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SUMMARY
This Country Study on Collaborative Partner-Donor Evaluation Work (CPDEW) builds
on the previous Country Study on the Evaluation of the Paris Declaration on Aid
Effectiveness and the Accra Agenda for Agenda that was completed in 2010. This
study responds to a prescribed Terms of Reference1 (Appendix 1), drawing on the
experience and lessons learned in a disaster recovery context. The completion of the
Study is timely as it coincides with Samoa’s recent hosting of the 2014 UN Small
Island Developing States (UNSIDS) Conference, which identified partnerships as a
key theme. The study examines the Samoan experience of the CPDEW that is
charting future directions for aid effectiveness in the context of disaster recovery.
The Study examines the CPDEW that has evolved since the 2009 tsunami in Samoa
through to the recovery response related to the 2012 Tropical Cyclone Evan (TCE).
The objectives of this study include documenting the capacity building potential of
collaborative evaluation work in Samoa, learning and building capacity for CPDEW
and to explore future opportunities for CPDEW.
Section 1 provides an introduction to the study, including the specific context and the
Case Study approach to present findings on in the specific context of disaster
recovery in Samoa. Following is an overview of Samoa’s country evaluation system,
including relevant coordinating mechanisms, development partners, networks and
actors.
Section 2 (Part I) includes a review of the Paris Declaration evaluation (PDE)
experience and examines its partner-donor profile. Intended and actual learning is
identified along with an analysis of how the PDE process has contributed to the
strengthening of the Samoan country evaluation system. Part I also considers how
PDE has shaped future CPDEW in Samoa.
Section 3 (Part II) focuses on the specific case study, which focuses on the
Australian-Samoan partner profile in the context of disaster recovery. Part II details
the positive outcomes arising from the Samoan experience of monitoring and
evaluation (M&E) and highlights examples of capacity-friendly approaches, including
workshops to build practical skills for CPDEW. The experience of CPDEW related to
TCE recovery is also expected to be a catalyst for future collaborative partner-donor
evaluations in Samoa.
Section 4 (Part III) notes opportunities for further collaborative partner-donor
evaluation work and focuses attention on the possibility of a Samoan-led Pacific hub
for monitoring and evaluation.
The opportunity to reflect on strengths and challenges relating to CPDEW continues
to shape the development effectiveness agenda for Samoa. An aspiration for
completing this study is to share findings with other development partners that have
adopted the Paris Declaration principles. South-South Cooperation, especially within
the Pacific region, is a further endeavour for this Study, guided by the PDE.
The experience of CPDEW in Samoa now follows.

1 The Country Coordinators TOR prescribes a common template for country studies that is guided by concept
notes and a tool box for CPDEW.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background and context of the country study
Samoa is a group of ten volcanic islands 4 of which are uninhabited, with a total land
area of 2800 sq km, located about 2,900 km north east of Auckland, New Zealand.
Samoa’s population is around 188,000 people (2011 Population Census), 78% of
whom live on the island of Upolu, the second largest of its islands. Independent since
1962, Samoa was, prior to that, under New Zealand administration. Since becoming
independent, Samoa had enjoyed a history of relative political, social, and industrial
stability, and had in recent years enjoyed increasing popularity as a tourist
destination for its natural beauty and the unique hospitality of its Polynesian people
and culture.
Culturally, Samoa is a traditional Polynesian society governed by Fa’a Samoa – the
Samoan way. Fa’a Samoa has three key elements to it – the matai (chiefs), aiga (the
extended family) and the church. Matai are the titular heads of the extended family
unit and their role is complex covering family, civic and political duties in the village.
Christianity has been one of the few western influences that have been accepted into
the Fa’a Samoa way of life.
Samoa has a stable national government that is supported by traditional governance
structures at the village level, as well as an established public sector. The country is
on track to achieve the Millennium Development Goals and at the commencement of
2014, Samoa graduated from Least Developed Country status to Middle-Income level
Country status. Samoa maintains a constructive and positive relationship with its
donors and compared to many countries, the donor landscape within Samoa is
relatively uncrowded. Historically Australia, New Zealand and Japan have been major
bilateral donors with China and the EU growing in importance. The country has a
longstanding relationship with coordinating development partners2 (CDP), that
includes bilateral and multilateral donors – UN agencies, the World Bank (WB), Asian
Development Bank (ADB), the European Commission and the Organisation for the
Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) particularly in sectors where there is more
than one donor involved. Samoa also enjoys regional status with a number of Pacific
agencies, including the Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC) and the Pacific
Islands Forum Secretariat (PIFS).
The Country Study reflects on the learning that emerged from the 2009 tsunami
response that subsequently shaped the CPDEW relating to the 2012 Cyclone Evan.
Learning and building capacity for CPDEW in Samoa is led by the Government of
Samoa (GoS) in liaison with CDPs. This study grew from Samoa’s endorsement of
the Paris Declaration and other subsequent global agreements; and the principles of
development effectiveness, highlighting mutual accountability, country ownership,
alignment, harmonisation and managing for results. Such principles were evident
during the aftermath of the 2009 tsunami and spawned the imperative to strengthen a
Samoan-led recovery process and build capacity to respond to the inevitability of
future disaster events. The arrival of Cyclone Evan in 2012 provided further impetus
to improve upon systems for CPDEW, including the joint monitoring of recovery.
Given the potential for disaster and extreme events, Samoa has a strong vested
interest in improving its processes for CPDEW, including joint and shared monitoring
and evaluation of results. It is hoped that our experience of CPDEW can inform other

2 Samoa has adopted the term “coordinating development partner” instead of ‘lead donor’.
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countries and development partners (bilateral, multilateral, private sector and NGOs)
that seek to meet the principles enshrined under the Paris Declaration, the ACCRA
Agenda, the Busan Partnership, the Forum (Cairns) Compact and the Pacific Islands
Forum principles.
A caveat for this study is that final outcomes relating to the Cyclone Evan recovery
plan will not be known until after 2015. Hence, the study reflects on the processes
leading from the tsunami event in 2009 and foreshadows how CPDEW, including
joint monitoring of results, will translate over the course of the cyclone recovery
program.
Samoa’s commitment to Development Effectiveness

Samoa has engaged actively in the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness (PD)
process. Samoa submitted its Country Report (December 2010) to the Development
Assistance Committee of the Organisation of Economic Cooperation, to inform its
study on aid effectiveness (2005-10). Samoa has endorsed the principles of
ownership, alignment and harmonisation under the PD at the highest levels. The
principles of development effectiveness enshrined under the PD, the ACCRA Agenda
for Action (AAA)3, the 2011 Busan Partnership Agreement (BPA), the Forum (Cairns)
Compact on Strengthening Development Coordination (CC) and the 2007 Pacific
Islands Forum principles for aid effectiveness. The Peer Review mechanism which
was established under the Forum (Cairns) Compact incorporates active engagement
by Samoa throughout the peer review process, including close collaboration with
collaborating development partner representatives to promote best practice, improve
budget performance, policy cohesion and achieve national development priorities
and guide mutual accountability and learning.
In November 2013, Samoa hosted the final Forum Compact Peer Review in the
Pacific, which culminated in a review of its government’s national planning,
budgeting, public financial and aid management systems. Samoa was assessed as
tracking well against international benchmarks for development effectiveness (PIFS,
2011 and is noted for its high contribution to the Forum Compact Peer Review,
having served on 7 peer review teams.
The opportunity to reflect on strengths and challenges has continued to shape
development outcomes and public reforms pertaining to the aid sector in Samoa.
Policy documents such as the GoS’ Aid Policy and Debt Management Strategy
(2012-2015) have brought the PD, AAA, BPA and CC to the forefront of policy debate
on aid coordination and effectiveness. A key tool for implementing the PD is the Aid
Development Cooperation Policy (2010), which emphasises development
effectiveness. The policy aligns well with the existing Strategy for the Development of
Samoa (SDS) priorities, emphasises country ownership of development cooperation
programs, promotes sector programming (as opposed to discrete projects4), gives
preference to budget support modalities, utilises GoS systems and procedures,
encourages the predictability of aid flows, promotes capacity development,
inclusiveness as well as harmonisation and coordination, including common
reporting.
Disaster Context and the Samoan Country Study of CPDEW

