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[bookmark: _Toc122618678]Executive summary 	
The Mid-Term Evaluation aims to provide an overall independent evaluation of the Action “Improving synergies between Social Protection and Public Finance Management (SP&PFM)”, funded by the EU and co-implemented by ILO (lead agency), UNICEF and the Global Coalition for Social Protection Floors (GCSPF) paying particular attention to its intermediate results measured against its expected objectives. Initially planned for the period 01/10/2019-30/09/2021, the Evaluation finally covered the whole year 2021 and integrated some of the activities carried out in the first part of the year 2022.

The Evaluation assessed the relevance, coherence, effectiveness and efficiency of the Action and its three components namely Approach 1 covering the 8 pre-selected countries supported through medium-term technical assistance and capacity development, Approach 2 including on-demand shorter-term advisory services and global and regional activities aiming to take advantage of synergies across the country interventions and covering overall coordination, quality assurance and research related to SP effects.  

The Evaluation was based on a documentary review, interviews with EU staff and IPs at headquarters and 9 country case-studies (five countries of Approach 1 and four countries of Approach 2). The main challenges the Evaluation had to face were, first, the impact of COVID-19 on the Action and the change of priorities which has taken place; second, the complexity to single out the contribution of the Action which is part of a wide range of existing and new programmes currently being implemented and finally, the different context in which the Action has been implemented making difficult to draw general lessons across countries. 

Overall, at the end of 2021, 55,5% of the overall budget has been committed, which corresponds broadly to the time already spent (60% including the inception period). Projects under Approach 1 showed uneven execution rate ranging from 42.3% in Angola to 65.3% in Ethiopia with some delays observed due to the COVID-19 as well as various external factors. The cross-country component covered on the one hand, coordination and support to implementation which was fully achieved, and on the other hand visibility and communication as well as learning and exchange of experiences. These two last components (with the exception of the communication component at cross-country level) were relatively unimplemented at the end of 2021, and should rather be deployed during the last part of the Programme.  
Relevance 
The SP&PFM Action, fully coherent with the rights-based approach and the principles of universality, social inclusion and non-discrimination promoted by the IPs and the EU, and proposing an innovative approach for addressing the extension of SP starting from the funding and budget side, was considered very relevant and timely by all the actors met. Overall, projects have addressed country specific needs and priorities in the area of SP policies thanks to the accumulated experiences of IPs, the demand driven approach adopted and the consultation process undertaken at the start. However, the PFM dimensions of the project which were at the core of the Action could have been further addressed. Projects through one or two components have mostly focused on the upstream part of the budgetary process (definition of priorities, strategic planning and medium-term financing) without being involved in fiscal policies discussions. 

Overall, the Action has fully integrated the change of context following COVID-19 outbreak and has effectively reorientated its activities towards supporting rapid response to COVID-19 and emerging needs, mainly through Approach 2 projects. When looking at the Action as a whole (Approach 1 and 2), the main group having benefited from the Action is the one of informal workers, mainly because of the COVID-19 outbreak and their vulnerability following the loss of revenues. Other vulnerable groups were more unevenly targeted through country projects of Approach 1 (poor households and children, persons with disabilities and gender equality).
Coherence, coordination and complementarity
Overall coherence among the different components of the country’s projects has been more demanding under Approach 1 than under Approach 2 due notably to a wider intervention logic and objectives. The high level of fragmentation that characterized the SP sector and the difficult macroeconomic and fiscal environment, aggravated by the COVID-19 crisis, have also challenged the overall coherence of the projects’ SP and PFM components. 

The attempts to foster inter-institutional relations between the social and finance ministries and the level of policy dialogue and technical engagement of the IPs with the Ministries of Finance on PFM and financing dimensions of SP policies have so far remained uneven across countries. Existing EU budget support operations or projects in SP as well as proactive involvement of the EUD in some countries have been conducive in that regard. 

While providing strong managerial, technical and advisory supports to the country project teams, the cross-country and global components of the Action have not yet genuinely contributed to strengthen the coherence and coordination of the Action at country level nor provided opportunities for exposure to cross countries’ experiences. 

Broadly, each project at country level has been designed considering other EU and IPs interventions as well as other donors’ involvement in SP. If the IPs have benefited from and participated to existing SP coordination mechanisms at country level, they have also advocated for the strengthening of such coordination systems. Participation of the IPs to the national PFM reform coordination working group has been more uneven despite some progress observed in some countries in terms of SP financing and financial governance issues addressed in these PFM sector working groups.    

No evidence was found regarding potential overlapping or redundancy between the Action’s project activities at country’s level and other IP’s interventions under other projects in the social protection sector with systematic efforts to promote complementarities and coherence when relevant and possible. However, the boundaries between all these interventions have often remained relatively porous making difficult to attribute to each concerned project. Synergies, coherence or complementarities between the Action’s projects and EU interventions have also been promoted in countries where the EU and EU Members States were funding projects implemented by the same IPs, especially where the EUD have had a more proactive involvement to promote these coordination and synergies with the national stakeholders, as in the case of sector budget support, on PFM and SP reforms. 
Effectiveness: outputs and intermediary outcomes achieved 
Broadly, the Action is achieving its outputs and is likely to contribute to its expected intermediary outcomes, despite two years which were seriously impacted by COVID-19, though it is often difficult to isolate the specific contributions of this Action as it operates alongside and in complementarity with a number of other interventions. 
The Action has contributed to strengthen capacities of national administration and SP stakeholders, to 1) take informed decisions on SP strategies, financing, reforms and programmes both at the strategic level by supporting technically the development of national policies, roadmaps and implementation plans, and also by producing a range of analytical tools and diagnostic studies on particular aspects of SP which contribute to the SP policy process, though it was less successful in establishing contingency plans and multi-year funding strategies) and 2) conduct national SP policy planning and delivery notably in terms of design and introduction of new programmes or on particular components of delivery systems and improved operational systems for SP. In this area, training have been highly successful and innovative, well anchored institutionally and with potential to continue to have long-term influence even beyond the implementation period of the Action.

There is to date less evidence of the integration of such improvements into the budget process. The fact that a large part of the Action’s analytical tools and studies on PFM dimensions of SP policies is still on-going in a lot of countries makes it difficult at this stage to assess the genuine outcomes.  

In countries where the GCPSF has been involved as a partner, the Action has contributed to substantially increase civil society engagement and social partners’ participation in national dialogue around SP. It is to be expected that this will lead to greater transparency, accountability, and oversight. 

Finally, the degree to which the Action has strengthened the capacity of EUDs to contribute to policy dialogue and to ensure the improved effectiveness of budget support for SP is less clear.
[bookmark: _Toc120719753]Effectiveness: contribution to outcomes and sustainability
Though it is difficult to be confident of the Action’s contributions to the intended outcomes or to be able to gauge sustainability at this point in the programme cycle, the findings show that national SP systems will certainly have been strengthened, although the extent to which they are sustainable will depend to a large extent on factors outside the Action’s control. The initial indications about increased coverage of universal SP systems in beneficiary countries are broadly positive, and more particularly for unemployed and informal sector workers whose vulnerability was particularly exposed by COVID-19 which shifted the Action’s focus for expansion of SP away from some of the “traditional” vulnerable groups (e.g. women, children, older persons, persons with disabilities). With some exceptions, there is as yet little evidence emerging that these systems will deliberately be more gender responsive or more disability-inclusive. This is an aspect which will need to be accelerated during the remainder of the Action in an emerging post-COVID-19 context.

Regarding adequate, diversified and more sustainable financing of national SP systems and greater Government ownership and financing of SP, there has been substantially increased Government and external investment in SP over the lifetime of the Action, both globally and in most of the countries engaged in the Action, but this is as a direct response to COVID-19 and is in many cases temporary. 

In reality the Action will be judged on the degree to which it has been able to institutionalise adaptive SP and contingency funding into the core framework of national SP systems. There would appear still to be some work to do to ensure that lessons from COVID-19 are captured, that the designs to which the Action has contributed are replicable in future, and that PFM arrangements are in place to allow rapid expansion of SP in response to future shocks.

Efficiency 
The Review found that implementing partners selected, i.e., ILO, UNICEF and the GCSPF, were very suitable and qualified for the implementation of the Action given their previous experiences on SP projects in partner countries and established links with local organisations and authorities. The instruments and methodologies selected by the Action, i.e., 6-month inception phase, involvement of the civil society and good flexibility, have also been relevant to achieve its objectives. So far, the level of implementation has been considered as relatively satisfactory by IPs, even though most of Approach 1 countries face delays in the implementation of their activities due to the pandemic and other factors including political factors, IPs’ different public procurement procedures and the difficulty to find qualified experts. 

The IPs have set up good coordination between themselves and with appointed domestic partners, mainly through informal exchanges due to the slow set up of Steering Committees, and with development partners through DP working groups. Regarding the overall management arrangements, the Action has been complex and demanding and requires strong coordination and technical capacities, notably due to the high number of partner countries and its pilot dimension. In this regard, the work of the PMU has been very useful to maintain close and regular exchanges with country teams, and provide timely backstopping, monitor progress of the projects, and react quickly to challenges and discuss possible solutions. Exchanges with the EC have been quite regular (mainly through SC meetings, document exchanges and ad hoc consultations), but have not allowed for extensive EU involvement in the management of the Action. At country level, the collaboration with the EUDs has varied from country to country but overall, the EUDs felt that they had not been active partners of the projects.

Some weaknesses were nevertheless encountered in the monitoring process at country levels and in capturing projects main effects: apart from annual reports delivered in March of the following year, there was little regular feedback, which makes it difficult for actors not directly involved in implementation to monitor ongoing projects. Moreover, the M&E framework is essentially based on indications of outputs, with very little visibility of financial inputs, and does not provide a clear view of the outcomes achieved and expected impacts. 
Short Term recommendations for the on-going Action 
· Rec 1: Consolidate the capacity building achieved, draw lessons and share experiences from Approach 1 & 2 projects and cross-country activities
· Rec 2: Strengthen joint management in Approach 1 countries as well as visibility, ownership and monitoring of activities and results
· Rec 3: Increase the involvement of Ministries of Finance and Planning and international partners working on fiscal policies
· Rec 4: Give even more attention to transparency and accountability issues by consolidating the involvement of CSOs and pushing for public debate on SP spending


Recommendations for further actions for improving synergies between SP and PFM
· Rec 5: On the basis of the pilot projects carried out under the Action,   develop a joint approach on how to address budgetary issues in a post-COVID-19 context, including the downstream part of the PFM system  
· Rec 6: Ensure a more comprehensive and more systematic engagement with Ministries of Finance and Planning on fiscal space issues and budget allocations to SP and with international partners having greater leverage on DRM/PFM reforms
· Rec 7: Support a more balanced and well-informed social dialogue between the different actors involved: the executive, the legislature (Parliament), CSOs and trade unions.
· Rec 8: Consolidate the capacity building achieved and develop a sustainable process for exchange and capitalisation of work done at country and cross-country levels
· Rec 9: Raise policy dialogue on PFM and SP and coherence of DPs support
· Rec 10: At EU level, ensure more synergies with other existing support (SRPC, SOCIEUX+, Advisory services, EUROsociAL, ECHO)
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[bookmark: _Toc122618680][bookmark: _Toc65778524]Purpose of the document 
This draft synthesis report presents the conclusions and recommendations of the Mid-Term Evaluation of the EU Action “Improving Synergies between Social Protection and Public Finance Management”. The present report provides members of the Reference Group (RG) the synthesis of the findings following desk analysis and field missions, and based on the evaluation framework proposed and approved in the inception report (December 2021). The programmes of 9 of the 18 partner countries were the subject of an in-depth case study, the findings of which are presented in a country note included in Annex 5.    

The first section details the objectives and scope of the Evaluation and the methodological approach. Section 2 summarises some key elements of the Action and the reconstructed intervention logic that served as a framework for the Evaluation. Before turning to the findings themselves, the implementation of the different components of the Action is reviewed.  The report then presents in section 3 cross-cutting findings regarding the relevance, the coherence, the effectiveness and the efficiency of the Action. The lessons, conclusions and recommendations are then discussed in section 4. The final section provides a work plan for the dissemination phase of the evaluation results. 
[bookmark: _Toc122618681]Objectives and scope of the Evaluation   
The Mid-Term Evaluation aims to provide an overall independent evaluation of the Action “Improving synergies between Social Protection and Public Finance Management (SP&PFM)”, funded by the EU and co-implemented by ILO (lead agency), UNICEF and the Global Coalition for Social Protection Floors (GCSPF) paying particular attention to its intermediate results measured against its expected objectives.  Initially, the terms of reference provided for the period 01/10/2019 - 30/09/2021. As the annual reports are the main source of information on the implementation of the Action, it was suggested to extend the evaluation period to 31/12/2021 as a first step in order to have the necessary information on 2021. During the missions carried out between June and September 2022, additional elements were provided on the activities of the first part of the year 2022, which were naturally taken into account. In addition, it was also suggested to include one of the beneficiary countries of the second call launched in September 2021 (Lao PDR) in the case studies in place of Sri Lanka, which allowed for a fairly comprehensive view of all that has been undertaken by the Action up to mid-2022.

The Evaluation covers the three components of the Action namely:
Approach 1 covering the 8 pre-selected priority countries supported through medium-term technical assistance (TA) and capacity and knowledge development activities provided by ILO, UNICEF and – in four countries – the GCSPF.
Approach 2 that includes providing on-demand shorter-term advisory services by ILO to countries selected following calls for proposals: the first call with the objective of supporting responses to COVID-19 resulted in the selection of 10 countries and the second call aimed to support recovery from COVID-19 selected a further 6 countries.
Global and regional activities aiming to take advantage of synergies across the various country interventions and covering overall coordination, quality assurance and research related to SP effects. 
The Evaluation aims to assess, along the lines of the OECD/DAC evaluation criteria, the progress and quality of the implementation against the implementation plan and the likelihood of achieving expected results of the Action at the end of the implementation phase. The Evaluation must consider the context of an evolving cooperation policy with an increasing emphasis on result-oriented approaches and the contribution towards EU foreign policy objectives and the implementation of the SDGs. A specific emphasis is placed on the management and governance structure and cross-country activities especially the extent and quality of the evidence and knowledge generation approaches. Based on its findings and conclusions, the Evaluation must provide lessons learned and recommendations to the EU and its IPs to improve current and future actions. 
[bookmark: _Toc122618682]Methodological approach for the Evaluation
[bookmark: _Toc122618683]The evaluation framework 
The evaluation framework guiding data collection and analysis has been structured around a set of 5 Evaluation Questions (EQ) dealing with 1) relevance; 2) coherence, coordination and complementarity; 3) effectiveness against outputs; 4) effectiveness against outcomes and sustainability; and 5) efficiency. For each EQ, judgement criteria and indicators were identified to guide the Evaluation (see final inception report). The final grid was approved in January after taking into account the comments made by the EU and the IPs. 
[bookmark: _Toc122618545]Table 1: Evaluation Questions
	EQs
	Evaluation criteria
	Question 

	EQ1
	Relevance
	To what extent has the SP&PFM Action (and each of its components) remained consistent with EU and implementing partner’s policy and programme frameworks and has addressed beneficiary countries’ SP and PFM priorities (policies and plans) and needs? To what extent has the Action integrated priority issues (most vulnerable populations, environment, migration) and responses to COVID-19 crisis and other shocks?  

	EQ2
	Coherence, coordination, and complementarity
	To what extent have the EU Action’s components and activities been consistent with each other and contributed to reinforce the overall coherence of EU’s and its implementing partners’ interventions in the SP and PFM areas at country level? To what extent have these EU-financed interventions promoted complementarity and coordination at country level with other donors’ interventions (EU Member States and development partners) in the SP and PFM sectors?

	EQ3
	Effectiveness (outputs and intermediary outcomes)
	To what extent is the Action achieving its outputs and is likely to contribute to expected intermediary outcomes? 

	EQ4
	Effectiveness and sustainability (outcomes)
	To what extent is the Action likely to contribute to the intended outcomes and to ensure the sustainability of progress made?

	EQ5
	Efficiency
	To what extent have the choice of instruments, the management framework and the human and technical resources deployed by the partners facilitated the achievement of the intended outputs and intermediary outcomes on time and at reasonable cost?  





[bookmark: _Toc122618684]Tools for data collection and analysis
Data was collected and analysed using three main tools : 
Documentary review of policy and programme documents available as well as of research and studies addressing the links between SP and PFM (see bibliography in annex 3) 
Interviews with EU staff and IPs at headquarters to collate their views on the EU programme, the means made available to implement the Programme, the main difficulties faced, etc. (see list of interviews in annex 2)
Country case studies: as part of the Evaluation, five countries of Approach 1 and four countries of Approach 2 were selected for in-depth study. To that end, field missions of 5 days for Approach 1 countries and 3 days for Approach 2 were initially planned. However, for Approach 2 countries, it was decided that the missions would be conducted remotely due to travel constraints for such a short stay and the fact that the projects were already closed by the time of the field phase. Furthermore, Sri Lanka was supposed to be part of the case studies but, in view of recent political events and the difficulty of organizing a mission in this context, it was decided to replace it by the case of Lao PDR (as the only representative of an Approach 2 country from the second call for proposals).
The field phase took place between June and September 2022. The evaluators have finally conducted four field missions (to Approach 1 countries) and five remote missions (to Approach 2 countries and Angola[footnoteRef:2]). These missions resulted in the production of country notes summarizing the main findings in each country studied (see annex 5).  [2: 	Following the presidential elections held at the end of August 2022, the absence of a new government in September, and the uncertainties related (1) to the availability of key public civil servants for face to face meeting as well as (2) to the COVID-19 sanitary situation, the mission was finally organised remotely to facilitate its logistics. ] 

[bookmark: _Toc122618546]Table 2: Calendar of the field phase 
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[bookmark: _Toc122618685]Main challenges  
As anticipated in the inception phase, the Evaluation has faced several challenges. Among those challenges, the following deserve to be highlighted. 

