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[bookmark: _Toc167284740]EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Relevance

1. The broad rationale for AusP3 remains relevant to Australian government and partner government development priorities. The platform was established in November 2020 through a design-implement pathway to provide a suite of flexible development services in support of governance initiatives in Nauru, Kiribati and Tuvalu (core countries) and to provide enabling and development support for DFAT in the Federated States of Micronesia (FSM), the Republic of the Marshall Islands (RMI), Palau, Niue, Tokelau, and the Cook Islands. The need for these services remains.

2. However, the implementation context has changed substantially since the start-up of AusP3, with the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic subsiding, Australian development funding to the region increasing and the release of a new Australian International Development Policy (2023). 

3. The ‘a-typical’ application of the design-implement modality for AusP3 was poorly suited to the achievement of its intended purpose. The approach facilitated novation of existing TA contracts to a new MC and continuity of TA deployments and other administrative support to DFAT, which was positive. However, the ‘a-typical’ application of the modality also led to the AusP3 investment being designed by the MC after implementation had commenced. This resulted in less contestability than is typically applied in DFAT’s design and approval processes and a poorer design.  DFAT’s Design & Program Advisory Section (DPA) has advised that this ‘a-typical’ application of the modality will not be approved in future. 

4. The Nauru Economic Governance Program (NEGP) design has arguably not proposed substantively new technical approaches but, rather, has added a new (and costly) management layer which risks eroding existing DFAT / Government of Nauru (GoN) relationships. Under the NEGP design, existing, Australian-funded, in-line personnel will continue to work at the highest levels of GoN. However, there will now be a Program Director who will ‘coordinate’ the activities of in-line personnel and engage directly with other, senior GoN counterparts to develop project proposals for funding. This approach carries multiple risks. The approach risks undermining the role of the in-line personnel within the GoN system; it also places a ‘filter’ between DFAT and the in-line personnel who have traditionally been an important source of insight to the AHC.  Most significantly, the proposed approach appears to circumvent GoN systems for vetting departmental requests for funding before they are submitted to donors; this directly contravenes Australian international development policy. 

Effectiveness

5. Three end-of-investment outcomes (EOIO) are defined but do not meet DFAT standards and fail to convey the intended results in clear, realistic and measurable terms. The corollary is that the MEL arrangements lack focus and specificity, which AusP3 MEL staff confirmed to be problematic, necessitating revision of the logic and MEL Framework. Consequently, AusP3 has not yet been able to provide substantial evidence of outcome level performance. The practical focus of MEL work centres around six-monthly reporting by TA and follow-up by Support Unit Senior Program Officers. 

6. There is evidence that AusP3 has been very effective in deploying personnel into the SIDS and supporting these personnel, thereby relieving small Posts of administrative burdens. In this regard, the Support Unit has engaged high calibre staff who have in turn fostered overall satisfaction among counterparts. AusP3 has enhanced TA performance management (compared with PACTAM2) by introducing measures such as work planning, integration of development policy priorities and facilitation of ‘reflection and engagement cycles’ (REC).

7. Implementation of AusP3 to date has focussed on three key areas (TA deployment and support; placement of development professionals in Posts and designing economic governance programs in core countries) but has not implemented the breadth of services originally envisaged (e.g. grants administration, training, procurement etc.). Further, while the partnership approach to engaging with counterparts is strongly demonstrated by the work of the Support Unit personnel, it is less evident in the approach taken to designing the NEGP. There are legitimate concerns about extending the same design-implement approach to governance program designs in Tuvalu and Kiribati. 
8. The GEDSI strategy for promoting change through the work of technical advisors is sound; however, it will take time for this approach to take effect. GEDSI resourcing, risk treatments and monitoring of risk require attention. The AusP3 Support Unit reported facing challenges in shifting attitudes and practices on GEDSI amongst some advisors. Reporting on the effectiveness of training to promote changes in work practices was not available at the time of the MTR. A GEDSI Community of Practice has not yet been set up. The AusP3 Support Team has part-time GEDSI specialists available. GEDSI expertise has been included in both the Nauru and Tuvalu economic governance design teams.

Efficiency

9. Budget management has been less than adequate in three key areas: i) tracking of Service Order (SO) commitments against the overall AusP3 budget cap; ii) ensuring transparency in the formulation of SO budgets; and iii) variable approaches to calculating management fees. At the time of the MTR 24 SOs had been signed with a contract value exceeding the AUD48 million budget cap by AUD1.685 million. There is variability across the 24 SOs in the basis of payments and in the underlying budget assumptions, thereby making oversight by PDV and the AusP3 Steering Committee difficult. An amendment to the Head Deed modified the calculation of management fees resulting in some SOs generating unusually high fees payable, contrary to the intent of the original Request for Tender.  PDV is addressing all of these issues at the time of completing this MTR Report.

10. There are legitimate questions about the Value-for-Money (VfM) of AusP3.  AusP3 was intended to be an efficient mechanism to meet the needs of SIDS and DFAT Posts in these countries through achieving stronger impact, greater economies of scale, and more streamlined administrative processes. However, the design-implement modality has lessened the contestability that is usually a feature of DFAT’s quality assurance processes, seemingly resulting in less transparency in the budgets for AusP3 and the NEGP design. No formal VfM assessments were tabled for this MTR, and available MEL information does not inform such judgements. While AusP3 has continued to largely focus on the delivery of TA into SIDS (albeit with enhanced management approaches) there is little evidence that the Platform represents substantially better VfM than previous mechanisms.

11. The VfM proposition of the NEGP designed under AusP3 is weak. Twenty-four percent of the budget is committed to continuing personnel already working in high level GoN positions, but with a new oversight structure to manage these in-line positions at a cost of 26% of the budget. This structure appears to substantially increase cost while offering little additional value and threatening to exacerbate an apparent trend in which stretched DFAT staff have less engagement with TA and GoN counterparts.

12. The governance and management arrangements have not facilitated fiscal control, strategic oversight or strengthening of government-to-government relations. The ambiguous division of responsibilities between AusP3 management, PDV and the nine DFAT Posts led to a temporary loss of fiscal control (noted above). The Terms of Reference (ToR) for the AusP3 Steering Committee are weak and do not adequately reflect DFAT’s legislated responsibilities under the PGPA Act (2013) and the Revised Commonwealth Risk Management Policy 2023. The investment criteria – referred to as the mechanism for achieving strategic coherence - are too long and broad to meaningfully manage scope or alignment with policy priorities. Further, there is no evidence of posts/desks systematically applying the criteria in assessment of proposals, nor was this required by the Steering Committee. Most profoundly, while the core intent of the AusP3 design was to free up DFAT resources to engage more in strategic matters, consultations indicate that DFAT staff at Posts are stretched such that government-to-government engagement is in some cases ceded to the MC. 

13. There are a range of emerging Programming, Resources and Legal risks, detailed in the full report, which threaten implementation. The current risk management arrangements do not align what the program aims to deliver with the effective management of risks; there are weaknesses in both Contractor risk management and DFAT risk management.
14.	The MTR makes eleven recommendations, chief among which is the recommendation for an Independent Design Update be carried out for AusP3 before the end of Phase 1. The MTR report also recommends that the MC contract for AusP3 implementation not be extended in its current form for implementation of Phase 2, subject to the completion of the Independent Design Update, including revision of the Statement of Requirements.
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The Australia Pacific Partnership Platform (AusP3) was established to provide a suite of flexible, fit-for-purpose development services to support governance, stability and resilience initiatives in Nauru, Kiribati and Tuvalu (core countries). In addition, AusP3 also provides enabling and development support, as needed, for DFAT in the Federated States of Micronesia (FSM), the Republic of the Marshall Islands (RMI), Palau, Niue, Tokelau, and the Cook Islands. 
The platform was established in November 2020 through a design-implement pathway, with DT Global engaged as the managing contractor (MC). The first year involved a significant focus on managing the transition of technical advisors (TA) contracted under the previous sending mechanism, Pacific Technical Assistance Mechanism Phase II (PACTAM) across to AusP3, the recruitment and mobilisation of new TA, the design of the AusP3 itself and the establishment of implementation arrangements. The Investment Design Document (approved in June 2022) defined three End of Investment Outcomes (EOIOs)
EOIO 1: 	Kiribati, Nauru and Tuvalu realise key economic governance outcomes, including GEDSI outcomes.
EOIO 2:	 Smaller Pacific countries access effective and efficient development program support in priority areas.
EOIO 3: 	In-country and regional partners and programs are coordinated, enabling increased effectiveness of Australian investments in smaller Pacific countries.
The first phase of the investment ends in June 2025. The indicative value of DFAT funding programmed under the AusP3 Deed during the first phase is $48 million. The current deed provides for one four-year extension option up to July 2029. 
An AusP3 Support Unit manages the platform and supports country focused work, particularly in the three core countries. The intended use of the platform between the core countries was 50% Nauru, 25% Tuvalu, 25% Kiribati. 
In core countries AusP3 was established in part to support design and implementation of Economic Governance programs– reflecting an intention to move away from the stand-alone technical advisor  modality towards a more programmatic approach. The design of the Nauru-Australia Partnership on Economic Governance design has been completed and implementation is underway. The design for the Tuvalu-Australia Partnership on Economic Governance is underway. 
AusP3 also continues to provide enabling and activity support outside of the Economic Governance sector in all three core countries – such as ongoing support to the mobilisation of TA and support to strengthen program quality. 
In non-core countries AusP3 provides support around the recruitment, mobilisation, management and demobilisation of TA. 


[bookmark: _Toc84590160][bookmark: _Toc84590321][bookmark: _Toc84597938][bookmark: _Toc84598212][bookmark: _Toc84598651][bookmark: _Toc85301556][bookmark: _Toc85349755][bookmark: _Toc85351770][bookmark: _Toc85351802][bookmark: _Toc85351870][bookmark: _Toc85351886][bookmark: _Toc85352024][bookmark: _Toc85352112][bookmark: _Toc85352458][bookmark: _Toc85352741][bookmark: _Toc85352867][bookmark: _Toc85352921][bookmark: _Toc85388655][bookmark: _Toc85388753][bookmark: _Toc85388882][bookmark: _Toc85442845][bookmark: _Toc85443008][bookmark: _Toc85443059][bookmark: _Toc85447651][bookmark: _Toc85447808][bookmark: _Toc85447910][bookmark: _Toc85447973][bookmark: _Toc85448286][bookmark: _Toc85448388][bookmark: _Toc85448508][bookmark: _Toc167284743]Purpose, audience and scope of the Review
The Mid-Term Review (MTR) was conducted between 4th March, and 1st May, 2024. 
Purpose
In line with DFAT M&E standards and Development Assistance Committee (DAC) evaluation criteria, the review will focus on questions of effectiveness, efficiency and relevance. The review will also assess the extent to which the activities and strategies undertaken by AusP3 are appropriate for achieving the Intermediate Outcomes (9) and End-of-Investment (EOIO) Outcomes (3). The results of this mid-term review will support the DFAT delegate’s decision in relation to the program extension option after June 2025. The review recommendations are intended to inform planning and improvements for the optional extension phase.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  A Review Plan for the MTR was prepared in March, 2024. In accordance with DFAT M&E Standards, the approved Review Plan superseded the original Terms of Reference.] 

Audience
The primary audience for the review is DFAT—specifically the Pacific Development Implementation Section (PDV). A Steering Committee comprising DFAT senior executives from Canberra and participating Posts, and senior managers from the management contractor), will use the review findings to inform decision-making in relation to the final period of the current implementation phase. Government counterparts in partner countries may also benefit from the review findings.
Scope
The review has addressed the above audiences, in the first instance, with presentation of preliminary findings in the form of an aide mémoire to seek feedback and validation. This formal MTR Report has been prepared in accordance with DFAT’s M&E standards[footnoteRef:2]. The review has focused on the work of the AusP3 Support Unit from June 2022 to the present, including analysis of the design / implement process undertaken by the managing contractor for the Nauru Economic Governance Program and the design process currently underway for the Tuvalu-Australia Partnership on Economic Governance. [2:  https://www.dfat.gov.au/sites/default/files/monitoring-evaluation-standards.pdf] 
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The Terms of Reference (ToR) for this review identified four areas of focus for the MTR and a total of eleven questions relating to these areas of interest. Following the Inception Briefing and a preliminary review of documentation, these Key Review Questions (KRQ) were modified as part of the MTR Plan which was presented to, and approved by, DFAT. In accordance with DFAT M&E Standards, the Review Plan superseded the ToR and focused on three areas, Effectiveness, Efficiency (including VfM) and Relevance.