3 Samoa attended and endorsed the Accra Forum in September 2008 and Busan partnership agreement in 2011.
Principles are endorsed by Cabinet and the Samoan Parliament.
4 Prior to 2007, most assistance to Samoa was project based.
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The World Bank’s Natural Disaster Hotspots study identified Samoa as a high-risk
country exposed to hazards such as flooding, storm surges, cyclones and tsunamis.
Samoa is vulnerable to the effects of climate change and other natural hazards such
as tropical cyclones, flooding, earthquakes, tsunamis, landslides and coastal erosion.
Samoa’s high risk environment is evident from the 2009 tsunami and the 2012
Cyclone Evan with both events wreaking destruction across the country as well as
providing a further catalyst for effective collaboration between the government and
development partners.
Following is a brief account of the 2009 tsunami and the 2012 Cyclone Evan that
provide the focal point for this country study context of CPDEW.
2009 Tsunami

The 2009 tsunami affected over
5000 people, including some 850
households spread over 51
villages. More than 450 were
either, dead, seriously injured, or
missing and unaccounted for.
Relief and recovery operations
commenced almost immediately.
The Disaster Management Council
chaired by the Prime Minister was
convened later in the same day
after the tsunami struck. The
National Disaster Management
Plan was activated, implementation committees met and disaster relief and recovery
operations swung into action.
The WB with the support of other development partners, were requested to support a
Post Disaster Needs Assessment (PDNA), including a Damage and Loss
Assessment (DALA) related to the human and social impact of the tsunami. The
PDNA and DALA highlighted the central role of government sectors in the recovery
process. Recovery sectors for the 2009 tsunami included: water, electricity, housing,
health, education, agriculture, tourism, transport, community development,
environment management and disaster risk reduction and communications. A
Tsunami Recovery 3-year plan was developed, premised on the ‘build back better‟
principle and the option of community relocation, led by the GoS in collaboration with
CPDs, including Australia, China,
EU, Japan, New Zealand, United
States, United Nations (UN), ADB
and WB. During the course of
recovery, periodic reports
monitoring the status of recovery
were provided on a quarterly basis.
In 2012, an account of the Tsunami
recovery was reported to the
citizens of Samoa and CDPs.
Annexed to this report was an
account of how each sector had
progressed against its sector-
specific recovery plan. While the initial humanitarian assistance was immediate and

34
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efficient led by the Disaster Advisory Council, the scope to improve monitoring and
evaluation procedures, in coordination with development partners was apparent
alongside the imperative to retain the focus on government-led coordination of the
donor community and the sector cluster approach. The tsunami response
represented an important milestone for the GoS in terms of the development of its
approach to development effectiveness in a disaster response context.
2012 Cyclone Evan

Tropical Cyclone Evan (TCE) hit Samoa on December 13, 2012. TCE caused
widespread damage across the country, bringing heavy rainfall, flash floods and
maximum sustained winds up to 90 knots (166.7 kilometres per hour). The impact
was severe with the loss of 5 lives and about 4800 people temporarily displaced.
TCE destroyed power plants, disrupted communication services, uprooted trees
adding to already swollen rivers, destroyed buildings and roads, and extensively
damaged crops and water facilities. Some 2,088 houses were destroyed or
damaged, a major tourist hotel closed for a prolonged period, and critical bridges and
roads facilitating east-west connections required replacing. There was also
considerable environmental damage that is estimated will take years to recover.
When TCE hit Samoa, the GoS led by its National Disaster Council (NDC) was able
to coordinate its response in close collaboration with CDPs (bilateral, multilateral,
NGOs, private sector and CBOs) to mobilise resources within 24 hours. Disaster
response teams were subsequently sent to initially assess the disaster, deliver relief
items and provide support to the affected populations. The WB with the support of
development partners was requested to support a PDNA, including DALA and social
impact assessment, out of which the TCE Recovery Framework emerged building on
the sector cluster approach.
Following the DALA supported by the WB, a Recovery Plan was developed with
technical assistance (TA) provided by the Government of Australia through the
Australian Civilian Corps. The TCE Recovery Plan was approved in March 2013. The
Plan anticipates 3 years of recovery activities and has now passed the mid-way
implementation mark, although the GoS anticipates that the bulk of recovery will be
completed 6-months earlier than envisaged in the plan. As for the tsunami response,
the GoS was able to coordinate an effective emergency response, a smooth
transition to early recovery and implementation is now focussed on medium to
longer-term sector-led recovery. Drawing on lessons learned from the 2009 tsunami,
the GoS’ achievements and lessons learned are incorporated into a more rigorous
M&E process that embraces the sector-specific levels in a more coherent and whole-
of-government (WoG) approach.

1.2 Samoan Country Evaluation System
The mechanism for aid coordination and management is in place whereby the
Samoan Cabinet Development Committee (CDC) approves and monitors progress of
all development cooperation programs. NGOs in Samoa, auspiced under the Samoa
Umbrella NGOs (SUNGO) are represented on the CDC through a SUNGO
representative. An Aid Coordination Committee (ACC) is led by the Minister of
Finance to decide on issues of resource allocation from ODA sources and consider
implementation of the Aid Policy and Debt Management Strategy. The technical arm
of the ACC namely the Aid Coordination Debt Management Division (ACDMD) of
MoF coordinates the day-to-day management of development cooperation programs
through membership of sector steering committees, liaison with donors and



6

government agencies and regular reporting. The CDC and ACC meet regularly, with
provision for quarterly reviews of all programs. The on-going use of existing Samoan
financial and procurement systems is a key feature of the CPDEW and has been a
means of strengthening government capacity and accountability.
Coordination at the sector level is managed through sector-level steering committees,
with representation from key stakeholders and institutions, including relevant actors
such as government ministries and entities, bilateral and multilateral donors, private
sector organisations and international as well as local NGOs, under the Samoan
Umbrella for NGOs (SUNGO). Monitoring of externally funded sector projects or
programs is through the relevant sector steering committee. Linked to the sector
approach is the devolution of management to ministries, targeting performance as
the basis to improve service delivery and productivity. Public finance management
incorporates budget support and procurement reforms that are gradually being
devolved to line ministries with reference to a central Tenders Board.
The demand for improved systems is driven by both donor interests for greater
efficiency and effectiveness and the government’s drive to achieve a greater use of
country systems preferably through budget support modality. The increased demand
by donors and the GoS to show results and impact continues to be a favourable
driver for improvement. The GoS also favours a coordinating development partner
role, where two or more partners are engaged in a joint sector initiative with
evaluation protocols. An example is the Education sector work, which is led by the
GoS in cooperation with the CDPs, Australia but supported by MFAT New Zealand,
Japan and UN Country Team .
Samoa is challenged on the supply side for evaluation. There are limited resources
within the public sector and research capacity within academic institutions (University
South Pacific and the National University) is not yet sufficient to meet demands.
Samoa is a small country with limited resources for M&E and hence supply is often
provided via external TA and volunteer resources.
Samoa currently lacks the institutional capacity and relies on external support and/or
mentoring, given its limited resources. Evaluation training opportunities offered
through Pacific Regional Centres for Learning on Evaluation and Results (CLEAR)
have provided resources and training for key staff within the Ministry of Finance
(MoF), Policy and Planning Division. Two staff with responsibility for assisting
government sector planning, including monitoring and evaluation of results, had
completed training in Fiji with CLEAR at the commencement of 2014. There is
currently an imperative to on-train public sector staff in these procedures and share
the learning more broadly.
The culture of accountability for results is clearly an important enabling factor, in
terms of the mainstreaming of development effectiveness principles within Samoa’s
Evaluation Systems. In the case of TCE recovery, the principles of ownership, mutual
accountability, alignment and harmonisation are evident and drive the CPDEW
agenda along with capacity development initiatives, such as a Community of Practice
(CoP) for M&E for Results and the potential to establish a Country Evaluation Society
with regional links to support capacity development at a Pacific regional level.
The CoP has emerged through the TCE Recovery process and provides a hub for
sharing information and resources that can further enhance CPDEW. Through this
CoP development partners can access a range of materials that assist to monitor and
evaluate for Results. Resources for M&E are uploaded on-line at the MoF website
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and were developed to complement a series of 5 workshops held between July 2013
to August 2014, facilitated by DFAT’s Australian Civilian Corps. Early dialogue
around the establishment of a more formalised Samoan Evaluation Society, linked to
the existing Australasian Evaluation Society is underway between the GoS and DFAT
Australia.