First, the COVID-19 pandemic, hitting as it did when the Action was entering its implementation phase, had an inescapable impact on activities. As discussed elsewhere in this report, the IPs responded quickly and adapted effectively. But with partner Governments also fully occupied in responding to the unparalleled challenges, it was impossible to engage on the type of long-term strategic development that the Action had intended: the focus of the Action had to be diverted to reactive response.

Second, the attribution of changes in SP policies to the Action proved to be very complicated: the Action is only one stone in a much larger edifice, and the boundaries between all the programmes implemented by the partners are relatively porous even of there were no redundancy observed. Moreover, the COVID-19 crisis context has had a strong impact on programmes and, more generally, on SP systems, which makes it difficult to isolate the Action’s achievements and results in relation to what was initially planned. 

Third, the duration of the Evaluation was much longer than expected with conclusions and recommendations that are probably too late to be really useful for the continuation and end of the Action. The delay, which can be explained on the one hand by the postponement of the desk phase in order to have the 2021 annual reports and on the other hand by the difficulty of setting mission agendas in very busy political and institutional contexts, also reflects the innovative  and multidimensional nature of the Action.

Fourth, the countries engaged in the Action vary enormously, both in their fundamental characteristics and in the level of maturity of their SP systems. Some of them were also in the throes of particular crises, in addition to the challenges imposed by COVID-19: coups d'état in Burkina Faso, resumption of military rule in Myanmar, civil war in Ethiopia, civil strife in Sri Lanka, foreign exchange crisis in Lao PDR. This makes difficult to draw general lessons across countries, including policy lessons for Social Protection and PFM. However, this does not preclude an assessment of how the Action in these different contexts has been able to ensure the relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of its interventions.


[bookmark: _Toc122618686]Objectives of the Action and state of implementation 
[bookmark: _Toc122618687]EU support to SP and specific objectives of the Action    
Over the past decade, the EC has paid increasing attention to SP issues and has gradually developed an intervention strategy to support the development of SP systems. Two main milestones can be pinpointed: 1) the 2012 Communication “Social Protection in European Union Development Cooperation” (COM(2012) 446) aiming to  fully integrate SP into EU development policy and in support of the adoption in 2011 of the Social Protection Floors (SPF) Initiative led by ILO advocating for nationally-defined social protection floors; 2) the 2015, “Supporting SP systems: Concept paper n°4” as a conceptual basis (not so much of an operational guidance, as the design of SP systems must be tailor-made) responding to the call in COM(2012) 446 to “support the development of nationally-owned SP policies and programmes, including social protection floors, while seeking to promote good practice in policy formulation and the design and development of SP systems.”
[bookmark: _Toc122618511]Figure 1: Evolution of the EU Social Policy framework  
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During the last decade, there has been a growing focus on bringing together humanitarian, risk-reduction, resilience-building and developmental approaches with a key role of SP in building household resilience before shocks occur and at the same time as increasing the capability of SP systems and programmes to respond to shocks after they occur. In that context, the European Commission published in 2019 the EU Reference Document on Social Protection across the Humanitarian-Development Nexus (2019) and the Social Protection across the Humanitarian-Development Nexus Guidance Package (SPaN Guidance Package) to provide “key information, tools and procedures for implementing and operating social protection programmes in situations of shocks and protracted crises”. 
Since 2012, the EU has been supporting the development of sustainable SP system through various channels among which capacity building support through ASIST and SOCIEUX+, as well as through specific programme such as the EU SP-SYSTEMS (EU-SPS) together with the OECD and Finland, supporting the development of sustainable SP systems in 10 partner countries between 2015 and 2018. In the framework of its cooperation with Latin America, the EU, through the EUROsociAL programme, has been providing support since 2005 to reducing inequality, improving levels of social cohesion and strengthening the institutions of Latin American countries with a particular focus on the process of designing, reforming and implementing social policy. The third phase of this cooperation programme has started in 2016 adding a specific gender perspective to its interventions. In recent years, it has also increasingly used budget support through Sector Reform Performance Contracts (SRPC) to support SP policies. According to the EU[footnoteRef:3], as of December 2020, the EU is implementing Social Protection programmes in 29 partner countries. Almost half of the EUR 1.75 billion investment in SP is implemented through budget support. About 75% of these programmes is spent to support social transfers to individuals. [3: 	https://europa.eu/capacity4dev/results-and-indicators/social-protection-0] 


The Action under review with a budget of 22,9 MEURO including 20 MEURO from the EU, aims to contribute to improving the design and implementation of gender-sensitive, disability-inclusive and shock-sensitive SP systems and to expanding universal SP coverage in 24 partner countries by putting a strong and innovative focus on its mutual interconnection with fiscal policies and PFM, with an emphasis on domestic resource mobilization, digital and SDG strategies.

To better highlight the cause-and-effect links between inputs, outputs, outcomes and impacts expected by the Action, an Intervention Logic (IL) was rebuilt[footnoteRef:4] emphasizing especially expected outputs and their direct effects on the decision-making process related to SP systems and programmes (intermediary outcomes). Through its Action’s supports, the EC expects to deliver outputs aiming to provide knowledge, tools, capacities and sharing of experiences that may contribute to 1) improved SP policy design and implementation; 2) stronger integration of SP in PFM system and fiscal policies, with a focus on financing dimensions of SP; 3) strengthened PFM and SP advocacy, multistakeholder approach and consensus building. [4: 	The rebuild IL is an analytical tool which is different from the Action Logframe. The reconstruction exercise intends to disentangle the rather condensed nature of the Action’s three specific objectives to better identify expected outputs and outcomes in order to simplify the results chain.] 


Based on that, partner countries from the Action are expected to strengthen, expand and make their SP systems and programmes more robust, efficient and transparent while ensuring their strong gender-responsive and disability-inclusive dimensions. These outcomes will pave the way for an increased universal SP coverage for their population, especially the most vulnerable. The funding of national SP systems is expected to be more adequate, diversified and financially sustainable. Shock sensitive, responsive and adaptive SP programmes will be more systematically designed, financed and operated in order to mitigate possible social and economic impacts for the population, especially the most vulnerable, in the relevant beneficiary countries.     
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Expanded and more efficient, sustainable, inclusive and adaptive SP systems should lead to increase universal SP and coverage of vulnerable population, and should contribute to more equitable income distribution and reduced inequalities. These are important conditions for sustainable and inclusive economic growth as well as monetary and non-monetary poverty reduction in the medium-term.

Three key dimensions of the Action across the IL have been highlighted: gender-responsive and disability-inclusive SP; PFM aspect of SP systems; advocacy, awareness and consensus building.   
[bookmark: _Toc122618688]Addressing synergies between SP and PFM at the core of the Action
While the IL of the Action is quite broad, encompassing a large range of actions related to SP policy design and implementation which are already covered by many programmes, it brings in some specific dimensions. The Action focuses in particular on implementing a comprehensive, structured and sustainable approach towards SP by including PFM dimensions and by gathering key international partners and EU units working on SP issues. It focuses on capacity-building and advocacy to strengthen and stimulate Governments’ and partners’ capacities to improve and expand life-course risk protection measures and more specifically 1) for improving partner countries’ design and financing of SP systems; 2) for implementing and monitoring effective gender-sensitive and disability-inclusive SP systems and programme for all while ensuring financial sustainability and macroeconomic stability; 3) for developing and applying shock-sensitive SP programmes and systems adapted to the needs of those living in protracted fragility and crises, including forcibly displaced persons.

In parallel with the growing emphasis on SP, the EU has gradually increased its focus on the links between SP and PFM. In the 2012 Communication, PFM was briefly mentioned mainly for increasing fiscal space to fund SP, to support good governance and to avoid leakages in the SP. In 2015, the concept paper was more specific, mentioning PFM issues as increasing government revenue, reallocating public expenditure (from lower to higher priorities), enhancing operational efficiency, replacing grant sources with tax sources for sustainable SP systems. The growing use of SRPCs in the field of SP has highlighted the needs to reinforce the way fiscal policies and budget processes address SP implementation. 

The Action considers PFM as a key dimension of SP policy. It focuses on interventions across the PFM value chain, including the political economy of social protection for influencing and designing programs and policies, but also working with governments on fiscal space and PFM processes. SP systems should be operated and controlled by government units and their implementation is carried out through the PFM system which includes all components of a country’s budget process (OECD 2009). The Action Document highlights several PFM dimensions that need to be taken into account for developing effective SP systems: the source of financing and the link with Domestic Resource Mobilisation; the articulation between the State budget and the SP budget; the assessment of financial sustainability and macroeconomic stability; the need to have an adequate budget policy aiming to reallocate expenditure in favour of SP and the most vulnerable populations (with a particular focus on women, children, older persons and persons with disabilities); the delivery mechanisms at central and local governments levels. Both contributory and non-contributory schemes need adequate and sustainable financing which raise several issues in terms of: 1) overall fiscal policy and of debt trajectory with a view to maintain long-term macroeconomic stability; 2) the administration’s capacity to collect taxes and other revenues; 3) the choice of allocation of available resources to the different priorities of the government. 

The capacity to deliver, execute and track budgeted or programmed expenditure is also key for implementing and monitoring effective gender-sensitive and disability-inclusive SP systems. Several components of the PFM system are directly concerned: strategic planning and medium-term financing; annual budgeting and budget programming; budget execution including revenue management, control, accounting and reporting; and monitoring and evaluation, audit and oversight. Figure 3 highlights the main challenges for SP system implementation at each stage. Transversal issues such as reporting and transparency are also a challenge for SP as does the complex political economy of the budget. 
[bookmark: _Toc122618513][bookmark: _Toc65778525]Figure 3: Synergies between PFM and SP
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[bookmark: _Toc122618689]State of implementation 
A budget of EUR 22,9 million was allocated to the Action of which EUR 20 million come from the EU, EUR 1,9 million from ILO and EUR 1 million from UNICEF. The resources were allocated as follows: 
EUR 14,8 million for Approach 1 (64,7% of the budget)
EUR 4,8 million for Approach 2 (21,3% of the budget) (of which approximately EUR 3 million for funding Approach 2 projects and 1,8 for coordination and technical advices)
The remaining EUR 3,2 million for regional and global activities (14.0% of the budget) including the research on multiplier effects of SP expenditure and revenue collection on domestic demand and growth. 
[bookmark: _Toc87883368][bookmark: _Toc122618547]Table 3: Action budget by components and partners (EUR)
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Source: Budget Annex III; Financial report as at 31.12.21 

Overall, the financial execution of the project as reflected in the financial report (55% in total) corresponds to the time already spent (60% including the inception period) but the situation is not similar for all project components. As far as projects under Approach 1 are concerned, the execution rate is uneven, ranging from 42.3% in Angola, to 65.3% in Ethiopia. The case studies have shown that due to COVID-19 and other external factors, there are some delays in activities implementation (see EQ5).  
[bookmark: _Toc122618548]Table 4: Projects under Approach 1 (October 2019-May 2023)
	Countries
	Budget (Euro)
	Spending/ commitment at the end of 2021
	% of disbursement (end 2021)
	Implementing partners

	Angola
	1.853.809
	784.413,33
	42,3%
	ILO, UNICEF

	Burkina-Faso
	1.853.554
	841.084,57
	45,4%
	ILO, UNICEF

	Cambodia
	1.852.291
	1.116.322,63
	60,3%
	ILO, UNICEF, GCSPF

	Ethiopia
	1.851.920
	1.208.927,33
	65,3%
	ILO, UNICEF

	Nepal
	1.852.051
	959.514,66
	51,8%
	ILO, UNICEF, GCSPF

	Paraguay
	1.853.135
	832.356,7
	44,9%
	ILO, UNICEF

	Senegal
	1.853.880
	850.565,26
	45,9%
	ILO, UNICEF, GCSPF

	Uganda
	1.849.484
	904.296,68
	48,9%
	ILO, UNICEF, GCSPF

	TOTAL
	14.820.124
	7.497.481,16
	50,6%
	


Source: Financial Report as at 31.12.2021

In Approach 2, while projects funded under the first call were all closed at the end of 2021, the second call launched at the end of 2021 has permitted to reach 6 new countries and to allocate the EUR 1 million left in the pipeline for projects. An additional EUR 1.8 million has been included in Approach 2 countries to cover coordination and implementation support as well as communication and visibility (see below).   
[bookmark: _Toc122618549][bookmark: _Hlk101278557]Table 5: Projects under Approach 2 first call for proposals
	Country
	Project 
	Budget (Euro)
	Period

	First call

	Malawi
	Enhancing Financial Management and Fiscal Sustainability for Social Protection in Malawi
	200.000
	October 2020 - October 2021

	Bangladesh
	Building institutional mechanisms for the gradual extension of SP
	200.000
	October 2020 - December 2021

	Nigeria
	Strengthening and Expanding the National Social Registry (NSR) as a shock-responsive social protection system
	179.032
	December 2020 - November 2021

	Sri Lanka
	Supporting the social protection response to the impact of COVID-19 – Tourism sector
	223.547 USD
(est 200.000 €)
	December 2020 - December 2021

	Ecuador
	Strengthening Social Protection System for Unemployment Benefits in Ecuador 
	186.963
	December 2020 - November 2021

	Peru
	Strengthening Social Protection in the Event of
Unemployment
	186.985
	October 2020 - September 2021

	Myanmar
	Building a sustainable Social Protection Response to the COVID-19 crisis in Myanmar
	199.790
	November 2020 - December 2021

	Cabo Verde
	Improving and promoting the extension of social protection coverage to those groups of people more affected by COVID-19
	200.000
	December 2020 - December 2021

	Côte d'Ivoire
	Supporting the response to the COVID-19 crisis in Côte d'Ivoire: an opportunity to extend social protection to workers in the informal economy
	200.000
	December 2020 - January 2021

	Togo
	Responses in support of informal economy workers during the COVID-19 crisis
	196.256
	October 2020-October 2021

	TOTAL 
	
	1.949.026
	

	Second call

	Colombia
	Promote labour formalization of the migrant and returned population from Venezuela
	169.927
	March 2022 – March 2023

	Kenya
	Build back better through the expansion of social protection coverage to the informal economy and vulnerable groups
	167.566
	March 2022 – March 2023

	Kyrgyzstan
	Enhancing disability-inclusiveness of social protection system in Kyrgyzstan
	166.537
	March 2022 – March 2023

	Lao PDR
	Building a sustainable and shock-responsive social protection system in Lao PDR
	249.100
	April 2022 – March 2023

	Viet Nam
	Strengthening gender-sensitive social protection in Viet Nam through a multi-tiered child benefit
	165.850
	March 2022 – February 2023

	Zambia
	Accelerating the extension of coverage of the Zambia National Health Insurance scheme to the poor and vulnerable through the strengthening of national capacity in actuarial modelling
	168.400
	March 2022 – February 2023

	TOTAL
	
	1.087.380
	


Sources: Approach 2 Projects’ documents 

The third budget line is dedicated to cross country activities which encompasses the coordination and support to the implementation of the Action, visibility and communication on the Programme and activities aimed at maximizing the exchange of experience and cross-learning and at facilitating knowledge development and learning on SP. It also includes the cost of GCSPF involvement in 4 of the 8 Approach 1 countries. 

Coordination and support to implementation including technical advice: based on available information, the cost of coordination and support to implementation is estimated to reach EUR 2.86 million[footnoteRef:5] for the whole duration of the Action (including travel and equipment) of which 60% has been already committed end of 2021 (66% of human resources and only 3% of travel and equipment). As mentioned, these costs are covered by both the cross-country and Approach 2 components which makes it difficult to monitor the activities and tasks carried out in this area. For instance, expenditure charged to points 1.3 and 1.4 of the "human resources" budget for Approach 2 (technical experts – actuarial; statistical; PFM; legal; policy; communication) for an amount of €410,000 at the end of 2021, seem not specifically related to Approach 2 and more used at a global level.   [5: 	Corresponding to the “human resources” line in cross country budget and Approach 2 budget.  ] 


The global component also included the organisation of the first advisory group meeting in August 2021. 

Visibility and communication: the costs linked to the visibility and communication of the Action and projects, totalling €703,533.53, are split between the three components of the project, which, for a pilot programme such as this one, may not seem very justified, particularly as it requires coordination, guidance, efforts to find synergies, etc. Only 145.251,37€ have been spent at the end of 2021, mainly through the cross-country component (where the initial budget of 56.913,15€ was largely exceeded)[footnoteRef:6].  [6: 	Mainly for the communications and visibility strategy, guidance on the graphic and visual identity, the Programme’s website, a video introducing the Action, PPT and Word templates and guidance for social media postings] 


Learning and exchange of experiences: the budget specifically dedicated to learning (500.000€) is, in the end, rather limited in view of the ambitions sought as shown in the table below describing all activities planned. At the end of 2021, few activities have been carried out; 22% of the budget has been spent, mainly on the research strand and the training on SP&PFM[footnoteRef:7]. The case studies have confirmed that this component has been little developed so far; nevertheless, regular monitoring and technical assistance to the various country projects simultaneously by the PMU have allowed them to facilitate some exchange experiences and best practices between countries.  [7: 	Unfortunately, no details are provided at that level in the financial report 2021.] 

