ANNEX 7B: SRN MONITORING AND EVALUATION
NEPAL ROAD SECTOR ASSESSMENT STUDY
SRN MONITORING & EVALUATION
DOR’s role in monitoring and evaluation of the SRN network currently appears to be limited to the compilation of data. Analysis of monitoring data appears to be done by MPPW and NPC, and but even then is limited to the resolution of implementation problems and the monitoring of expenditure and physical progress in terms of kilometers of roads and numbers of bridges. Outcomes and objectives for GON projects and the SRN as a whole are not properly defined and monitoring and evaluation of their achievement is not taking place, except in donor assisted projects. As a result, it is not clear if the activities carried out in the SRN are effectively contributing to the envisaged development objectives.
Institutional framework
Monitoring and evaluation has traditionally had a very low priority in DOR. A Departmental Policy Document on the Global Monitoring System was developed by DOR in 1999, but does not really provide clear guidelines on monitoring and evaluation and does not appear to be implemented. The Public Works Directives prepared by the Ministry of Physical Planning and Works (MPPW) in 2002 provide some general directions on monitoring and evaluation, but do not provide any detail regarding who should do what. More recently, under a two-year ADB-funded project on Strengthening Capacity for Managing for Development Results that started in 2009, the concept of Managing for Development Results (MfDR) was introduced. This approach focuses on the use of logical frameworks and the development and monitoring of indicators for outputs and outcomes or results. In relation to this project, the National Planning Commission (NPC) prepared the Results Based Monitoring and Evaluation Guidelines in 2010, giving guidance on the type of monitoring and evaluation to be implemented and providing the different reporting formats to be used.
According to this NPC document, data for monitoring and evaluation is provided from project level or Divisional Road Offices (DRO) to the Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit (PMEU) of DOR. A proper monitoring role for the Regional Offices does not appear to exist. There tThe information is compiled in DOR, and forwarded to the Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation Division (PMED) under MPPW. This information is subsequently discussed in the bimonthly meetings of the Ministerial Development Action Committee (MDAC) chaired by the Minister of MPPW and with participation of DOR, PMED and NPC. Every four months an additional meeting is held by the National Development Action Committee (NDAC) chaired by the Prime Minister and with participation of different line ministers and NPC. Finally, the information is compiled at national level by the Monitoring and Evaluation Division of NPC. In the case of roads, monitoring is also carried out by the Infrastructure Development Division of NPC, comparing progress to national policies.
Reporting formats require information on inputs (expenditure) and outputs (physical works) to be provided, comparing this to the periodic progress targets that have been set for each level. The reports must also identify any problems faced in achieving these targets, and any efforts made or recommendations offered to solve such problems. The targets are generally set on a quarterly trimester basis, with reporting also required every quartertrimester. In the case of Priority 1 projects, progress reporting is required on a monthly basis. These Priority 1 projects are also directly monitored by NPC. Considering that the majority of SRN projects are currently marked as Priority 1 projects, this greatly increases the need for monitoring.
The progress and especially the problems faced in achieving the targets are discussed in the MDAC with the aim of resolving any obstacles encountered in project implementation by ensuring decision making at the proper level as well as coordination with other departments or ministries. Where such problems are beyond the scope of the MDAC to resolve, they are subsequently discussed in the NDAC. The trimester quarterly reporting requirements appear to be out of sync with the bimonthly and four-monthly meetings of MDAC and NDAC, however, resulting in the need for extra reporting. In addition, because the targets are set on a trimester quarterly basis, the comparison of progress and targets in these meetings is not clear-cut, and discussions tend to focus on the problems identified in the reports. It is therefore recommended to change the timing of these meetings to be in line with the trimester quarterly targets and reports.
Apart from the trimesterly quarterly reports, annual reports also need to be prepared at the different levels. These are prepared at project level and for each of the Divisional Road OfficesDROs, and subsequently an integrated annual report is prepared by DOR. This in turn feeds into an annual report prepared by MPPW and forms the input for NPC’s annual report. The most important achievements are also listed in the annual budget speech prepared together with the budget for the next year.
The system for reporting and monitoring appears to be quite appropriate, although there are issues with the timeliness and quality of the reports. In part this is due to the time consuming manual reporting system. Although DOR has developed software for electronic reporting of progress and other project related information, this has yet to be applied. Problems in reporting and monitoring are also related to the low staffing levels for monitoring and evaluation. At project and DRO level there are usually no qualified persons specifically responsible for monitoring and evaluation, while in DOR there are only two professional staff members. Interest for these posts is very low, however, resulting in high turnover and frequent vacancy of the posts. Funding levels provided for monitoring and evaluation are also very low. 
As a result of these factors, monitoring and evaluation in DOR tends to be limited to the collection and compilation of data from reports, with little to no analysis or actual monitoring taking place and the compiled information simply forwarded to MPPW. DOR’s role in this respect should be expanded to include the analysis of monitoring data, comparing this with the envisaged outputs and outcomes of the different projects, but also with the outputs and outcomes of DOR as a whole. At least once a year, an evaluation to determine the degree of achievement of DOR’s objectives should also take place, at the same time assessing if the activities being carried out are appropriate to achieving these objectives. This may be achieved through a strengthening of the PMEU, but can alternatively be achieved through outsourcing and the use of independent or third party monitoring. Such external monitoring is currently not common in Nepal, but can help to increase accountability.
Monitoring indicators
The main problem with respect to monitoring and evaluation in the SRN is the type of monitoring being carried out and the indicators being used. The monitoring being carried out is largely limited to progress monitoring, looking and inputs and outputs, with little attention being given to benefit monitoring which looks more at outcomes or results and even impact. The typical progress monitoring is also limited to quantities, with little or no attention to the process and quality. Current indicators focus on expenditure (inputs) and physical progress (output) in terms of kilometers of road and numbers of bridges completed or maintained. These indicators tend to overlook the quality of the works and the outcomes in terms of, for example, road conditions, accessibility or economic impact.