1.3 Methodology and limitations
The methodology used for this country study is a case study. The case study of
CPDEW is contextualized to disaster recovery in Samoa. A case study approach is
selected because it offers a bounded approach to examine how CPDEW has
emerged in Samoa and initiatives to strengthen it. The Study draws on insights from
government, donors and development partners with different perspectives regarding
the experience of CPDEW. The study is qualitative and limited insofar as it cannot
provide for a definitive theoretical answer as to how CPDEW has been shaped in
Samoa or provide for generalisation to another development or geographical context.
The country study was completed over three phases. Phase 1 involved consultation
within MoF as well as with CDPs. Over-arching themes were discussed during Phase
1 to identify the focus case study. Phase 2 involved document reviews and
subsequent analysis of secondary data, including data from key informants, mostly
representatives from government and the donor community. Reference to, analysis
and synthesis of secondary documentation (tabled at Appendix 3) relates to
documentation from three sources: existing websites, reports (in particular the 2011
Samoan Evaluation of the Implementation of the PD) and other documents collated
as part of the 2009 tsunami response and the 2012 Cyclone Evan response; a review
of GoS aid coordination policies; country strategies for key development partners
(DFAT, MFAT, EU, WB/ADB).
Phase 3 drew on further data from interviews and focus group discussions with key
stakeholders to assist the triangulation of data and check for accuracy and identify
compelling themes, using a qualitative methodology.
Phase 4 involved confirmation of the Study findings from MoF and other collaborating
development partners, prior to finalisation and submission of the Study to the OECD
in September 2014.
Implementation

The Country Study was overseen by the MoF Assistant CEO, Aid Coordination and
Debt Management Division (ACDMD) who is also the national coordinator for both
the PDE and the CPDEW. Identification of the case study was in consultation with
DFAT Australia, drawing on the ongoing work of the 2012 TCE. Additional capacity
was made possible by DFAT Australian TA in monitoring and evaluation across the
TCE Program. Ideas were discussed around the time of the third TCE recovery
meetings in Samoa and it was agreed that TCE Recovery and the overall context of
disaster recovery in Samoa would form the basis of the case study. Key stakeholders
that were engaged as part of the TCE collaborative response, included governments
of Australia, New Zealand, the European Commission, WB/ADB and NGO partners
(ADRA and Samoan Red Cross).
Limitations

This country study was prepared under very tight timelines, without a budget and
during the lead up to the UNSIDS Conference that was hosted by Samoa in
August/September 2014. This presented a key challenge for the country study and is
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likely to have limited the scope for more rigor in the collection and analysis of data. It
is therefore proposed to conduct a survey during the final stages of the TCE
Recovery to assess further insights into the nature of the CPDEW relating to the
recovery program. Further details regarding sample size, timelines, consultations and
more specifics will be the subject of joint discussions with Australia and Samoa’s
ACDMD (of the Ministry of Finance), as well as a key agenda item for the July 2015
recovery meetings with CDPs.
As stated previously, the case study approach does not provide for generalisable
findings and the success or otherwise of development initiatives is difficult to define in
a causal sense. Disaster recovery is complex and linear approaches to programming
for results, offer a way forward for understanding, however a limited one.

2 PART I: REVIEW OF THE PARIS DECLARATION EVALUATION
EXPERIENCE

The following section introduces the PDE process in Samoa, building on information
elaborated in Section 1.2 (Samoan Country Evaluation System). This section
articulates the partner-donor profile, drawing on examples of how the PDE process
has been used to enhance country evaluation systems. Section 3 of this study, then
provides a working case study of the TCE Recovery process and demonstrates
further evidence of the PDE process in action.

2.1 The PDE process, including partner-donor profile
The GoS works closely with a wide diversity of partners –implementing governments,
donors, civil society, international development organisations, the private sector and
communities. This partnership model supports CPDEW including effective, evidence-
based programs to respond to disaster recovery needs. Partners are actively
involved through resource mobilization, country coordination, TA and stakeholder
engagement, to implementation, monitoring, evaluation and sharing lessons learned.
Cooperation arrangements for CPDEW, more generally include development of roles
and responsibilities, including the provision for a joint evaluation management group,
to be chaired by the GoS’ ACDMD. Evaluation standards follow DAC guidelines and
quality standards, with particular reference to the Managing for Results Guidelines
that are a feature of the DAC development effectiveness agenda.
The PD has provided a useful tool for the GoS to shape aid effectiveness, particularly
around managing for results and mutual accountability in collaboration with
development partners. In the past, aid effectiveness has tended to focus primarily on
process issues, such as country ownership, alignment and harmonization with
inadequate attention paid to effective aid delivery to support the achievement of
clearly articulated development outcomes or impacts. The PD and AAA have
provided a common vision and common language for change in Samoa, which
guides the development architecture, as well as the direction of CPDEW. Samoa
does not accept the term “lead donor” and is of the view that the GoS is the lead for
all development. Hence Samoa aims to manage its development assistance so that it
maintains coherence against established national and sector priorities. Examples
include the establishment of joint mission calendars and coordination with CDPs, led
by the GoS’, ACDMD.
The PDE process has been actively used in Samoa to improve its systems of
evaluation, especially to generate and strengthen the system of CPDEW. Since its
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endorsement of the PD in 2008, the GoS can showcase a number of examples that
use elements of the PD frameworks. These include partner country or context-
specific frameworks (eg TCE Recovery) and tools for assessing performance and
promoting mutual accountability with sufficient flexibility to adapt processes to meet
country and context-specific needs.
Partner-Donor Profiles

The collaborative effort between development partners and GoS is reflected in
cooperative and joint work between donors and implementing agencies within
sectors. The decision to conduct an evaluation and the degree of collaboration is
most commonly articulated in a partnership or program agreement. It is generally the
case that GoS and the relevant coordinating partner/s agree on the specifics of the
scope, timelines and methodology for evaluation at a later date. Cooperation
arrangements are then agreed to and typically involve donors and representatives
from government, usually sector-specific. Provision of funding for the purpose of
evaluation is allocated in the initial partner agreement and most often incorporates
external TA with provision for in-country assistance. The management structure or
reference group for the CPDEW is led by the MoF, ACDMD and references the PD
principles. A recent initiative related to the TCE Recovery was the development of a
M&E Guide to Results which will provide the ‘backbone’ for CPDEW in the case of
the TCE recovery, as it directly articulates evaluative questions and foreshadows the
methodological approach. Procurement of evaluation services usually follows the
rules for procurement of respective donors, which set subcontracting fees and
contractual relations. Composition of teams, TOR and workplan must be approved by
the GoS prior to proceeding. Assessment of quality is done jointly in partnership with
the GoS and the development partner/s as part of the final approval of the evaluation
report. Results are typically provided in media releases, workshops or may appear on
the GoS internet (as in the case for the 2009 tsunami).
Examples of collaborative efforts, involving implementation, monitoring and
evaluation are summarised in Table 1 below. Further information regarding the
Samoa-Australia partnership provides a brief overview of the collaborative
partnership that is the focus of Section 2 (Part III) – Positive Stories.