[bookmark: _Toc122618550]Table 6: Cross country activities
 
	Planned research activities
· Research project on multiplier effects of SP expenditures on the level of economic activity in nine countries (Cabo Verde, Ecuador, Malawi, Mexico, Pakistan, Paraguay, and Viet Nam. Angola and Senegal have been removed from the case studies due to lack of data available)
	Planned analytical work and tools development
· Analytical work on Fiscal space and good governance 
· Further development of the EU SPaN Guidance Package
· Refining of ISPA tools, TRANSFORM and ILO good practice guides
· Civil Society Training Manual on Public Financial Management for Social Protection

	Planned training activities
· Training and capacity building, specifically Public Finance Management and Fiscal Space course 
· Building a culture for SP among EUDs, Ministries of Finance and the private sector
	Communication and visibility strategies
· Meetings/workshops/conference
· Programme Web site
· video introducing the Action, and in 2022, newsletters, social media 
· Webinar on SP and PFM on financing shock responsive and SP systems (sept 2022)


[bookmark: _Toc122618551]Table 7: Cross-Country activities
	
	Budget (Euro)
	Spending/Commitments at the end of 2021
	% of disbursement (end 2021)

	Human resources
	1.389.725
	874.033,20
	62,9%

	Travel, Equipment and supplies and Local Office costs
	72.800
	6.388,71
	8,8%

	Communication and visibility
	56.913,15
	98.227,34
	172,6%

	Activities (other services)
	500.241    
	114.157,72
	22,8%

	Activity 1: Research on multiplier effects and coordination of other research activities
	100.000
	N/A
	Ongoing 

	Activity 2: Backstopping analytical work, in particular on fiscal space
	55.000
	N/A
	N/A

	Activity 3: Further development of the EU SPaN Guidance Package  
	30.000
	N/A
	N/A

	Activity 4: Support application and refining of ISPA tools, TRANSFORM and ILO good practice guides
	40.000
	N/A
	N/A

	Activity 5: Training and capacity building, specifically Public Finance Management and Fiscal Space course
	80.000
	N/A
	Training provided

	Activity 6: Support to regional and global meetings/ workshops/ conferences                                                                       
	65.241
	N/A
	N/A

	Activity 7: Translations, Editing and Formatting
	30.000
	N/A
	N/A

	Activity 8: End of project international (closing) workshop/conference 
	100.000
	N/A
	N/A

	Grant to GCSPF
	916.254
	864.976,27
	94,4%

	Total
	3.206.948,00
	2.094.828,07
	65,3%


Source: Financial Report as at 31.12.2021

[bookmark: _Toc122618690]Main findings 
This section presents the findings related to the relevance, the coherence and coordination, the effectiveness and the efficiency of the Action, based on documentary reviews, interviews with the IPs, members of the SC and the University of Sao Paulo, and the nine case studies. For each EQ, an overall assessment of the achievement of the judgement criteria is provided reflecting evaluators’ perceptions based on the findings. A colour has been assigned according to the evaluators’ own assessment: bright green (highly achieved); light green (partially achieved in good way); orange (some dimensions achieved but not yet satisfactory); red (not at all achieved).  
[bookmark: _Toc122618691] Relevance 
	EQ1
	To what extent has the SP&PFM Action (and each of its components) remained consistent with EU and implementing partner’s policy and programme frameworks and has it addressed beneficiary countries’ SP and PFM priorities (policies and plans) and needs? To what extent has the Action integrated priority issues (most vulnerable populations, environment, migration) and responses to COVID-19 crisis and other shocks?  

	JC 1.1
	The SP&PFM Action and its components (at global, regional and country levels) remain consistent with and supportive of the EU and implementing partners’ policy and programme frameworks (Com (2012) 446, Consensus for development, ILO Decent Work Agenda, ILO’s global Flagship Programme on Building Social Protection, UNICEF’s strategic plan 2018-2021 (goal 5), UNICEF’s Strategic Framework on SP 2019)
	

	JC1.2
	JC1.2 Country projects under Approaches 1 and 2 and cross-countries activities address the key priorities and needs of beneficiary countries including PFM factors determining country capacities to implement sustainable SP systems (domestic financing, efficiency of PFM delivery)
	

	
	
	

	JC1.3
	JC1.3 The responses provided by the Action to COVID-19 and other shocks were relevant according to the immediate needs and the long-term objectives of the Action
	

	JC1.4 
	JC1.4 The Action and its components (mainly country projects) address priority issues such as inclusion of the most vulnerable population (children, persons with disabilities, migrants), gender equality and transition to formal economy
	




The SP&PFM Action, aimed at increasing the population's access to universal SP coverage in partner countries, is fully coherent with the rights-based approach and the principles of universality, social inclusion and non-discrimination promoted by the EU and the IPs. The Action aims to advocate for the establishment of national SP floors and increasingly higher level of social protection, as supported by the ILO Convention No.102 and Recommendation n°202 and endorsed by UNICEF's Global Social Protection Programme Framework and the EU 2012 Communication “Social Protection in European Union Development Cooperation” (COM (2012) 446).

At country-level, even if the broad initial set-up has proven challenging, notably due to the unprecedent COVID-19 situation, projects under Approaches 1 and 2 have addressed country specific needs and priorities thanks to the accumulated experiences of IPs, the demand driven approach adopted and the consultation process undertaken at the start. The formulation of the projects has been based on national strategies and in consultation with national constituents, and civil society in countries covered by the GCSPF (see EQ2). The 6-month inception period was key to allow for a large consultation process to assess the needs (in some countries, identified through recently-completed sector reviews (Senegal, Togo) or specific diagnosis undertaken for that purpose (Angola)), and to adjust the intervention to support the COVID-19 response.

In Cambodia[footnoteRef:8], the Project Strategy was designed around the support to the implementation of the NSPPF (2016-2025) and the PFM Reforms and is well suited to the long-term development vision of the sector.  [8: 	The three expected outcomes aiming 1) to improve design and monitoring of SP programs under the NSPPF and to increase use of evidence on SP impact system to enlarge coverage of social protection; 2) to enhance the planning, budgeting and M&E capacities of Social Protection institutions; 3) to strengthen the delivery of Social Protection services at sub-national level.] 


In Senegal, the priority areas of the project have been defined thanks to several recent reviews of the SP system and the objectives were fully in line with the National Social Protection Strategy (2016-2035). 

In Uganda, project design and activities were coherent with GoU’s commitments in the NSPP. 

In Angola, the finalisation and operationalisation National Social Action Policy (NSAP) (adopted by Presidential decree on 8/02/2021) was one of the main focuses of the project. The project carried out an ABND for that purpose. 

In Paraguay, the project aimed to support the implementation of the SPS ¡Vamos!, a framework supporting the implementation of SP with an integrated rights-based and life-cycle approach.

The topic of the Action (improving synergies between SP&PFM) was considered very relevant and timely by all the actors met, for two main reasons. First, the issue of long-term financing of SP systems is considered as key and complex. Second, the emergence of COVID-19 has shown the importance to channel rapidly important resources through the national budget, to reach the more vulnerable people and to be prepared for future shocks.

The Action had a pilot and innovative ambition from the outset to address the extension of social protection by consolidating public financial management. The link between SP and PFM has not been extensively explored before and there was no common view on how to address it. Country teams have expressed many questions on how to reinforce those synergies. Although some trainings were provided on SP&PFM, there has not been enough guidance in the Action document and from HQ teams during the inception phase of the Programme on means and activities to link SP and PFM. The country teams were left to figure out how to address this issue, even though they did not initially have much experience in this area given the innovative character of the Programme. 

The projects formulated under Approach 1 focus mainly on the upstream part of the budgetary process (widening the fiscal space, enlarging financing options including contributory capacities and programming expenditure on the various existing programmes). In terms of PFM, the most important issues addressed by the Action were the funding of SP by the State (mainly based on ILO Handbook on Fiscal Space and UNICEF’s Public Finance for Childrenframework) and the implementation of programme or performance-based budgeting in ministries delivering social assistance programmes (Angola, Cabo Verde, Cambodia, Malawi, Nepal, Paraguay, Senegal, Uganda). The issue of financing SP has been treated separately for contributory and non-contributory systems, even though they are complementary (the more people are covered by a contributory system, the less social assistance is needed for these families). The attention given to the execution and accountability components of the budget cycle has been rather limited (see annex 4).

In Angola, the focus of the project on the costing of the newly adopted Social Action Policy, to develop a fiscal space analysis and to build capacities among the administration (including institutions involved in SP policies on planning and budgeting) have been relevant in relation to the existing challenges to ensure social policy budgeting and financing, and fiscal sustainability and efficiency of any future non-SP programmes.

In Cambodia, the links with PFM were clearly seen as one of the main specificities and interests of the project but initially it was not clear how to approach this issue. The issue of long-term funding of SP system was seen as critical but not easy to address in a country where the Government is not keen to enter into the discussion of fiscal space and budget allocations. PFM dimension was mainly covered by reinforcing the budgetary process and implementing the newly adopted performance-based budgeting in SP sectors including developing adequate M&E frameworks.

In Senegal, synergies between SP and PFM were mainly addressed at two levels, both highly relevant: 1) identifying sustainable sources of financing (mainly by working on various scenarios) and 2) better understanding of SP spending by delimiting the scope of SP expenditures and reviewing the current state of SP expenditures. Capacity-building activities were also organized for parliamentarians and officials from relevant ministries on programme-based budgeting. The trainings were not directly focused on SP but will allow the actors involved to orient the SP budget on this basis. 

In Paraguay, the project has launched several studies and diagnostics related to the SP system’s budget efficiency as well as costing and fiscal space analyses to inform future policy decisions on the new SPsystem “Vamos!” which should imply SP expansion. It has also delivered, in collaboration with the Budget Department of the Ministry of Finance and the Social Cabinet of the Presidency of the Republic, training activities on public finance for SP analysis and on result-based budgeting to civil servants in charge of managing social sector budgets. Finally, the project has also set up a partnership with the School of Government of the Universidad de Chile and the Catholic University of Asunción to develop a syllabus and pedagogic strategies for a new academic curriculum on PFM and SP.

In Uganda, the project has supported discussions on affordability through annual Budget Briefs, a Policy brief on expanding fiscal space for SP in Uganda, and the organisation of a National Budget Dialogue on SP in NDPIII.

Overall, the rather light coverage of PFM issues is evidenced by the limited involvement of Ministries of Finance in most national projects. Indeed, the governmental linkages were mainly made with the Ministries of Labour and SP institutions in the countries, while the link with representatives of the MoF was less systematic and more complicated to establish, especially in cases where the IPs had no previous contacts with them. In countries where the EUD had BS of PFM reform operations, like for example in Paraguay and Angola, the project, with the support (or injunction) of the EUD, has managed to establish linkage with the MoF and involved them in the project’s architecture. Overall, the current macroeconomic context characterised by growing instability, notably due to the impact of crisis on domestic resource mobilisation and on the needs to rebuilding fiscal buffers, did not offer the best conditions to discuss SP financing and political choices. DPs more specialized in the field of PFM and domestic revenue mobilisation, i.e., IMF and WB, could have been more likely and credible to influence MoF on these issues. It has been difficult to develop a strong PFM approach without working with them or their resources on those topics.

In Cambodia, the Ministry of Economy and Finance outside the GS-NSPC was not fully involved in the project, despite the collaboration between the MEF and the EU on PFM. 

In Senegal, the project was not really well known by the MoF even if it has requested the project to produce in-depth notes on a couple of financing options that were identified through a study funded previously by the EU and ILO. 

In Uganda, the project has not been able to engage sufficiently with the MoFPED, so issues around future financing of SP have not yet been satisfactorily addressed (although it is expected that the project’s extensive work with parliamentarians will lead to indirect engagement with MoFPED).

However, in Angola, the project has been able to capitalise on the existing UNICEF-MoF Memorandum of Understanding in order to enhance its relationship with the Ministry. Also, in Paraguay, the project has deepened collaboration between the Technical Unit of the Social Cabinet of the Presidency of the Republic and the MoF (General Budget Directorate) to promote the national PFM reform on result-based budgeting to the SP sector.  

Similarly, in Approach 2 countries where the project focused on the delivery of social protection benefits in response to COVID-19, exchanges with MoF have been limited or non-existent, except in Bangladesh where there was evidence of coordination with both the Ministry of Labour & Employment and the Ministry of Finance and in Malawi where the project has commenced an analytical study on the costing of the Social Protection Floors and fiscal space analysis in collaboration with the Ministry of Finance and Economic Affairs. 

Finally, the PFM dimension was mainly addressed in relation to  improving specific schemes by providing valuable technical elements to build the case for extending SP and to inform or influence decision making, mainly through fiscal space analyses and financing options assessments (Angola, Paraguay, Côte d’Ivoire, Ethiopia, Malawi), through undertaking actuarial simulations to strengthen social insurance financial sustainability (Ethiopia and Nepal), to extend coverage to workers in the informal economy (Malawi, Togo) or to introduce or reform unemployment benefits (Ecuador, Myanmar, Peru, Bangladesh), and producing technical studies. 

The scope of Approach 2 projects was meant to be more limited and, given their focus on workers, concentrated more on the development and implementation of contributory schemes. Overall, they proved to be very relevant to the context and useful. The first call for proposals for Approach 2 was launched after the pandemic began and aimed to support the extension of national SP systems in response to the COVID-19 crisis in selected countries. These projects under Approach 2 have almost all focused on the extension of SP to workers, mostly from the informal sector, particularly affected by the pandemic and the loss of income during this period[footnoteRef:9]. This has been done either through support to the design and implementation of social insurance schemes to workers of the informal economy (Cabo Verde, Côte d’Ivoire, Myanmar, Togo, Sri Lanka), design of unemployment benefits schemes for workers of the formal economy (Bangladesh, Ecuador, Myanmar, Peru), or cash transfers to support workers in specific sectors (garment industry in Bangladesh, tourism sector in Sri Lanka). The target groups of projects under the second call for proposals (with its focus on recovery from COVID-19) have been more diversified than the first one, focusing also on persons with disabilities (Kyrgyzstan), pregnant women (Kenya) and children (Viet Nam), although extension of SP to informal workers remains the issue most addressed by the Action (Colombia, Kenya, Lao PDR, Zambia).  [9: 	Perhaps the one exception was in Nigeria where the main focus was on the extension of the National Social Registry.] 


At global level, the cross-country component consisted mainly of the general management of the Action by the Programme Management Unit, representing a large amount of work given the number of countries, as well as technical advisory and communication and visibility activities. The global component also included research to support advocacy for SP investments (research on the multiplier effects of Social Protection conducted by the University of Sao Paolo), and the design and refining of technical tools (ISPA, TRANSFORM, SPaN). However, the sharing of experiences between countries was not yet established until 2022 – except for those covered by the GCSPF – and projects at the national level are always aware of the outputs from the research on multiplier effects. Thus, although necessary for the proper running of the project, the cross-country component has up to now not been able to address fullythe needs of exchanges for partner countries and national stakeholders.
Overall, the Action has fully integrated the change of context following COVID-19 outbreak and has effectively reorientated its activities towards supporting rapid response to COVID-19 and emerging needs, mainly through Approach 2 projects. While some of the Approach 1 country projects have provided support for the design of COVID-19 response mechanisms, generally-speaking, country teams decided to maintain their initial workplan and activities, on the basis that they considered that these were still relevant for building more resilient SP systems.  Approach 1 country projects also did not focus on capturing lessons that would allow partner countries to learn from COVID-19 response to inform the development of more long-term shock-sensitive SP programmes (except in Cambodia with the extension of the Family Package policy,in Uganda where the COVID-19 responses formulated with the help of the project fed into the design of GirlsEmpoweringGirls (GEG) systems and the advocacy from the GoU for the implementation of a parish development model, and in Nepal with the integration of shock-responsive elements in the national SP framework). The still fragile situation in which the partner countries find themselves, whether in terms of health or economics, is the main reason for this, with the recent energy crisis and the rise in commodity prices only accentuating this fragility.  

In Cambodia, the project has been reoriented to support the RGC in its response to the COVID-19 crisis. The project has contributed to the development of the cash transfer programme, mainly by improving targeting and delivery process and expanding the system to 3 million people in a very short period. The project also managed to take advantage of the growing interest of the RGC and the DPs in SP schemes to develop longer-term engagement to strengthen SP.

In Uganda, the project participated in the design of COVID-19 responses, which has fed into the design of GEG systems and to support (with WFP) to the implementation of a parish development model being advocated by GoU. This will have positive implications for future shock response.

In Senegal, specific support was provided to the Ministry of Labour to communicate information on COVID-19 measures and aid for workers through a digital platform, and, in collaboration with the WB, the National Single Register (RNU) was updated in one region, but the overall workplan did not change. The same case occurred in Angola and Paraguay where it was decided to continue with the initial activities, still relevant for the strengthening of SP in a medium and long-term perspective.

Overall, when looking at the Action as a whole (Approach 1 and 2), the main group having benefited of the Action is the one of informal workers. This is explained by the predominant role of ILO which has developed a strong experience in supporting the extension of contributory systems for informal workers as well as by the need during the Pandemic to cover the “missing middle”, who were neither on social assistance for the poorest nor have sufficient and regular income to overcome shocks.  

Other vulnerable groups were more unevenly targeted through country projects of Approach 1: poor households and children, and, to a lesser extent, to persons with disabilities and gender equality, mainly by supporting the building of gender-sensitive SP systems and programmes. These target groups have been supported both by social assistance programmes which primarily target vulnerable households, children, and people with disabilities. 
 