In accordance with the approved MTR Plan, the approach to investigating the KRQ involved five stages:
i. Inception Briefing 
ii. Desk Review and preparation of MTR Plan
iii. Consultations with key stakeholders via remote conference facility. (Refer Annex A, List of Persons Consulted)
iv. Utilisation and analysis of information
v. Analysis, feedback and reporting.

Limitations
The following challenges faced by the review should be taken into account when considering the findings.
· Time and resources: the rigor of the data gathering and analysis processes for any evaluative exercise is ultimately constrained by the time and resources available.
· Judgements: the review involved rapid qualitative methods of inquiry and the informed professional judgement of the review team to interpret stakeholder perspectives. 
· Exposure: the review was conducted as a desk-based exercise supported by key informant interviews undertaken using virtual platforms. These approaches are known to be generally less effective than in-person discussions. 
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1. [bookmark: _Toc167284746]Relevance

1.1	The broad rationale for AusP3 remains relevant to partner government development priorities and Australian government policy priorities and national interest. Specifically:
· Small island developing states (SIDS) face an array of structural barriers such as remoteness, human resource limitations, narrow economic bases, vulnerability to climate change, and few natural resources (outside of fisheries, in often vast exclusive economic zones).
· Kiribati, Nauru and Tuvalu, in particular, have limited uptake and opportunity for economic migration; some of the highest population densities in the world; limited prospects for subsistence; and youth population bulges. Their public administration has limited absolute capacity due to size, but simultaneously high resourcing needs compared to their population. Government service delivery incurs high costs, but by nature has a narrow economic or taxation base to draw on.
· Governments of the SIDS remain highly dependent upon official development assistance (ODA) Further, due to absolute limits on capacity and specialization, the provision of technical assistance is a vital modality of support to SIDS to facilitate the implementation of core government functions. Many TAs fill senior, in-line positions at public utilities and in key ministries. From the donor perspective, the provision of TA to perform high level functions is vital to safeguard the provision of ODA through partner government systems.
· Delivery of the Australian development program in the north Pacific faces the same contextual changes as SIDS. Human resourcing constraints at DFAT Posts in smaller Pacific countries often result in small numbers of (occasionally inexperienced) staff struggling to meet administrative and programming demands. The turn-over of A-based staff in these Posts is high, approximately every 12 months.
· DFAT requires an efficient mechanism to deliver services across the north Pacific region in ways that represent greater value for money than establishing discrete bilateral programs.
· DFAT seeks more effective ways to improve governance and economic stability in Nauru, Kiribati and Tuvalu. 
 
1.2	However, the implementation context has changed substantially since the start-up of AusP3. The level of threat associated with the COVID-19 pandemic has reduced, as has the potential requirement for rapid ‘scale-up’ of support for the SIDS via AusP3. The Australian development budget for the Pacific has increased; the DFAT staffing in SIDS Posts has also increased. The Government of Australia (GoA) released a new International Development Policy in 2023 which articulated an increased emphasis on partnerships (including by calling for new country and regional Development Partnership Plans). The policy also highlighted the need for improved performance and delivery systems and increasing public service capability to deliver an effective development program.  


[bookmark: _Hlk167176078]1.3	The ‘a-typical’ application of the design-implement modality for AusP3 was poorly suited to the achievement of DFAT’s overall intent for the platform. The design-implement modality is generally employed where the modality is assessed as being the best course of action (i.e., where the context is unknown or requires specialist knowledge) in order to engage the preferred entity in both phases to ensure the overall integrity and effectiveness of the investment.[footnoteRef:3] The two phases have typically been punctuated by a robust appraisal/approval step.  [3:  The modality has most commonly been employed under donor-recipient partnerships (e.g. NGO partnerships) in which the capacity of the implementing partner has been pre-established. The modality has been chosen in circumstances where the operating context is especially challenging or unknown, and when the preferred implementing partner has unique/specialist experience in that operating context. In effect, the modality provides value when there are risks associated with involving a less experienced/knowledgeable entity in either the design or implementation phases.] 

In the case of AusP3, the ‘design-implement’ modality was employed in an ‘a-typical’ way. In this case, the preferred contractor commenced implementation of a new phase of investment prior to its formal design—essentially ‘design-while-you-implement’. It is not the case that the operating context for AusP3 was especially unknown or requiring specialised knowledge. Rather, various key informants during this review noted that this situation was a function of two contextual drivers: i) DFAT staff shortages, coupled with administrative pressures associated with COVID-19 that favoured rapid (less constrained) investment design and approval processes; and ii) the need for continuity of operations from the previous phase.
In practice, this interpretation of the design-implement modality allowed the MC to ‘seamlessly’ novate and maintain ongoing TA deployments and other administrative support to DFAT, a positive outcome. However, at the same time, the MC  also designed the platform itself and subsequently, the first of a planned series of governance programs in core countries, commencing with Nauru. Essentially, this interpretation of the design-implement modality enabled a form of ‘sole sourcing’ procurement of the implementing contractor—something which is normally challenging to do under Commonwealth Procurement Guidelines.
Going forward, DFAT’s Design & Program Advisory Section (DPA) has indicated that this ‘a-typical’ application of the modality will not be approved in future.
[bookmark: _Hlk164842173]1.4	Use of the design-implement modality for the Nauru Economic Governance Program (NEGP) appears to have been poorly suited to the development context. The NEGP design does not appear to fully leverage Australia’s extensive history working with the Government of Nauru (GoN) in economic governance and public financial management (PFM).  In particular, the design does not capitalise on the knowledge and connectedness of long-term, DFAT-funded personnel working in senior positions. This is directly contrary to the original investment concept which recognised that the majority of Australia’s investment in PFM was via long-term TA. Further, the ICN emphasised the importance of drawing upon the expertise of long-term advisers to deepen and broaden the bilateral relationships. “The governance model of the mechanism will be strengthened in order to ensure this valuable expertise can be drawn on and harnessed by the Australian Government to deepen our understanding of the development context and strengthen our programming[footnoteRef:4].  [4:  BPaC Investment Concept Note pg. 2] 

More broadly, the delivery approach appears to offer little that is new in technical implementation, but, rather, adds an additional management layer at substantial cost to Australia (refer Section 3). The approach risks eroding existing GoN relationships and diminishing DFAT staff access and influence.
[bookmark: _Hlk167176407]1.5	DFAT’s formal Peer Review processes do not appear to be ensuring the adequacy of designs before approval. The performance and delivery framework underpinning the International Development policy seeks reform and improvement in the way in which DFAT plans, designs and delivers programs[footnoteRef:5] A key aspect of this process is independent appraisal of investment designs between AUD10 – 50 million and Formal Peer Review of designs valued between AUD50 – 100 million.[footnoteRef:6]  In practice, the Peer Review for the AusP3 design, did not result in attention to significant flaws identified  by a highly experienced independent appraiser.[footnoteRef:7]  The appraiser noted that, while the concept underpinning the Platform was sound, there were significant limitations in the outcome statements, program logic, associated M&E Framework and risk assessment. Despite the seriousness of these comments, the Platform design was approved, with modifications to language but, otherwise, largely unaltered in substance.  [5:  Australia’s International Development Policy, 2023 pg. 47]  [6:  DFAT International Development Program Guide, 4.5.1 pg. 50]  [7:  Investment Design Quality Scoring Matrix report G. Teskey March 2022] 


The NEGP design  (see subsection 2. below) was also subject to Peer Review, although only the QA Summary was sighted by the Review Team. In this case, again, a range of significant concerns were raised. These included gaps in the causal sequence/flow from outputs to outcomes (noted by all reviewers); concerns about the way in which the new project proposals process would work; need for clarification of the responsibilities of in-line personnel in respect of the new project proposals and, most significantly an internal call for a robust justification of why the proposed approach represented value for money; the final Peer Review rating for Efficiency was 3. Despite only minor adjustments to language in the IDD, including comments that a number of these issues would be dealt with “during implementation” the NEPG design was approved. These concerns represent significant technical issues, but more profoundly, relate to geopolitical and strategic issues that are at the very heart of Australia’s rationale for investing in governance reform in the region.

Given the heavy consequences of failing to adequately address design flaws during the quality assurance process, it is recommended that Peer Reviews are given stronger powers to stop designs progressing unless and until serious design flaws have been addressed. (Rec. 11)

2. [bookmark: _Toc167284747]Effectiveness
2.1	The AusP3 outcome statements do not meet the DFAT standard for ‘clear, realistic and measurable’ outcomes. Three end-of-investment outcomes (EOIO) are identified for AusP3, each non-conforming with DFAT standards and international program theory conventions. They are intended to define the focus of AusP3 with respect to: i) governance programming in the three core countries; ii) technical advisory support in other SIDS; and iii) enabling of DFAT’s effective development programming in the region. However, they fail to convey the intended results in unambiguous language, and in a form that is measurable and achievable. Similar critiques can be levelled at the Intermediate Outcomes (IO) which are defined in support of EOIO achievement. (Refer Annex B for a detailed discussion of the AusP3 outcomes and logic).


The practical implication of the poorly framed outcome / intermediate outcome statements and weak program logic is that it is unclear what success looks like, how it will be achieved and how it will be measured. The corollary is that the MEL arrangements lack focus and specificity. Discussions with AusP3 MEL staff confirmed the above challenges and their eagerness to revise the program logic and associated MEL arrangements.
This situation poses risks to DFAT.  Implementation can stray from the intended purpose; risks may not be detected; and evidence of successes or failures may not be captured and communicated. The MTR has detected evidence of all of these risks emerging.
The Review Team recommends that an Independent Design Update be conducted prior to the end of Phase 1, in accordance with normal practice in implementation of investments via the ADAPt pathway. (Rec. 1). The Review Team further recommends that the current contract for AUSP3 not be extended in its current form, subject to the completion of the Independent Design Update including revision of the statement of requirements and associated contract. (Rec. 2)
The Review team was advised that AusP3 intends to revise the program logic and associated M&E arrangements in mid-2024. While this appears to be an appropriate next step given the above critique, such actions risk wasting scarce resources in circumstances where the recommendation for an Independent Design Update is agreed to by DFAT. Consequently, the Review Team recommends that AusP3 not carry out the proposed revision of the program logic and M&E arrangements (Rec. 3). Instead, the Review Team recommends focussing on improving the robustness of data currently being collected to improve reporting to DFAT (Refer 2.2 , Annex B and Rec. 4). 
2.2	To date, AusP3 has been unable to provide evidence of outcome-level performance. This is a result both of poorly drafted outcome statements and associated difficulties in the M&E arrangements. The main / practical form of M&E appears to centre around the six-monthly reporting by TA and monthly face-to-face catch-ups by Senior Program Officers. TA reports are coded by the MEL team for the purpose of aggregation and reporting and the Platform reports are output focused and quantitative. Furthermore, the M&E system does not, as yet, involve any triangulation or validation of the content of TA reports. 
There is scope for strengthening both the robustness and analysis of data currently being collected by AusP3 to improve reporting to DFAT. This could include aligning the current MEL reporting cycle with the reflection and engagement cycle (REC); triangulating TA self-assessment scores with counterpart interviews; implementing an appropriate method for distinguishing between TA that is principally focussed on substitution, supplementation or capacity building when assessing performance and quality; and developing a robust and appropriate framework for understanding changes in counterpart performance/systems/processes that have been plausibly influenced by the program (Refer Rec. 3). This latter point is fundamental to the rationale for governance reform.
Ultimately, synthesis of all of this information should inform debate and directions within the Partnerships Platform Steering Committee (PPSC) concerning the strengthening of core government functions within partner countries.
2.3	Evidence collected during the MTR suggests that AusP3 has been very effective in deploying personnel into the SIDS and supporting these personnel, thereby relieving small Posts of the associated administrative burden.  
In the absence of outcome-level data generated by AusP3, the MTR team has drawn upon the desk review and consultations to consolidate available evidence on what works, what doesn’t and what aspects of AusP3 implementation to date represent risks to DFAT.
AusP3 has clearly engaged quality personnel both in the support unit and for placement in the SIDS[footnoteRef:8]. MTR consultations with deployed personnel confirmed the results of the AusP3 surveys which suggest overall satisfaction with operational and professional support provided to them. [8:  However, it should be noted that many of the TA have had a long-term commitment to development in the country/sector in which they work, regardless of the contractor employing them.] 

