far as necessary to date?
6.2. What is the level of ownership of the operation by the target group and relevant stakeholders?

a. Is an exit strategy integrated in the design and has the implementation been managed accordingly?

b. Is there any evidence of further commitment of the relevant stakeholders?

c. Is operation implementation demand-driven or is there simply passive buy-in from target groups?

d. Do the target groups plan to continue assuming their role in ensuring continued outputs and outcomes? If so, are they likely to materialize?

e. To what extent have they been actively involved in the implementation and steering process?

f. How far is the operation embedded in the local structures of the target group (possibly different from institutional structures)? 
6.3. To what degree does the policy environment support the operation?

a. Is the national, local, sector and budgetary policy environment an enabling factor for the continuation of benefits? What specific support is being provided?

b. Do changes in policies and priorities affect the potential sustainability of the benefits? If applicable, has the operation adapted to ensure long-term support?

c. If relevant, is any public and private sector policy support likely to continue after the operation has ended?
6.4. To what extent does the operation contribute to partners' capacity development?

a. Does the operation contribute to the development of partner's individual and organizational capacities for sustainable delivery of outputs and outcomes?

b. How far is the operation embedded in institutional structures that are likely to function beyond the life of the operation?

c. Will an adequate level of qualified human and institutional resources be available in the future in order to continue delivering the operation's stream of benefits?
Note: a = very good; b = good; c = problems; d = serious deficiencies.
Overall conclusion - Sustainability to date
 7. HORIZONTAL ISSUES
7.1  Quality Systems, Monitoring and Evaluation
a) Were the QSG comments taken into consideration and included in the final design and applied during implementation?
b) Are the issues identified by ROM regarding design the same as those addressed in the QSG checklist?
c) Have previous evaluations or reviews (such as ROM, reviews by the EU operational manager) led to changes in the operation? 
d) Is the available monitoring and reporting information on the operation's progress comprehensive and reliable in order to ensure the possibility to evaluate results and learn lessons?
Please comment on any of the questions / aspects above, qualitative data is very valuable:
7.2 Review of Technical Cooperation/Capacity Development Quality Criteria 
Adaptation to the context and existing capacity
a ) Are there critical constraints in the context which are likely to prevent the CD support from achieving its objectives?
b) Is the CD support adequate vis-à-vis the present capacity of the local partner?
Demand driven TC/CD and ownership         
c) Do local partners effectively lead in the planning of CD support beyond formal endorsement?
d) Do local partners provide the inputs (human or physical) that would be required to enable the CD support to be effective?         
Result oriented TC/CD
e) Are the outputs or outcomes of the CD support clearly specified and still relevant (or adjusted to changes of context)?
f) Are they regularly monitored and/or assessed (e.g. through a joint performance dialogue or an annual reporting)?
Harmonisation of TC/CD
g) Is the CD support taking into account CD interventions from other donors in the same sector? 
h) Is there a donor coordination mechanism led by local partners and encompassing CD support?
Project Implementation Arrangement
i) Is CD support embedded in the broad institutional context of the local partners and have unnecessary parallel mechanisms been avoided?
 j) Do contracted experts, project managers and NGO staff take instructions from the partner and not the EC? (while some form of reporting to the EC can still take place)
Please comment on any of the questions / aspects above, qualitative data is very valuable:
7.3. EC Visibility
Does the operation contribute to promoting EC visibility (e.g. does it comply with the EC Guidelines)?
Please comment on any of the questions / aspects above, qualitative data is very valuable:
8. CROSS-CUTTING ISSUES
8.1. Have practical and strategic gender interests been adequately considered in the operation's strategy?
If so, how and to what effect? If not, why not? If n/a, explain. Please consider the following aspects of gender mainstreaming:

a. Has the operation been planned on the basis of a gender-differentiated beneficiaries’ analysis?

b. To what extent will / could the gender sensitive approach lead to an improved impact of the operation?

c. What is the likeliness of increased gender equality beyond the operation's end?

d. According to the OECD Gender Policy Marker how would you classify this operation?
8.2. Is the operation respecting environmental needs?