	
	Workers of the informal economy
	Workers of the formal economy
	Persons with disabilities
	Children and vulnerable households
	Gender equality

	Approach 1
	Angola, Cambodia, Ethiopia, Nepal, Paraguay, Senegal, Uganda
	
	Cambodia, Ethiopia, Nepal, Senegal, Paraguay
	Angola, Cambodia, Ethiopia, Nepal, Paraguay, Senegal
	Uganda, Senegal, Paraguay, Ethiopia

	Approach 2
	
	
	
	
	

	First call
	Bangladesh, Burkina Faso, Cabo Verde, Côte d’Ivoire, Ecuador, Malawi, Myanmar, Peru, Sri Lanka, Togo
	Bangladesh, Ecuador, Myanmar, Peru
	
	Cabo Verde, Nigeria
	

	Second call
	Colombia, Kenya, Lao PDR, Zambia
	
	Kyrgyzstan
	Kenya, Viet Nam
	


[bookmark: _Toc122618692]Coherence, Coordination and Complementarity
	EQ2
	To what extent have the EU Action’s components and activities been consistent with each other and contributed to reinforce the overall coherence of all EU’s and its implementing partners’ interventions in the SP and PFM areas at country level? To what extent have these EU-financed interventions promoted complementarity and coordination at country level with other donors’ interventions (EU Member States and development partners) in the SP and PFM sectors?

	JC 2.1
	EU Action interventions under each project’s component have been coherent at country levels and have integrated the interests of different stakeholders at all levels and final beneficiaries of SP
	

	JC 2.2
	EU Action’s cross-country component increased coherence and coordination of the project activities at country level and contributed to disseminate good practises in the area of SP and PFM cooperation programmes and national strategies ’among donors' community and other partner countries.     
	

	JC 2.3
	The Action’s documents and activities have been designed and implemented to strengthen coherence and complementarity with other EU and implementing partner’s interventions and policy dialogue related to SP and PFM policies and humanitarian aid at country level
	

	JC 2.4 
	SP&PFM project design and intervention at country level have been coherent and coordinated with other donors’ intervention
	

	
	
	



Overall, the EU Action’s interventions at country level have been aligned with national priorities and needs in terms of SP national polices and reforms as well as with the interests of key stakeholders considering the promoted demand-driven and consultative approach of each national project. The involvement of relevant SP institutions and the promotion of ownership by all actors and stakeholders of the national SP sector has been developed at the onset of the formulation stage of each country’s project. For the 8 countries under Approach 1, the formulation process relied on a mix of diagnostics of national SP sector, carried out by the IPs and often involving a multi-stakeholder dialogue and consultation process including all the concerned or relevant government authorities, social partners (e.g. workers’ and employers’ organizations) according to the focus and objectives of the project and its activities. In some countries, the inception and formulation phase also included additional in-depth stakeholder mapping, SWOT analyses of the SP sector including specific policy gap and institutional reviews and, in some case, comprehensive political economy analysis. In general, the design process of each Action at country level benefited from previous involvement, analyses, databases or existing interventions of the IPs and has been able to capitalize on their knowledge of the SP sector and their existing relations and dialogue with the key stakeholders in the SP sector.

In Senegal, the preparation of the Action promoted an inclusive and participatory approach with an inception workshop with keys stakeholders to brainstorm and discuss about the interventions to be included in the intervention logic of the Action. The project document was developed in a participatory manner involving civil society organizations, the Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Economy, Ministry of Community Development and the Ministry of Labour. Members of the GCSPF such as WSM participated actively in the design of the project. 

In Angola, the Action is the result of analyses carried out by ILO and UNICEF offices, in consultation with government authorities and it has ensured a large stakeholder involvement in the elaboration of the proposal to support the government led process to design a new National Social Action Policy. The main stakeholders involved were the Ministries of Social Affairs, Labour and Social Security, the Ministry of Finance, the National Social Security Institute (INSS) and the workers and employers’ organizations. 

In Paraguay, the analysis carried out by ILO and UNICEF offices to identify the main challenges of the country’s SP and the coordination of the different policies and programmes in view of an integrated SP system were done in consultation with the staff of Technical Unit of the Social Cabinet under the Presidency of the Republic and of the Ministry of Finance as well as with the workers’ and employers’ organizations. The implementation of an initial Assessment-based national dialogue (ABND) and the project’s support to foster the National Council on Social Action, which is in charge of coordinate the SP policy at national level, allowed a satisfactory consultation process. 


Similar process has been observed under the countries under the Approach 2 though these interventions have been more specific with a narrower focus. The ILO initiated a traditional tripartite consultation process in that purpose between the concerned ministries (Labour, Social Welfare), the social security organizations and the economic and social partners as well as the promotion of comprehensive social dialogue on the process of extension of SP.

In Lao PDR, the Ministry of Labour and Social Welfare, the national social security organization, as well as the Lao Federation of Trade Unions together with the Lao National Chamber of Commerce and Industry participated in the assessment and consultation process initiated by the government and supported by the project to address the revision of the Social Security Law. 

In Togo, the general directorate of SP under the Ministry of Labour, the Social Security Fund (CNSS), the National Health Insurance Institute (INAM) and the representatives from the self-employed and workers in the informal economy as well as the professional organizations (trade unions, chamber of commerce and trade) have been consulted and involved in the formulation and execution of the project on the extension of the nationalSP. 

In Peru, in order to prepare a proposal for a comprehensive scheme of SP against unemployment coupled with an active labour market policy,  the project supported at the same time (i) the creation of a working group composed of senior officials from the Ministry of Labour and Employment Promotion and the Ministry of Finance,  (ii) the process for a social dialogue with trade union and employer’s organisations and (iii) a coordination and reporting process to the congressional (Parliament) committee responsible for SP affairs. 

Overall coherence among the different components of the country’s projects has been more demanding in the countries under Approach 1 than under Approach 2 due notably to a wide intervention logic and objectives. In some countries, the topic was quite new to the IPs and in other countries, the high level of fragmentation that characterized theSP, has not facilitated the overall coherence of the projects’ SP and PFM components. 
In the projects’ attempts to foster inter-institutional coordination process and stronger relations and coordination between the social and finance ministries, the level of engagement with the Ministries of Finance has so far remained uneven. Countries where the EU had in place budget support operations or projects in SP related matters (e.g. Paraguay, Burkina Faso), or was in the process of designing ones in the SP sector (e.g. Angola) have been sometimes more conducive for the project to promote the involvement and dialogue with representatives from the Ministry of Finance, such as the budget department or the directorate of economic studies. This is the case especially where the project works on specific diagnostics and studies related to fiscal space analysis for social SP, public expenditure reviews, costing and financing gap reviews of contributory social security schemes (e.g. in Paraguay, Angola, Nepal, Burkina Faso) and to a lesser extent on actuarial studies (Peru). But the process of carrying these analytical tools is still on-going in a lot of countries and it is yet difficult to assess what will be the genuine outcome of the project in terms of strengthening collaboration between the Finance and SP ministries. If the projects have also involved some officials from the Ministry of Finance in the participation to the training and capacity development activities or regional webinars on SP and PFM, however, it is yet difficult to address in which extent these participations have resulted in stronger synergies at national level between Ministries of Finances and SP. 

In Paraguay, the design of the intervention on generating knowledge on the costing and financing options for the national SP System “Vamos!” has involved the General Budget Directorate and the Economic Studies Division of the Ministry of Finance. 

In Angola, the project has used the existing cooperation framework that UNICEF established with the Ministry of Finance in the context of a specific Memorandum of Understanding to foster link between SP and PFM, promote stronger involvement of the Ministry of Finance on the project’s activities aiming at diffusing programme based budgeting in the social sector as well as on preparing a fiscal space analysis for SP and a costing strategy of the newly adopted National Social Action Policy. 


The EU’s Action under the cross-country (for Approach 1 countries) and global (for Approach 2 countries) components had an uneven effect on the coherence and coordination of project’s activities at country level. Strong managerial, technical and advisory supports have been provided to the IP’s country teams on a very regular basis and especially at the initial stages of the formulation and during the preparation and launching of technical activities. The cross-country component has also intended to promote exchange of information, practices and national experiences through regional training sessions (for SP and PFM analysts) and webinars on SP policy planning, budgeting and delivery, on national social policy responses to the COVID-19 pandemic or on relations between the informal sector and SP as well as on budget transparency and literacy. Due to a lack of sufficient evidence, it was not possible to conclude at the time of the present MTE whether these activities have contributed or not to increase coherence and complementarities of the different actions of each Approach 1’s project. 

Overall project’s coherence has not really benefited from cross-country activities, except in some specific case such as in Peru and Ecuador where the two projects’ teams and the ILO regional offices have identified similarity of both intervention logics of the Action at country level and has promoted the collaboration and exchange of knowledge and mutual feedback to share their respective experiences on supporting the development unemployment social security schemes. However, the countries targeted by the Action in other regions did not benefit so far from the same opportunities of exposure to good practises and cross countries’ experiences that benefit from the project. 

Overall and due to extensive in-depth stakeholder mapping exercise and consultation process, each project at country level has been designed considering other EU and IPs interventions as well as other donors’ involvement especially those supporting the design or the operationalization of national SP strategies or action plan. In some countries, the project has been capitalizing on longstanding national cooperation of the IPs, their knowledge of the institutional framework, the key stakeholders in the social sector. 

No evidence was found regarding potential overlapping or redundancy between the Action’s project activities at country’s level and other IP’s interventions under other projects in the social protection sector. On the contrary, the evaluation team has rather observed in several countries a continuum of activities, with several intertwined externalities and complementarities, funded by several IP interventions, including by the present Action, that were sometimes difficult to attribute to each specific project. The boundaries between all these interventions remain relatively porous and difficult to establish when analysing the sections on complementarity and synergy of the IP country’s reporting system. The country case studies have also informed the mid-term evaluation on the efforts provided to promote complementarities and coherence between the Action and the other IP projects when relevant and possible 
In the case where EU and EU Members States were funding projects implemented by ILO or UNICEF or in the case the EU had already in place sector budget supports or projects in the SP sector, synergies, coherence or complementarities have been systematically promoted. In the countries where the EU has a strong and long-term involvement in SP especially through the sector budget support modality, the coherence and complementarity with the projects have been stronger and enhanced. However, the proactivity of the EUD to regularly participate to the project steering committees set up by the project and to promote synergies with the existing EU intervention has been uneven. Also, during the period, the transformation of EU Sector BS into emergency COVID-19 financial support has however considerably eroded the potential synergies between the project and the SP-related performance indicators of the EU BS that were cancelled to allow rapid disbursements[footnoteRef:10]. In some countries, the EUD and the project’s IPs have also intended to capitalised on previous relevant EU SOCIEUX or EUROsociAL interventions or studies but this process has not materialised everywhere. [10:  	 DG INTPA’s Budget Support steering Committee of April 17th , 2020 regarding the EU’s “Jumbo Decision” on the reorientation of EU budget Support Operations to address the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic crisis has proposed a reorientation process that has concerned, among others, general and sectoral budget support contracts in Senegal, Cambodia, Bangladesh, Lao, Nepal, Ivory Coast, Peru, Togo, with in each case, amendments to the structure and/or timing of the BS instalment’s disbursements] 


In some cases, the Action has aimed at contributing directly to EU budget support contracts’ expected outputs, such as in Paraguay by providing support to (i) the General Budget Department to apply the national PFM reform on result-based budgeting to the newly adopted national SP system Vamos!, (ii)  the development of a national tool to collect social information on the populations lacking SP and developing integrated SP cards and (iii) the government’s capacity to prepare the operationalization of the SP system at territorial level. In other cases, where EU was formulating a new budget support contract, the Action has either technically supported the EUD and the authorities in the definition of performance indicators such as in Cambodia on the endorsement of the family SP package and on the increase of coverage of social assistance programmes. In Angola, where the EU was in the formulation process of a new budget support contract with indicators on the numbers of informal economy workers covered by the social security system, the Action has tried to promote a comprehensive policy dialogue with the national authorities, the ILO National Commission and the National Security Fund on the possible strategies for the extension of social security to the informal economy. 

However, discrepancies have been observed regarding notably the choice in supporting the national contributory or non-contributory or insurance SP schemes or the funding approach of SP system between the project and the existing EU interventions. This was the case in Angola where the project, though promoting a comprehensive approach to the different components of SP, has focused on the operationalization of the non-contributory new national SP policy whereas the EU BS rather focuses on the contributory branch of the SP system including performance indicators on social insurance extension to informal workers. In Bangladesh, the SP& PFM project has been at variance with the overall pattern of broader EUD support to SP with its focus on delivering cash support to employers rather than to individuals, as the EU budget support proposed logic intended to strengthen the delivery of social assistance to address the vulnerabilities faced by individuals through the life-course. Consequently, in the absence of strong involvement and monitoring by EU Headquarters and EUD, complementarities between the different EU interventions were not always ensured. 

Whereas delays have been observed in several countries where the Action is contributing to develop important diagnostics tools and studies on SP (fiscal space analysis, costing exercise, political economy analysis or social expenditures reviews), it is expected that once finalized, these materials will be able to further inform the EUD in their policy dialogue on SP. 

Overall at country level, projects have benefited from existing coordination mechanisms in the SP area and have advocated for the strengthening of SP donors’ coordination groups. Consultative and complementary approach with the donors involved in the Sector has been facilitated in country where national SP policy strategy or policy were in place, where structuring reform process related to key institutional or operational dimensions of SP polices was implemented or where proper social DP partner group were established. The project’s IPs, according to their experiences in SP cooperation have often played a key role in the relevant national SP sector working/coordination groups leading to engagement with key players in the sector such as the UN agencies including World Bank, the IADB or the EU Member States. Synergies and coordination of the project with other supports provided by the IPs DP have been good (Senegal, Angola, Lao PDR). Coordination with the other donors was also influenced by the proactive engagement of the EUD in the national thematic donors’ coordination groups of SP and PFM. However, potential coordination and complementarities with the WB interventions in support of PFM and SP reforms could have been improved and expanded (Senegal, Lao PDR). 

Participation of the IPs to the national PFM/DRM coordination working group is less clear in the context of this Action as well as their engagement in broader PFM reform coordination groups often led by the WB (or the Asian Development Bank for some countries). On the PFM and DRM dimensions, one observed key weakness so far is the low level of engagement of the project with the IMF except in few countries (e.g. Togo and Nepal) to address the sustainability of SP systems’ financing of SP systems supported by the Action in the context of each national medium-term fiscal frameworks.   

In Angola, the project has been instrumental in setting up a donor’s working and coordination group on SP in November 2021. The efficiency of this donors’ coordination mechanism still needs further improvement through specific terms of references (role, objective and working arrangements) and the systematisation of an agenda ahead of each meeting, minutes and follow up plans. Several activities of the project have been implemented in close partnership, collaboration or synergies with the World Bank, involved in the biggest cash transfer project in the country; the UNDP which is supporting the extension of SP to workers in the informal sector; and with the Portuguese-funded ACTION project on SP statistics. 

Complementarities with WB interventions have been observed in Senegal especially on the updating of the National Unified Register and the monitoring of the national programme on social security family allowances. But potential risks of overlapping were identified regarding the carrying out public expenditure reviews. 

In Bangladesh, ILO’s alliance with BMZ has strengthened collaboration between DPs in the area of income support for Ready Made Garments factory workers.

In Peru, the Ministry of Labour and Employment Promotion has closely associated the IADB to the project multi-stakeholders working group as it was also involved on developing unemployment insurance scheme.

In Togo, technical discussions have taken place between the project, the ILO regional office in Dakar and the IMF at the time the latter was negotiating a new Extended Credit Facility with the Togolese Government. The ILO was invited to participate to these negotiations in order to discuss the budgetary implications of the social insurance system (in its dual pay-as-you go and state-funded dimensions) supported by the EU project and discuss its financial sustainability in view of the country Medium Term Fiscal Framework.
[bookmark: _Toc122618693]Outputs and intermediary outcomes achieved or likely to be achieved 
	EQ3
	To what extent is the Action achieving its outputs and is likely to contribute to expected intermediary outcomes?
	Assessment

	JC 3.1
	The Action has strengthened capacity of national administration and SP stakeholders to take informed decisions on SP strategies, financing, reforms and programmes and to develop a comprehensive SP policy wide-approach at country level as well as to establish contingency plans and multi-year funding strategies.
	

	
	
	

	JC 3.2
	The Action has improved institutional and technical capacity to support national SP policy planning, financing, delivery and monitoring, including for responses to shocks (including COVID-19) and contributed to improve robustness and performance of national SP systems
	

	
	
	

	JC 3.3
	The Action has strengthened the capacity of EUDs to contribute to policy dialogue and to ensure the improved effectiveness of budget support for SP
	

	JC 3.4 
	The Action has promoted national dialogue around SP, has increased civil society and social partners participation in such dialogue, and has contributed to greater transparency, accountability and oversight
	



Broadly, the Action has been effective. It is important to highlight that this assessment of the Action’s effectiveness is undertaken before its conclusion and after two years which were seriously impacted by COVID-19. It is also important to note that it is often difficult to isolate the specific contributions of this Action: it (deliberately) operates alongside and in complementarity with a number of other interventions, often implemented by the same partners, thus making attribution quite challenging.

In most countries reviewed, the Action has strengthened capacity of national administration and SP stakeholders to take informed decisions on SP strategies, financing, reforms and programmes (JC3.1). 

In some cases, this strengthened capacity is at a strategic level. For example, in Sri Lanka the Action has directly contributed to the formulation of a national strategy document, and in Nepal it has supported the drafting of a National SP Framework. In Angola, too, the Project provided technical inputs to the drafting of the National Social Action Policy (NSAP) including gender, disability and shock responsive lenses. In both Angola and Paraguay, such support has comprised a comprehensive overall review of the SP sector, using an Assessment-Based National Dialogue (ABND) including a costing and fiscal space analysis and the CODI-ISPA tool to assess the existing schemes and programmes. And in Cambodia, the project has contributed to developing the options paper, programme document and the costed action plan for the future delivery of the integrated family package. In Zambia, the Action has focussed on the establishment of the National Health Insurance Management Agency and the expansion of coverage of social health insurance. Elsewhere, the Action has worked to develop roadmaps or implementation plans to support the operationalisation of a national strategy, such as in Angola and Togo. Or it has simply supported the elaboration of a common agreed understanding of the scope of SP, as in Senegal.