AusP3 has also enhanced TA performance management (compared to PACTAM2) with the introduction of work planning (carried out annually by the TA with supervisors/counterparts) and six-monthly progress reports. 
The REC introduced by AusP3 as an adaptive management tool is generally (but not universally) regarded by stakeholders as being helpful and informative. AusP3 has increased opportunities for deployed personnel to interact with each other via remote workshops to increase learning; this includes in-country round-tables and cross-country learning events. 
The reporting to DFAT Posts on the work of the TAs in-country is largely output focused and quantitative in nature. However, Post staff have indicated that they have found it useful. Post staff also reported that the AusP3 mechanism was responsive to their needs.
2.4	However, AusP3 has not yet fulfilled the broader range of enabling functions for Posts which were originally envisaged. In addition to deploying TA into the SIDS, it was anticipated that the AusP3 mechanism could take over grants management administration at smaller posts; carry out short-term training/education mobilisation across multiple countries and provide project-specific services, such as small-scale procurement of goods, contract management, partner engagement, M&E and reporting. It was also anticipated that the mechanism would facilitate pooling of long-term advisory, strategic and technical support across participating programs. A series of areas identified as requiring additional, MC support (on an opt-in basis) included strategic support services (e.g., secretariat functions, supporting research/analysis, reporting or planning); GEDSI mainstreaming and improved monitoring, evaluation, research and learning. [footnoteRef:9]   [9:  BPaC ATM RFT Attachment 1, Investment Concept Note pg. 7] 

The AusP3 outcome statements, program logic and M&E arrangements do not clearly include reference to these intended enabling functions. Review of the 2023 Annual Report and Annexes reveals that the bulk of the contribution of the mechanism has been in recruitment, deployment and support of TA, adviser performance assessments and the program design in Nauru. There is no evidence of implementation of the other enabling functions as originally envisaged. 
In implementation of AusP3, it would appear that the intended, broader scope of enabling functions to be performed by the mechanism has narrowed to three elements: i) the handling of all functions associated with the deployment and support of TA into the SIDS; ii) placement of a development professional in the core Posts to provide enabling support; and iii) design of bilateral governance programs in Nauru, Kiribati and Tuvalu based upon the assumption that this will reduce programming demands placed on DFAT staff in these Posts.
Regarding the first approach, it is clear that AusP3 has been greatly appreciated for alleviating administrative burdens associated with the deployment of TA in all SIDS, but especially in the smaller, non-core SIDS. 


Regarding the second approach, AusP3 is also appreciated for the provision of staff from the program budget to Posts in Nauru, Kiribati and Tuvalu. Nevertheless, consultations with the staff deployed into these Posts suggests that they are not being used to perform the range of enabling functions originally envisaged for the mechanism.
Finally, the third approach, recently applied in the design-implement of the NEGP has attendant risks for DFAT.  (Refer discussion in sub-section 1.3 above and 2.5 below).
[bookmark: _Hlk164866874]Taken together, the three elements of the AusP3 approach to providing enabling services to DFAT staff at Posts appear to lack the breadth originally envisaged, while (in the case of third approach) elevate the reputational and relationship risks for DFAT.
[bookmark: _Hlk165212754]2.5	AusP3 has been less effective in adopting a partnership approach to program design. The original concept for the platform aimed to increase the effectiveness and efficiency of Australia’s contribution to the SIDS by working closely with partners. The importance of this approach was re-emphasised in Australia’s International Development Policy (2023) and in DFAT’s Guidance Note on Locally Led Development. The latter guidelines emphasise the importance of co-design and partner-led design approaches to provide opportunities for local leaders and diverse stakeholders to construct and test reform pathways, assumptions and risks[footnoteRef:10]. [10:  “Sustainable and effective development co-operation is locally led when diverse local leaders and local actors have as much agency and decision making as possible in framing, design, delivery and accountability in given local and operating contexts.”  DFAT LLD Guidance Note: pg. 2] 

The AusP3 Support Unit personnel, particularly the Senior Programs Officers, demonstrate this partnership approach very well in the conduct of person-to-person relations and in dialogue with SIDS counterparts and deployed personnel.
[bookmark: _Hlk164842217]However, this partnership approach is less evident in the design of the NEGP. The new design introduces elements which apparently: (i) insufficiently capitalise upon the in-country knowledge and expertise of DFAT-funded in-line personnel; and (ii) function in parallel to GoN systems; and potentially (iii) mediate – and hence potentially erode - relations between GoN and the High Commission.
These three points are discussed in turn below.
First, the NEGP design provides for the Program Director to “work with counterparts to develop proposals” for consideration by the Program Steering Group (PSG). The design indicates DFAT-funded in-line personnel will only be involved “where appropriate” and that “The Delivery Team will develop project proposals for outputs not closely associated with existing TA personnel”. [footnoteRef:11]    [11:  NEGP IDD pg. 24] 

[bookmark: _Hlk167280296]The NEGP design implies that the Program Director will be engaging with counterparts other than the existing, DFAT-funded in-line personnel. Given the seniority of these personnel (e.g., Dep.Sec Treasury, Chief Finance, Dep.Sec Revenue, DepSec Customs, Planning and Aid Adviser, Department of Finance) the implication is that the Program Director will be engaging at Secretary level (which would normally be the function of DFAT personnel) and failing to capitalise upon the knowledge and expertise of DFAT-funded in-line personnel.  At best, this arrangement carries the risk  that important insights will be lost; at worst, the approach increases the risk of conflict amongst DFAT-funded TA and decreasing the potential for a combined/coherent approach to strengthening economic governance and PFM.
Second, and of greater significance, is the fact that GoN already has a system in place requiring all requests by departments for access to donor funding for projects to be vetted by the Ministry of Finance (MoF) to ensure alignment with the National Sustainable Development Strategy (NSDS).[footnoteRef:12] Only once this process has been completed are the various project proposals recommended for funding to a donor. The DFAT in-line adviser providing oversight of this process reports that it has been working very effectively.[footnoteRef:13] [12:  Nauru National Sustainable Development Strategy (NSDS) 2019-2030 (Revised 2019)]  [13:  Personal communication 11th April, 2024] 

Despite this, the NEGP proposes setting up a separate channel for GoN departments to seek funding from Australia, bypassing established MoF processes. The proposed approach uses the program logic as the dominant guiding framework, rather than GoN’s NSDS and the recommendation of the Program Director, rather than the Department of Finance as the basis for decision making. The Secretary of Finance is co-chair of the NGEP Program Steering Group; however, this arrangement places the Secretary in an invidious position. Compounding this situation, the MTR team was advised that cultural norms make it unlikely that a donor’s alternative proposition will be overtly/forcefully rejected.
Third, there are questions as to whether the new government of Nauru understands the need for, or indeed, has approved the NEGP design.[footnoteRef:14]  Despite this, the MC is proceeding with staffing new positions to implement the design. In circumstances where GoN is equivocal, this represents a reputational and relationship risk to DFAT. [14:  Multiple personal communications with stakeholders in Nauru 11th to 15th April, 2024] 

2.6	There are significant constraints and risks associated with continuing with the same design-implement approach to the development of economic governance programs in Tuvalu and Kiribati. During early implementation DFAT strongly drove the design/implement approach to the development of economic governance programs in the core countries. However, both the changing context, as well as emerging evidence, has reduced the drive towards this approach. Further, the AusP3 MC appears to have interpreted the DFAT instruction to move to programmatic approaches in core countries in a narrow way, that is, by the development of the same, or similar, designs in the core countries in the name of ‘coherence’ a position at odds with the policy imperative for locally-led development.
There are legitimate challenges to: (i) the suitability of this approach as currently implemented; (ii) whether, in fact, the approach represents the full range of DFAT’s original intent for, and requirement of, the platform; (iii) whether the approach adequately reflects Australia’s International Development Policy, preferred strategy and approach and emerging agreements with SIDS (e.g. the Falepili Union and upcoming Development Partnership Plans); and (iv) whether the current budget envelop is sufficient to pursue the current approach.
These four points are discussed in turn below. 


First, this MTR has identified a range of flaws in the proposed NEGP design (refer sub-section 2.5), as well as the VfM of the proposed approach (refer sub-section 3.3). Furthermore, the Economic and PFM Analysis underpinning the AusP3 design[footnoteRef:15] cautioned against taking a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach to addressing economic governance and PFM issues in the core countries. The analysis pointed out that the Tuvalu and Kiribati administrations have sufficient depth of human resources to sustain day-to-day operation of their PFM systems. As a result, the type of economic and PFM support required in each country is different. [15:  AusP3 IDD Final June 2022 Annex 8] 

Second, a review of DFAT documentation reveals that a more nuanced approach was intended in the functioning of the platform emphasising the pooling of resources to improve efficiencies and effectiveness, as well as supporting DFAT’s own portfolio planning and monitoring arrangements.[footnoteRef:16] Sub-section 2.4 above outlines the broad range of enabling services originally anticipated for the platform. Further, the 2022 Investment Monitoring Report Management Response noted that: “There are opportunities for AusP3 to provide support to posts on the development of Development Partnership Plans, and this could be an opportunity to document or strengthen our strategic approach to sectors, including economic governance. This could be taken forward through supporting full design processes, or contextually appropriate strategic PAF’s [emphasis added] depending on post preference.”[footnoteRef:17] Similarly, in the December, 2023 Steering Committee meeting the Chair identified the potential to shift from smaller activities to a programmatic portfolio of investments.  “AusP3 is a useful vehicle to respond to priorities through this, and maintain a stronger focus in a partnership approach, including supporting Development Partnership Plans.” [16:  Consultations with Post staff indicate that there is a keenly felt need to improve country-level monitoring of Australia’s investments in the SIDS.]  [17:  DFAT Investment Monitoring Report - INN652AusP3 – Management responses pg. 10] 

Third, changes in Australia’s International Development Policy, particularly, the articulation of Australia’s preferred strategy and approach to working with partners, needs to be carefully considered before setting up new, costly structures which exceed the absorptive capacity of the core SIDS and potentially undermine positive government-to-government relations. Further, emerging agreements, like the Australia-Tuvalu Falepili Union Treaty, as well as the process of formulating Development Partnership Plans and Investment Strategies in relevant SIDS[footnoteRef:18], will influence the extent to which the proposed design-implement approach to bilateral economic governance programs is sound, or not. [18:  Due by the last quarter of 2024] 

Finally, the current budget envelope for the AusP3 investment has exceeded the approved cap (refer discussion sub-section 3.1). Although negotiations are underway between PDV and the MC to address and resolve this issue, it is unlikely that sufficient funds will be available to implement another bilateral program under the auspices of the platform before the completion of Phase 1.

Based upon this emerging evidence, the Review Team recommends significantly increased DFAT leadership and engagement in the design and implementation of the Tuvalu and Kiribati economic governance programs. Specifically, the bilateral teams, with support from OTP Economics and PFM expertise, should drive the development of these designs, rather than the MC. (Rec 5)


2.7	The GEDSI strategy for promoting change through the work of technical advisors is sound; however, it will take time for this approach to take effect. GEDSI resourcing, risk treatments and monitoring of risk require attention. The promotion of gender equality, disability and social inclusion (GEDSI) is a significant objective of AusP3 (integrated into EOIO1); a ‘process’ intermediate outcome (IO2.3) is also included under EOIO2[footnoteRef:19].  The discussion below discusses the available evidence on the effectiveness of GEDSI strategies to date, resource allocations and treatment of risk.  [19:  Intermediate outcome 2.3: MERL products, including on GEDSI, support adaptive program management, reporting, results measurement, knowledge management, and learning.] 