Table 1: Sector Collaborations in Samoa

Sector Coordinating (lead) donor Other donors

Water EU ADB, Japan

Energy ADB Australia, NZ, Japan,
OPEC, GEF

Justice Australia NZ

Public Administration Australia and NZ EU, ADB, WB, China

Environment GEF UNDP, IUCN, UNEP,
Japan, Australia

Health NZ WHO, Australia, WB, UN
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Infrastructure/Transport WB China, Japan, Pacific
Regional programs

Trade EIF Australia, NZ

Community Development Australia EU, NZ

Agriculture WB Australia, China

Communications WB ADB, ITU

Education Australia NZ, ADB, UN

Private sector - tourism NZ UN, ADB

Finance Australia NZ, ADB

Sports Development Australia NZ

The Samoa-Australia Partnership

Australia has a longstanding, cooperative relationship with Samoa, based on strong
people-to-people links, shared regional concerns and a common interest in
maintaining Samoa’s status as one of the most economically and politically stable
countries in the Pacific. Australia is the largest aid donor and the largest source of
remittances to Samoa, due in part to increasing numbers of Samoan migrants to
Australia. Australia is also Samoa’s second biggest trading partner.
Australia’s development assistance program focuses on economic reforms and
stability, effective governance, and private sector development. In addition, is support
to develop Samoa’s human capital through health and education investments. Two
new initiatives include the Pacific Women Shaping Pacific Development and a
Disability Program. The Partnership Agreement builds on Australia’s current
substantial support to reconstruct or rebuild infrastructure damaged by TCE in
December 2012.
The Samoa-Australia Partnership for Development aims to raise the standard of
living for Samoans experiencing hardship and achieve the MDGs. Through the
Partnership, Australia is committed to improving economic stability, increasing
access to quality health and education services and building safer communities.
Australia invested $194.3 million in Samoa in the four years to 2013–14. Following
the Government’s announcement on 18 January 2014 to revise the aid budget and in
consultation with the GoS, the ODA is expected to total $38.9 million, which will
include regional programs and programs managed by Australian government
agencies. The Samoa DFAT bilateral aid program will total $23.1 million in 2013-14.
Capacity-friendly features

Capacity development for M&E is most effectively built at the sector level and
involves engagement at the group as well as individual levels. Capacity-friendly
initiatives include a focus on strengths based approaches and include opportunities
for mentoring, on-the-job learning and sharing across networks. Training is integral to
building capacity, however gaining experience and ‘learning by doing’ provide the
most effective approach. In the case of some sectors, capacity development plans
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are incorporated into program design and therefore form a component of evaluation.
Exposure to donor procurement systems and access to TA that is delivered
appropriately can provide a surge capacity for government sectors. The Policy and
Planning Division at the Ministry of Finance provide support services to sectors to
assist overall monitoring and evaluation of their sector plans. In addition, Policy and
Planning Division facilitate 2-monthly meetings of Sector Coordinators to build their
capacity through shared meetings and discussion of implementation issues and
success stories.

In the case of evaluation, collaboration to ensure logistics, processes, participation
and contribution has assisted the GoS to build capacity to assess development
outcomes and to re-shape development priorities. Additional capacity development
features include the potential shared resourcing for evaluation, the introduction of
generic reporting templates with information to assist completion, M&E Guides and
Evaluation Capacity Development (ECD) workshops. The identification of best
practice approaches that use local case studies or examples and follow ‘keep it
simple’ principles, offers a platform for building capacity that promotes inclusion at all
levels of government. Other features include provision for workshops to present
findings to key stakeholders.

In a small island community, the potential for skills exchange to learn from each other
about CPDEW, including the process of implementing joint evaluation, including M&E
processes, is critical in building sustained capacity. This capacity is important in the
context of disaster recovery as evidenced in the heightened approach to M&E that
was initially driven after the 2009 tsunami and later consolidated during the 2012
TCE Recovery response. It is anticipated that capacity built for CPDEW in a disaster
context, will also provide a critical component for responding to future shocks.
Presence or absence of external factors

External factors that support CPDEW include consideration of the timing for ECD
activities and scheduling of joint evaluations, which must be well coordinated to meet
the needs of all development partners. The engagement of relevant actors from GoS,
including relevant sectors and development partners is critical. Composition of
evaluation teams should incorporate local inputs in order to maximise opportunities
for learning and ownership of the evaluation findings.
Presence or absence of unintended negative effects of donor led evaluations

Unintended negative effects of donor-led evaluations usually relate to the tension
between donor accountability to their constituency and the imperative to uphold
principles of ownership, as enshrined within the Paris Declaration. Such issues of
‘donorship’ versus ‘ownership’ continue to be a source of agitation in many
development contexts.
Due to limited resources, the GoS has to be cautious regarding the potential to
overburden its country systems. The GoS is careful to schedule donor missions,
including evaluation exercises especially given the nature of the Samoan
bureaucracy, which is relatively small in numbers and limited in resources.
Other negative effects include the ‘shifting sands’ for development priorities that often
accompany changes of government. For example, the recent integration of the
former AusAID agency into DFAT, alongside changing priorities for this donor can
present further challenges to government and collaborating development partners, in
terms of ensuring coherent priorities.
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2.2 The intended and actual learning at the
level of country individual actors,
organisations, and networks

Intended and actual learning is related to the
process by which individuals and organisations
increase their abilities to perform functions, solve
problems and achieve program objectives in a
sustainable manner. Learning is related to
capacity development and needs to be understood
as both a means as well as an end. Features of
the Samoan approach to capacity and learning are
illustrated at Fig 1 and show the linkages between
learning that occurs at the institutional or government level as well as the sector level.
In addition the overall enabling environment, which incorporates development policy,
including that of the GoS and cooperating development partners also features in this
approach. This logical chain of learning is also reflected in the DAC Concept Note
related to this Study, which shows the value of standard learning procedures backed
by alternative learning approaches, such as on-the-job activities and the exchange of
ideas and information (DAC, 2013).

2.3 An analysis of the contribution of the PDE to strengthening the country
evaluation system

Evaluation systems in Samoa have been directly informed by the PDE, as previously
outlined in Section 1.1. In particular the Peer Review mechanism established under
the subsequent Cairns Compact has shaped public reforms pertaining to the aid
sector, including the process of CPDEW. Other evidence that PDE is shaping aid
policy includes the implementation of Samoa’s Aid Coordination Policy and Debt
Management Policy. Furthermore, is the 2011 assessment of the PIFS, which
identified that Samoa was tracking well against agreed international benchmarks for
development effectiveness.

2.4 An assessment of the extent to which the PDE exercise may or may not
pre-figure future partner-donor evaluations.

The PDE exercise has influenced partner-donor evaluations in Samoa. All sectors
exhibit collaborative arrangements with some having explicit provision for CPDEW. In
the case of the TCE Recovery, planning for CPDEW is well underway and
documented in the M&E Guide to Results, along with evaluation questions that draw
on the principles of the PD, particularly with respect to relevance, effectiveness,
efficiency, coordination and inclusive and informed decision making.

Figure 1: Capacity Development
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3 PART II:  POSITIVE STORIES OF OTHER COLLABORATIVE
PARTNER-DONOR EVALUATIONS

Tropical Cyclone Evan, Samoa – a Case Study for joint and collaborative partner-
donor evaluation.

This section of the report seeks to promote the practice of partner-donor evaluation,
drawing on the ‘real life’ story of disaster recovery in Samoa that has led to
strengthening country evaluation systems. The following account documents a
positive story of strengthened CPDEW. The process that has emerged is regarded as
one that will serve Samoa into the future, in the event of future disaster. Part II
documents how the recovery process has shaped and strengthened the development
effectiveness agenda, in terms of promoting ownership, alignment, harmonisation,
managing for results and mutual accountabilities. This case study reflects on the
relevant actors, unintended impacts of recovery and intended as well as actual
learning arising.
As stated above, Samoa’s interest in presenting this study on CPDEW grew out of
early beginnings around development effectiveness principles. Interest in preparing
this study was also driven during the aftermath of the 2009 tsunami that spawned the
imperative to strengthen a Samoan-led recovery process and build capacity to
respond to the inevitability of future disaster events.