In other cases, the Action has produced a range of analytical tools and diagnostic studies on particular aspects of SP which contribute to the SP policy process. Here, the scope of such strengthened capacity has been narrower, focussed, in many cases, on the potential of extension of SP to the informal sector (e.g. Sri Lanka, Peru, Cambodia, Cote d’Ivoire) or on actuarial analysis of existing social insurance mechanisms (e.g. Togo, Lao PDR) or of universal health coverage (e.g. Burkina Faso). Other studies have looked at existing employment policy and labour market regulations, in terms of delivering comprehensive unemployment insurance (e.g. Bangladesh, Ecuador, Peru, Myanmar), while some have adopted a specific focus on particular stages of the life-course (e.g. pregnant women and under-2s in Cambodia; adolescent girls in Uganda; services targeting children aged 0-4 years in Paraguay; pensions for older persons in Cabo Verde) or on particular SP programmes (e.g. Senegal).

In terms of establishing contingency plans and multi-year funding strategies, a number of studies have analysed the fiscal space for SP (e.g. Senegal, Paraguay), have undertaken actuarial studies (e.g. Peru, Ethiopia) or have undertaken CGE modelling of SP interventions (e.g. Cambodia, Paraguay). 

In Angola, the project provided technical advice to the Ministry of Finance and promoted the establishment of the first ever programme-based budget. It appeared that such advice on financing and budget programming resulted in a stronger trust of the Ministry of Finance in the Project and its ability to contribute to stronger PFM for SP.

In Lao PDR, the project continued an interesting initiative to support the Ministry of Labour and Social Welfare in negotiating a new Chart of Accounts with the Ministry of Finance that would allow better monitoring and reporting of SP expenditure. This helped to rationalise SP expenditure into 13 codes that were fully consistent with international classification systems such as the International Public Sector Accounting Standards (IPSAS) and the Classification of Functions of Government (COFOG). Not only did such collaboration strengthen relations between the two Ministries, but it also established a pattern for similar reforms in other areas of social expenditure.   

Overall, there is clear evidence that the Action has increased institutional and technical capacity to support national SP policy planning, financing, delivery and monitoring (JC3.2). In some cases, this has involved the introduction of new programmes, such as the design of an urban cash transfer for adolescent girls in Uganda, or a cash transfer to workers in the tourism sector in Sri Lanka. In others, it has focussed on particular components of delivery systems, such as assessment of disability in Cambodia, updating of the single registry in Senegal and an analysis of the implementation modalities of the Universal Solidarity Income programme in Togo. But there is less evidence of the integration of such improvements into the budget process: possible exceptions include Nepal and Burkina Faso (though little is yet known about the implications of these on budgetary allocations to SP).

One channel of strengthened capacity takes the form of improved operational systems for SP. This includes for example work on national identity systems (Uganda) and associated social registries (Burkina Faso, Paraguay, Cabo Verde, Nigeria, Senegal), on delivery mechanisms (Cabo Verde, Angola, Lao PDR), on the payment of contributions through mobile money (Cote d’Ivoire), on social accountability and grievance mechanisms (Nepal, Uganda, Bangladesh), on communications and outreach (Senegal, Nepal, Ethiopia), on Management Information Systems (Cabo Verde, Nepal) or on M&E of SP programmes (Cambodia, Ethiopia).

Training has been another important channel to improve institutional and technical capacity to support national SP policy planning, financing, delivery and monitoring. Overall, the Evaluation felt that the training aspects of the Action had been highly successful and innovative, with potential to continue to have long-term influence even beyond the implementation period of the Action. The training has leveraged existing materials effectively, but has enhanced and tailored these and has added new materials. And in many cases the capacity to continue to deliver training has been institutionalised within Government and partner structures.

Perhaps because of the challenges to international mobility imposed by COVID-19, fewer countries than originally envisaged have sent Government staff and other SP stakeholders to overseas training: for example, the project in Sri Lanka sponsored the participation of two officers from the Ministry of Labour to the ILO-ITC training Academy on social security in October 2021. But some have managed regional training (in Senegal, for example, capacity building workshops on the SNPS were organized for members of the regional platform in collaboration with the World Bank; Uganda has supported participation of government officials in relevant SP conferences; the three Latin American countries developed a regional approach to training). Angola developed a diagnostic tool for institutional and staff profile skills, as a foundation for capacity building.

And all reviewed countries appear to have undertaken in-country training: the only one reviewed which appears not to have done so to any great extent is Bangladesh. Such training appears to have been a major focus in certain countries, and to have taken place among different levels and types of stakeholders including Members of Parliament and policy-makers, with some establishing processes for training-of-trainers and cascade training of staff at different administrative levels (e.g. Cambodia, Sri Lanka). In others it was more restricted and more focussed (e.g. Sri Lanka, where 153 officers were trained at national and sub national level on SP, operational guidelines and informal sector absorption; Angola, where on-the-job online training was delivered in PFM and in Statistics for SP; or Paraguay where the focus was on results-based budgeting for SP). Angola and Malawi used the TRANSFORM programme training initiative was which was implemented in partnership with the EU APROSOC project (fully funded by this EU project implemented by UNICEF). 

From Paraguay, five public service professionals and two ILO officials participated in ITC-ILO’s "Public Finance for Social Protection Analysts" English online training in 2020. Based on this, a working group was formed, including ILO and UNICEF officials from other Latin-American regions to assist in the course translation into Spanish and its adaptation to include unique documents and qualified regional tutors to incorporate the Latin American context. Paraguay also developed a syllabus for a Diploma in the Design and Management of SP Programmes, which will be delivered as part of the curriculum of a local university.

In terms of PFM, at cross-country level, GCSPF has published a Civil Society Training Manual on Public Financial Management for Social Protection. A first training session was held with representatives of the GCSPF-led alliances in Cambodia, Nepal, Senegal and Uganda. In the remainder of the Action, similar sessions will be organised with the wider GCSPF-alliances in the four countries to build up that capacity, and also to adapt the manual further to the needs of individual countries. Indications from Uganda at least suggest that the Manual has been very helpful. A tailored course on PFM and financing of SP for the country teams and EUD has also been developed (cost-shared with other ILO and UNICEF projects), and in 2020, 10 Ethiopian, 4 Paraguayan, 2 Ugandan and 4 Senegalese representatives participated in the ITC ILO course on public finance for social security. The Action has also contributed to the module on SP&PFM that has been added to the TRANSFORM training curriculum.

Many of the projects have engaged technical assistance for more specialised studies, using both national and international resources. Often this has concerned specific areas such as information technology, MIS and actuarial analysis. Where reported, the quality of this technical support appears to have been high, with no reports of poor or inadequate service. There have however been some instances of difficulties in recruiting the requisite profile of technical specialists, which have resulted in delays to implementation (e.g. Cambodia, Senegal, Burkina Faso).

At cross-country level, the Programme management unit and experts at HQ level provided individual support to all country teams to strengthen the PFM component of the Programme in a context of emphasize on emergency responses to the COVID-19 crisis. This included providing access to UNICEF’s Public Finance for Children global long-term agreements and ILO Technical Support Facility for fast-tracked mobilisation of technical experts, advice on the overall PFM approach to SP and available tools, and internal guidance on SP and PFM

Also at cross-country level, the Action launched a research project on multiplier effects of SP expenditures on the level of economic activity in nine countries by the University of Sao Paolo. Research studies are now available for Cabo Verde, Ecuador, Malawi, Mexico, Pakistan, Paraguay, and Vietnam. Angola and Senegal have been removed from the case studies due to lack of data available, while Jordan and Nepal have been added. As agreed with INTPA from the outset, this means that the configuration of countries in the multiplier effects research does not fully correspond with the countries in the main Action. It is also not yet fully apparent how the outputs from the research will contribute to the Action’s objective of raising understanding and political commitment to universal SP. To date, the preliminary results of the analysis exist only in the form of academic papers and only for four of the SP&PFM countries (Paraguay, Ecuador, Cabo Verde and Viet Nam): even they will require substantial repackaging for use as advocacy material in policy dialogue. It may therefore be too early to assess the effectiveness of this component: to date only the ILO office in Viet Nam has requested access to the analysis and has started to adapt it for advocacy purposes. In Paraguay, the ILO office with the Ministry of Finance and the Social Cabinet of the Presidency of the Republic are still considering the most appropriate process to disseminate this study and to coordinate this process with the finalisation and publication of the “in-country” project’s diagnostics and studies related to fiscal space analysis, costing, expansion and budget efficiency of the national SP system.

In many cases and especially in Approach 2 country projects, such systems strengthening was to programmes that were introduced or expanded in response to COVID-19, and for which there would therefore be potential for them to be used in future for shock response. This is the case for example with the Employment Retention Through Subsidy (ERTS) mechanism for garment industry workers in Bangladesh, the cash transfer to tourist sector workers in Sri Lanka, Cambodia’s shock-responsive Family Package, Ecuador’s improved unemployment insurance scheme, Ethiopia’s support to IDPs and Myanmar’s unemployment benefit insurance system. However, the extent to which such lessons have been captured from this to inform the design of shock-responsiveness in SP, both nationally and internationally, is unclear. It is recommended that the remainder of the Action should be used to document lessons learnt and good practice in terms of shock responsiveness, consolidating the findings in its proposed counter-cyclical research to support the SPaN guidance package.

The degree to which the Action has strengthened the capacity of EUDs to contribute to policy dialogue and to ensure the improved effectiveness of budget support for SP is less clear (JC3.3). Most reviewed countries have engaged to a greater or lesser degree with the EUDs, and there is some evidence that they have been engaged in planning and implementation. 

In Paraguay, the EUD representatives participated in the presentation of a set of studies aiming to provide scientific evidence on the political landscape of SP and the economic and social returns of SP.
 
In Peru, the EUD participated in 2 meetings of the working group at the technical level, notably on the publication of the "Unemployment Social Security for Peru", for which their prior review and opinion was required. 

At a more technical PFM level, the diagnosis on SP (SWOT analysis, SP review…) prepared by the project in Angola contributed to inform the EUD policy dialogue on SP reform and on the formulation of its new budget support programme on SP and social security in the informal sector. 

In Bangladesh, the repurposing of existing budget support to SP in order to support workers in the formal sector was a necessary realignment enforced by COVID-19, in which the EUD engaged fully.

However, very few of the EUDs consulted during the MTE acknowledged that their capacity had been significantly strengthened. Many expressed a wish to have been more directly engaged, especially in the case of Approach 2 countries. There are indications that the impact on EUDs may have been greater in countries where the EUD had previously had less engagement in SP and PFM (such as Uganda and Angola, for example) than in countries where the EUD had already been involved in budget support to SP (such as Bangladesh, Senegal and Cambodia, for example).

One consideration here is the extent to which the Action may have influenced SP and PFM in the Multi-Annual Indicative Programmes (MIP) that have been developed during the period of the Action. In Sri Lanka, it is encouraging to note that the new MIP recognizes SP as a way “to reach an inclusive and peaceful society”, and that the MIP will “aim to improve SP systems, particularly through innovative digital solutions”. It also implicitly recognizes the importance of PFM in stating that interventions will also explore options to improve the overall policy, budgetary and institutional environment related to SP. Annex 4 summarises the extent to which SP, PFM and the presence of the Action itself are reflected in the MIPs of the countries involved in the Action.

Overall, this analysis would suggest that the Action is not formally recognised as an explicit driver of the MIPs (it is only mentioned in two MIPs, those of Angola and Peru). But discussion with the IPs suggests that there has been some less tangible influence behind the scenes, and that the Action may nonetheless have contributed indirectly to raising the focus on SP as an element of those MIPs (SP features to some degree in all of the MIPs). However, this is perhaps less the case with the integration between SP and PFM (which is mentioned in only four of the 17 MIPs[footnoteRef:11]), suggesting a renewed focus on this aspect of engagement with the EUDs may be required over the remainder of the Action. [11: 	There is no MIP for Ethiopia] 


The Action has promoted national dialogue around SP, has increased civil society and social partners’ participation in such dialogue, and it is to be expected that this will lead to greater transparency, accountability and oversight. Almost all the countries reviewed provide evidence of the active engagement of ILO’s traditional tripartite partners: Government, employers and workers representatives. In some instances, the Action has gone further in terms of encouraging national dialogue, for example in Uganda, the project supported budget accountability and transparency through an open budget survey; Ethiopia deliberately engaged the media in SP debates; many countries have supported social media campaigns; and both Nepal and Sri Lanka placed a major emphasis on outreach through radio and television.

One interesting aspect here is the influence of the engagement of GCSPF in the Action. GCSPF is only active in half of the Approach 1 countries (4 out of 8), so there is an interesting counterfactual in the Approach 1 countries that do not have GGSPF partners. The difference is immediately apparent from a simple comparison across the eight Approach 1 countries (see Table 8).

Interpreted qualitatively, this clearly shows that there is substantially greater engagement of broader civil society (i.e. beyond the traditional ILO tripartite constituents) in the four main GCSPF countries, in terms of the numbers of CSOs involved, the extent of training and awareness-raising activities for civil society, the degree of civil society engagement in national SP debates and the number of outputs linked to the Action’s objectives. 

Anecdotally too, the MTE has found that positive stories of most successful civil society engagement come from the countries where GCSPF has been most active: Cambodia, Nepal, Senegal, Uganda. The added value of GCSPF in these countries revolves around their better linkages with key CSOs (e.g. those working in areas of gender and disability), their ability to advocate more vocally than is possible for the IPs or their traditional partners, their integration in existing NGO networks allowing more effective outreach and feedback loops, and their links to budget scrutiny and accountability structures.

In Uganda, they played a significant role in developing training materials and delivering training, in budget oversight and in developing proposals for better social accountability around SP.

In Cambodia the project made a significant contribution to the strengthening of the role of the CSOs and the social partners to take part to policy dialogue on SP, and notably to discuss available fiscal space, inclusion of missing middle as well as performance budgeting and M&E system and extension to informal workers. The project has contributed to consolidate the CSO-TU network (SP4ALL) which plays a growing role to develop common understanding/ analysis and consolidate views and joint positions to discuss with the Government. CSOs are now participating to the working groups implemented by the NSPC (on Social assistance, Employment based social security and Social Health protection) to coordinate SP policies and are invited to participate as an observer to the Budget working group. 

In Senegal, civil society capacity has been strengthened on the importance of expanding SP and its financing, enabling them to strengthen their advocacy with the authorities, benefiting from more legitimacy in this regard than the IPs.

Whilst in some cases there seems to have been some initial scepticism from IPs about the involvement and potential role of GCSPF, the end result of their engagement has been very positive. It is recommended that lessons should be learned from this, that these should be applied where possible in the non-GCSPF Approach 1 countries, and that lessons should be learnt for replication of the joint approach in future EU initiatives in the areas of SP and PFM.


Of potential relevance here is the engagement of civil society in budget formulation and scrutiny. Given the reservations emerging elsewhere in the Evaluation that there is a tendency to treat PFM more from a fiscal space perspective than from a budget execution or social accountability perspective, this suggests that a greater degree of civil society engagement (including parliamentarians in Uganda and Angola, and the open budget survey in Uganda) could be a very positive factor. Whether this can be successfully achieved over the remainder of the Action, even in the absence of direct GCSPF participation in the remaining four Approach 1 countries, is something that the IPs could consider.

Another important lesson emerging from the Action is the significant synergy in objectives around advocacy between CSOs and trades unions. This seems to have emerged, almost unintentionally, in a number of countries, such as Uganda, Angola, Nepal and Si Lanka, and was exploited effectively especially in those countries where GCSPF was active.
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Finally, there is a common focus across almost all the countries on the introduction or strengthening of coordination mechanisms: the creation of a new RMG Tripartite Consultative Council to design medium and long-term income protection measures in Bangladesh’s garment sector; inter-institutional coordination on issues related to SP, and in particular closer coordination between the Ministry of Finance and the Technical Unit of the Social Cabinet in Paraguay; constitution of a Working Group to improve the internal articulation between the two vice-ministries of labour in Peru; and formation of a single network for all relevant civil society actors (SP4ALL) in Cambodia. In Angola, a SWOT analysis led to the establishment of a National Council on Social Action; in Ethiopia, a Social Protection Platform has been formed and operationalised; and in Senegal, thirteen regional platforms have been set up and trained.
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	EQ4
	To what extent is the Action likely to contribute to the intended outcomes and to ensure sustainability of progress made?


	JC 4.1
	Strengthened, robust and more gender responsive and vulnerable inclusive national SP systems
	

	
	
	

	JC 4.2
	Adequate, diversified and more sustainable financing of national SP systems and greater Government ownership and financing of SP, as a guarantee of future sustainability
	

	JC 4.3
	More financed and operating shock sensitive, responsive and adaptive SP programmes  
	

	JC 4.4 
	Coverage of universal SP systems has increased in beneficiary countries in particular for vulnerable groups such as women, children, older persons, persons with disabilities, unemployed and informal sector workers
	



It is much more difficult to be confident of the Action’s contributions to the intended outcomes or to be able to gauge sustainability at this point in the programme cycle. It is important in this context to consider the impacts of COVID-19. It can reasonably be assumed that, when the Action was designed, there was an expectation that the focus for expansion of SP would be evenly spread across the “traditional” vulnerable groups listed in the Programme Document: namely, women, children, older persons, persons with disabilities, unemployed and informal sector workers. However, a crucial revelation of COVID-19 was the specific vulnerability of one particular group among these: informal sector workers. There is of course no counterfactual, but it is likely that COVID-19 enforced a much greater focus than anticipated on informal sector workers, and that this would – within a fixed budget envelope – have reduced the degree of focus on the other pre-identified vulnerable groups. Because the Action is demand-driven, this shift is wholly understandable. Nor is it necessarily a negative development: indeed, it may ultimately have resulted in a better balance between social assistance and social insurance, and a sharper focus on the need for integration between them, than would otherwise have been the case. It is conceivable that, without COVID-19, the Action would predominantly have focussed on the expansion of social assistance to address traditional life-course vulnerabilities. This must be borne in mind when judging the Action’s contribution to intended outcomes.