Progress against GEDSI strategy commitments
The Partnerships Platform GEDSI Strategy identifies three GEDSI commitments supporting implementation:
(i) The Partnerships Platform will strengthen the inclusion of GEDSI into its economic governance designs, delivery, and monitoring.
(ii) The Partnerships Platform will support GEDSI integration in development program support in priority areas.
(iii) The Platform Partnerships will complement Australian, national, and regional stakeholders to strengthen in-country demand for reform and coordination of GEDSI investments.
Commitment (i)	To date, only the NEGP has been designed under AusP3 EOIO1. This program has a targeted approach to the promotion of gender responsive budget in Nauru: “The GoN implements an improved, gender responsive and socially inclusive budget and budget cycle/process that aligns with the NSDS (inclusive service delivery).”[footnoteRef:20]  As implementation of the NEGP is only just commencing, it is not possible to review GEDSI progress in respect of this investment. However, the realism of this outcome statement is subject to the same challenges raised in respect of the first AusP3 outcome statement. (Refer Annex B). [20:  Nauru-Australia Program on Economic Governance, Investment Design Document August 2023 pg. 14] 

Commitment (ii)	The second strategy relates to mainstreaming GEDSI in the work of technical advisers. The gender analysis informing the AusP3 IDD anticipated that the largest component of AusP3 was likely to remain as advisory support, as a core part of a wider programmatic approach[footnoteRef:21]. The IDD argued that there were real opportunities for AusP3 technical advisers to achieve both mainstreaming and targeted GEDSI outcomes. [21:  Op.Cit Annex 8 Gender, Disability and Social Inclusion pg. 102] 

The IDD proposed a range of strategies to improve attention to GEDSI in the work of technical advisers. This included careful recruitment, selection, deployment and management of personnel; through training and mentoring for all personnel, through engagement with Women’s Ministries and Disability People’s Organisations on the development of advisers work plans; by assisting advisers to develop specific GEDSI objectives, outcomes and indicators and by providing additional GEDSI technical support as required.
Despite proactive recruitment and selection efforts the 2023 Annual Report notes that there is still a substantial gender imbalance in deployed personnel in favour of male TA.[footnoteRef:22] This no doubt reflects both the difficulties associated with deployment to the north Pacific, as well as partner government demand for higher qualified experts to work in the machinery of government/PFM space, statistically more likely to be males. However, it is worth noting that the constitution of the AusP3 Support Team demonstrates a substantial gender bias towards women. [22:  Op.Cit  1. Summary pg. 1 - 67% (24) males, 33% (12) females as of December 2023. ] 

The AusP3 Support Unit has reported facing challenges in encouraging a shift in attitudes and practices on GEDSI amongst some advisors and it has been necessary to adopt a “slowly, slowly” approach. Reporting on the effectiveness of training in promoting changes in work practices was not available at the time of the MTR. The 2023 MEL data indicates that  40% of advisers (14/36) adopted a comprehensive approach to integrating GEDSI into their work, up from 11% in 2021. There is no indication that the GEDSI Community of Practice has, as yet, been set up, nor that Women’s Ministries and DPOs have been engaged in developing advisors workplans.
The 2023 Report also provides a range of examples of contracted personnel supporting GEDSI related activities. Without disputing the value of these achievements, it is difficult to see how the platform, as such, can take credit for them. Consultations by the Review Team with a number of advisors referenced in the Annual Report indicates that either they have had a long term, personal engagement in respect of these issues and/or the achievements flowed from the nature of the work they are doing.
Commitment (iii) The M&E arrangements do not, as yet, monitor the achievement of this commitment. Reporting in the 2023 Annual Report on strengthening partnerships and relationships in general, identifies one example of support provided to an NGO peak body in Nauru for a briefing on gender-responsive budgeting.[footnoteRef:23] [23:  Op.Cit pg. 17] 

On resources and risks
The Review team did not have access to detailed financial statements for the Platform. It is therefore difficult to determine whether the resources committed to achieving GEDSI outcomes are ‘optimal’ as required by DFAT[footnoteRef:24]. The AusP3 Support Team has part time GEDSI specialists available to support the work. GEDSI expertise has been included in both the Nauru and Tuvalu economic governance design teams. The NEGP design also provides for GEDSI technical support, both long and short-term, but there is no basis upon which to determine whether or not this level of support is optimal.  [24:  DFAT Quality Reporting Annual Investment Monitoring Report Ratings Matrix pg. 8] 

The AusP3 Risk Register notes that progress on gender is expected to be moderate due to deeply entrenched social and cultural norms; the risk of GEDSI specific objectives not being realised is assessed as Medium. Underlying risks to women of gender-based violence (GBV) in the locations of implementation are high and remain high. The Review Team did not sight the NEGP Risk Register; however, the key risks identified in the design did not include any intended negative consequences of the proposed work.
Where gender is a principal or significant objective, DFAT guidance requires mitigation strategies on priority gender equality risks – including unintended negative consequences – to be regularly monitored and reported upon to support improvements in implementation. The AusP3 M&E arrangements do not appear to meet this requirement.
It is an appropriate time for DFAT and the MC to review GEDSI resourcing, risk assessment and mitigation, as well as monitoring and reporting on GEDSI risks. (Rec 5)


3. Efficiency
3.1	Budget management appears to have been less than adequate. This has occurred in three key areas, namely, tracking of SO commitments against the overall AusP3 budget cap; ensuring transparency in the formulation of SO budgets; and in the adoption of variable, non-standard and compounding approaches to the calculation of management fees across SOs. 
There were 24 SOs signed under AusP3 at the time of the MTR, with the total SO Contract Value exceeding the AUD48 million budget cap by AUD1.685 million. This does not reflect actual spending at this time, which was closer to AUD20 million.[footnoteRef:25] However, PDV has taken action to freeze any further spending under the SOs and is working with Posts and the MC to reduce contract amounts to ensure that total service order costs do not exceed the AUD48 million cap. [25:  While the MC was tracking and reporting actual expenditure, they were not tracking total SO Contract value.] 

The SOs demonstrate variable approaches to formulating the Basis of Payments; assumptions underpinning budget calculations are neither consistent, nor transparent. While the MC may reconcile these different approaches on their own books, the detailed actual v budget figures for the Platform as a whole were not made available to the MTR Team. Oversight by PDV and the AusP3 Steering Committee of the efficiency of the platform, at SO and platform level is rendered difficult without a higher degree of consistency and transparency. For example, the 2023 Annual Report advised that: “Under the Country Advisory SOs a ‘significant’ proportion of the budget within the contractual limit is earmarked as ‘unallocated funds’…”[footnoteRef:26] However, DFAT does not appear to have visibility over the extent of the unallocated funds across the platform at any given time; this information cannot be gleaned from either a review of the SO budgets or the country annexes attached to the Annual Report. [26:  AusP3 2023 Annual Report pg. 5] 

The MTR recommendations include attention by PDV to improving both the consistency of approaches to SO budget formulation and increased transparency around assumptions underpinning budget formulation, particularly around ‘like items’ across countries. (Rec. 6)
A modification to schedule 3G of the MC’s Head Deed through Amendment #2[footnoteRef:27] modified the basis for calculation of management fees from a percentage of total program services costs for each SO (standard practice), to a percentage of Total Program / Activity Services Costs (Total Contract Value) of the SO. A range of SOs have been affected by this amendment, resulting in ‘double dipping’ (i.e., management fees being included as a budget line item and additionally management fees then being calculated on the total contract value). This led to inconsistencies across SOs, contrary to the intent expressed in the original Request for Tender and  is in appropriate use of public monies. The MTR recommendations reference the need for this matter to be addressed as a high priority. (Rec. 6) [27:  Head Deed 76966, Amendment #2 31st March, 2023] 

[bookmark: _Hlk165278490]3.2	There are legitimate questions about the VfM of AusP3.  The AusP3 was intended to be an efficient mechanism for meeting the needs of SIDS and supporting DFAT Posts in these countries. The VfM proposition contained within the AusP3 IDD argued that the Platform would have stronger impact, greater economies of scale, and more streamlined administrative processes for multiple enabling services managed directly by posts or through various programs[footnoteRef:28]. [28:  AusP3 IDD 3.3.6 pg. 12] 

The design-implement modality, as interpreted in the case of AusP3 (refer discussion 1.3 above) has lessened the contestability that is usually a feature of DFAT’s quality assurance processes. This appears to have resulted in less transparency in the budgets for the AusP3 platform overall, the NEGP design and the SOs. 
The Review Team has been unable to find strong evidence that the VfM proposition articulated in the IDD has been realised.
Given that AusP3 implementation to date has primarily focused on continuing the delivery of TA into the SIDS (albeit with enhanced approaches to work planning, reporting and learning), there is little evidence available to argue that the Platform represents comparatively better VfM than previous mechanisms to deliver these services. No formal VfM assessments were tabled for this MTR[footnoteRef:29] and available MEL information does not inform such judgements. [29:  A review of PACTAM in 20212 was seemingly the last attempt to formally assess VfM in the delivery of TA to the SIDS.] 

The AusP3 Annual Report asserts that overall platform VfM is demonstrated via DFAT satisfaction surveys, “where 93% of DFAT personnel surveyed (11 individuals) would recommend the Partnerships Platform personnel to other colleagues and 90% rate the work of the Partnerships Platform as ‘fair’ to ‘excellent’.”[footnoteRef:30]  While alignment with DFAT priorities and needs is broadly within the Department’s definition of ‘relevance’, it is a narrow (if not irregular) basis for asserting VfM for a AUD48 million program. This is especially the case in circumstances where the AusP3 MEL team expressed concern that they have not been able to triangulate or validate survey data collected by the platform. [30:  Op.Cit pg. 35] 

The AusP3 IDD also argued that the Application of a common approach across core countries would reduce overhead costs.[footnoteRef:31] However, the 2023 Annual Report advised that administrative costs made up 28% of total costs of funds managed by the Partnerships Platform, down from 34.2% in 2021[footnoteRef:32]. While exact comparators are not available, these figures seem high, especially when compared with facilities that undertake more program implementation than has been managed to date by AusP3 (e.g. the Fiji Program Support Facility). The MTR team accepts the argument that the ‘cost of business’ in the northern Pacific is high, but the central question remains whether AusP3 has demonstrated substantially better value than previous mechanisms that have delivered substantively the same services—including when DFAT staff previously undertook management of TA and counterpart negotiations. [31:  AusP3 IDD 7.1.1 pg. 28]  [32:  Op.Cit pg. 5] 

Finally, the personnel resources that were committed to design of the NEGP and (currently) to design of the Tuvalu Economic Governance Program appear high compared to designs of similar scope and scale. Again, there is general acceptance that operational costs are high in the northern Pacific, and DFAT’s commitment to engaging local consultants may add some cost to designs. Nevertheless, the size of teams engaged for these designs appears larger than the norm for broadly similar DFAT designs in larger countries. The MTR team was also advised of concerns within DFAT that the current contracting arrangements (i.e., specifically the basis of calculation for management fees) do not encourage frugality. (Refer 3.1 above)
3.3	The Value-for-Money proposition associated with the NEGP is weak: Twenty-four percent (24%) of the NEGP budget (  AUD7.1 million over 4 years - 2023 to 2027) is committed to the continued funding of personnel already working in high-level GoN positions (i.e., DepSec. Treasury; DepSec. Customs; DepSec. Revenue; Chief Finance Systems; Planning and Aid Advisor, Department of Finance). These personnel are highly regarded by GoN and, according to Post, provide Australia with fiduciary confidence in respect of Australia’s NITF contributions. These personnel already have a high degree of professional and bureaucratic interaction in the pursuit of their duties.