3.1 Brief description of the Collaborative Partner-Donor Evaluation Work
The overall context for this case study is foreshadowed at Section 1.1 (Background
and Context of the Country Study) and gives a short introduction to the disaster
context with specific reference to the 2009 tsunami and the 2012 Cyclone Evan.
Whereas, the purpose of Section 1.1 was to illustrate the momentum for CPDEW that
was built following the tsunami, this section will focus on the current processes now
in place for CPDEW, in the context of disaster recovery relating to TCE, including the

role of multilateral actors and bilateral
development partners.
Following the PDNA and DALA conducted with
WB and Australian assistance, the GoS finalised
its TCE Recovery Plan in March 2013. As shown
in Fig 2, the PDNA process had an integral role in
shaping recovery planning and the approach to
M&E, as well as planning for future disaster.
To assist the PDE process, the Australian
Government (DFAT), in addition to initial
emergency response assistance, provided TA to
develop a consolidated, WoG and sector-specific
reporting template to build the momentum in

Samoa for PDE, as well as provide an ‘on-the-shelf’ resource for the M&E of results
pertaining to future disaster events.
The procedure to develop this system, drew on development effectiveness principles,
including mutual accountability, ownership, alignment with national and sector policy
frameworks, a harmonised approach to aid coordination, including joint meetings,
procedures and analytical work. This study will address how each of the PD
principles were met, following the TCE system for monitoring, reporting which is

Figure 2: PDNA Process
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expected to culminate in the collaborative evaluation, at the end of the recovery
program.
The diagram at Fig 3, shows the trajectory from the initial Cyclone Evan PDNA
through to the sector-specific recovery plans which incorporate a series of nine
recovery principles,
including but not limited to
build-back better and
value for money principles,
addressing vulnerability
and cross-cutting issues,
commitment to risk
management. Importantly,
the framework is aligned
against existing GoS
national and sector
strategic directions.
The objectives of the recovery framework are to define the scope of the impact of
TCE on Samoa; describe a broad philosophy for GoS toward financial and physical
recovery; specify the financial commitments by sector and over time to facilitate
recovery; recommend priorities for action and a broad timeline for commitments, and
outline the Government mechanisms to enable implementation and management.
The higher-level recovery goal is to recover from TCE, reduce vulnerability and
enhance resilience to withstand future shocks. Fig 4 illustrates the mutual
accountability that flows from the PDNA process through to the recovery sector plans
(there are 10 in total), the WoG coordinated response and the role of CDPs that
ultimately shapes the CPDEW.

Whereas recovery meetings and reporting for the tsunami were scheduled on a
quarterly basis, it was decided that in the case of TCE it would be more effective and
less burdensome on government and sectors to schedule meetings every six months.
The process was for each recovery sector to complete a template progress report
against a related sector plan, including how each sector met the agreed principles of
recovery. Reports were shared with CDPs, including multilateral and bilateral donors.
Unintended Impacts of Recovery

A lesson learned arising from the 2009 tsunami was the need to strengthen CPDEW
consistent with PD principles, in particular to promote mutual accountability and
alignment. In addition, improved mechanisms for collaboration was identified as a
means to mitigate and respond to negative media statements arising from inaccurate
reporting and ineffective communications strategies, during the emergency phase.
One of the unintended impacts of TCE recovery was the development of template
reports and learning about processes to document recovery, at a WoG level. This

!
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Reduction and Recovery (GFDRR). Drawing upon the lessons learned from the 2009 tsunami, GoS
has  agreed   to   the   ‘build  back  better’   approach, the inclusion of DRR measures to build future
resilience for Samoa and enhanced
coordination to assist monitoring,
evaluation and reporting.

The Government of Samoa (GoS) has
prepared a Recovery Framework that
responds to the needs outlined in the
PDNA, including its Damage and Loss
Assessment (DALA) that incorporates the
human needs and social impact of TCE.
The flow chart shown in Fig 2 illustrates the links
between the Recovery Plans, which are based on the findings of the PDNA and DALA.
Implementation of Recovery Plans will be implemented over 3 years, concluding in 2015. The GoS
has committed to provide 6-monthly progress reports, under a common reporting framework. An
important lesson learned and documented in a review of the Tsunami Recovery, was that lead sector
ministries should coordinate and put in place a monitoring and evaluation framework (MEF) against
which they could effectively monitor the progress of implementation and to determine whether the
recovery program meets the needs of the affected population. Hence reporting is coordinated
across the following sectors and priority areas in Table 1, taking into account the immediate and
medium to long term priorities for the recovery:

Table 1: Recovery Sectors and Priorities

Sector GoS Priority Area Lead Ministry/Agency
1 Housing Social MOF
2 Education Social MESC
3 Health Social MOH
4 Agriculture Productive MAF
5 Tourism Productive STA
6 Transport Infrastructure LTA
7 Water and Sanitation Infrastructure MNRE/SWA
8 Energy Infrastructure EPC
9 Environment/DRR Cross-cutting MNRE/DMO

3. Recovery Logic framework

The TCE Recovery program is closely coordinated and monitored by MOF. Recovery activities are
broken down from the higher order goal to a series of program outcomes that align with existing
sector plans. At each respective sector level, a program of recovery activities with related outputs
and outcomes is proposed. The Program logic for recovery includes a suite of programs that
intersect at the social, productive, infrastructure and cross-cutting levels which in turn are designed
to lead to the achievement of results related to the Recovery goal.

TCE Recovery Program Goal

Figure 2: Recovery Flow Chart
Figure 3: TCE Processes

Figure 4: Mutual Accountability Processes
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provides additional capacity to GoS sectors and creates a precedent for improved
collaboration of reporting, including evaluation procedures.
Intended and actual learning, at the level of country individual actors, organisations,
and networks

The practice of CPDEW has strengthened country evaluation systems in Samoa. The
approach has primarily used a learning-by-doing mechanism to optimise learning that
is strategic and coherently articulated to take into account national and sector levels.
In addition, other mechanisms for ECD included a series of ECD workshops and one-
to-one assistance at the sector level, supported by direct assistance from Australian
DFAT. Importantly, this provision of assistance demonstrates the Australian
commitment to strengthen capacity in such a way that ensures it is build with tangible
benefits to the country to support national ownership and build on established
procedures and mechanisms (PD 22-24; PIF, Principle 6).
A key lesson emerging from the 2009 tsunami event in Samoa, was that the lack of

coordinated reporting prohibited the
GoS from producing a more coherent
account of recovery implementation.
In the context for disaster recovery,
the Samoan TCE has provided an
important catalyst for learning and
improving CPDEW. The World Bank
Global Facility for Disaster Risk
Reduction (GFDRR) highlighted the
importance of developing a