National SP systems will certainly have been strengthened, and will no doubt be more robust as a result of lessons learnt during their stress-testing by COVID-19 (JC 4.1). The extent to which they are sustainable will depend to a large extent on factors outside the Action’s control, such as national fiscal capacity in the wake of COVID-19 and the subsequent food and fuel crisis. The Action has contributed what it can in terms of sustainability: the improved national capacity, the various tools developed, the number of stakeholders trained, and the training materials produced can all be expected to contribute to sustainability of national SP systems.

However, there is as yet very little evidence emerging from the Action that these systems will necessarily be more gender responsive or more disability-inclusive, achieving both of which must be seen as long-term objectives. Presumably because of the imperatives imposed by COVID-19, there appears to have been limited effort throughout the Action to place a particular focus on these important aspects. There are some exceptions: the introduction of a new disability identification process in Cambodia, the technical assistance for the improvement of the Carte d’Egalité des Chances in Senegal (where, however, the parallel study on gender is much-delayed), the support to the Federation of Ethiopian Associations of Persons with Disabilities (FEAPD) and to pregnant women in Ethiopia; and the study in Kyrgyzstan on the access of persons with disabilities to SP and decent work). But perhaps because the advent of COVID-19 forced attention onto the newly-vulnerable groups (informal sector workers, small businesses, etc), there is little compelling evidence that the Action was able to focus systematically on ensuring greater gender or disability sensitivity. During COVID-19, the Action was forced to be reactive rather than reflective, and the focus was on women or persons with disabilities as part of a broader priority group (such as the informal sector or the unemployed), rather than on them as a vulnerable group per se. With COVID-19 now receding, there are indications that the IPs are already shifting to have a clearer specific focus on gender and disability sensitivity, something which will need to be accelerated during the remainder of the Action in an emerging post-COVID-19 context.

It is equally difficult to assess the extent to which adequate, diversified and more sustainable financing of national SP systems and greater Government ownership and financing of SP, as a guarantee of future sustainability, will have been achieved (JC 4.2). Certainly, there has been substantially increased Government and external investment in SP over the lifetime of the Action, both globally and in the majority of the countries engaged in the Action. But this is as a direct response to COVID-19 and is in many cases temporary. Many countries, including those participating in the Action, will face severely constrained fiscal space in the aftermath of COVID-19, and funding for SP may risk a contraction. So, it will be all the more important for the Action to focus on the PFM aspects to ensure that any gains are not dissipated. Relevant examples of how this might be achieved come from: Togo, where the project, in coordination with support of the ILO’s SP office Dakar participated in IMF negotiations with the Togolese Government, providing a potential entry-point for longer term engagement on the macro-economic framework and the prioritisation of SP; Angola, with the introduction of performance-based budgeting; Ethiopia, with its study on fiscal space and funding options; Senegal, where twenty measures, including new taxes, were identified as potential funding sources for SP; Malawi, where the Action has undertaken costing of a Social Protection Floor and fiscal space analysis to develop a sustainable financial framework for SP (although this is running behind schedule); Myanmar, where the Action considered the twin impacts of COVID-19 and the military takeover on the funding of the Social Security Benefits Fund and its capacity to respond to future shocks; Nepal, where the project worked with IMF to safeguard social sector spending in the country as part of their new strategy - a move towards longer term sustainable financing; and Peru, which completed a study on contribution rates and benefit values for the financial sustainability of unemployment insurance for the private sector. 

Generally speaking, it is probable that the greater preponderance of contributory social insurance in the Action’s SP mix (as discussed above) will have contributed more to sustainable financing than if the focus had been more on social assistance for the other vulnerable groups. There are many examples of expansion of contributory social insurance supported by the Action, which are by definition more fiscally sustainable, and some examples of good practice in terms of integration between the two (e.g. in Cabo Verde, the development of a new social security account framework comprising both contributory and non-contributory schemes). However, there has not yet been sufficient specific engagement with Ministries of Finance on PFM aspects, nor with the international partners who could potentially hold most influence over those Ministries of Finance (namely WB, IMF and the regional Development Banks). This is a crucial aspect which needs to be addressed as a matter of urgency over the remainder of the Action.

Based on today’s performance, the Action would be judged to have succeeded in contributing to more financed and operating shock sensitive, responsive and adaptive SP programmes (JC 4.3). In a number of countries, including all of those under Approach 2 which specifically target this, it has directly engaged in shock-responsive SP. The ERTS mechanism in Bangladesh for example has identified 80,000 beneficiaries for transfers once the funding for this is released; GirlsEmpoweringGirls has supported 1500 adolescents in Uganda; the single registry in Senegal has been expanded from 330,000 households to 1,000,000 households, who will thus obtain better support in the event of shocks such as the pandemic. Cambodia supported the roll-out of a COVID-19 cash transfer Program for 700,000 IDPoor households, a wage subsidy for garment and tourism sectors workers and a COVID-19 Post-lockdown Cash Programme for 108,000 urban poor. In Ethiopia, encouragingly, the Action supported the first ever emergency cash transfers to 31,500 internally displaced persons fleeing conflict in the North, the success of which led directly to similar emergency cash transfers to flood victims in Gambella. However, many of these programmes are temporary; and in reality the Action will be judged on the degree to which it has been able to institutionalise adaptive SP and contingency funding into the core framework of national SP systems. There would appear still to be some work to do to ensure that lessons from COVID-19 are captured, that the designs to which the Action has contributed are replicable in future, and that PFM arrangements are in place to allow rapid expansion of SP in response to future shocks. It is recommended that the IPs should develop good practice country case studies, to complement the SPaN training package, on how to better institutionalise adaptive SP and contingency funding into the core framework of national SP systems. 

The final judgement criterion on effectiveness is that coverage of universal SP systems has increased in beneficiary countries in particular for vulnerable groups such as women, children, older persons, persons with disabilities, unemployed and informal sector workers (JC 4.4). Here the initial indications are broadly positive, although the balance is probably different from what had been envisaged in the Action’s original design. Specifically, in terms of the expanded coverage of the pre-specified vulnerable groups:
Women – there has been an increase in coverage, although this is perhaps incidental rather than deliberate, and arises from the focus on, for example, garment workers and other informal sector workers, who are predominantly female. Other examples where girls and women were specifically targeted are on a much smaller scale (such as GirlsEmpoweringGirls (GEG) in Uganda, and support to pregnant women and under-2s in Cambodia).
Children – here the increase in coverage is likely to have been very limited and, in most cases, indirect and incidental, with only minor exceptions such as GEG in Uganda, with its focus on adolescent girls, and Cambodia with a focus on pregnant women and infants under the age of 2 years.
Older persons – increase in coverage is very limited, with only small-scale interventions directly targeting older persons in Cabo Verde, Nepal, Uganda, and – through contributory pensions – in Togo.
PWDs – similarly, there has been limited specific focus on disability, with the exceptions of Cambodia (where 240,000 persons with disabilities have been registered), Senegal (work on extending the Carte d’Egalité des Chances), Kyrgyzstan and Ethiopia. Again, this has been largely peripheral to the main orientation of the Action’s support (for example support by the Action to a conference in Nepal on “a Better Post-Pandemic World for Children with Disabilities”).
Unemployed – in contrast, there has been a more substantial increase in coverage of the unemployed (for example in Bangladesh, Ecuador, Myanmar and Peru), as a result of the Action, which can be attributed to increased demand from governments directly as a response to COVID-19
Informal sector – the Action has unquestionably contributed to increased coverage of the informal sector, particularly through the expansion of access to contributory systems: for example, Nepal saw an increase of 106% (to 305,000) in informal sector workers covered by social insurance, and Cambodia added 90,000 temporary beneficiaries to its Health Equity Fund.  Other examples of increased coverage of the informal sector come from Sri Lanka, Angola, Cote d’Ivoire, Senegal, Togo and Uganda. Again, such increased coverage of the informal sector is a direct (and natural) result of the revealed vulnerability of such workers in the face of COVID-19 and the lockdowns enforced in order to combat the pandemic.
The COVID-19 crisis has raised the profile of more inclusive life-course SP, and the Action should be able to capitalise on this. Equally, and largely as a result of increased Government focus on the informal economy workers as a result of COVID-19 impacts, the Action has placed a major emphasis on SP for the unemployed and the informal sector, in particular through the design and implementation of extending social insurance to the informal sector. Again, this opens the opportunity for consolidation and further expansion to increase coverage still further.
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	EQ5
	To what extent have the choice of instruments, the management framework and the human and technical resources deployed by the partners facilitated the achievement of the intended outputs and intermediary outcomes on time and at reasonable cost?  

	JC 5.1
	The methodologies, instruments and the implementing partners selected by the Action were the most suitable for achieving its objectives  
	

	JC 5.2
	The implementing partners have deployed adequate technical and human resources to achieve the objectives set and have carried out concerted actions to benefit from existing complementarities and synergies
	

	
	
	

	JC 5.3
	The implementing partners have set up coordination with domestic partners and development partners
	

	JC 5.4 
	The practical arrangements for managing the whole process have allowed for timely and appropriate monitoring and management decisions that assure effective implementation, problem identification and resolution
	

	JC 5.5
	The information produced and the exchanges with the EC were sufficiently frequent, of sufficient quality and available in time to allow a flexible management of the Action
	



Overall, the assessment of the efficiency criterion highlights a number of areas for improvement, in particular with regard to the monitoring and management of the Action, the involvement of the different actors at this level including the national partners and the EU, as well as the articulation between the Programme components. The Programme efficiency was also affected by external factors including the COVID-19 outbreak, the political and institutional context and the difficulty of recruiting local and international experts with the right profile, that could be better taken into account. 

The implementing partners selected, i.e., ILO, UNICEF and the GCSPF, were very suitable and qualified for the implementation of the Action (JC5.1). The IPs had a long record of working on the improvement and extension of SP in most of the countries studied, with ILO working mostly on social insurance for formal and informal workers, and UNICEF on the protection of children and vulnerable families, mostly through social assistance programmes. The Action was in this sense a logical continuation of their work, and they have been able to capitalize on their previous or ongoing projects. Moreover, the IPs had already created strong links with relevant local organizations and national authorities, which proved to be very beneficial for the consultative process of project design and implementation. In the countries where the GCSPF was involved, projects benefited from their established links with CSO networks. Finally, their expertise, practice and good field experience have been an asset to the Programme. 

Furthermore, the Action has benefited from synergies and complementarities between the different IPs. There has been a leverage effect in getting the different IPs to work together, both at global and country level. This has been all the more true for UN agencies, that can sometimes be seen as competing, whereas ILO and UNICEF working together has been beneficial to the achievement of common goals and sharing of expertise. The Action is likely to encourage them to continue working on joint projects in the future, having now established or continued a good collaboration. The participation of the GCSPF has also been fruitful, to include civil society in the projects and make CSOs take ownership of the challenges of SP extension. 

Overall, the instruments and methodologies selected by the Action have been relevant to achieve its objectives. The inception phase which took place from October 2019 until May 2020 was particularly useful for 1) involving governmental, social partners, international partners and civil society in the choice of priorities and objectives to be pursued; and 2) positioning the project in the arsenal of already existing programmes and approaches of the different partners. The involvement of civil society has been necessary and very relevant for the Programme. It has allowed for mutual learning between civil society organisations, IPs, and national authorities. The civil society has strengthened its capacity to understand and advocate for SP issues and its financing and has served as a relay between the projects and local communities, while the IPs and authorities were able to feed on the demands of civil society organizations representing the final beneficiaries of the SP programmes.

For Approach 1 countries, in Angola, the SWOT analysis of the SP sector, inventory of existing programmes, analysis of respective institutional responsibilities allowed to address key weaknesses and issues in the SP sector through inclusive social dialogue with all institutional stakeholders as well as social actors and CSOs.  

In Cambodia, the project has contributed to stronger collaboration between ILO-UNICEF and the CSO-TU network (SP4ALL) supported by Oxfam.
 
In Senegal, the project was able to mobilize civil society, led by WSM in this project in close collaboration with the Multi-Stakeholder Network on Social Protection (REMAPS), and its weight in Senegal to relay information to both authorities and local communities through the dissemination of a Charter of Commitment of local authorities (elected communal officials) to ensure adequate financing of SP for example.

In Uganda, the involvement of HelpAge (as the implementer on behalf of the GCSPF) has provided significant added value. Its work through the existing SP Platform for Uganda with CSOs and trade unions has strengthened the capacity of both: and it has also led to the discovery and leveraging of significant (and unexpected) synergies between the two groups. It has been able to engage to a greater degree in advocacy than the UN partners would have been able to do.

For Approach 2 also: In Togo, the project has well integrated employers and workers’ professional organisations of the informal economy in the decision-making and, most of all, has increased their understanding of the SP mechanisms. In Bangladesh, the highly collaborative nature of the design, tripartite discussions, and shared objectives have been a strength. In Lao PDR, the project has engaged traditional tripartite partners during the design phase and expects to re-engage as the outputs of the project are delivered and opened up for consultation and debate.
The Programme has demonstrated flexibility and adaptability to changing contexts, notably the outbreak of COVID-19 which posed many difficulties such as travel and restrictions on physical gatherings. Many workshops, conferences, trainings, or meetings have taken place online instead of in face-to-face. 

Overall, the level of implementation is considered as relatively satisfactory by IPs despite the delays related to COVID-19. 
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Source: Annual Progress report, 2021

Most of Approach 1 countries face nevertheless delays in the implementation of their activities. It is thus not guaranteed that country projects will be able to implement all activities in the remaining time and reach the expected outcomes. Moreover, even if they manage to execute their entire work plan within the timeframe foreseen for the Programme, the delays in activities will also imply a more limited time to ensure ownership of the results by national actors.  

Implementation of activities has been undermined by other factors than the pandemic: 
In 2021, some countries have had issues of implementation because of political factors, such as security issues in Ethiopia, Sri Lanka, Burkina Faso or Myanmar, or changes in governments and political priorities (in Angola for example). 
The IPs’ different public procurement procedures limited the possibility of organising joint activities at country-level. Approach 1 country teams have instead made the choice to work based on comparative advantage, with each IP leading the activities in which they have the most expertise (as was done in Angola or Uganda for example).
In terms of human resources, in addition to the challenge of recruiting during a period of uncertainty following the COVID-19 outbreak, the difficulty of finding qualified staff that has expertise in the various fields (for example in Angola, for the SWOT analysis on institutional coordination expertise on SP or the disability and gender-sensitive SP review in Senegal), in particular the combination of SP and PFM, at both HQ and in Approach 1 countries raises the question of the adequacy of the means available for the objectives set.
Attention given to government’s ownership and participatory process, which always takes time at the beginning of a project.

In Angola, COVID-19, the changes of top management in key counterpart ministries (MASFAMU, MAPTASS) and institutions (INSS, INE), the electoral year (2022), as well as other political economy related factors have hindered the smooth implementation of all planned activities. For example, the fiscal space analysis of the SP has been delayed because of a lack of data collected. 

In Cambodia, the difficulty to find local experts on SP to support with surveys, research, knowledge building etc., has affected the pace of implementation. 

In Senegal, many activities are still not yet implemented and face important delays. Partners remain confident that all activities could be achieved before the end of the project but, on the other hand, it will not be possible to ensure ownership by the actors and to ensure their impact.

In Uganda, there was some delay in recruiting a National Programme Coordinator for the project (with good support provided instead, during the interim, by Technical Officer in Addis).

The backstopping from the Technical Support Facility, established within ILO SP Department in HQ as well as Social Policy and Social Protection team in UNICEF HQ in collaboration with relevant regional offices (including Bangkok, Cairo, Dakar, Pretoria, New Delhi, and Lima ILO offices), has been very useful for the implementation of Approach 2 country projects. HQ and regional experts have provided on-demand specialised assistance in several areas notably in public finance, actuarial and econometric studies, delivery and culture or communication areas, unemployment insurance, extension of social protection, and provided notably a tailored course on PFM and financing of SP for the country teams. However, some of the teams in Approach 1 countries reported a lack of guidance and technical support to address some new issues that were at the core of the project (such as the question of how to address the link between PFM and SP in their country context or the difficulties to apply the ILO’s methodology for fiscal space for SP and its handbook on assessing financing options due notably to difficulties in access to the national government revenues’ and expenditures’ data base). 

In Approach 2 countries: 
In Togo, a successful collaboration was established between ILO Togo’s country team, the SP specialist based in the Dakar office, and the project manager and the heads of departments in charge actuarial studies at HQ, regularly exchanging. The participation of these three levels allowed to benefit from the necessary technical expertise, and the optimization of the results with the Dakar office. 

In Bangladesh and Lao PDR, there was apparent good backstopping from technical support facility in ILO HQ, including the SP&PFM Programme Management Unit, and from technical experts in the ILO regional office. 

In Peru, the technical backstopping from the ILO HQ and regional office have been a real added value to ensure the project can deliver its expected output in timely fashion. In that regard, the support of the ILO HQ Actuarial Services Unit Services of the SP’s Department has helped to provide the necessary expertise to implement the project and finalise the necessary projections for the calculation of parameters of the proposed unemployment SP scheme.