While the functions of the in-line personnel will not change, the NEGP now proposes a new oversight structure at a cost of 26% of the total budget ( AUD7.8 million over 4 years). The proposed value-add of this new structure is to develop and implement a TA strategy for deploying personnel; to work directly at the Secretary level (i.e. above existing in-line personnel) to identify small project proposals for funding and implementation and to promote greater collaboration with other DFAT funded sectoral investments. Not only does this approach/structure appear to offer limited value add for a substantially increased cost, but also it threatens to exacerbate the recent trend of DFAT staff having less engagement with TA and GoN than in the past.
No substantive, cost/effectiveness analysis has been conducted to compare the VfM of: (a) simply strengthening the current approaches of the AusP3 Support Unit to support greater coordination and coherence amongst governance TA in Nauru, with (b) the proposed new governance program. 
[bookmark: _Hlk165281331]3.4	The governance and management arrangements have not facilitated the exercise of fiscal control, strategic oversight or strengthening of government-to-government relations by DFAT. 
DFAT officers have responsibilities, defined under various Acts and other instruments, for ensuring that outcomes specified in agreements are achieved to the required standard and that a program efficiently uses public monies to achieve its outcomes within the agreed time frame. The current governance and management arrangements inhibit the fulfilment of these responsibilities by DFAT officers in three specific ways. These are each discussed below.
First, the division of responsibilities between the AusP3 contract manager, Pacific Development Implementation Section (PDV) and the nine posts/desks developing/managing country-level SOs, (coupled with confusion regarding the requirement for the MC to be tracking SO commitments) has led to a temporary loss of fiscal control (refer 3.1 above). Further, the management arrangements have also resulted in variability in the Basis of Payments across SOs which threatens efficiency/VfM.
[bookmark: _Hlk167282720]Second, the current Terms of Reference for the AusP3 Steering Committee (SC)[footnoteRef:33] are weak and do not adequately reflect DFAT’s legislated responsibilities under the PGPA Act (2013) and the Revised Commonwealth Risk Management Policy 2023. The ToR indicate that the SC is responsible for providing strategic guidance, informed by quarterly country-level aid management and coordination meetings for the core and non-core SIDS. “These [quarterly] meetings will consider and make decisions on the overall activity pipeline, budget, performance, concepts, and designs, which will inform design, implementation and evaluation activity completed through the Partnerships Platform.”[footnoteRef:34] However, review of SC Minutes do not reveal any systematic presentation of the decisions of the quarterly country-level meetings, nor any attempt to ensure strategic coherence, VfM and effective risk management across the activities implemented by AusP3. Indeed, the ToR for the SC do not require attention to platform level VfM considerations, or risk management. [33:  Chaired by relevant Assistant Secretary; membership includes Heads of Mission, Deputy Heads of Mission from participating countries, country Directors (Director Kiribati, Nauru, and Tuvalu; Director North Pacific), representatives from relevant DFAT policy areas, and the Partnerships Platform Team Leader]  [34:  Final ToR AusP3 Steering Committee, 21st December, 2022] 

The SC ToR, and various other platform documents, refer to the Partnership Platform Investment Criteria as the mechanism for achieving strategic coherence. However, the list of investment criteria is too long for governance purposes; too broad to meaningfully manage scope; and insufficiently aligned with Australia’s International Development Policy and country priorities. Regardless, the Review Team found no evidence that the criteria were systematically applied by all posts/desk in assessment of proposals, nor that this was required of them by the SC.[footnoteRef:35] [35:  A better practice approach would involve development of a smaller number of criteria, (e.g., strategic alignment with International Development Policy and DPP objectives, benefits, VfM, risk) coupled with instructions on how to rate or score proposals against the criteria, possibly supported with an appropriate rubric. The results of rubric-based assessments would be presented by country representatives at quarterly meetings (to compare alternative uses of scarce funds) and the results checked by the SC to ensure that strategic coherence has been maintained across the region.] 

Third, the AusP3 IDD argued that a strong contributor to the ‘VfM proposition’ for the investment was that it would “free up DFAT resources to engage at the strategic level”. Further, the AusP3 Deed tasks the MC with “providing enabling support for DFAT to engage in dialogue with partner governments to identify problems, discuss available support options and to jointly deliver assistance”[footnoteRef:36]  [36:  Deed of Standing Offer 76966, Amendment #1 Schedule 1, Clause 12] 

However, the results of the desk review and consultations indicate that time-poor and (in some cases) less experienced DFAT staff are ceding their responsibilities in government-to-government dialogue to the MC. Hence, a mechanism designed to facilitate Post responses to government priorities – with a focus on the economic governance sector – appears to have evolved instead into a mechanism in which contractors work directly with partner governments on the articulation of demands/responses. This situation is likely to accelerate (and be formalised) with the proposed economic governance programs in core countries which effectively place a contracted Program Director in a role of liaising directly with government. Arguably, past experience suggests that having DFAT staff actively engaged in dialogue about funding priorities creates substantive value for Australia rather than being an administrative burden to be outsourced. 
[bookmark: _Hlk164952851][bookmark: _Hlk164867255]
4. [bookmark: _Toc167284748]Risk management arrangements

[bookmark: _Hlk167282990]4.1	There are a range of emerging Programming, Resources and Legal[footnoteRef:37] risks which threaten implementation. As implementation has progressed, a range of risks have emerged. The evidence presented under sections 2 and 3 above identifies risks associated with failure to comply with PGPA Principles, particularly in ensuring that the use of public funds achieves the intended outcomes and achieves value for money (Resources risk). The evidence also highlights risks associated with the realism of the AusP3 outcomes and the ability of the mechanism, as currently structured, to achieve the intended outcomes (Programming risk). Finally, there are risks associated with contract management, specifically related to the calculation of management fees and overall budget management (Legal risk).  [37:  Refer category definitions DFAT Risk and Safeguard Screening Tool] 

[bookmark: _Hlk167283094]4.2	The current risk management arrangements do not align what the program aims to deliver with the effective management of risks. There are weaknesses in both Contractor risk management and DFAT risk management. 
Contractor management of risk: The AusP3 Head Deed states that the Support Unit is responsible for managing and mitigating risks for the Platform as a whole and across the three types of SOs (Personnel Services, Activities and Designs), currently 24 in total. In addition, the AusP3 MEL Plan outlines the assumptions underpinning the program logic[footnoteRef:38] and states that the risks associated with these assumptions will be monitored and reported upon.  [38:  Assumptions include the likelihood that:
the work of AusP3 would lead to systematic and collaborative problem identification and associated prioritisation of investments and modality selection
the implementation of economic governance programs would lead to development outcomes
the investment was well designed and delivered efficiently
the platform has the anticipated level of influence on relationships and partnerships expected under the third outcome area.] 

The MEL Plan identifies the Platform Quality Framework as key, stating that against this, “Activity Leads systematically identify and manage risks while adapting practices”. In practice, it seems that this approach has been central to managing risks associated with Personnel Services SOs through periodic engagement by advisers. However, it is less clear how broader risks associated with Activities SOs and Designs SOs have been systematically managed. 
The SO for implementation of the NEGP confirms that the Contractor is responsible for identifying the managing risks during implementation of this program.
Although operational AusP3 documents have not been sighted, the Review Team understands that the contractor has embedded risk identification and management provisions into operations and associated manuals, policies and procedures, work plans and reports[footnoteRef:39]. This speaks well of the development of a ‘risk culture’ within the program.  [39:  Refer AusP3 Annual Performance Report Annexes – January – December, 2023 Annex 2  Compliance Assessment Framework] 

Despite this, the overall framing document, the AusP3 2023 Risk Register[footnoteRef:40] effectively ‘kicks the can down the road’ by consistently using the design of the economic governance programs as the risk management treatment across seven significant development, capacity and relations risk events.[footnoteRef:41] This is done in lieu of outlining immediate and operational risk treatments. This is tantamount to saying that the main risks to the Platform are to be mitigated by designs that are themselves products of the Platform.  [40:  Ibid. Annex 3 – Risk Register]  [41:  The Risk Register identifies a total of four key risk events relating to the achievement of development results / outcomes (1 high, 2 medium, 1 low risk). For all of these risks the economic governance programs are the only or primary risk treatment. An additional three key risk events are identified relating to capacity and relations – partner government and DFAT - (1 high, 2 medium risk). For two out three of these risks, the proposed risk treatment is the design / implementation of the economic governance programs.] 

A review of the Risk and Safeguards section of the first economic governance design, the NEGP, reveals that some, but not all, of the risks deferred from the platform level Risk Register, to the investment-level Risk Register have been identified, with detailed risk treatments enunciated.[footnoteRef:42]  Furthermore, the NEGP design firmly states that the Partnership Platform is the ‘risk owner’ for program implementation risks. [42:  The MTR team did not have access to the completed Risk and Safeguards Screening Tool for NEGP.] 

These risk arrangements raise two questions which need to be resolved by reference to the DFAT’s Development Risk, Implementation and Evaluation Branch (RAB) (Rec. 9) First, does the approach adopted in the AusP3 Risk Register - of transferring platform risk management down to the level of programs designed/implemented under the platform, only to have them referred back to the platform as the ‘risk owner’ - provide sufficient transparency and confidence that platform level risks will be dealt with in accordance with DFAT/Commonwealth standards? Second, does the AusP3 Risk Register adequately reflect the risks associated with implementation of SOs across all nine partner countries? 
DFAT management of risk: The AusP3 Steering Committee has not systematically addressed its primary function to ensure that AusP3 is working in the manner most likely to achieve the intended outcomes and that risk controls at SO and Platform levels are effective. In accordance with Commonwealth Risk Management Policy, the Programming, Resources and Legal risks referred to in sub-section 4.1 above should have been identified and discussed during Steering Committee meetings.[footnoteRef:43]  [43:  As required under the Revised Commonwealth Risk Management Policy 2023] 

As discussed under sub-section 3.4 above, the current Terms of Reference for the Steering Committee are weak and need to be revised to reflect DFAT’s legislative responsibilities under the PGPA Act (2013) and the Revised Commonwealth Risk Management Policy 2023. (Rec. 10)
[bookmark: _Toc167284749]CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
[bookmark: _Hlk164756921]The broad rationale for the AusP3 mechanism remains highly relevant. However, the implementation context has changed substantially since the start-up of AusP3. The platform outcomes and logic are not clear, realistic or measurable. The practical implication of this is that the basis for success is unclear, the way to achieve success is poorly articulated, and the means to measure and understand progress constrained. 
[bookmark: _Hlk167288356]Despite this, the mechanism has been very effective in deploying TA into the SIDS, supporting these personnel and improving work planning and networking amongst TA. However, the design-implement modality employed for the AusP3 platform and for the downstream NEGP does not appear to have been well suited to the achievement of DFAT’s overall intent for the platform. There are significant risks to DFAT in continuing with the same design-implement approach to governance programming in Tuvalu and Kiribati.
The platform has not demonstrated the assumed efficiencies. Budget management has been less than adequate and there is limited evidence that AusP3 has demonstrated VfM in the achievement of outcomes over and beyond previous TA deployment and management mechanisms. The VfM proposition associated with the NEGP is weak.
The governance and management arrangements have not facilitated the exercise of fiscal control, strategic oversight and maintenance of the primacy of DFAT’s relationship with partner governments. As a result, there are a range of Programming, Resources and Legal Risks emerging which threaten implementation.
Based upon these findings, the Review Team strongly recommends that AusP3 be the subject of an Independent Design Update before the end of Phase 1 and that a decision regarding the extension of the MC’s contract be subject to the completion of the Independent Design Update including revision of the Statement of Requirements.
During the remaining 12 months before the end of Phase 1, the platform needs to focus on what is working (deployment, TA support, work planning, QA, networking, reflection workshops); and strengthen the current monitoring approaches to improve the robustness of reporting to DFAT. This can be achieved without carrying out the full program logic review proposed for this year. 
Finally, DFAT needs to significantly increase leadership and engagement in the design and implementation of the Tuvalu and Kiribati economic governance programs to ensure that they meet design standards and reflect a strong partnership approach between the Australian government and partner governments. The process of designing these governance investments must position DFAT staff centrally in dialogue and engagement with partner governments, not at the periphery. 
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[bookmark: _Hlk167187370]
	Recommendation
	Details
	Report sub-section reference
	Sequence