Even the main outcome, impact and effect monitoring indicators as proposed for the road sector in the new Results Based Monitoring and Evaluation Guidelines prepared by NPC, only look at the total road length, the kilometers of road constructed, upgraded, reconstructed, improved, or maintained; and the number of bridges constructed or repaired. Only one indicator is related to the outcome level, namely the number of districts accessible by road. Other potential monitoring data, even data that is readily available such as the road condition data collected every year, does not appear to be structurally used in the monitoring reports.
In part the problem lies with the lack of a proper definition of goals, objectives, outcomes and outputs, both at the project level and for DOR as a whole. For GON financed projects the logical framework is not always developed, while for DOR itself different objectives, outcomes and outputs exist and it is unclear which should be used for monitoring purposes. The DOR Strategy prepared in 1995, for instance, defines the end goal of DOR as “the reduction of total road transport costs”. The Three Year Interim Plan prepared by NPC in 2007 states that the goal for the SRN is “to develop a safe, reliable and environment friendly national transport network”. According to the more recent draft Business Plan 2010-2013 of DOR prepared with support from the Strengthening Capacity for Managing for Development Results project, the overall goal of DOR is “to reduce poverty through socio-economic development by providing equitable, safe and affordable public road infrastructures”. Without a clear and unique set of goals, objectives, outcomes and outputs, it is not possible to carry out proper monitoring. A complete overview of the goals, objectives and outcomes of these three documents is provided in the Appendixnnex.
What is clear from an analysis of the logical frameworks provided in the Appendix Annex is that the monitoring data currently being collected does not provide sufficient information regarding the achievement of the outcomes, let alone the objectives or goals. This is not only a problem of the monitoring data being collected, but also the lack of targets for the outcome and objective levels. Although the Three Year Interim Plan includes some targets, these are related to quantity of output in terms of number of kilometers of roads and numbers of bridges to be completed or maintained. DOR’s Business Plan similarly only includes targets in terms of kilometers of roads and numbers of bridges. Although such indicators allow the efficiency to be monitored in terms of amount of output achieved per unit of input, they provide little insight regarding the efficiency or effectiveness with respect to achieving outcomes or objectives.
Only the outcomes extracted from DOR’s 20 Year Road Plan include targets at outcome level related to district access, road conditions, road density and maximum travel time to the nearest road, amongst other things. In general, however, clear targets at outcome and objective level appear not to exist. Without such targets, it is impossible to assess the degree in which a specific project contributes to these outcomes, or the degree of achievement of these targets by DOR. There is therefore a need to develop a clear set of objectives, outcomes and outputs for DOR, with specific targets defined for each level that go beyond the simple quantification of kilometers of roads and numbers of bridges. Without such higher level monitoring, we can only state whether or not we are achieving our output targets in terms of road length, but not if that road length is effectively contributing to the socioeconomic development of Nepal and its economy. 
It is also recommended to distinguish between the types of monitoring to be carried out at different levels of government. At present, input-output monitoring is carried out at all levels, with NPC ultimately assessing performance on the basis of kilometers of roads and numbers of bridges, instead of looking at performance and progress in terms of outcomes and development objectives. At the level of NPC and ministries, monitoring and evaluation should be looking primarily at the progress in achieving outcomes and objectives, while the focus on outputs should be limited to the project/DRO level. In between, at DOR/MPPW level, the focus should be on compiling the outputs of project/DRO level to determine the DOR level outputs, but also to monitor to what degree these outputs are contributing to the set agreed outcomes for DOR and the country as a whole. 
This requires a review of the responsibilities for monitoring, and the introduction of additional monitoring indicators. Data also needs to be collected for these new indicators, which may be from the project level as well as from alternative sources (e.g. HMIS condition survey, national statistics, road user surveys). It appears that the Strengthening Capacity for Managing for Development Results project provided support in this respect, but the project has ended without providing a clearly defined logical framework for DOR. Targeted support to DOR could assist in finalizing this process, providing a strong basis for improving monitoring and evaluation in the SRN. 
Donor assisted projects
In donor assisted projects and programs, the situation is different. Here the monitoring requirements are expressly stated in the project agreement. Generally this includes monthly progress reports and progress reviews by employer, contractor and consultant focusing on inputs and outputs. Quarterly progress reviews and evaluations are furthermore held between DOR and the donor representatives, which not only look at inputs and outputs, but also at outcomes and the likeliness of achieving the development objectives when the project is completed. Regarding the latter, a mid-term evaluation is generally included to assess the overall progress of the project against the development objectives included in the project document. This mid-term evaluation may lead to the restructuring of the project components as a means of improving the appropriateness to the development objectives. A final evaluation is also carried out after project completion, to determine the impact of the project and compare this to the objectives and goal of the project, providing input for the preparation of new projects.
The project monitoring of donor assisted projects tends to be carried out by the project management unit or, in case of ADB, the project directorate in DOR, rather than the PMEU. These units have greater resources available and monitoring goes beyond the compilation of data from reports and tends to include data analysis and regular site visits. Donor representatives also participate in some of these site visits, providing a sort of external monitoring. The higher availability of resources also means that a more detailed analysis of monitoring data takes places, not only looking at input and output targets, but also at outcomes and objectives. 
The bypassing of the DOR’s Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit (PMEU) does lead to a lack of coordination, however, as there is no longer a specific unit that has access to all monitoring data and can provide a proper overview. The reporting formats and monitoring indicators used by donors also tend to be different from those required by NPC, resulting in the need for dual reporting. There is also little uniformity and consistency in reporting requirements of different donors. An additional problem is that NPC reporting requirements follow the Nepali calendar, while donor reporting tends to follow the Gregorian calendar. The development of a uniform monitoring and evaluation methodology for both GON and donor assisted projects, would facilitate the preparation of the required data and reports, and also promote proper monitoring and evaluation in projects that do not have donor requirements.
Action plan
	Problem
	Action
	Timeframe
	Responsible