If so, how and to what effect? If not, why not? If n/a, explain. Please consider the following aspects of mainstreaming environmental aspects:

a. Have environmental constraints and opportunities been considered adequately in the operation's design?

b. Are good environmental practices followed during implementation (in relation to use of water and energy and materials, production of wastes, etc.)? Does the operation respect traditional, successful environmental practices?

c. What capacities exist (within the operation, among partners and the operation's context) to deal with critical risks that could affect the operation's effectiveness such as climate risks or risks of natural disasters (in the case of operations in sensitive geographical areas / natural disasters hotspots)?

d. Has environmental damage been caused or likely to be caused by the operation? What kind of environmental impact mitigation measures have been taken?

d. Is the achievement of project results and objectives likely to generate increased pressure on fragile ecosystems (natural forests, wetlands, coral reefs, mangroves) and scarce natural resources (e.g. surface and groundwater, timber, soil)?
8.3. Has (good) governance been mainstreamed in the operation?

If so, how? If not, why not? If n/a, explain. Please consider the following aspects of governance:

a. Does it take into consideration the differential impact of poverty on disadvantaged groups?

b. Is the operation designed in such a way that it takes into account potential conflict?

c. Is regular, transparent, financial reporting built into the operation? Are its results widely circulated and understandable?

d. Are there effective anti-corruption monitoring tools in place?
8.4 Does the operation actively contribute to the promotion of Human Rights?

If so, how? If not, why not? If n/a, explain.

a. Has there been an analysis of “winners and losers” regarding possible “discrimination” of target groups by the operation?

b. Will the operation help to ensure respect for any relevant human rights and not cause them to be reduced in any way?  

c. Do any interested parties and observers raise HR concerns?
9. LIST OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED/DOCUMENTS ANALYSED
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1.2 Relevance for partner
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3.1 Inputs
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3.3 Outputs
3.4 Partners and Implementation
4.1 Outcomes
4.2 Project Purpose
5.1 Direct impact
5.2 Indirect impact
6.1 Financial sustainability
6.2 Ownership
6.3 Policy support
6.4 Capacity Development
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7.1 b) QSG and ROM on design
7.1 c) Evaluations and reviews
7.1 d) Progress information
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7.2 e) TC/CD – specified results
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7.2 g) TC/CD – other donors' intervention
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The EC financial support for the Phase II of the project has been allocated in recognition of the successful implementation of the Phase I, which has been also confirmed by the Ukrainian authorities at different levels. Design and content of CBA II is based on the experience, knowledge and results gained during CBA I. UNDP managers possess an in-depth knowledge of the project target groups at all levels and used this knowledge to ensure that the proposed activities and timescale are realistic and attainable by the project stakeholders. Project stakeholders understand the project very well and are in most cases very supportive and willing to assist with its implementation. All oblast and rayon authorities that participate in the project signed Partnership agreements, which clearly define their roles and responsibilities. There is very clear methodology of organising the project activities at all levels in place.
 
The project pays special attention to the capacity building activities, with large number of trainings, seminars, etc foreseen (it is planned to train at least 6,000 community activists and 2,000 staff of local and regional authorities). The project foresees establishment of resource centres that are to enhance local capacities as well. Additionally local development forums (at the rayon level) and regional coordination councils (oblast level) are to be created to facilitate decision-making process and exchange of information.
4
The project design explicitly targets the issues of governance, gender and environment. Via the project activities and by achieving the project goals it will inevitably improve the efficiency of governance at oblast, rayon and community level, establish friendly working relations between the authorities and citizens, allow for faster and more relevant decisions to be taken. The project envisages a more active participation of citizens in the life of their community/ rayon/ oblast, better watchdog activities from the community and therefore better functioning public institutions.
 
Environment issues are targeted by the project's support to micro-projects in the field of energy saving and energy efficiency.
 
The project pays special attention to women participation, explicitly encouraging their active involvement in all project activities (especially community organisations and trainings). Also project interacts with other donor supported initiatives with the aim of coordination and information exchange.
4
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Overall the activities are implemented according to the existing work programme. At the same time there have been some delays with a number of activities, the most common reason being 1) delays with payments from the State Treasury (as all the projects are co-financed from regional/ local authorities budgets); 2) changes in a legislation that introduced an obligation to obtain the "launch certificate" and "completion certificate" for the works contracts financed from the public funds. Obtaining these certificates on time has been a challenge; 3) new law on cooperatives delayed the cooperative creation component as it was interpreted differently by the authorities in the regions on to the issue of profit/ non-profit nature. These delays though are not critical to successful implementation of the project and were in certain way "expected". There is a good momentum in overcoming these challenges and the existing delays are "offset" by faster than expected implementation of some activities (e.g. in Crimea 30 out of 32 micro-projects have been completed as of June 2013).
 