coordinated approach to M&E, given the increasing frequency and scale of disaster,
which forms part of the development ‘landscape’ for Samoa. These lessons have
been embraced by the GoS, which has sought to improve coherence of reporting.
Samoa is of view that additional efforts involving CPDEW will assist Samoa to
institutionalise an approach that can readily improve progress reporting for future
disaster situations and CPDEW.
As stated, the ECD activities put in place for the TCE Recovery were supported by
Australian DFAT. Firstly the development and adoption of a standard MEF that took
into account cross-cutting issues, and provided for risk management and reporting
against recovery outcomes and agreed principles of recovery. This work involved
close liaison with recovery sectors to ensure ownership of the standardised approach
that was designed to yield higher-level information that could then be coordinated
and reported on at a WoG level for the purpose of consolidated reporting to CDPs. A
further capacity development opportunity is linked to the 2-monthly Sector
Coordination meetings that continue to be led by the Policy and Planning section of
MoF.
To date the TCE process has provided 5 ECD workshops, framed around Results
and these workshops were attended by 90 participants, mostly from government. An
ECD workshop conducted in August 2014 provided for lessons learned and best
practise to be shared across sectors and demonstrates that Samoa is experiencing a
paradigm shift towards greater emphasis on the learning dimension of evaluation.
The MoF has uploaded all learning resources on its web site for future access by
government personnel and others seeking to build capacity for M&E. The TCE M&E
for Results Guide, including a template for reporting was designed to assist further
capacity building for reporting and is highly adaptable for future disaster events.
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Whereas, in July 2013, only two sectors were providing written progress on TCE
recovery, by July 2014, 100% sectors submitted full reports, including M&E
Frameworks.
Currently discussions are underway between the GoS and DFAT Australia regarding
the potential to build a Community of Practice for M&E. It is envisaged that Samoa
will build on its Community of Practice for M&E to initiate an Evaluation Society. The
Evaluation Society could potentially be linked to the Australasian Evaluation Society,
under a similar model that operates for PNG and could comprise members of
government, civil society, CDPs, including donors and communities of evaluators and
academics. There is currently no Evaluation Society established across the broader
Pacific region and Samoa is well positioned to initiate a regional hub for CPDEW as
well as M&E more broadly.
In summary, learning that was generated from the 2009 tsunami has been
incorporated into the Samoan country response to TCE with common templates for
M&E in place to assist the CPDEW and monitoring procedures. The evolution of M&E
systems for disaster recovery is currently meeting the needs of CDPs and has built
confidence across recovery sectors in Samoa. Further capacity development
initiatives were supported by DFAT and included M&E assistance to the Policy and
Planning unit to assist sector programs. This was facilitated initially DFAT support
for a M&E Specialist to assist the Ministry of Finance to establish Cyclone Evan
systems for reporting in collaboration with Policy and Planning. Later DFAT agreed to
provide direct technical support to Policy and Planning to facilitate sector plan
monitoring and evaluations, also in close collaboration with senior Government of
Samoan program staff. Challenges include the need to establish good baselines and
data collection methods that can be followed up within the constraints of limited
government resources. The determination of appropriate baselines facilitates the
development of a good framework for monitoring and evaluation. In the case of
disaster recovery, it sets a comparator assessment of the pre and post disaster
situations and can set the direction and basis of an appropriate recovery program.

3.2 Partner-donor profile (Samoa and DFAT Australia)
Partner-Donor Profile (the case of TCE Recovery for Education and Health Sectors)

The decision to initiate CPDEW is foreshadowed in the funding agreement between
the Australian government and the GoS for TCE Recovery and Reconstruction,
signed in March 2013. The purpose of evaluation will to assess the extent to which
the GoS has been able to recover from TCE and reduce vulnerability and enhance
resilience to withstand future shocks across the sectors of education and health.
Evaluation services will be funded under the agreement at the conclusion of the
program and during the implementation of the TCE Recovery Plan, the Australian
government provided direct assistance to develop reporting frameworks in close
consultation with MoF and government sectors, to enhance capacity for M&E at both
the sector and WoG levels.
A CPDEW is envisaged, with funding from Australia and potential additional
consultant support from the Government of New Zealand. The procurement of
services has not yet been discussed but is likely to follow Government of Australia
procurement procedures to access TA, with representation from the GoS’ ACDMD. It
is unlikely that any consortium or sub-contracting arrangements will be utilised in the
case of TCE Recovery evaluation. Development of the evaluation method, data
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collection tools, approach and work plan will be decided later in 2015 and will draw
on the TCE Guide to M&E for Results.
Cooperation arrangements focus on a shared dialogue with other cooperating
development partners using the 6 monthly recovery progress reporting and meetings,
as an imperative to stop and assess progress. At these juncture, the GoS
collaborates with CDPs including key actors – NZ MFAT, EU, JICA, USAID, China,
WB and ADB. The TCE reporting and meetings are led by the GoS.
The management structure used in the case of TCE Recovery operates on two levels
and is led by the GoS, Ministry of Finance, ACDMD. The first level is the sector-level
whereby Sector Coordinators have primary responsibility for completing reports,
drawing on data collected from their sector approach to recovery. Each sector is also
required to show evidence of how it meets the agreed principles of recovery. At the
WoG level, the MoF, ACDMD is able to oversee recovery, which is a feature of its
normal, budget process and accountability requirements at the higher level.  The
MoF ACDMD also acts as a point of reference for follow up information and formal
requests for information from collaborating development partners.
Evaluation standards follow DAC guidelines and quality standards, with particular
reference to the TCE Guide to M&E for Results that focuses on the outcomes of
recovery and addressing the principles of recovery. The aforementioned Guide to
M&E for Results articulates a series of evaluation questions that can be used to
assess performance against outcomes, at either a formative or summative level. As
previously stated, the development of this Guide was assisted by DFAT Australian
support with the final document endorsed by the GoS recovery sectors with reference
to CDPs.
Ongoing dialogue with Australian DFAT in 2015, will set forth the composition of a
joint evaluation team and articulate the TOR, further guidelines, including how results
can be disseminated to stakeholders and assist in the development of existing
program quality mechanisms for Samoa. Cooperation arrangements, including roles
and responsibilities will be established, including provision for a joint evaluation
management group, to be chaired by the GoS’ ACDMD. Key dates for the joint
partner-donor evaluation are likely to be scheduled in early 2016, following the
completion of the 3-year recovery program and with reference to the GoS mission
plans.
Capacity-friendly features

Capacity-friendly features to the strengthening of country evaluation systems,
drawing on the TCE Recovery case highlight the ECD Workshops, provision of
resources (now available at the MoF website), the formation of a CoP for M&E that
has emerged through regular sector coordination meetings, as well as the TCE
recovery process. The Policy and Planning Branch at the Ministry of Finance
anticipate additional TA from Australian DFAT to assist sectors with their overall
monitoring and evaluation of their sector plans. In addition, the Policy and Planning
section make provision for 2-monthly meetings of Sector Coordinators to meet and
discuss overall issues, which at times may also include recovery-related activities.
During these forums, Sectors are encouraged to draw upon M&E best practice
examples. An example from the Education Sector included the use of a simple tool to
capture progress relating to the recovery of Category 3 (minimal damage) schools,
following the TCE. Further examples of best practice include the work conducted by
the water sector that highlights effective multi-stakeholder coordination; dealing with
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capacity constraints (led by the transport sector), effective team work practiced within
the tourism sector. The engagement with DFAT Australia and their own sharing of
M&E processes has also enhanced mutual understanding of how reports are
disseminated and utilised for accountability by development partners.

Additional capacity development features include the potential shared resourcing for
evaluation, the introduction of generic reporting templates with information to assist
completion, the M&E Guide to Results and series of ECD workshops which were
auspiced by MoF, ACDMD during 2013 and 2014 and made possible by the support
from DFAT Australia. In total 5 workshops were held up until July 2014. Key learning
resources used for the aforementioned workshops are available from MoF ACDMD,
and can be easily downloaded from the MoF website. The focus on strengths-based
approaches to building capacity for M&E and the inclusion of best practice stories are
also indicative of capacity-friendly features relating to the context of disaster
recovery.

In a small island community, the potential to learn from each other about M&E
processes, is critical in building a more sustained capacity. This capacity is important
in the context of disaster recovery as evidenced in the heightened approach to M&E
that was initially driven after the 2009 tsunami and later consolidated during the 2012
TCE Recovery response. It is anticipated that capacity built for M&E in a disaster
context, will also provide a critical component for responding to future shocks.
Presence or absence of external factors

External factors that have supported CPDEW in the case of the TCE Recovery
program, include timing flexibility to allow for coordination of other government
priorities, access to Australian TA to assist ECD activities, engagement by other
CDPs in joint meetings to discuss progress as well as provide feedback to improve
systems. The ongoing commitment of sector personnel to attend workshops and
improve reporting practices has optimised the potential for learning, genuine
ownership of the process and sustainability for future reporting and other disaster
events.
Presence or absence of unintended negative effects of donor led evaluations

Since evaluation, including CPDEW is led by the GoS, in the case of disaster
recovery pertaining to TCE, there are no negative effects pertaining to donor led
evaluation.