	Monitoring and evaluation from project level right up to NPC level is currently limited to progress monitoring of project inputs and outputs, with insufficient attention being paid to benefit monitoring and the achievement of outcomes and objectives at project level and for the SRN as a whole. This is largely due to the fact that outcomes and objectives are not properly defined for many GON projects or for DOR as a whole, and indicators and targets are not identified, making monitoring at these levels impossible. 
	Prepare aA logical framework should be prepared for each project, for the DROs and for DOR, identifying the outputs, outcomes and objectives and defining the indicators to be used and the targets to be achieved within a specific timeframe. Expand mMonitoring and evaluation should be expanded to include outputs, outcomes and objectives, with NPC to focus more on the latter two levels, and DOR to focus on the former two levels.
	FY 2012-1368-70
	NPC
MPPW
DOR
DROs


	Donor procedures for monitoring and evaluation vary among donors and differ from NPC procedures, resulting in a duplication of effort by projects and DOR staff. Different units are responsible for monitoring and evaluation depending on the funding source.
	Develop a singular set of procedures for monitoring and evaluation, building upon the logical framework for DOR and the specific project, with similar reporting requirements in both GON and donor assisted projects. Involve the PMEU in the monitoring of all SRN projects.
	FY 2068-702013-14
	NPC
MPPW
DOR
Donors


	DOR has little capacity for monitoring and evaluation, and its role is mainly limited to the compilation of monitoring data from reports.
	Increase rResource allocation to monitoring and evaluation should be increased. Outsource A large part of monitoring and evaluation activities should be outsourced, freeing up the existing staff and ensuring greater objectivity and accountability. Include outcomes in mMonitoring and evaluation by DOR should also look at outcomes.
	FY 2013-1468-69
	DOR
DROs