As of 6 June 2013 the project received EUR 9,485,189 of funding from the EC of which 9,026,800 (52.7% of the total budget) was spend for project needs. As this amount was spent during the 50% of the project duration, the conclusion is that the project manages to spend available resources harmoniously.
 
The project management participates in the donor coordination meetings and maintain relations with other similar initiatives in the country (e.g. the EU funded Support to Ukraine's Regional Development Policy, Energy Sector Policy Support Programme, etc.). They use logframe as well as work plan actively to manage the project activities and monitor their implementation.
4
As mentioned above the project established SMART indicators which are instrumental in monitoring and assessing the efficiency of its implementation. These indicators remained unchanged since the project launch and to date (at mid-term of the project evaluation) most indicators have been already achieved.
- partnership: the target was 25 oblasts of Ukraine, 200 rayons, 900 communities. As of June 2013 the project established partnership relations (signed Partnership Agreements) with 24 oblast authorities, Crimean government, 261 rayon authorities and 1080 village/ city councils.
- support structure development: the target was 900 NGOs, 200 Local Development Forums (LDF), 223 community resource centres and 25 regional resource centres. To date 1036 NGOs were registered, 261 LDFs, 281 community resource centres and 25 regional resource centres established.
- capacity building: the target was 16,000 community members and 2,000 authorities representatives trained. The project managed to provide training to 20,989 community members and 6,431 representatives of local and regional authorities
- micro-projects (communal infrastructure): it was planned to support at least 600 such projects in the framework of CBA II. To date funding for 674 micro-projects was approved for a total amount of UAH 118.8 M, of which the CBA II project funds is 42.3%, local authorities - 48.3%, communities - 7.8% and private sponsors 1.6%.
- methodology replication: the target was 60 rayons, 240 communities, 240 micro-projects. At mid-term the project realised this activity in 61 rayons, 242 communities, providing support to 97 micro-projects. The total budget of these project has been UAH 11.3 M of which the project provided 16.8%, local authorities - 74.5%, communities - 7.1% and private sponsors - 1.6%. All in all 2,879 community activists and 1,002 local authority representatives were trained on he project methodology.
- rural economic development: this activity was introduced after the inception phase and it is planned to establish and support 17 agricultural cooperatives in rural areas. To date 9 agricultural service cooperatives were formed in participation of 300 households. 154 coop-executives and 39 local authorities were trained. It is expected that by the end of 2013 most of the targets related to the economic component will be fulfilled.
- energy efficiency: the following targets were established - 6 special pilot oblasts, 19 regular oblasts, 300 projects, 6 regional programmes of energy efficiency. As of June 2013 the project supported 145 projects and provided inputs on updating regional energy efficiency programmes in 3 oblasts. Most of the project activities in this field will be completed by end of 2013.
- knowledge management: the project targeted to establish 10 partnerships with academia, to introduce two curricula and to create one knowledge hub. The project managed to establish partnership with 23 universities and 13 teaching/ training institution introduced the developed course into their curricula. The knowledge hub has been created and it is being supported by UAROR.
The project stakeholders at all levels (community, rayon, oblast and central authorities) expressed their satisfaction with the quality of outputs delivered by the project and as such are keen to continue cooperation. Target groups have unrestricted access to produced outputs and are using them in a full extent as planned.
4
The project has been very successful in attracting genuine interest and ensuring full involvement of its core target groups: communities, local and regional authorities. The proposed model of cooperation yielded active participation of the stakeholders and resulted in efficient delivery of outputs. Communities participate in the project activities as they see practical benefits of such participation: installation of street lighting, new energy saving solutions for schools and other public buildings, water supply systems as well as better relations/ cooperation with local authorities. Local and regional authorities are actively involved as they can achieve planned communal infrastructure development goals with the support of the project, local communities and authorities of all levels. During the Phase II Ukrainian authorities stepped up their cooperation and support with the project (both in terms of human and financial resources) as achievements and positive results of the Phase I were appreciated.
 
The project ensures good cooperation and communication with the stakeholders in a number of ways. First and foremost, there is direct communication at all levels: project headquarters constantly provide information to the central government in Kiev; oblast coordinators are in a permanent touch with oblast and rayon authorities and with communities/ village and city councils. With the help of Regional Coordination Councils (oblast level) and Local Development Forums (rayon level) that take place regularly community mobilisation, joint decision-making and proper information exchange are ensured. The established infrastructure supporting good communication and coordination among numerous project stakeholders has been the backbone of its smooth and seamless implementation.
 
