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[bookmark: _Toc78450456]Acronyms

A1		Approach 1
A2		Approach 2
DAC		Development Assistance Committee
EU		European Union
LF		Log frame
ILO 		International Labour Organisation
MSC		Most Significant Change (evaluation methodology)
M&E		Monitoring and evaluation
MTE		Mid-term Evaluation
PFM		Public Finance Management
PRODOC	Project document
RBA		Results-based analysis
SDG		Strategic Development Goal
SO		Strategic Objective
SP		Social protection
SP&PFM	Social Protection and Public Finance Management
ToRs		Terms of Reference
UI		Unemployment insurance
UN		United Nations


[bookmark: _Toc78450457]Introduction 
[bookmark: _Toc78450458]Terms of Reference
The overall ToRs for this task are 
to conduct the evaluability review of the overall SP&PFM programme. The evaluability review will determine the extent to which the SP&PFM programme is ready for an useful evaluation and identifies any changes required to improve the M&E components for enhanced effective performance. 
The ToRs provide that the outputs of this consultancy are
[bookmark: _Hlk76562558]Output 1. An analysis of the M&E framework of the overall SP&PFM programme, based on the country projects and cross-country component M&E framework (log frame) and indicators; with suggestions for improving the country log frames and indicators and supported by a consolidated M&E framework that integrate the country log frames into the global log frame.
Output 2. A proposal for revising M&E plans and frameworks (for at least the eight approach 1 countries and for the cross-country components), including baseline and milestone data, or a clear indication of how the project is collecting these.
Output 3. Recommendations to improve efficiency of the monitoring and evaluation arrangements of the SP&PFM programme, and any necessary adjustment to the implementation of the M&E overall framework and budget allocated to the M&E. 
Output 4. Suggestions for amendments to the ToRs of the Mid-term evaluation to make critical issues identified subject to a further and more detailed factual analysis.
Output 5. The final report composed of the four above outputs and a presentation of the findings of the evaluability review to the steering committee of the SP&PFM programme and the Evaluation Team of the Mid-Term Evaluation.
This final report (output 5) includes outputs 1-4 incorporating comments received on the initial draft reports.

[bookmark: _Toc78450459]Methodology
The methodology follows that set out in the ToRs and had regard to the ILO Guidelines on evaluability of programmes and projects. The assessment has relied primarily on a desk review of the documentation relating to the project both at global and national level including logical frameworks (log frames), project documents (PRODOCs), draft reports, etc. The consultant has also had a number of online calls with the ILO and UNICEF project management unit to discuss specific issues. Some preliminary considerations were taken into account by the project management unit during the preparation of the first progress report. 

[bookmark: _Toc78450460]Structure of the report
The report is structured in line with the outputs above with chapter 1 covering output 1 and so on. The concluding chapter 5 discusses the extent to which the SP&PFM programme is ready for a useful evaluation and summarises overall recommendations. 




[bookmark: _Toc78450461]Chapter 1: Analysis of the Monitoring and Evaluation framework

Chapter 1 provides an analysis of the M&E framework of the overall programme, with suggestions for improving the country log frames and indicators and is supported by a consolidated M&E framework that integrates the country log frames into the global log frame (see Annexes 1.1-1.9)

[bookmark: _Toc78450462]Approach
Insofar as possible, the objectives and activities in the country projects’ national plans have been categorised under one of the three global objectives (SO1-3). Of course, there is in practice an overlap between the different objectives and some activities could be categorized under two or more headings. However, for the purposes of this report, activities have been categorised under what appeared to be the most appropriate heading.
In categorising where national plans fit within the global framework, the Approach 2 projects have generally been categorised under SO3 and Result 3.0.[footnoteRef:1] Some of these activities could also be classified under SO1 and 2 but these areas all already covered by the A1 projects. Malawi, however, makes little reference to shock-responsiveness and has been placed under SO1.[footnoteRef:2] [1:  This assumes that designing standard UI schemes can be categorised as shock-responsive.]  [2:  Most of the references to shock in the Malawi PRODOC are either in background material or in the phrase “including for times of shock’’ and the content is about general improvements to the SP system. The Peruvian PRODOC does not mention ‘shock’ but the content is about establishing UI in the context of COVID 19 so it has been included here under SO3.] 