	The current frequency of MDAC and NDAC meetings does not correspond to the periodicity of progress targets and reporting, complicating the progress review of projects. MDAC and NDAC meetings only look at physical progress and implementation problems, without looking at progress in achieving the outcomes or objectives of projects or DOR.
	Hold MDAC and NDAC meetings should be held every 3 or 6 months, soon after the receipt of trimesterquarterly reports. Progress review should iInclude outcomes and objectives in the progress review, and look both at specific projects as well as the SRN as a whole.
	FY 2012-1368-70
	NPC
MPPW
DOR
DROs






APPENDIXnnex - Existing DOR Logical Frameworks
DOR Strategy (1995)

Goal
The reduction of total road transport costs

Objectives
1． To increase policy level awareness 
2． To introduce network planning 
3． To improve direction of donors 
4． To improve maintenance operations 
5． To introduce budget allocation based on needs 
6． To improve plant management 

Outcomes
1． To decentralize the administration of the network
2． To establish a network planning and monitoring capacity in DOR
3． To establish a self-sustaining fund for road maintenance 
4． To improve routine maintenance operations in the Divisions 
5． To improve periodic maintenance of the SRN 
6． To improve bridge maintenance on the SRN 
7． To improve roadside support maintenance 
8． To establish the concept of national standards (for road construction and maintenance)
9． To improve DOR plant management and utilization 

Three Year Interim Plan (2007)

Goal
To develop a safe, reliable and environment friendly national transport network

Objectives
1． To reduce regional imbalance and social inequality as well as to promote broad based economic growth and help alleviate poverty, transport facility will be developed through construction and upgrading of the reliable and environment friendly national road network.
2． To operate sustainable, reliable and safe road transport services by preserving the road asset.
3． To develop other alternative transport system.

Outcomes
1． Twelve district HQs are connected to the road network.
2． Connectivity to China and India is enhanced and the operational efficiency of ICDs is improved.
3． Transport service to the Kathmandu valley and other parts of the country is expanded and improved.
4． Accessibility to the Terai and dense settlements in the hills as well as administrative, commercial and industrial centers is improved and facilitated.
5． Accessibility to the transport service for the people of remote areas is improved and east-west transport facility is extended in the mid-hills.
6． Through preservation of the road assets, there is an increase in safe and reliable transport facilities.
7． Viability of alternative transport (railways, waterways, ropeways etc.) is ascertained.
8． Private sector investment friendly atmosphere is created.
9． Result based program implementation, monitoring and evaluation are institutionalized.


DOR Business Plan 2010-2013 (2010)

Goal
To reduce poverty through socio-economic development by providing equitable, safe and affordable public road infrastructures

Objectives
1． To maintain road network effectively and efficiently (Asset Preservation)
2． To provide access to all district headquarters to strengthen social, economic and administration linkages
3． To improve existing access to district headquarters for safe, reliable and cost effective travel
4． To develop roads to supplement poverty reduction, program and to improve accessibility to mid-hills and Terai.
5． To develop and expand the existing Strategic Roads Network (SRN) to facilitate effective and efficient movement of goods and services and to foster economic growth;
6． To develop and adopt cost effective measures by initiating innovativeness in road pavement and bridge design
7． To develop roads to support other infrastructure development and to link areas of significance social and economic importance; and
8． To encourage private sector participation in the development maintenance and management of roads.

Outcomes[footnoteRef:1] [1:  It must be noted that DOR’s Business Plan includes various sets of outcomes. These outcomes were extracted from DOR’s 20 Year Road Plan, while other outcomes included in the Business Plan correspond to those of the Three Year Interim Plan, or are new ones altogether.] 

1． Motorable access to all 75 District Headquarters in the country with Bituminous sealed road to almost all District HQ
2． Doubling of the length of the present Strategic Road Network with a target road density of 15 km per 10,000 populations
3． Ensuring more than 95 percent of SRN in a good/fair condition
4． Substantially reducing the walking distance from 13 days to 3 days in extreme cases to reach the motor-head in High Himalayas & Mountains; and reducing walking distance of 4 hours to reach motor-head in Hills and 2 hours in Terai
5． Establishment and functioning of Autonomous Road Agency to manage central road network with increased level of user's involvement
6． Establishment and functioning of monitoring system for an effective and efficient service delivery through an independent annual user's satisfaction survey
7． Substantial reduction in the rate of accidents


ABBREVIATIONS
ADB	Asian Development Bank
DRO	Divisional Road Office
DOR	Department of Roads
FY	Financial Year
GON	Government of Nepal
HMIS	Highway Management and Information System
MDAC	Ministerial Development Action Committee
MfDR	Managing for Development Results
MPPW	Ministry of Physical Planning and Works
NDAC	National Development Action Committee
NPC	National Planning Commission
PMED	Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation Division
PMEU	Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit
SRN	Strategic Road Network
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