The IPs have worked closely with domestic partners but still the ownership of country programme and their objectives among the different national partners remains uneven. The country teams have systematically done a good job of including their main counterparts within the authorities in the design and implementation of activities, as well as in decision making. With respect to other national partners, they were sometimes less involved in the projects’ monitoring, except for the activities in which they were assisted, resulting in a certain lack of ownership of the project objectives. 

At country level, the management of the project between IPs amongst themselves and with domestic partners was mainly done through informal exchanges. Steering Committees – generally composed of the IPs, the EUD and officials from ministries involved in the projects - took time to be instituted in the partner countries and have not always been the main channel of exchange between IPs and domestic partners. As discussed in EQ1, the coordination with the MoF has been  limited in most countries.

In Uganda, it has proved challenging to set up formal mechanisms for project coordination with GoU: this currently relies on more informal exchanges (which appear to be working satisfactorily). The project management team composed of the IPs meets monthly.

In Cambodia, the steering committee gathering ILO, UNICEF, Oxfam and GS-NSPC worked more on an informal basis. EUD was not involved at the start. A more structured approach has only been adopted recently.

In Senegal, a technical coordination committee, composed of the IPs (ILO, UNICEF, GCSPF) in the first place, and extended to the EUD and the DGPSN in 2021, has been created and meets on a regular basis to ensure the continuous management and monitoring of the project. The steering committee took longer to set up. It has been effective through a decree issued by the Ministry of Community Development, Social and Territorial Equity in September 2021 and was not operational until 2022. The SC has only met once so far.

In Angola, the management of the project was mainly done by ILO, UNICEF and EUD through regular meetings. The first steering committee was only organised in April 2021 and was attended by, in addition to the IPs, the Secretary of State for Finance, the Minister of Social Affairs, the Family and the Promotion of Women, the Minister of Economy and Planning, the Secretary of State for Labour and Social Security, the Director General of the INSS, the ILO Commission (which includes representatives of workers and employers).

In Paraguay, during 2021, the Technical Coordination Committee (TCC) ensured inter-institutional coordination, information sharing, strategic decision making and monitoring of the project. Composed by representatives of the Ministry of Finance, Technical Unit of the Social Cabinet, ILO, EUD, and UNICEF, this committee met regularly in 2021 and has continued online during the COVID-19 lock-down.

There has also been good engagement with other DPs. The IPs were part of working groups which facilitated the coordination between DPs. At global level, ILO, UNICEF and the GCSPF are members of the Social Protection Inter-Agency Cooperation Board (SPIAC-B) and participate to meetings of Universal Social Protection by 2030 (USP2030), notably of the sub-group on financing of SP chaired by UNICEF. In many partner countries, IPs were part of pre-existing DP thematic groups on SP or PFM. In Approach 1 countries where those groups did not exist yet, the IPs have tried to establish them, such as in Angola.  In Lao PDR, some stakeholders interviewed felt that there was a potential role for ILO, with its contacts with multiple DPs, to establish a stronger structure for coordination and information exchange across the SP and PFM spectrum. However,as an Approach 2 project with a more limited scope, it is understandable that the project was not always able to generate the necessary leverage among the other DPs and has relied on the existing capacities from ILO, the EUD or the national authorities to ensure coordination and collaboration with other donors like for example in Peru with the Inter-American Development Bank (IADB).  

Yet, overall, there has been limited evidence of involvement with the IMF and the WB (except in Togo, Peru, Nepal and Senegal), although they represent crucial partners with regard to SP and PFM, and the project could have benefited from their technical expertise and influence with Ministries of Finance. In Angola, for example, the EUD called for tighter cooperation with the IMF on questions of PFM reforms and financial sustainability of the new NSAP as well as the reform agenda on the phasing of state subsidies and creation of fiscal space for target SP schemes. In Latin America (Peru, Paraguay), the project has also intended to establish, sometimes with the support of the national authorities, working relations and exchange of information with the IADB on their respective interventions in the SP sector. 

In Angola where DP thematic groups did not exist before, the project has taken the initiative to set up a coordination working group with all DPsinvolved in the SP sector and has also promoted synergies and exchanges of information on bilateral basis with other projects in the sector.

In Cambodia, the project may have contributed to stronger coordination with other DPs involved in the various areas where the project has provided support (EU with the ASP, GIZ (improvements and upgrading of the ID poor Data base), DFAT in the area of disability, ADB (digital platform for SP in the NSPC, social budgeting with the MEF)). The project has also prepared the floor for new projects such as the ASP EU and the UN-JP implemented jointly by ILO and UNICEF. While cooperation has eventually increased, more regular engagements and coordination efforts for increasing and maintaining a good cooperation among all IPs and network members are needed at project management and steering group levels.

In Senegal, the project has established good coordination with the other DPs, through the thematic groups or through more informal regular exchanges.

In Uganda, there has been good engagement with DPs. The IPs are part of the SP DPs group, part of the National and Regional cash working groups and part of the Social Insurance Technical Group.

The overall management arrangements have been complex and demanding in terms of coordination and communication (JC5.4). Indeed, the Action requires strong coordination and technical capacities, notably due to the high number of partner countries and its pilot dimension. 

The Programme Management Unit (PMU) has maintained close and regular exchanges with country teams, which has been very useful to provide timely backstopping, monitor progress of the projects, and react quickly to challenges and discuss possible solutions. Nonetheless, this follow-up of the country projects by the Programme Coordinator has also proved to be very demanding and time-consuming. While such capacity exists for international institutions, it is more difficult for smaller organisations to participate in the full range of operations. This is particularly the case for the GCSPF for whom it has been complicated to be present at all levels, especially since they are only involved in 4 countries.

The PMU played its coordinating role as well as its expected role in terms of managing the communication and visibility aspect at the global level leaving little time for the exchange of experience and capitalisation. A lot of time and budget were devoted to communication and visibility (website, social media, visual identity, etc.), and a full-time communication manager was hired during the course of the Programme to ensure the visibility of the global component as well as to assist communication and visibility of country projects. This has been beneficial to inform the populations at the country level of the SP mechanisms supported by the Programme from which they can benefit and better understand the issues at stake, as was done for instance in Peru with explanatory videos on unemployment insurance. 

The Advisory Board foreseen in the Action Document and composed of 11 international experts has taken time to set up and has met only once so far, in August 2021, as its members are expected to meet on a yearly basis. The main contribution up to now has been to elaborate a road map to improve “the research component and technical work”, including the dissemination of the research on Multiplier Effects. Its recommendations have beendisseminated through the progress report.

Management is essentially conducted on the basis of indications of outputs, with very little visibility of financial inputs and outputs and results. Information on the progress of the Action was made available in the annual progress reports and on the Programme website. The website has been updated regularly but the more detailed progress reports have been slow to be produced as the reporting process by the country teams has proven to be time-consuming and lengthy. While annual reports provide interesting information on issues covered by the project, it is often not easy to track the contributions of the project itself separately. 

The M&E framework and indicators available through progress reports do not provide a clear view of the outcomes achieved and expected impacts. As shown by the table in annex 4, the indicators provide more information in terms of outputs than measurable outcomes, and those outputs reported in the progress reports often overlap with those of other IPs’ projects in their countries. Moreover, the same results can be found under several indicators, as for the Family Package policy in Cambodia or the National Integrated SP Framework in Nepal. This makes it difficult to monitor the real progress of the Action. The same observation can be made with financial monitoring which is complicated by the IPs' own management procedures (centralized for the ILO) and its execution being also managed in an integrated manner by the IPs. With regard to the indicators of results (coverage of the population and ratio of the SP expenditure to the total State budget), neither baseline nor yearly data are available, so they do not shed much light on the progress made through the project either.

Exchanges with the European Commission, and more specifically the Unit G4 of DG-INTPA, have been quite regular (mainly through SC meetings, document exchanges and ad hoc consultations), but have not allowed for extensive EU involvement in the management of the Action. The slow reporting process and lack of clear indicators have not given the EC the opportunity to react timely and generate rapid enough feedback to modify implementation. Besides, the EC commitment to the Programme was also limited by the fact that resources at EU headquarters dedicated to the SP were small, which has limited its ability to play a leading role in this Action or to develop a strategic capacity to support geographical units or other thematic units in HQ in the areas of SP and PFM.

At country-level, the collaboration with the EUDs has varied from country to country. In general, for Approach 2 projects, the EUDs were only slightly informed about the progress of the projects. In the Approach 1 countries, the EUDs were more informed about the implementation of activities, notably as they were part of steering committees, and have benefited from the training on the link between SP and PFM developed by the cross-country component. Yet, they have been only marginally active in most of the activities, and most feel that their role has been one of observer and that they have not been an active partner of the project.

In Cambodia, as steering committees were not organised regularly and consultation process was not clearly established, the EUD considered not so easy to follow up the implementation of the project, to ensure the coordination with the EU budget support programme and to take advantages of the work done. 
  
In Senegal, the EUD was well involved in the design and monitoring of project activities and participated in trainings provided by ILO on SP and PFM issues. The level of involvement of the EUD was also linked to the existence of coordination structures already well in place in this area with a working group co-led by UNICEF and the EU.   

In Uganda, the EUD capacity has been strengthened, and the project has contributed to the MIP, even though the EUD would have liked to have been further advanced.

In Angola, due to recent turnover of the EUD staff in charge of the project, it has been difficult to assess the quality of exchange of information and synergies established between the implementation of the project and the upcoming EU budget support operation.

In Paraguay, the EUD has been an active partner promoting stronger synergies between the project and (i) the ongoing EU budget support programme on SP as well as (ii) two EU technical assistance projects with the Ministry of Finance on budget management reform process (also supported by the project in the SP sector) and with the Social Cabinet of the Presidency of the Republic aiming at fostering institutional capacities and operationalisation at national and decentralised levels of the SP system “Vamos!”     

In Togo, there has been a lack of consultation and information sharing with the EUD during the project. It was only at the end that discussions have taken place to discuss the place of SP in the future EU budget support. 
In Bangladesh, there was a strong partnership with EUD, but communication with the EUD could have been more frequent, which might have helped to mitigate or at least manage the perceptions of inconsistency. 

In Lao PDR, the EUD felt that it was necessary to have more regular informal reporting, updates, notifications, invitations to events, etc., since the official reporting and feedback loops were too lengthy to allow it to keep tabs on implementation. 

On the contrary, in Peru, the EUD has been regularly informed on the implementation stages of the project and was invited to attend high level meetings, steering committees, webinars and any other important communication event
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[bookmark: _Toc122618699]Relevance and coherence of the Action
C1: Overall, the Evaluation finds that the Action was highly relevant, and was innovative with a pilot dimension. 

Going back to the initial Action document, the Action addressed key issues[footnoteRef:12] that are still considered as highly relevant: sustainable financing for all social sectors; improved cross-sector coordination; strengthened evidence and capacities of countries at national and sub-national levels to plan, deliver, monitor and report on SP programmes and to establish contingency plans and multi-year funding strategies to run adaptive SP mechanisms. The emphasis put on mutual interconnection with fiscal policies, PFM including domestic resource mobilization (as well as with digital and SDG strategies), was and is still considered as bringing added value to existing supports implemented to increase universal SP coverage.  [12: 	Expected results were formulated as  
Result 1.1: Adequate, sustainable and gender-sensitive social protection financing through improved cross-sector coordination in coherence with national macroeconomic, fiscal, digital and SDG strategies as well as diversification of sources of financing and increased fiscal space available for all social sectors to progressively achieving universal social protection.
Result 1.2: Enhanced evidence and availability of tools that support national evidence-based decision-making and encourage supra-national coordination and benchmarking of good practices (including the portability of social entitlements as integral part of economic and labour policies, gender-sensitive and disability inclusive social protection), with participation of regional bodies as well as civil society organisations.
Result 2.1: Strengthened capacities of partner countries to achieve the best impact of diversified sources of funding for social protection, prioritizing women, children, persons with disabilities, informal economy and migrant workers.
Result 2.2: Strengthened knowledge and technical capacities of partner countries at national and sub-national levels to plan, deliver, monitor and report on social protection programmes, with participation of training institutions and civil society.
Result 3.0: Increased capacities of partner countries in the context of emergencies, natural disasters, forced displacements, protracted fragility and crises to establish contingency plans and multi-year funding strategies to run adaptive social protection mechanisms.] 


C2: Following a demand-driven approach, the projects were found to address country specific needs and priorities in the field of SP policies and programmes. Nevertheless, the broad scope of the Action IL as well as the unfavourable macroeconomic context has not facilitated a focus on PFM issues or long term funding, and has made the overall coherence of Approach 1 country projects more challenging 

Overall, projects were relevant to the issues at stake in SP and in national policies, including to the responses to COVID-19, following mainly a pragmatic approach answering to the needs that arise depending on the other support deployed by the partners. The Action’s interventions at country level have been aligned with national priorities and needs in terms of SP national policies and reforms as well as with the interests of key stakeholders. They have remained nevertheless rather dispersed with few synergies among them, in particular in Approach 1 countries. The high level of fragmentation that characterised the SP system has not facilitated the overall coherence of the projects’ SP and PFM components. The institutions in charge of SP policies have been largely involved in the projects. But institutions that have benefited from trainings or capacity building did not always have an overall view of the project’s objectives and their activities.  
While the improvements of synergies between PFM and SP are considered by stakeholders at country level as a highly relevant and key issue for extending SP systems durably, especially the funding side, the Action added value in this area has been more peripheral. There are various reasons for this: the complexity and limited vision of the workings involved in systematically taking into account the SP component in PFM; the focus on the COVID-19 response and unstable macroeconomic context, the need to rebuild fiscal buffers and other competing areas leaving little prospect for significant increase of spending in SP; SP systems that are still very dispersed and in need of strong institutional strengthening on budget planning, control and execution, making it difficult to manage expenditure in a programmatic or results based approach.  In several countries, the low level of fiscal revenue and the need to enhance domestic revenue mobilisation through sometimes sensitive and technical tax policy reforms, have also been challenging to promote the agenda of SP Floors for all and expansion of social expenditures.   

There was and is still no clear view on how to address those issues. Diagnostic studies allowing, on the one hand, to clarify the coverage of social expenditure and, on the other hand, to analyse, through a review of expenditure, the evolution of the latter and the bottlenecks in their programming and execution, have been very useful in paving the way for prospective analysis. Conversely, social budgeting models have not been very successful because they are too far removed from the realities on the ground.

The Evaluation finds that there is considerable scope for more comprehensive and more systematic engagement with Ministries of Finance and Planning under this Action. These Ministries are not the natural national counterparts of any of the three IPs; and their engagement to date tends to have been informal and reactive, rather than formal and proactive.

C3: As a result of COVID-19, the focus of the projects has shifted to two priority groups: first and foremost, workers in the informal sector and secondly, vulnerable households, combining supports to the extension of social assistance programs and to the extension of contributory schemes.     

The focus has perhaps been more on social insurance for the informal sector than had initially been envisaged. This is a direct and understandable consequence of COVID-19, but it means that there has been less direct work on disability and gender sensitivity than anticipated, something which should be remedied during the remainder of the Action.
[bookmark: _Toc122618700]Efficiency of the Action and complementarities  
C4: Overall, the Evaluation finds that the choice of implementing partners was sound, and that this was reinforced by the particular circumstances imposed by COVID-19. 

The UN agencies are well placed to influence Government because of their ongoing national presence and the degree of trust they have generally been able to establish with relevant Ministries and the ILO’s tripartite partners. They were also able to continue implementing the Action, relatively seamlessly, through the challenges of COVID-19, which might not have been the case with other potential implementers. The addition of GCSPF into the mix, while complex from an administrative perspective, was very positive in terms of engaging CSO partners and linking them with traditional ILO partners such as employer and employee representatives.

C5: The Evaluation did not find any major issues of redundancy or coordination problems with other EU and IP interventions. But the specificities of the Action and its innovative approach are not always clearly displayed in all ongoing projects, which show more of a continuum of activity, financed by different rather fungible sources.      
It is inevitable that the UN agencies and GCSPF partners have a number of other parallel programmes in the countries concerned, so it is often difficult to tease out the particular impacts of the SP&PFM Action or to scientifically attribute individual successes to it. The Evaluation found no evidence of redundancy or double-counting in the way these different programmes intersect: the benefits of complementarity and continuity outweigh the risk that UN agencies or GCSPF partners are in some way double-charging. They jointly represent a good option to provide ongoing support, whatever the funding source, for reforms to SP systems which will inevitably take years – if not decades – and which cannot be expected to be achieved in the lifetime of a one-off Action. There is also the additional consideration that the two UN IPs of this Action also have in many countries additional partnerships and programmes around SP and PFM with the wider UN family, and so can further leverage the expertise of other specialized UN agencies where appropriate. Indeed, there is potentially a role for greater engagement of the UN Resident Coordinators Office in assuring this coordination and in guaranteeing the complementarity, rather than overlap, of different UN programmes.

C6: . The rather informal management of the projects has allowed some flexibility in their implementation which, together with the experience accumulated by the partners in the selected countries,  has enabled a very satisfactory degree of implementation given the context in which the projects started. But this may have prevented a more active involvement at country level of some actors such as the EU or the Ministry of Finance. Overall, the ownership of the projects among national stakeholders is uneven.

The case studies showed that while the activities will broadly be completed by the planned end of the projects, the follow-up and support needed to build on them will not be done in time. An extension of the Programme's implementation period after May 2023 would also be justified to ensure the implementation of the cross-country component aimed at capitalising on and sharing experiences that has been missing so far. 