Where the national PRODOCs followed a logical approach with outcomes being supported by specific outputs and activities, only the high-level activities and indicators have been included, e.g. a National Social Protection Plan but not sub-activities and indicators which are inputs to that Plan.[footnoteRef:3] However, in some cases the log frames do not follow this approach and activities listed under an outcome may be separate to the outcome and not simply an input to the overall outcome. In such cases, this report refers to lower-level activities if they are logically separate to the Outcome. [3:  For example, the Angolan Output 1 concerned a National Social Protection Plana and all the sub-activities under Output 1 are inputs to the overall Plan.] 

The indicators are shown, for example, as follows in the tables:
1.1)  Outcome 1 (new or updated National Social Protection Policy)
where 1.1) refers to the numbering of indicators in the global log frame; Outcome 1 refers to where the indicator is to be found in the country log frame (generally projects have not numbered their indicators); and the text in brackets is a short description of the indicator. The following columns indicate the baseline and target where this has been set.[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  Where there is only one possible outcome (e.g. 0/1 for a policy document) this has been included even if it is not actually mentioned in the country log frame.] 

Generally, this report has adopted a reasonably strict approach to including indicators rather than trying to link the numerous national indicators to a global indicator. It would seem more advisable to adopt such an approach given that the mid-term evaluation (MTE) team may also do so.  Therefore, there are a number of national indicators which are not included here. Of course, this is somewhat subjective so there may be additional national indicators which could be included but this would tend to be under headings which are already well represented.
With the SO1, the programme clearly aims at improving both the design and financing of social protection systems for reduced poverty (SDG 1) and inequalities (SDG 10). Indicator of results 1.2) puts a clear emphasize on the importance of reflecting and applying the international standards for achieving SO1. Indicator of results 1.3 “Proportion of total government spending on essential services (education, health and social protection) (SDG 1.a.2)” may be problematic, in the sense that the programme does not aim at improving investment in education and health, but only social protection (including social health protection). Therefore, the programme is not in a position to report on its impact on improving health care and education services as it is not included among the objectives of the programme. 
There are a number of issues in relation to indicators under SO3. First, ‘policy and programmatic documents’ are understood as covering policy-level documents (strategies, policies, laws, regulations) rather than administrative materials. Second, the difference between indicator 3.1 and 3.2 is somewhat unclear. Perhaps it is intended that the adoption of ‘policy and programmatic documents’ under 3.1 will lead to ‘improved shock-responsiveness’ under 3.2 or perhaps it is intended that the two indicators refer to different issues?  In relation to 3.3, few countries have proposed developing such indicators.
In some cases, it is not clear from the national documents whether what is proposed is in the form of policy proposals or actual agreed policy. It would appear from the global indicators that what is envisaged is approved policy documents and ‘recommendations’ which did not appear to require actual government approval are not included in the table. 
At the time of writing, and based on draft matrix prepared for this consultancy, the project management unit has already developed comprehensive reports on the global log frame including tables of indicators with baselines, targets and current position. The indicators seem to be appropriate and the data generally available. There does not appear to be any need to duplicate this work and there is nothing further to add on this issue.

[bookmark: _Toc78450463]Assessment of log frames 
Overall, the objectives and SOs are reasonably well reflected in the country log frames. The Results are also well reflected in general. In summary, the following is the position:

[bookmark: _Toc78450464]Objective
The overall objective is reflected in all log frames for both Approach 1 and Approach 2 countries. Indicators of achievement mainly look at coverage extension, in line with the SDG 1.3.1.

[bookmark: _Toc78450465]Strategic Objectives
SO1 is reflected in all country log frames. As noted above, Approach 2 countries have been analysed in detail under SO3 (below). SO2 is referenced in a general way in most Approach 1 log frames and many log frames refer to support to governments in implementing and monitoring SP systems. Some do refer to issues of financial sustainability but the extent to which PFM will be an integral part of projects is not clear from log frames. However, few refer in detail to gender and disability issues. SO3 (shock responsiveness) is specifically addressed in only three Approach 1 log frames but in almost all the Approach 2 log frames.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  As noted above, Malawi is classified under SO1. ] 


[bookmark: _Toc78450466]Results
Generally, since the global Results are related to the Strategic Objectives, the Results are also reflected in the log frames. For example, the Approach 1 projects generally do reflect the cross-sectoral approach of R1.1 at least in a general manner.
	