3.3 The intended and actual learning at the level of country individual actors,
organizations, and networks

The intended and actual learning process arising from the TCE Recovery process, is
related to mutual accountability relating to the TCE process that incorporates the
recovery sectors and the WoG response, alongside CDPs. This learning is a key
component that has shaped the disaster context in Samoa, building on the
experience of the 2009 tsunami. The process for reporting presented a key
opportunity for learning with each recovery sector required to complete a templated
progress report. The GoS strategy for learning and building capacity for M&E is to
establish a more skilled and effective public service approach to M&E, under the
rubric of capacity development. Capacity development is related to abilities, skills,
understandings, attitudes, values, relationships, behaviours, motivations, resources
and conditions that enable individuals, organisations, networks/sectors and broader
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social systems to carry out functions and achieve their development objectives over
time. On-going capacity development and learning will take place in workshops as
well as involve mentoring, coaching and implementation of good practice. A series of
5 workshops were held to facilitate information across sectors in the case of Cyclone
Evan. These style of interactive workshops provide a forum for information sharing
and skills exchange. The mode of the workshops provide for skilled Samoan
government staff to share a strategy that can be used to monitor, report and evaluate
across sectors. Extended opportunities are also made possible through country
evaluation and research networks and the early foundations of a CoP for M&E in
Samoa. Steps already taken include the posting of workshop information online in the
Ministry of Finance, Samoa, the identification of persons in government willing to
share evaluation expertise and regular sector coordinators meetings to share
practices.

3.4 An analysis of the contribution of this CPDEW to strengthening the
country evaluation system

The contribution of the CPDEW to strengthening the country evaluation system is
explicit throughout the TCE Recovery process and impacts capacity at the different
levels. Recovery sectors have reporting frameworks that are coherent with existing
sector and national strategic directions. At a WoG level, the GoS is able to utilise and
adapt these frameworks to strengthen evaluation in response to government and
development partner needs. A significant outcome from the TCE Recovery program,
is the establishment of procedures linked to M&E for Results, that are now ‘on-the-
shelf’ products and easily adaptable in the event of future disaster. The M&E Guide
provides for greater and mutual accountability between development partners and
initiates a joint donor-partner monitoring and reporting protocol that can easily be
adapted. It also provides the basis for a shared donor-partner formative or summative
evaluation.
The Guide to M&E for Results documents and summarises M&E processes and is
also a further resource to strengthen existing country evaluation systems.
Samoa and CDPs have addressed the following PD principles in its TCE recovery
response, taking the lessons learned from the 2009 tsunami to improve the
monitoring and evaluation of results for TCE. Commitment to the PD principles have
been demonstrated in the case of disaster recovery, with each principle addressed as
follows:
Ownership

Ownership of development strategies and outcomes is a paramount principle for the
GoS and the PD provides Samoa with a tool to enhance and strengthen its
ownership agenda (GoS, 2011). The Recovery Program is auspiced, under the GoS
MoF, ACDMD. The Branch has oversight of budget and program support to the 10
recovery sectors, each with autonomy to implement their own recovery plan. GoS
procedures and mechanisms continue to strengthen coordination, in coherence with
existing sector plans. MoF leads the coordination of WoG reporting against sector
recovery plans, which is intended to minimise duplication and maximise the benefits
of recovery efforts. MoF provides the focal point for coordination and monitors
compliance with recovery principles, with responsibility for implementation ultimately
resting at the sector levels.
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Sector coordinators meet every 2 months to share lessons learned relating to
recovery as well as mainstream program activities. Leadership of sector plans is
provided by a sector coordinator. An important lesson learned and documented in a
review of the Tsunami Recovery, was that sectors should lead the coordination of
their own monitoring and evaluation frameworks (MEF) against which they could
effectively monitor the progress of implementation and determine whether the
recovery program meets the needs of the affected population. Building on the
experience of the 2009 tsunami process, these systems have improved the
accountability requirements of both government and CDPs (which is discussed
further at Section 3.4). The GoS Policy and Planning Division within the MoF also
provides for all Sector Coordinators (there are 15 in total) to meet every two months
to share information, including issues and challenges related to the overall sectors,
including recovery planning and implementation. These meetings provide an
important forum to introduce reporting frameworks and seek feedback so that
ownership of the recovery process is optimised within the GoS.
Alignment

Considerable attention has been given to maximising alignment so that coherence
between national policy frameworks and country systems is optimised. The GoS has
reliable country systems and aid flows can be aligned to national priorities.
Strengthened capacity for coordinated TCE recovery support was provided by DFAT
Australia to ensure a MEF that could align well with sector and national priorities. The
GoS is now working on additional reporting that will provide for accurate recording of
aid disbursements that also align well with sector financial reporting.
Harmonisation

TCE recovery has been programmed to promote adoption of harmonised
approaches. Development of common procedures assists harmonisation both across
government and with CDPs. Active engagement with donors throughout the TCE
recovery process, especially after the adoption of reporting frameworks, has provided
for additional improvements to be incorporated into templates and sets the scene for
joint missions to review and evaluate the recovery outcomes in a collaborative way.
Managing for Results

The TCE Recovery program logic shows activities are broken down from the higher
order goal to a series of program outcomes that align with existing sector goals. At
each respective sector level, a program of recovery activities with related outputs and
outcomes is proposed. The Program logic for recovery includes a suite of programs
that intersect at the social, productive, infrastructure and cross-cutting levels, which in
turn are designed to lead to the achievement of results related to the Recovery goal.
Each priority sector is mapped according to the Social, Infrastructure, Cross-Cutting
and Productive Priority areas, which strategically align to the GoS’ National Strategy
for the Development of Samoa (2012-2016). The achievement of the TCE Recovery
goal includes key outcomes with associated outputs that are strategically aligned to
sector plans and respond to agreed Principles of Recovery.
Sector outcomes and outputs are mapped within the generic MEF that was
developed and agreed across all TCE Recovery sectors. The MEFs provide
indicators that are matched against outcomes or outputs with baselines (where
available) and targets, means of verification (providing evidence-based
accountability), details of any Build-back-better  features and a narrative to report
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progress at 6-monthly intervals. The MEFs are intentionally checked at 6-monthly
intervals to ensure that coherence is maintained against existing sector plans, which
can be subject to change.
In August 2014, the GoS with assistance from DFAT Australia documented its TCE
M&E Guide for Results. The MEF provides the vehicle to map performance and
document the effectiveness, efficiency and relevance of recovery programming. The
Guide provides further assistance to recovery sectors, including instructions to
complete template reports. It sets out the program logic, a set of key evaluation
questions and related sub-questions that relate to how the Recovery Program has
met its performance targets, including the Principles of Recovery, quantitative and
qualitative indicators and identifies data sources for monitoring and evaluating results
which will be used to assist formative or summative evaluation.
The Guide to Results was developed in August 2014 at a forum hosted by the MoF –
Learn, Share, Thrive - to share lessons learned, including best practice stories. This
forum was attended by recovery sectors and representatives from ADB/WB and
DFAT Australia. Plans to share the Guide more widely with CDPs are in place and
will be progressed this year.
Mutual Accountability

There is an existing aid strategy and policy documentation that enshrines principles
of mutual accountability between government and CDPs in Samoa. Policy documents
such as the GoS’ Aid Coordination Policy and Debt Management Policy (2010)
provide for mutual accountability processes, including joint reviews based on
partnership agreements and inclusive policy dialogue. Participation at meetings and
on-going engagement to build country and donor strategies is a normative process
within Samoan aid coordination. Since the 2009 tsunami, principles of mutual
accountability have been strengthened for the purpose of TCE recovery. Examples
include the delivery of reports to development partners and process for feedback and
the seeking of further clarification to provide for accountability principles.
Relevant Actors

The GoS is committed to the joint monitoring and evaluation of recovery outcomes, in
consultation with CDPs, including bilateral and multilateral donors. A Recovery
Committee has convened every six months comprised of the following relevant
actors:

 10 recovery sectors (health, education, community, housing, agriculture,
tourism, transport, electricity, water, cross-cutting).