Also formalisation of relations between the project and its stakeholders (in the form of Partnership agreements that are signed with all the participating authorities at all levels) has been an important factor for the efficiency of its implementation.
4
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The project has already managed to achieve its specific objectives to a large extent. The project is managed by a highly capable and experienced team (both at headquarters and in the regions), there is very good cooperation with and involvement of stakeholders at all levels (authorities, community members, academia, media), project stakeholders are happy with the project progress and clearly understand its objectives and benefits the project is providing to them, project implementation has been going largely according to the initial plan and it has been delivering the planned outputs, there are very well functioning systems and procedures of monitoring and financial management in place.
 
Given the above it is safe to assume that the project will achieve its purpose within the established time frame and that it will be able to mitigate unexpected obstacles and/ or adapt to the changing situation. The project has strong political backing from the Ukrainian authorities and as such the likeliness of any major obstacles arising in the lifetime of the project is insignificant.
 
An important unplanned positive effect of the project has been that in the communities/ rayons where project activities were carried out the efficiency of local authorities to take decision improved as attested by the community members.
4
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The most important unplanned positive impact has been enhanced efficiency of the decision making by the local authorities in the communities that participated in the project activities. This impact was achieved via improved communication and cooperation between communities and local authorities, enhanced understanding of the local needs and problems, better trust. The project succeeded in raising the capacities within local communities to do successful fundraising and solve acute problems by own resources, this can be considered as one of the most important spillover effects. Communities that did not directly benefit from the project grant programme also enhanced their capacities via participation in joint events and capacity building activities.
 
No negative consequences of the operation were observed.
 
The environmental and social impacts of the project are obvious. By supporting environment-friendly initiatives (energy saving via new windows, doors, roofs; energy saving street lighting; water supply installation; energy efficient technologies) the project contributes to protecting and preserving environment in the selected communities in a long run. By contributing to the development of regional strategies of the energy efficiency such contribution is made at the oblast level. By renovating social infrastructure (schools, kindergartens, village health posts), bringing people in communities together to solve common problems and creating trust among community members and to the local authorities, the project improves social situation in these communities, and this impact will have a long-term effect.
4
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The action is characterised by high levels of ownership among the stakeholders. This has been achieved via deep involvement of the parties in the project implementation and decision making, provision of co-financing for the project implementation by all parties and mobilisation of local communities to identify and consequently solve the most important and acute issues in their village/ town. Strong commitment to maintaining project results is attested by the existing registered NGOs in each community, created OMFs, installed infrastructure serving the community, existing partnership agreements, established friendly and constructive relations between the authorities and community members.
4
The project enjoys support from the Ukrainian authorities at all levels: starting from the village council and reaching the level of the Prime Minister and the President who both acknowledged its achievements and positive impact in the regions. As such the benefits it delivers to the target groups will continue (also given its strong sustainability and ownership as mentioned earlier). Capacities and understanding of the project methodology among the authorities' representatives have been significantly enhanced, this factor will be crucial for continued cooperation after the completion of the project. Capacities of the community members in most cases are sufficient to safeguard support from the private sector, in addition to the public sector support for their new initiatives.
4
Capacity building is a major component of this operation being a backbone of its successful implementation and a guarantee of sustainability of its results. Immense effort was made to raise the capacities of community members (over 20,000 were trained) and of the authorities representatives (over 6,000 trained). Also the project established and built the capacity of resource centres at the oblast and rayon levels and developed a wealth of methodological and information materials, that are accessible via the knowledge hub (www.rozvytok.in.ua). Institutions involved in the project implementation are public authorities and bodies of local self-government, that will keep functioning for many years to come. Of over 1,000 created NGOs at the community level it is estimated that at least about a third will continue successful operation. The level of capacity provided to the project stakeholders as well as its replication potential will ensure there are sufficient human resources available for continued delivery of the project benefits.
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The project is implemented by UNDP via Joint Management modality. It possesses sufficient capacity and experience to deliver high quality management of the project. There are no similar activities currently implemented in Ukraine, some of them are related (e.g. Support to Regional Development Policy) and certain coordination of activities is being done. The activities directly related to this action have been completed already and they were also implemented by UNDP.
1
The project includes large visibility component. There is a very informative project website, offering wealth of information about the progress of its implementation. To date 128 media events were organised, (including regional, rayon seminars, press conferences etc.), 959 cases of media coverage were registered, 673 publications on websites was registered and 87 issues of regional newsletters were disseminated. In addition, two donor visits and one exchange visit from Armenia were hosted during the reporting period. The project created a video clip promoting energy efficiency issues.
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