[bookmark: _Toc78450467]Assessment of indicators 
In summary, the following is the position with regards the indicators of the country as well as two global components log frames. 

[bookmark: _Toc78450468]Objective
Relevant data is available to a limited extent as to the overall objective indicators. In general, the first indicator (as to percentage of the population covered) is addressed in various ways in Approach 1 & several Approach 2 Log frames and reports. 
However, the second indicator as to income distribution (Gini) is not mentioned in any log frame and, the first progress exercise shows that such data would be unlikely to be available in the timeframe as it requires complex micro-simulations (leaving aside the fact that projects of this scale would not have any impact on a national Gini).  
Baselines have been set for some but not all countries. Targets have been set in only five Approach 1[footnoteRef:6] and four Approach 2 countries[footnoteRef:7] and are often not clearly defined (at least in the material to hand) and/or not reported on. [6:  Angola, Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, Nepal and Paraguay.]  [7:  Côte d’Ivoire, Cabo Verde, Nigeria and Sri Lanka. ] 


[bookmark: _Toc78450469]SO1
All Approach 1 countries address these indicators in some way. Indicators 1.1 and 1.4 are reflected in several log frames with 1.2 and 1.3 being reflected in a small number.[footnoteRef:8] However, for indicator 1.2, national social protection policies and revised legal framework will de facto reflect and apply international standards related to social protection. Special attention will be given to appropriately report on indicator 1.2 even if not included in the country log frame as a separate indicator. Indicator 1.5 (source of funding) does not appear to be included at all, although it may become available as countries start conducted review of social protection expenditures and revenues. Baselines (other than for policies/programmes) are set in only four log frames.[footnoteRef:9] Targets (other than for policies/programmes) are set in only five log frames (and none are yet reported on).[footnoteRef:10]  Data for indicator 1.3 (government spending on essential services) should be available although the usefulness of the indicator is not entirely clear for reasons showcased above, which may also explain the absence of such indicator in country log frames.    [8:  Indicators which would be relevant to R1.2 are also included under SO3 and could be included here if necessary.]  [9:  Ethiopia, Nepal, Paraguay and Senegal.]  [10:  Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, Nepal, Paraguay and Senegal.] 


[bookmark: _Toc78450470]Results 1.1 and 1.2
Indicators are set in most countries for 1.1.1 but little, if any, reference is made to gender issues (1.1.2).	Baselines are set and targets are also set in the Log frames but little or no progress is reported (in relation to specific indicators). Indicators are set for 1.1.1 and/or 1.2.2 in six log frames. It is assumed that indicators for 1.2.3, 1.2.6 and 1.2.7 will be set at global level. No indicator is set for 1.2.4 (disaggregated statistics) (see also SO 2 below).

[bookmark: _Toc78450471]SO2
The position in relation to SO2 is less positive than for SO1. Indicators are set in six countries and generally only for indicator 2.1 (number of national schemes improved).[footnoteRef:11] Baselines are generally set. Targets are set but no specific progress reported to date. The issue here is, in part, a question of the definition used in the evaluability assessment. All the Log frames are about improving administration and delivery of SP and it should be possible to develop indicators which fit within indicator 2.1 (or to understand 2.1 more broadly so as to include existing national indicators). We can discuss the best approach to take.  It is recommended that countries take indicator 2.3 (gender/disability disaggregated data) as critical in achieving the set objective of improving gender-sensitive and disability-inclusive social protection which is a priority of the programme.  [11:  Burkina Faso, Cambodia, Nepal, Paraguay, Senegal and Uruguay.] 


[bookmark: _Toc78450472]Result 2.1 and 2.2
[bookmark: _Hlk68080303]Indicators are set for 2.1.2 and, to a lesser extent, 2.1.4 but not for 2.1.1 (number of people receiving a SP benefit through EU-supported programmes). It is not clear how EU supported programmes is defined but presumably this data should be available. Again, it is assumed that 2.1.3, 2.1.5 and 2.1.6 are to be set at global level. Indicators are set for 2.2.1 and, to a lesser extent, 2.2.2 (dialogue events).  Again, it is assumed that indicators 2.2.3 and 2.2.4 will be set at global level.