 Relevant government ministries or authorities working closely with the
aforementioned recovery sectors – for example, Samoan Water Authority,
National Health Service, Census Bureau.

 Coordinating development partners, including the following key
representatives: DFAT Australia: 1st Secretary Development Cooperation,
DFAT Counsellor and Program Officer; MFAT: 1st Secretary and Program
Officer; Country representatives from EU, JICA, China, USAID. The ADB and
WB representation is from its nominated country representative who
representatives both multilateral donors. During the emergency phase
implementing NGOs, including Samoan Red Cross, Oxfam, Habitat for
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Humanity NZ and ADRA provided emergency response and other multilateral
agencies assisted with the early recovery planning – UNICEF, UNESCAP,
GFDRR.

3.5 An assessment of the extent to which the CPDE exercise may or may not
pre-figure future partner-donor evaluations

Given the existing commitment of the GoS to the PD principles the CPDE exercise is
expected to strengthen future collaboration between partners and donors.

- What are the three (3) main lessons that have emerged from the Collaborative
Partner Donor Evaluation Experiences by answering the following questions:

o What did or did not work and why In terms of Collaboration features;
monitoring and evaluation systems strengthening, and individual actors,
organizations and M&E networks capacity development?
Donors can have different reporting requirements so it can be difficult to
streamline approaches, although in the case of Cyclone Evan there was
an agreed format overall.
Donors can work at cross-purposes sometimes and there is great value
in having Government lead roles so that protocols can be identified and
agreed upon across government and across donors.
In the case of Samoa and possibily other Small Island Developing
States, the workforce capacity can be over-stretched and donors can
provide technical assistance to plug gaps, however this may be at the
risk of developing internal capacity.

o What internal or external factors have affected (impacted) the
collaborative evaluation experiences?
Time constraints are often unrealistic to enable sufficient time for
learning and coordinating around collaborative evaluation.
Aid modalities involving several donors and the partner country such as
budget support;
Parallel efforts in terms of evaluation training and evaluation capacity
building; parallel advocacy efforts in favour of evaluation; parallel
strengthening of monitoring, statistics, and audit;

Evaluation requirements in the partner country’s policies and strategies;
o What unintended effects of donor led evaluations have positively or

negatively affected the intended and actual learning at the level of
country individual actors, organizations, and networks?

Donor led evaluations are perceived by the partner country as mainly
focusing on a direct appraisal of partner country performance and that it
is not given the opportunity to provide its perspective of the situation.
There is a perceived undermining of the legitimacy of country
evaluation networks and mechanisms by implicitly distrusting them.

Distract evaluation activities from the needs of the partner country by
focusing too much on donor accountability and the achievement of
donor based standards.
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Partner countries can be overburdened by having too many evaluations
at a time
Can also undermine country organizations by relying too much on free-
lance evaluators or evaluators based in donor countries.

What are the three main lessons learned from the CPDEs and other collaborative
partner donor evaluation experiences on country evaluation capacity strengthening?
It provides a “learning by doing experiences” at a number of levels including involving
country individual actors who learn from their participation, (2) involving country
organizations which would then learn to adapt their routines and their practices,(3)
using and reshaping country evaluation networks and (4) using country evaluation
mechanisms

The CPDE needs to have adequate capacity friendly features that focus mainly on
country priorities, use of country systems institutions and organizations.

There is also a need to consider risks, mitigation, and trade-off

- How do the lessons learned mentioned above prefigure future partner-
donor evaluations?

The PDE exercise has influenced partner-donor evaluations in Samoa. All sectors
exhibit collaborative arrangements with some having explicit provision for CPDEW. In
the case of the TCE Recovery, planning for CPDEW is well underway and
documented in the M&E Guide to Results, along with evaluation questions that draw
on the principles of the PD, particularly with respect to relevance, effectiveness,
efficiency, coordination and inclusive and informed decision making.

4 Part III: Opportunities for collaborative partner-donor evaluation work

4.1 Organisations that could be interested in commissioning collaborative
evaluations work

There are many opportunities to commission further collaborative evaluation in
Samoa with development partners. It is expected that as momentum grows in favour
of CPDEW, the further participation of bilateral and multilateral donors will emerge. At
the INGO level there are many examples of collaboration around evaluation
processes5 – notably in Samoa are ADRA, Oxfam, Red Cross.
As stated in Sections 1.2 and 3.2, the early establishment of a Samoan COP for M&E
is a result of the TCE Recovery process. This is also supported within existing
government initiatives, such as the sector coordination meetings that are currently
facilitated by the Policy and Planning section of the MoF.

4.2 Policy areas with the best potential for partner-donor evaluations
Policy areas with the best potential for partner-donor evaluations include the following
sector clusters:

5 Partnerships for Effective Development is the subject of a recent Australian Council for International
Development paper produced in 2014 and presented at an Australasian Evaluation Society meeting in Melbourne.
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- disaster management which reaches across multiple sectors and is a critical in
terms of addressing cross-cutting issues of development;

- education and health sectors (with established and agreed principles for
collaborative evaluation);

- water sector, which has successfully managed multiple stakeholders, including
several development partners.

4.3 External factors that may strengthen / weaken the benefits of partner-
donor evaluations;

There are several conditions that can strengthen the benefits of partner-donor
evaluations. These include:

- A Common Agenda whereby development partners have a shared vision for
change, including a common understanding of the problem and a joint
approach to solving it through agreed actions;

- A commitment to develop coherent systems that comply with national and
sector priorities;

- Partnerships that foster accountability and responsibility are crucial in pursuing
national development priorities and ensuring better donor coordination;

- Effective Communication to build trust, articulate mutual objectives and
accountability mechanisms.

- Shared Measures to collect data and measure results consistently across
programs and ensure that efforts remain aligned;

- Time for reflection, learning and action research

Factors that can weaken the benefits of partner-donor evaluations, include:

- Poor timing and scheduling for joint activities that can clash with other
government initiatives and priorities;

- Inadequate time frames to conduct the joint evaluations, including the building,
development and management of collaborations;

- Insufficient budget to allow for the greater transaction cost pertaining to
collaborative partner-donor evaluations.

4.4 Unintended negative effects arising from donor-led evaluations
The potential negative effects arising from donor-led evaluation have been identified
previously in Section 2.1.

4.5 Specific opportunities for partner-donor evaluation works
Specific opportunities to further partner-donor evaluation work will build on the
revised Samoa-Australian Partnership Agreement for new initiatives, including the
recently implemented multi-sector Disability Program and the Pacific Women
Shaping Pacific Development. In addition, the roll out of the Education Sector III
which is supported by the Australian government, NZ and the ADB presents a further
opportunity to build development architecture to promote CPDEW.
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- What will be the three main (Pilot CPDEs) that you want to implement in
the next three (3) years and why?
CPDE of the Joint Policy Matrix with the collaboration of 5 donors and
Government of Samoa – this evaluation will determine the level of commitment
of all parties involved to the use of country systems.
CPDE of ODA in health and education sectors where there is usually a high
concentration of development partners to look holistically at the impact of the
total support on learning and health outcomes
CPDE of Disaster recovery (a yearly update) using the newly developed
reporting format in order to determine progress towards accountability and
management for results.

- What are the country organizations that could be interested in
commissioning collaborative evaluations work and what will be the role le
of Country evaluation networks and mechanisms?

- Academic institutions such as National University of Samoa
- Sector Coordinators Forum

- What do you want to learn from the future pilot CPDEs?
We want to learn from the future pilots CPDEs whether we are on track with
the development of an appropriate results and accountability framework and to
determine the extent of effective development cooperation – have there been
impacts in changing the lives of our citizens and if not why not

- What risks do you want to mitigate in future collaborative partner donor
evaluation experiences or donor donor-led evaluations?
Balancing the evaluation agenda so that one side’s persepctve is not at the
expense of the other;

- Requiring additional time and resources;
- Diluting responsibilities of parties involved;
- Being exposed to difficulties arising from two sides instead of one and

Getting involved in diplomatic conflicts.
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