	1.
	THAT AusP3 not carry out the revision of the Program Logic proposed for mid-2024. This revision will take up precious time and is rendered unnecessary given the recommendation for a Design Update to be carried out before the end of Phase 1.
	2.1

	Immediate effect

	2
	THAT an Independent Design Update be carried out for AusP3 before the end of Phase 1 with a focus on ensuring that the design recognises the changed context; clarifies the functions and scope of AusP3 activities; incorporates a range of approaches to achieving strategic coherence; strengthens the emphasis on partner-led development and re-invigorates the commitment to enabling DFAT staff at Posts to perform their responsibilities under the PGPA Act. (Draft ToR attached at Annex C)
	2.1 
Annex B
	First quarter 2025

	3
	THAT the MC contract for AusP3 implementation not be extended in its current form for Phase 2, subject to the completion of the Independent Design Update including revision of the Statement of Requirements.
	1,2 and 3
	Before next meeting, Q4, 2024

	4.
	THAT for the remainder of Phase 1, the AusP3 MEL team focus on improving the robustness of available data to improve DFAT reporting. 
	2.2
Annex B
	May 2024 to July 2025

	5.
	THAT the exercise of the bilateral program design-implement function by AusP3 in Tuvalu and Kiribati be paused 
AND THAT  DFAT urgently undertake bilateral dialogue with partner governments in Nauru, Tuvalu and Kiribati to determine whether there is understanding of the type of program model being proposed and whether the model is compatible with government systems in the core countries.
	2.6
	Immediate effect

	6
	THAT DFAT and the MC review AusP3 GEDSI resourcing, risk assessment and mitigation, as well as monitoring and reporting on GEDSI risks.
	2.7
	Within next 3 months

	7.
	THAT PDV, as AusP3 contract manager, give attention to improving the consistency and transparency of SO budgets (line items and basis of calculations).
	3.1
	Within next 3 months

	8.
	THAT the AusP3 Management Fee provisions be revised to avoid inconsistency in management fees across SOs and compounding management fees.
	3.1
	Immediate effect

	9.
	THAT the AusP3 Risk Register be referred to RAB to determine whether the extent to which it meets DFAT / Commonwealth Risk Management standards, with specific reference to:
(i) The practice of transferring risk from the Platform level to the program level, and back again.
(ii) The extent to which the Platform Risk Register adequately reflects the risks associated with implementation of SOs across all nine partner countries.
	4.2
	Advice to be provided in accordance with Head Deed asap.

	10.
	THAT the Terms of Reference for the AusP3 Steering Committee be revised to reflect DFAT’s legislative commitments under the PGPA Act and the Commonwealth Risk Management Act. (Example attached at Annex D)
	4.2
	Within next 3 months

	11
	THAT Peer Reviews are given stronger powers to stop designs progressing unless and until serious design flaws have been addressed.
	1.5
	Dialogue with SES as soon as possible.
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Annex B:	AusP3 MTR: Review of Program Logic and MELA Plan 

PART A:	  REVIEW OF PROGRAM LOGIC
Background
· This note provides an assessment of the program logic and associate Monitoring, Evaluation, Learning and Adaptation (MELA) Plan developed for AusP3. 
· The assessment was informed by DFAT M&E Standards and international program theory norms and conventions and was undertaken as part of a DFAT-commissioned independent MTR of AusP3 during March – April 2024.
· A clear and conforming program logic[footnoteRef:44] is a requirement of DFAT design and M&E standards and is necessary to articulate the basis for judging the success (i.e. desired ‘end-state’) of a development investment, and the means/mechanisms adopted to reach the end-state. [44:  A form of logic that sets out the roles of different classes of actor who will influence intended social changes is sometimes referred to as a ‘theory of change’.] 

· M&E may then be understood as a set of processes/methods to confirm that intended changes are happening, and to verify the ongoing merit of those changes.
· This assessment refers to a version of program logic provided in Annex 3 of a MELA Plan submitted to DFAT in December 2023.
Goal: “Smaller Pacific countries are well governed, stable and resilient”
· A goal statement defines the basis for judging the ‘relevance’[footnoteRef:45] of the development investment and the nature of its intended ‘impact’[footnoteRef:46]; that is, the ‘significant and lasting change’ that the investment will contribute towards but not necessarily achieve on its own or during the lifetime of the investment. It is typically framed by the policy/development priorities of Australia and the partner country and reflects key needs of specified beneficiaries. [45:  https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/sites/543e84ed-en/1/3/4/index.html?itemId=/content/publication/543e84ed-en&_csp_=535d2f2a848b7727d35502d7f36e4885&itemIGO=oecd&itemContentType=book#section-d1e2474]  [46:  https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/sites/543e84ed-en/1/3/4/index.html?itemId=/content/publication/543e84ed-en&_csp_=535d2f2a848b7727d35502d7f36e4885&itemIGO=oecd&itemContentType=book#section-d1e4269] 

· The AusP3 goal statement conforms to standards insofar as it defines an end-state and a subject/target. It is a grammatically entire sentence.
· The goal statement can be critiqued for lacking precision:
· “Smaller Pacific countries” is an ambiguous framing, necessitating further definition in relation to which countries AusP3 will target.
· “Well governed, stable and resilient” are broad terms requiring further definition and are arguably unhelpful in terms of defining the ‘significant and lasting change’ that the investment will contribute towards—noting that all countries may aspire to these attributes at any time, including Australia.
· The implication of the points above is that the goal statement does little to provide focus and definition for the work of AusP3, noting that almost any activity could be justified under the goal.
· Arguably, a better goal would be framed in terms of changes/benefits that will accrue for citizens of target countries if planned governance and development investments are successful: “People in target small PICs are…[better off]”.


EOIO1: 	“Kiribati, Nauru and Tuvalu realise key economic governance outcomes including GEDSI outcomes”
· An EOIO statement defines what can plausibly be expected by the end of investment.
· More specifically, in program theory an ‘outcome’ is a change in performance/behaviour expected among a class of actor/counterpart.
· The extent to which an outcome is achieved is a measure of ‘effectiveness’[footnoteRef:47]. [47:  https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/sites/543e84ed-en/1/3/4/index.html?itemId=/content/publication/543e84ed-en&_csp_=535d2f2a848b7727d35502d7f36e4885&itemIGO=oecd&itemContentType=book#section-d1e3395] 

· EOIO1 is intended to define the nature of AusP3 support for the three ‘core countries’ of Kiribati, Nauru and Tuvalu but essentially re-states the goal in the level above of the program logic. 
· The causality of EOIO1  Goal is tantamount to saying that ‘improved economic governance in target countries will lead to improved economic governance in target countries’ (i.e. circular logic).
· EOIO1 is linguistically odd insofar as it is an ‘outcome’ defined in terms of achievement of ‘outcomes’ (governance and GEDSI).
· EOIO1 can be critiqued for lacking precision:
· The subject of EOIO1 is three whole countries. Presumably the subject of economic governance reforms should instead be governments, or preferably particular ministries in which Australia has agreed reform priorities.[footnoteRef:48] [48:  N.B. improving the precision of EOIO1 by framing it in terms of partner ministries would also address the circularity of the logic between EOIO1 and Goal noted above. E.g. broadly framing the intended change as: ‘improved governance in target ministries’ leads to ‘benefits to citizens from improved economy’.] 

· The terms ‘economic governance outcomes’ and ‘GEDSI outcomes’ are broad. More useful for M&E purpose would be a clearer articulation of what types of governance or GEDSI reforms are intended. Put another way, how might partner ministries be performing differently in relation to economic governance and GEDSI by the end of AusP3?
EOIO2: 	“Smaller Pacific countries access efficient, effective and equitable development program support in priority areas”
· EOIO2 is intended to define the focus of AusP3 support services for ‘non-core’ countries.
· EOIO2 may be critiqued for lacking precision.
· As with EOIO1 above, the subject of EOIO2 is whole [unspecified] countries. Presumably the intended focus of “development program support” provided under EOIO2 should be governments, or preferably particular ministries within which TA will be deployed.
· Also, the nature of the “development support” is undefined, as are the “priority areas”. While AusP3 was established on the basis of providing governance and PFM support, the reality is it has provided any support in any sector prioritised by DFAT.
· EOIO2 may be critiqued for not defining a substantive change in performance/behaviour. That is, “accessing development program support” is an ‘upstream’ process. A more constructive focus for M&E purposes would be on what development changes partner ministries might expect to manifest (i.e. ‘downstream change’) if they access the said “development support”.
· It would be remarkable if PICs were not already “accessing development program support” from donors regardless of AusP3 being mobilised. 
· Put another way, as currently phrased, EOIO 2 could be reported as being achieved on the first day of implementation.
EOIO3: 	“In-country and regional partners and programs are coordinated and provide opportunities for increased effectiveness of Australian Investments in smaller Pacific countries”
· EOIO3 is intended to define a range of development programming support that the Platform will provide to DFAT, however, as an outcome it is uninterpretable for an uninitiated audience.
· Who are the ‘in-country and regional partners and programs’?[footnoteRef:49] [49:  Presumably other Australian development investments.] 

· Who undertakes the ‘coordination and provision of opportunities’?[footnoteRef:50] [50:  Presumably AusP3—which in program theory convention has the effect of rendering EOIO3 an ‘output’ rather than an ‘outcome’.] 

· The phraseology of EOIO3 is non-conforming insofar as the word “for” is a conjunction that conflates two levels of causality into a single outcome statement[footnoteRef:51].  [51:  Is the focus of EOIO3 on: a) coordinating country and regional programs; or b) increasing the effectiveness of Australia’s development investments? [noting that ‘a’ is a necessary but not sufficient condition for ‘b’].] 

· Arguably, the practical effect of the conjunction is to reveal that Australia is the intended beneficiary of EOIO3 rather than partner Pacific governments.
· The substantive effect of this logic is to render the Australian Government a beneficiary of Australian official development assistance—seemingly a departure from longstanding principles and values of Australia and the DAC.
· As noted above in relation to EOIO1, the DAC evaluation criteria frames ‘effectiveness’ in relation to achievement of outcomes. Hence, for the purposes of EOIO3, AusP3 will be deemed effective insofar as Australian development investments in the region are increasingly effective. This seems somewhat circular, but more profoundly, is irregular in relation to established development principles:
· Australian Government development policy obliges DFAT to ensure that ODA investments in partner countries are effective in the main;
· In relation to AusP3, EOIO3 essentially appears to outsource this responsibility to DT Global;
· DT Global then must ensure DFAT’s other ODA investments in the region are effective, in order for AusP3’s EOIO3 to be assessed as effective.
· All of this seems to be a departure from the principle that an EOIO should frame a substantive development change among partner country stakeholders that can plausibly be realised by the end-of-investment, and in turn, contribute to a significant and lasting change framed by the goal.
Intermediate Outcomes
· Whereas EOIOs define a substantive change in the performance/behaviour of key stakeholders/counterparts that should plausibly accrue by the end of investment, IOs should define changes in performance/behaviour that are a means to the EOIO or are discernible earlier.
· All of the 9 IOs can be critiqued for being either non-conforming or ambiguous.
· 7 of the 9 IOs are non-conforming insofar as the subject of these statements is [explicitly or implicitly] Australia or AusP3. In program theory convention, this renders these ‘IOs’ as ‘outputs’ because they define what the investment will deliver/do (rather than a change in the performance/behaviour of a counterpart/change agent that the program will influence).
· 2 of the 9 IOs (IO1.1 and IO3.2) are conforming insofar as they set out an interim change in performance/behaviour of a counterpart/change agent. That said, even these IOs are ambiguous—defined so broadly as to render them unmeasurable.