Overall, the way in which the Action operates raises a number of questions about its unity of action and management, including the monitoring of the Programme as a whole. The distribution of budgets by partner and the resulting division of actions do not facilitate the implementation of a truly joint approach (either globally or at country level). Different financial management procedures have limited the possibility of joint actions. Although relations between the partners are excellent and information flows from one to the other, the implementation of the Programme remains fragmented with risks of silos. As each partner manages its own inputs, it is difficult to have an overall view, especially as the M&E system is essentially focused on output indicators, with almost no feedback on the effects of the Programme.

While CSOs were actively involved in the management of the four Approach 1 projects in which there are GCSPF partners, they still worked a bit in isolation. 
[bookmark: _Toc122618701]Effectiveness of the Action
The Programme has accompanied the underlying trend to strengthen SP systems, which has been further strengthened by the arrival of COVID-19. However, no real change in the way of thinking about the financing of these systems and their inclusion in the budgetary process has been initiated. The context has not been favourable but other internal factors have also limited the achievement of these objectives. A lack of guidance during the initial phase, the fact that exchanges of experience have not been developed as planned, the difficulty of recruiting experts with the necessary cross-skills (both in SP and PFM) especially in times of COVID-19 uncertainty and restrictions, the limited engagement with non-traditional partners in Government such as Ministries of Finance and Planning have dampened ambitions.
C7: Together with supports provided by the IPs and other donors, the Action has contributed to strengthen capacities of national administration to formulate SP strategies and programs as well as in terms of planning, delivery and monitoring. 

The administration and SP stakeholders have benefited from assessment, development of training material, extensive training, and the delivery of high-quality technical assistance with positive outcomes on the design and delivery of SP programmes. However, this needs to be consolidated over the remainder of the Action to ensure that it contributes to improve robustness performance and shock-responsiveness of national SP systems.

C8: There is limited evidence that strengthened capacities have translated to the formulation of contingency plans and multi-year funding strategies, nor to more coordinated and integrated SP system up to now. The weakness in engaging meaningfully with Ministries of Finance and Planning may be an explanation of the lack of political commitment to increase SP fundings in the long run. Reforms take time in this sensitive area, for both contributory and non-contributory schemes.

C9: The Action has definitely contributed to strengthened national SP systems, especially social insurance for the informal sector, and their extension though on a relatively small scale and in complementarity with multiple other programmes. The Action was nimble in leveraging the significant additional funding that has been poured into SP, by Governments and international partners, and in many countries has used this to increase its influence. However, whilst in all countries there has been increased Government expenditure on SP, the sustainability of this commitment in a post-COVID-19 world is still questionable. The greater than expected orientation towards contributory social insurance has helped to assure a degree of fiscal sustainability; but the Action needs to place greater emphasis on engaging in PFM debates around social assistance and on influencing the key Government players (and their international partners such as the IFIs and Development Banks).

The Action has supported many adaptive SP interventions (as a deliberate response to COVID-19). It needs to capture and internalise the lessons emerging from these interventions to feed into future shock-responsiveness of national SP systems.

[bookmark: _Hlk122359410]Coverage of SP systems has increased, and the Action has directly contributed to this, though on a relatively small scale and in complementarity with multiple other programmes. That the increased coverage has largely been of the informal sector, rather than the more conventional beneficiaries of social assistance, is a direct result of COVID-19 and does not in any way reflect negatively on the Action.

C 10: In the long term, the Action has contributed to much greater levels of national discussion and debate around SP and PFM (especially in countries where GCSPF has been active), with extensive support to coordination mechanisms, communications, advocacy and engagement with influential groups such as parliamentarians, media, trades unions and CSOs. Social partners still need to accumulate evidence and analytical works and raise their technical capacities to strengthen their voices in social dialogue on issues of funding, priorities and coherence of SP policies and systems.  

There is little evidence that the Action has improved capacity in EUDs or its involvment in policy dialogue, nor directly influenced the formulation of MIPs (although it is encouraging that almost all MIPs include a SP, though not necessarily a linked PFM, component

In summary, the main strengths of the Action and limiting factors are summed up in the table below.  
[bookmark: _Toc122618554]Table 10: Main strengths and limiting factors of the Action 

	Main strengths 
	Trusted partner status and continuity of support from UN agencies: The Action has demonstrated the benefit of using UN agencies as partners, because of their established trust with Government, their in-country presence and their ability to have continued to operate through COVID-19 restrictions
Ability of UN agencies to effectively draw on specialist technical expertise, and to leverage existing training materials and courses (and innovative responses to ensure training even during COVID-19)
Involvement of GCSPF in civil society engagement
Clear focus of Approach 2 projects
COVID-19 increased global recognition of the need for improved and expanded SP, and the Action has been effective in capitalising on this
The pre-existence of the Action provided the EU with significant flexibility to respond quickly to COVID-19 by rapidly reorienting support in its Approach 1 countries and focussing Approach 2 on COVID-19 response
Added value of the inception phase to foster coordination and to facilitate the positioning of the project in relation to existing support and to ensure alignment with the country's needs
Technical backstopping to country projects from the Technical Support Facility
Strong flexibility of the action plans and supports delivered

	Internal limiting factors 
	The large scope of the IL 
The lack of guidance and exchanges of experiences regarding the PFM side
Difficulties in involving Ministries of Finance in projects at country-level; The Action has not yet engaged sufficiently or systematically with Ministries of Finance and Planning on broader issues around PFM for SP
Delayed delivery of usable evidence from the cross-country study on multiplier effects
Budget organisation making difficult to assess the efficiency of the Programme
M&E framework not enough focused on achievements and outcomes
Lack of information on financial execution 
Slowness in setting up national steering committees
Different procurement rules of IPs
NGOs and CSOs still working a bit in isolation 
Difficulties to find the right experts 
Uneven ownership among national partners
Unclear role of Advisory board  
Uneven involvement and passive role of the EC and EUDs in the Action; lack of dedicated staff in EU HQ

	External limiting factors
	Lack of coordination within the partners’ administration and strong dispersion of SP system
Challenging context to sustain the fiscal space for SP in the constrained post-COVID-19 environment
Constraints on international and regional training and lesson-learning exchanges as a result of COVID-19


[bookmark: _Toc122618702]Recommendations
The recommendations based on the conclusions are presented in two parts. The first part contains four recommendations to strengthen the Action by the end of its implementation. The second part lists a series of longer-term recommendations to continue the work on improving the synergies between SP&PFM. For each of these recommendations, concrete actions have been identified.  The right-hand column contains an indication of the actors directly involved in their implementation.
[bookmark: _Toc122618703]Short Term recommendations for the on-going Action 
	
	Recommendations
	Actors targeted

	C6 & C7
	Rec 1: Consolidate the capacity building achieved, draw lessons and share experiences from Approach 1 & 2 projects and cross-country activities


	Share the analyses carried out on fiscal space analysis and Public Expenditure Reviews, take stock of existing methods to evaluate/ analyse PFM aspects of SP systems (Fiscal space analysis, PER, SP coverage, social budget modelling) and develop advanced training on SP&PFM 
	PMU and Action Steering Committee
Advisory board 

	Ensure that studies and tools developed at country level are disseminated and known to the relevant actors 
	Country Teams 

	Share the methods and results of work done to extend contributory schemes to informal workers (in garment industries, agriculture, taxi drivers etc.)
	PMU and Action Steering Committee
Advisory board 

	Ensure the visibility, and effective use for practical in-country advocacy purposes, of the Multiplier effect research in making more strongly the investment case for SP
	PMU and Action Steering Committee
Advisory board 

	C6
	Rec 2: Strengthen joint management in Approach 1 countries as well as visibility, ownership and monitoring of activities and results


	Ensure the formalisation of the Steering committees and the regular holding of meetings, involving the EUD as well as national actors including the Ministry of Finance
	IPs

	Introduce better light reporting to EUDs (e.g. quick monthly reports)
	PMU and Action Steering Committee

	Ensure more visibility of the projects at country level and broader ownership by national stakeholders    
	PMU and Action Steering Committee


	· Monitor intermediary outcomes in terms of capacities to design, implement and control SP policies (Parliament, Ministries in charge of SP programmes) 
	PMU and Action Steering Committee

	· Agree on a “joint communication and visibility plan”, e.g. informing the EU (EUD and HQ) in advance of any visibility event that may take place in the country to ensure EU participation and monitoring 
	PMU
IPs at country level, EUDs


	C2 & C6
	Rec 3: Increase the involvement of Ministries of Finance and Planning and international partners working on fiscal policies


	Be opportunistic and associate Ministries of Finance and planning to special events 
	PMU, IPs at country level, EUD

	Work with and through international partners having greater leverage with Ministries of Finance (WB, IMF, Regional Development Banks)
	IPs at country level, EUDs

	C2 & C10
	Rec 4: Give even more attention to transparency and accountability issues by consolidating the involvement of CSOs and pushing for public debate on SP spending


	Ensure CSO partners in Approach 1 countries are fully involved in the projects’ decision process and in the monitoring of the whole work plan (not only their own part of the project) and ensure that all project work is shared and owned by the social partners
	IPs at country level, EUDs

	Stimulate public debate on external and internal audit reports, particularly those related to social expenditure implemented in response to   COVID-19 
	IPs at country level, EUDs


[bookmark: _Toc122618704]Recommendations for further actions for improving synergies between SP and PFM
	C1, C2 & C7
	Rec 5: On the basis of the pilot projects carried out under the Action,   develop a joint approach on how to address budgetary issues in a post-COVID-19 context, including the downstream part of the PFM system  

	· Based on the achievements at country level, draw lessons on the current state of synergies between SP& PFM, including fiscal space in a post-COVID-19 context, sustainable funding of contributory and non-contributory schemes, highlight main issues to be improved and feed the work on the development of the SPIAC-B Statement on SP financing.
	PMU and Action Steering Committee
Advisory Board

	· Develop technical guidance for programme based and results-based budgeting in social assistance programmes taking into account their specificities
	PMU and Action Steering Committee

	· Focus more on budget execution, accountability and external control, as well as performance monitoring  
	PMU and IPs at country level 

	C1 & C2
	Rec 6: Ensure a more comprehensive and more systematic engagement with Ministries of Finance and Planning on fiscal space issues and budget allocations to SP and with international partners having greater leverage on DRM/PFM reforms

	· Provide technical inputs on redefining a Chart of Accounts for the classification of SP expenditure based on international standards (e.g. COFOG, IPSAS), through providing technical support to Ministry of Finance alongside the SP Ministry 
	IPs at country level

	· Develop national strategies for better, more formalized relations with Ministry of Finance at high level including Tax Departments
	IPs at country level, EUDs

	· Consider how future initiatives might incentivise or prioritise projects sponsored jointly by Ministries of Finance and Ministries of SP or Labour
	

	C10
	Rec 7: Support a more balanced and well-informed social dialogue between the different actors involved: the executive, the legislature (Parliament), CSOs and trade unions.

	· Put parliament and external oversight bodies at the heart of the process, ensure transparency and the involvement of civil society organisations and trade unions in coordination groups, in budget debates and in policy dialogue
	IPs at country level, EUDs

	· Draw lessons from the engagement of civil society in the 4 countries with the participation of GCSPF and social partners in all countries, and develop a strategy for better engagement with CSOs in the other Approach 1 countries
	PMU and Action Steering Committee

	C3 & C7
	Rec 8: Consolidate the capacity building achieved and develop a sustainable process for exchange and capitalisation of work done at country and cross-country levels

	· Capture and internalize the lessons emerging from adaptative SP interventions supported up to now as a response to COVID-19
	PMU and Action Steering Committee

	· Based on this, produce good practice country case studies, to complement the SPaN training package, on how to better institutionalise adaptive SP and contingency funding into the core framework of national SP systems
	PMU and Action Steering Committee

	· Analyse how relations between contributory and non-contributory schemes have been explored and developed including institutional governance and links established between ministries in charge of social assistance and of social insurance 
	PMU and Action Steering Committee

	· Share experiences in engaging with Parliament 
	PMU and Action Steering Committee

	C5 & C6
	Rec 9: Raise policy dialogue on PFM and SP and coherence of DPs support

	· Support greater engagement of the UN Resident Coordinators Office in assuring coordination into the wider UN family and in guaranteeing the complementarity of different UN programmes
	UN IPs

	· Facilitate High-level contact at senior level, e.g. through EU Ambassador, the UNRCO or EUD Head of Cooperation and the Governance section
	EU and UN IPs

	C5 & C6
	Rec 10: At EU level, ensure more synergies with other existing support (SRPC, SOCIEUX+, Advisory services, EUROsociAL, ECHO)

	· Work with ECHO on consolidating shock responsiveness 
	EU HQ and ECHO

	· Ensure closer synergies between the outputs and outcomes of the project and the future EU bilateral projects especially EU SRPCs the social sectors including in their complementary measures.    
	EU HQ and EUD

	· Give more attention to the financing of SP (both contributory and non-contributory schemes) and spendings in the framework of the analysis of the general eligibility conditions for EU budget support; (Add an annex in BS guidelines providing guidance on SP allocations and spendings analysis (including subsidies and social security funds)    
· Review and update SPaN guidance with PFM issues
	EU HQ 
Action Steering Committee

	· Promote a focus on SP and PFM issues in the programming of the new SOCIEUX+ 2022-05 and EUROsociAL interventions as well as in the next EU SP advisory services (follow- up of ASIST)  
	EU HQ and EUD

	· Mainstream SP and PFM dimensions throughout the future EU cooperation interventions financed in the framework of (1) the EU 5th priority of the Geopolitical Commission , and (2) the priority areas of the NDICI-Global Europe geographical and thematic pillars related to human development and SP. 
	EU HQ and EUD
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% disbursed 

EURO Total ILO UNICEF Total ILO UNICEF Total

Approach 1 14.821.898,00       7.613.119,00        7.208.779,00   7.497.481,05     4.883.336,05        2.614.145,00        50,6%

Approach 2 4.871.154,00         4.871.154,00        3.121.797,00        3.121.797,00        64,1%

Cross Country 3.206.948,00         2.415.727,00        791.221,00      2.094.828,07     1.710.048,18        384.779,89           65,3%

TOTAL 22.900.000,00       14.900.000,00      8.000.000,00   12.714.106,12     9.715.181,23        2.998.924,89        55,5%

Initial Budget  Expenditures and legal commitments (end 2021)
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Implementing 

partner

Number of CSOs involved Participation of 

trade unions

Awareness-raising and training activities Participation to debates on SP Programme objectives including 

civil society

Cambodia

Oxfam

CSO-TU Network of 30 members, one 

overall 

network (SP4ALL)

yes  knowledge and capacity of the network on 

PFM, workshops to discuss the draft sub-

decrees for the social protection law 

revision,  2-day online training 

 on the topic of PFM4SP

recommendations made on the draft Social 

Protection law revision 

3 outputs

Nepal

WSM

 two main local partners, the International 

Trade Union Confederation - Nepal 

Affiliated Council (ITUC-NAC) and the 

Social Protection Civil Society Network 

(SPCSN) various CSOs and trade unions 

involved in this project

yes  Trainings & advocacy, online /print media 

covers the news advocacy raising awareness, 

raising awareness at radio & in the newspapers  

Over 70 policy makers were met by over 

700 CSOs members who advocated 

through 44 policy documents and position 

papers as well as one research for better 

social protection and PFM

4 outputs

Senegal WSM

REMAPS + 25 CSOs and trade unions 

organizations were brought together 

yes  Workshop organised by  on stakeholders' 

analysis and power mapping and advocacy 

strategies, workshops on lobby and advocacy, 

campaigns on SP and its financing, Awareness 

raising of the population and final beneficiaries 

through the medias

participation in SC of the programme 

composed of gvt representatives, 2 position 

papers are elaborated and disseminated 

memorandum/ Charter on Social 

Protection 

4 outputs

Uganda

HelpAge

a five-member CSO/TU Steering 

Committee, Uganda Social Protection 

Platform (USPP)

yes  CSO/TU advocacy 

activities, trainings on PFM

Collaboration with the gvt through USPP 4 outputs

Angola

not mentionned No (trade unions 

not mentionned)

participation in 1 SADC Parliamentary Forum 2 Round-Table Social Dialogue on 

Challenges and Solutions for the Informal 

Economy in Angola with government 

institutions,

employers and workers representatives

and CSOs 

0

Burkina 

Faso

Only trade unions, CSOs not mentionned Yes Creation of an inter-trade union committee on 

social protection (2020) 

training activities were carried out for the SP 

SNPS and the trade unions (3-day training 

workshop was held for the members of the inter-

union committee on SP and the representatives 

of the trade union centres belonging to the 

Trade Union Action Unit (TUA))

1 output

Ethiopia

ILO’s tripartite partners

(Confederation of Ethiopian Trade Unions, 

Public Servants’ Social Security Agency, 

and Private Organizations’ Employees 

Social Security Agency), Federation of 

Ethiopian Associations of Persons with 

Disabilities, the GCSPF (represented by 

HelpAge International

Ethiopia)

Yes Support  to Federation of Ethiopian 

Associations of Persons with Disabilities 

(FEAPD) through awareness creation amongst

government and media organisation + 

strenghtened advocacy capacity of 

Organizations of Persons with

Disabilities (OPDs)

 Position Paper by the

Confederation of Ethiopian Trade Unions 

(CETU)                

Federal Social Protection Platform 

composed of IP, gvt institutions & civil 

society representatives, platform for 

coordination and  advocacy for 

strengthening an integrated and coherent 

social protection system

2 outputs

Paraguay

8 worker's organisations and 4 employer's 

organisations

Yes trainings to representatives from workers’ and 

employers’ organizations on PFM for SP

/ 1 output

GCSPF

NO GCSPF
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 Highly satisfactory  Statisfactory  Unsatisfactory  

2020  2  16  0  

2021  7  5  1  

Of which  Appproach 1  4  3  1  
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