· IO 1.1 anticipates that “partner governments” will systematically prioritise governance and GEDSI challenges in order that partner countries “realise…governance and GEDSI outcomes” [EOIO1].
· The phrase “systematically prioritise” requires definition from an M&E standpoint.
· Notionally, while ‘prioritising challenges’ could be a means to ‘realising outcomes’, it remains unclear what change in performance/behaviour on an interim basis could actually be measured. 
· IO 3.2 anticipates “Smaller Pacific countries” accessing Australian support. 
· This IO seems to re-state EOIO 2, despite being aligned under EOIO 3.
· More broadly, the causality between IO3.2 and EOIO3 is problematic. As noted above in relation to EOIO3, the change at that level seems to be focussed internally on Australian development administration. The practical effect of the logic is to suggest that: [IO3.2] if smaller PICs access Australian development support, then [EOIO3] Australian development will be more effective (essentially rendering Australia a beneficiary of small PICs support—a reversal of the norms in ODA).
· IO1.3, IO2.3 and IO3.3 all concern implementation of MERL, and hence are non-conforming as intermediate outcomes.
· Implementing monitoring and evaluation arrangements is a requirement of all Australian development investments. M&E per se is not a change in performance/behaviour of a counterpart/change agent as required in the framing of intermediate outcomes.
· As noted about, the purpose of M&E is to test the merits of the theory of change—to assess the extent to which intended changes are happening, and the ongoing merit of those changes. 
· The practical effect of having an IO focussed on implementing M&E is that the M&E arrangements would need to confirm that there are M&E arrangements—an absurdity. 
Outputs
· A total of 24 ‘outputs’ are defined; 10, 9 and 5 aligned under EOIO1, EOIO2 and EOIO3 respectively.
· Program theory convention distinguishes between ‘outputs’ and ‘activities’ (N.B. the Australian Development program does not require definition of activities) on the basis that outputs involve the delivery of a product/service directly to a counterpart/change agent; whereas activities involve work/products/services that have an internal program management focus. 
· Put simply, ‘activities’ position a program to deliver key ‘outputs’ that in turn directly influence counterparts/change agents in relation to IOs. 
· Common examples of activities include preparing budgets, defining funding criteria, recruiting staff, developing M&E tools etc.
· Common examples of outputs include delivering training courses for counterparts/change agents, disbursing grants to partners, convening conferences that bring partners together, delivering critical equipment/plant required by partners, etc.
· Of the 24 ‘outputs’ defined, arguably only 3 conform to program theory convention: 
· “Capacity development activities (e.g. short courses) delivered”
· “Australia Awards and grants administered”
· “Relationship building events (conferences, workshops) facilitated”


PART B:	  REVIEW OF MELA PLAN
· A final version of a MELA plan (version 6.0) was submitted to DFAT on 15 December 2023. This followed revisions in April 2023, peer review by DFAT in July 2022 and an interim plan in December 2021.
· Most stakeholders acknowledged that the MELA Plan has been challenging to develop and remains a dense and difficult document to absorb. As such it fails on the intention to succinctly communicate the basis for judging the success of the Platform.
· The MTR team were advised that none of the current M&E staff were involved in the preparation of the plan and that they have found its implementation problematic for a range of reasons.
· The MTR team also found issues of non-conformance with DFAT M&E Standards and program theory conventions more broadly—several of which had also been identified in DFAT’s appraisal (July 2022).
· As noted above, the broad purpose of M&E is to test the program logic/theory of change[footnoteRef:52]; and hence, the clarity and practicability of the MELA plan is compromised by the program logic difficulties outlined above (Ref. M&E Standard 2, criterion 2.8). [52:  A ‘theory of change’ is a form of program logic, which specifies the sequence or hierarchy of human relationships through which social change is expected to happen, and the nature of influence.] 

· The fundamental issues that challenge the efficacy of the MELA plan relate to the ambiguity of outcomes (which affects measurability) and the long causal linkages between what the Platform will actually deliver and the ambitious development results that are to be achieved (which affects plausibility and achievability).
· The MELA Plan proposed a review of program logic and the MELA plan itself in mid-2024. In this context, the MELA team advised the MTR team that they had only made minimal amendments to the MELA Plan ahead of this planned review.
· An array of methods were proposed in the MELA plan, many of which have not be implemented, including the accrual of baseline information (Ref M&E Standard 2, criterion 2.13) and the development of a capacity assessment methodology (Ref M&E Standard 2, criterion 2.10).
· A key finding of this MTR is that the substantive focus of AusP3 remains on the management of TA in partner countries, in line with previous phases of this program. To this end, it is appropriate that a core role of M&E has been assessing the quality and value of TA deployed. 
· The Platform Support Unit, through a Country Delivery Team, has implemented a range of methods that seek to integrate development policy priorities (mainly GEDSI), track progress against six-monthly work plans, and verify the satisfaction of government counterparts. This work is distinct from the work of the MELA team but considered related.  
· The MELA team evidently codes TA progress reports and tracks the completion rate (around 88%) for planned activities. 
· There is an intent to validate/triangulate TA self-assessment scores and to seek quality feedback from partner government counterparts, though the mechanisms for this were not defined at the time of this MTR.
· A key intention in the MELA Plan was the development of an appropriate method to assess changes in partner government capacity and governance systems strengthening (arguably a core proposition of the AusP3 design).
· The Support Unit has invested in staff training on locally-led capacity development. 
· Original plans to undertake temporal assessments of changes in counterpart capacity have been shelved in favour of a ‘strengths-based approach’ to TA performance appraisal.
· More broadly, measurement of capacity development or institutional strengthening contributed by TA will be delegated to governance program M&E arrangements in the three core countries.
· The MELA Plan appears to transfer responsibility for outcomes of TA to other parties (p 15): “the Partnerships Platform is responsible for efficiently delivering the service and ensuring GEDSI is mainstreamed but does not assume responsibility for downstream outcomes related to the commissioned activity or service, this lies with other parties in the project with more control over the outcomes”.
· A consequence of the current situation is that DFAT will not be able to table credible evidence that governance investments (via TA) in the region have made substantive contributions to improved institutional functioning. This is problematic because this is a fundamental rationale/justification for the Platform.
· The Support Unit acknowledges the challenges of capacity building in Pacific institutions in circumstances where capacity ‘substitution’ or ‘supplementation’ are pragmatic realities. However, staff made compelling arguments that capacity development and institutional systems strengthening aspirations remain fundamental to development, and hence are core to the function of AusP3. Hence it seems irregular that there is only limited investment in M&E of this agenda beyond tracking TA deliverables and semi-structured ‘client feedback’. 
· At a minimum, it would seem important to categorise TA (and track any changes in emphasis) with respect to a predominant focus on capacity development, capacity supplementation and capacity substitution.
· The key mechanism to drive learning and continuous improvement involves six-monthly reflection and engagement cycles (REC), which many (but not all) stakeholders reported to be valuable. 
· A key limitation of this process is reportedly its timing in relation to the schedule for reporting to DFAT (a practical implication being that the findings from REC and TA reports have been received too late to inform Annual Reports to DFAT).
· A practical implication of the problematic program logic and weak/ambiguous MELA plan is that reporting to DFAT by the contractor has been highly challenging—a fact acknowledged by all parties. In the most recent report, the MELA team struggled to furnish substantive outcome-level findings, such that the report tends to highlight outputs/deliverables of the Platform and deployed TA. 
· Illuminating in this regard is the fact that in reporting against DAC criteria, the substance of the narrative under ‘effectiveness’ is repeated under ‘efficiency’.
· Also concerning is that the Steering Committee does not appear to be an audience of MELA findings; which in turn seems likely to compromise the ability of DFAT to fully utilise AusP3 to guide strategic dialogue and engagement with partner governments, as set out in the design and approval minutes.
· A particular limitation in this regard is the role of the MELA system in identifying and tracking the emergence of key risks, both to Platform implementation, but more profoundly in relation to bilateral engagement through governance reform.
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Annex C:	Draft Terms of Reference for an Independent Design Update  - AusP3

Purpose
These Terms of Reference (ToR) will guide the Design team in preparing a Design Update of AusP3, the Australian Government’s support platform to small island developing states (SIDS) to facilitate re-tendering of the platform for the next phase of support.  The Design Update will include preparation of an updated Investment Design Document (IDD) for the platform and a draft Statement of Requirements that will be used in tendering to market. The design update must include sufficient flexibility to adapt to changing needs or strategic priorities, as well as take advantage of opportunities as they arise.  The updated platform design should contribute effectively to the objectives of Australia’s International Development Policy (2023) and align with the Development Partnership Plans of core recipient countries, Nauru, Tuvalu and Kiribati and the Investment Design Strategies for the smaller, non-core countries FSM, RMI, Palau, Niue, Tokelau, and the Cook Islands. 
Background
Australia has provided support to in the SIDS in the Pacific since [space left to complete sentence]
The current investment – AusP3 (AUD48 million, 2022-2025) aims to ensure that Australia’s support to the SIDS is more effective and efficient. To achieve this objective, AusP3 has three outcomes:

EOIO 1: 	Kiribati, Nauru and Tuvalu realise key economic governance outcomes, including GEDSI outcomes.
EOIO 2: 	Smaller Pacific countries access effective and efficient development program support in priority areas.
EOIO 3: 	In-country and regional partners and programs are coordinated, enabling increased effectiveness of Australian investments in smaller Pacific countries.
The Delegate has approved a further phase of Australia’s support to the SIDS through a Design Update of AusP3. This is based upon the assessment of the 2024 Mid Term Review that while the rationale for the mechanism remains sound, the implementation context has changed substantially. Further, evidence gathered during the MTR suggests that the platform, as currently designed and implemented, has not met expected improvements in effectiveness and efficiency.
The Design Update will cover a four-year period (2025 -2029). The funding envelope is up to [space left to complete sentence] annually, plus GST. The Design Update will reflect changes in context; provide a practical framework for leveraging Australia’s long-term relationships with the SIDS; enhance platform architecture and governance and management arrangements to reflect lessons on what has worked and what has not; and strengthen attention to GEDSI, Climate Change and the localisation agenda.



Design 
Objective of the assignment 
The Design Team will prepare: 
1. An Investment Design Document that meets DFAT’s Investment Design Quality Standards and conforms to DFAT’s documentary standards and conforms to DFAT’s documentary standards as outlined in the quality assurance matrix; and,			
2. A draft Statement of Requirements.
Scope of the assignment 
1. Investment Design Document (IDD) 
The design team will prepare an IDD that meets DFAT’s Investment Design Quality Standard, builds upon existing experience and incorporates lessons learned throughout AusP3 implementation to date. 
The design team will undertake stakeholder consultations virtually and as required in person.  A consultation plan will be developed with the Pacific Development Implementation Section (PDV). These consultations will, inter-alia, aim to leverage the technical expertise and knowledge of DFAT-funded, in-line technical advisers working in the SIDS. 
The IDD will follow the DFAT template (attached), Aid Programming Guide and Design & M&E standards.  The update will have a particular focus on:  
· [bookmark: _Hlk106617588]framing the design within the context of Australia’s International Development Policy (2023) with specific reference to building genuine and respectful partnerships; increasing attention to the accelerating climate crisis by increasing climate investments and addressing risks; and supporting local leadership and local actors
· articulating outcome statements that are realistic, clearly defined and measurable
· building upon the effective approaches developed during AusP3 Phase 1 to deploying and supporting personnel to the SIDS
· strengthening attention to the way in which the platform may use pooled resources to perform a broad range of enabling functions for DFAT Posts including support for administrative, training/education, research/analysis, M&E, GEDSI mainstreaming and climate change activities
· preparing a detailed budget and budget assumptions in accordance with DFAT’s Development Procurement, Agreements and Systems Branch (DVB) guidance
· outlining governance and management arrangements at both platform and service order levels to ensure fiscal control and strategic oversight at the Platform level, as well as maintenance of government-to-government relations at posts
· preparing a ‘minimum-sufficient’ Monitoring and Evaluation Framework at design which includes outcome level indicators and measures which facilitate investment level reporting, and which are aligned with DPP Performance Assessment Frameworks and DFAT’s international development performance delivery framework


Required annexes: 
a. Program Logic model (if not included in main document);
b. Implementation & Governance Arrangements (including organisation chart and other details as appropriate including roles/responsibilities of stakeholders); (if not included in the main document);
c. Policy Dialogue Matrix;
d. ‘Minimum Sufficient’ M&E Framework;
e. Risk and Safeguards Tool including the risk register;
f. Budget and Resourcing Requirements (including costing methodology).

2. Statement of Requirements	
The Design Team will draft a Statement of Requirements, which conforms to DFAT standards, for use in the preparation of the request for tender for the contract to implement the program.
The Statement of Requirements should aim to balance the need for clear contractual responsibilities with the need for flexibility to allow the platform to be responsive to the dynamic strategic priorities of both Australia and the SIDS, and to allow tenderers to innovate in their bids. The Statement of Requirements should be developed with a particular consideration of facilitating effective performance management of the contractor by DFAT. PDV will facilitate meetings between the Design team and DVB who will be undertaking the procurement.

Specification of Design Team 
The design team will have the skills and experience outlined below.  
· Extensive experience in designing aid programs with a preference for experience in design of facilities/platforms and designing programs in the Pacific.
· Proven ability to draw on DFAT and international best practice to inform design; 
· Proven skills in designing MEL frameworks for facilities, with inclusion of outcome-level indicators and measures, as well as GEDSI and climate change indicators and measures
· Strong interpersonal skills and ability to work collaboratively with DFAT managers and technical experts;
· Familiarity with and sound knowledge of DFAT key policy priorities and aid programming guide, including gender equality and disability inclusion.
Duration and Phasing 
Duration of engagement – up to [space left to complete sentence] days total. The Design Team will participate in the below key activities.
	No
	Activity
	Schedule

	1
	Prepare a design plan for DFAT approval
	TBC

	2
	Desk Review
	TBC

	3
	Virtual Mission/consultation with key stakeholders
	TBC

	4
	1st draft updated IDD submit to DFAT
	TBC

	5
	2nd draft updated IDD submitted to DFAT
	TBC

	6
	Address Peer Review inputs and submitted Finalise updated IDD
	TBC

	7
	Prepare Statement of Requirements
	TBC



Deliverables 
The Design Team will provide DFAT with the following deliverables:
a) A Design Plan including the planned approach, methodologies, consultation plan and implementation schedule. 
b) A 1st draft Investment Design Document (up to 25 pages plus annexes)
c) A final draft Investment Design Document (up to 25 pages plus annexes) incorporating DFAT and Independent Appraisal comments.
d) A Statement of Requirements for future tender documents that conforms to DFAT standards.

DFAT Design Management
Design Owner: will be the Director, Pacific Development Implementation Section (PVD), Pacific Development Branch. The Design Owner will be the primary decision maker for the design mission. Final acceptance/approval of all Design Team outputs will rest with the Design Owner.
Design Manager: will be the Senior Program Support Officer, PVD.  The Design Manager will provide guidance to the design team and manage quality assurance processes and consultation across relevant posts and desks. 
The DFAT team will be actively involved in all stages of the design process, especially where it involves consultations with Government of Australia and SIDS government partners. The DFAT team will provide guidance to the Design Team, review drafts and seek comment from across DFAT stakeholders in Canberra and at posts. The DFAT team will be responsible for seeking approvals of Design Team inputs and will be responsible for managing internal DFAT design processes (independent review, peer review and approvals). The DFAT team will provide support to the Design Team including:
· Provision of background documentation and policies required to undertake the design;
· Identification of key stakeholders; 
· Seeking and setting up virtual consultations with stakeholders in SIDS; and,
· Coordinating with DFAT desk colleagues to seek and set up virtual consultations with stakeholders in Australia. 

Materials for Desk Review
[This section has been left blank]

Annex D:	Draft Terms of Reference for AusP3 Steering Committee

Chair: Senior Responsible Officer
Membership: Heads of Mission, Deputy Heads of Mission from participating countries, country Directors (Director Kiribati, Nauru, and Tuvalu; Director North Pacific), representatives from relevant DFAT policy areas. Platform Team Lead and Contractor Representative attend as observers (for reporting and responding to questions).
Purpose: In accordance with the requirements of the Public Governance, Performance and Accountability (PGPA) Act 2013, the Partnerships Platform Steering Committee (PPSC) is responsible for ensuring that AusP3 is working in a manner most likely to achieve the Platform outcomes and is managing the expenditure of public monies appropriately.
The PPSC is also responsible for ensuring that AusP3 implementation aligns with Australia’s International Development Policy, country Development Partnership Plans and Investment Strategies (for countries not requiring DPPs). 
Finally, the PPSC has responsibilities, in accordance with the Revised Commonwealth Risk Management Policy 2023, to regularly review the effectiveness of AusP3 risk identification, management and controls.
Country-level aid management and coordination meetings: The PPSC will be informed by the results of country-level aid management and coordination meetings for Kiribati, Nauru, Tuvalu, and the North Pacific, chaired by ###############. These meetings will consider and make recommendations on the overall activity pipeline, budget, performance, concepts, and designs, which will inform AusP3 activities. DFAT may request input from the AusP3 Support Unit to inform these meetings. 
Frequency and focus of PPSC meetings: The PPSC will meet six-monthly (quarter two and quarter four each year) with the following standing agenda items to review of:
1. Platform performance by outcome area and country: this may include reviewing and endorsing AusP3 reports or requiring further and better reporting, as appropriate.
2. Minutes and recommendations of country-level aid management and coordination meetings.
3. ’Whole-of-platform plans; the PPSC may endorse the plans or require amendments, as appropriate.
4. Financial management of AusP3, including oversight of budget v actual expenditure across the platform and SOs.
5. Progress in furthering DFT’s policy priorities, specifically, GEDSI, localisation and climate change.
6. Risk identification, management and controls (Platform level and SO level)
Partnerships Platform Investment Criteria:
To be revised as part of the AusP3 Design Update.
Secretariat services: The AusP3 managing contractor will provide secretarial services to the PPSC. However, the PDV Contract Manager will review and endorse PPSC meeting minutes before circulation.

Annex E: Text version of AusP3 Program Logic
Description
This program logic is arranged as a theory of change, with a goal and objective at the top, and three end of investment outcomes arranged below. Below each end of investment outcome are three intermediate outcomes, and below the intermediate outcomes are a list of outputs relating to the intermediate outcomes and the relevant end of investment outcome. There is also a box spanning the width of the page below the intermediate outcomes which states: GEDSI and climate adaptation mainstreamed across development outcomes and targeting programming where appropriate. AusP3 uses evidence and management practices to improve and adapt activities to maximise aid effectiveness.

Program Logic Components

Goal at top of page: Smaller Pacific countries are well governed, stable, and resilient 
Objective: Australia’s support to smaller Pacific countries is more efficient, effective, and equitable.

End of Investment Outcomes
End of investment outcome 1, Governance program delivery: Kiribati, Nauru and Tuvalu realise key economic governance outcomes, including GEDSI outcomes
End of investment outcome 2, Enabling development: Smaller Pacific countries access efficient, effective, and equitable development program support in priority areas
End of investment outcome 3, Strong relationships and partnerships in agreed priority areas: In-country and regional partners and programs are coordinated and provide opportunities for increased effectiveness of Australian investments in smaller Pacific countries

Intermediate Outcomes
Intermediate outcome 1.1: Australia and partner governments systematically prioritise responses to economic governance challenges and opportunities, including GEDSI considerations
Intermediate outcome 1.2: Australia’s strategic development programming delivers sustainable progress for smaller Pacific countries on economic governance, including progress on GEDSI
Intermediate outcome 1.3: MERL products and processes support prioritisation of challenges, policy formulation, and results measurement
Intermediate outcome 2.1: AusP3 development programs are designed and delivered effectively and efficiently, delivering sustainable impact and responding to emerging needs
Intermediate outcome 2.2: Australia’s delivery of development programs in smaller Pacific countries represents value for money
Intermediate outcome 2.3: MERL products, including on GEDSI, support adaptive program management, reporting, results measurement, knowledge management, and learning
Intermediate outcome 3.1: Australia identifies, develops, and maintains effective partnerships and relationships for its investments in smaller Pacific countries
Intermediate outcome 3.2: Smaller Pacific countries access a range of Australian, other donor, and regional partnerships that support development and relationship outcomes
Intermediate outcome 3.2: MERL products and processes support partnership engagement, policy dialogue, and results measurement

Outputs listed under end of investment outcome 1 
Development Activity Delivery Outputs 
1. AUSP3 Investment Criteria agreed
2. Context analyses (e.g. capacity gap, PEA) conducted
3. Consultative workshops conducted
4. AUSP3 country priorities (or other products) developed
5. Budget throughput allocations agreed
6. Economic governance programs designed and implemented
7. GEDSI analysis conducted, integrated into development activities, and implemented
8. Capacity development activities (e.g. short courses) delivered
9. Adaptive MERL products recording progress produced
10. Policy discussions held using MERL products
Outputs listed under end of investment outcome 2
Enabling Outputs 
1. AusP3 established and in-country Partnership Officers recruited
2. TA mobilised and managed for strategic advice, design, implementation, and monitoring of development activities
3. In-line advisors mobilised and managed
4. Cost effective and efficient modalities identified and implemented
5. Procurement delivered
6. Operations manual, policies and strategies developed
7. Australia Awards and grants administered
8. MERL Framework, reporting knowledge management processes established
9. MERL products highlighting efficiencies, effectiveness and value for money generated

Outputs listed under end of investment outcome 2
Partnership and Relationship Outputs 
1. Partnerships and relationships identified that support and enhance effectiveness of development investments
2. Partnership and relationship administrative support arrangements established (e.g. MoUs, RoUs, twinning agreements)
3. TA and support delivered through partnership and relationship arrangements
4. Relationship-building events (conferences, workshops) facilitated
5. MERL products produced that demonstrate partnership benefits
image2.png
Goal Smailer Pacific countries are weli governed, stable, and resilient

Objective Australia’s support to Smaller Pacific countries Is more efficient, effective, and equitable.
Endof
Investment
Outcomes
(E0IOs)
10.1: Australia and partner governments systematically prioritise T A e et e T e e et 103.1: Australia identifes, develops, and maintains effective
responses to_economic governance challenges and opportunites, S e P S parterships and relationships for ts investments in smaller
Intermediate inclucing GEDS considerations. e e Pacific countries.
Outcomes (10s) :;.;.ﬁa :ﬁ;ﬂ;ﬁi&fﬁ;ﬁﬂﬂzg mﬁ’:s":ﬂ:‘:? 1022 Australiz's delivery of development programs in 103.2: Smaller Pacific countries access a range of Australian,
e e ] ‘smaller Pacific countries represents value for money. :ﬂ:e: :0:::‘(::: r:ﬁixﬂ::ﬂ: ;hat support
1043 NErt Pl S e sceasee s oport s it of 10:2.3: MERL products, including on GEDSI, support adaptive. w” . P "
Fram it e program management, reporting, results measurement, MERL products and processes support partnership
knowledge management, and learning. engagement, policy dialogue, and results measurement.
Development Activty Delivery Outputs Enabling Outputs Partnership and Relationship Outputs
» AUSP3 Investment Criteria agreed » AusP3 established and In-country Partnership Offcers » Partnerships and relationships identified that support and
Outputs » Context analyses (e.g. capacity gap, PEA) conducted recruited enhance effectiveness of development investments
» Consultative workshops conducted » TA mobilised and managed for trategic advic, design, » Partnership and reltionship administrative support
» AUSP3 country prirites (or other products) developed implementation, and monitoring of development actvties arrangements established (e.g. MoUs, RoUs, twinning
> Budget throughput allocations agreed » Indine advisors mobilised and managed agreements)
» Economic governance programs designed and implemented » Cost effective and efficient modaites identified and » TA and support delivered through partership and
» GEDS! analyss conducted, ntegrated into development actvities, and implemented relationship arrangements
implemented » Procurement delivered » Relationship-bulding events (conferences, workshops)
» Capacity development activities (e.g short courses) delivered » Operations manual, policies and strategles developed facltated
» Adaptive MERL products recording progress produced » Australia Awards and grants administered » MERL products produced that demonstrate partnership
» Policy iscussions held using MERL products » MERL Framework, reporting knowledge management benefits

processes established,
» MERL products highlighting efficiencies, effectiveness and
value for money generated





image1.jpeg