[bookmark: _Toc78450473]SO3
Only a small number of Approach 1 log frames refer specifically to SO3 but all Approach 2 log frames do reflect this issue. Only three Approach 1 countries have specific SO3 indicators but indicators are set in almost all Approach 2 countries. For both Approaches 1 and 2, most countries (which have relevant indicators), all set 3.1 indicators. However, few countries use the specific terminology of 3.2. Few also use the terminology of 3.3. Baselines (0) are set in most log frames and targets are set for relevant log frames but no specific progress reported (against indicators) in most cases.
Again, the issue with 3.2 may be a case of definition. It is not clear as to what the relationship is supposed to be between 3.1 and 3.2. It may be that 3.1 relates to policy and 3.2 to outcomes in practice (arising from the policy). If so, one could perhaps include those indicators categorised under Result 3.0.2 below. 

[bookmark: _Toc78450474]Result 3.0
Reflecting the position re SO3, indicators are set in only two Approach 1 countries but indicator 3.0.3 (reports, tools, etc.) features prominently in all Approach 2 countries while indicators 3.0.1 and 3.0.2 are found in some (3.0.1) or most (3.0.2) Approach 2 projects.  Baselines are set (generally 0) and targets are set in most log frames but there are no reports on specific progress.

[bookmark: _Toc78450475]Issues for discussion
In terms of the objectives, these would appear to be covered reasonably well in the national Log frames. It might be helpful to review SO2 to identify whether there are additional activities which could usefully be categorized under this heading (with related indicators). 
Further issues arise in relation to the following indicators:
1) There are a number of areas where indicators are lacking or may not be relevant for the programme (e.g. Gini/income distribution; essential services spending; SO2);
2) In addition, there are a number of Result indicators which have been addressed in few (if any) log frames;
3) While indicator baselines and targets are set for outputs (e.g. policy documents, persons trained), this is much less the case for outcome indicators such as percentage covered (a recommendation to overcome this issue is proposed in chapter 2). Projects are generally reporting on activities and not on indicators. This is entirely understandable given the early stage of the project and the delays which may have arisen. However, in view of the pending MTE it will be important to emphasise to the projects the need to (i) identify indicators which can be achieved in the short-term (‘low hanging fruit’) and (ii) report on indicators.
How these issues can be addressed is discussed in chapter 2.

[bookmark: _Toc78450476]Chapter 2: Proposal for revising monitoring and evaluations plans and frameworks

Chapter 2 sets out a proposal for revising M&E plans and frameworks (for at least the eight Approach 1 countries and for the cross-country component and global component of Approach 2), including baseline and milestone data, or a clear indication of how the project is collecting these.

[bookmark: _Toc78450477]Approach
Drawing on the framework developed in chapter 1, this chapter reviews all countries log frames for outcome indicator baselines and targets and Approach 1 countries results-level indicators. The original PRODOCs were also reviewed where relevant for further information. Recommendations are set out below. In addition, areas where additional indicators could be developed to cover the global indicators are identified.

[bookmark: _Toc68080740][bookmark: _Toc78450478]Reviewing the global and country log frame indicators
The ‘headline’ outcome indicators of coverage and expenditure for the Approaches 1 and 2 projects and all other results indicators for Approach 1 have been reviewed. This has involved both reviewing the extent to which country log frames have adopted indicators in line with the global log frame and (in limited cases where it appeared necessary) reviewing the appropriateness of some global indictors. 
Generally, targets have been set for results indicators (including policy documents, laws, etc.). However, there are a significant number of gaps for the outcome-level indicators both in terms of baselines, targets and actual definitions. It is assumed that the project cannot be expected to produce data for indicators where this is not already collected by national governments.

[bookmark: _Toc78450479][bookmark: _Toc68080741]Recommendations to revise inappropriate outcome-level indicators of the global log frame
In general, it is assumed that changes to the global log frame should not be proposed. However, it seems very unlikely that the Gini indicator (income inequality) can be collected (or that it would mean anything if it was) and the possibility of removing this in advance of the MTE should be explored. 
The Gini indicator is not appropriate for the following reasons:
i) There is always a significant time-lag before this data is available (even assuming that it is available at all for the project countries)[footnoteRef:12] so it won’t be available in time for the MTE or final evaluation [12:  The most recent Eurostat data for EU countries is for 2019.] 

ii) The projects would be very unlikely to have any impact on income inequality given their size, and
iii) In any case, any project impact will be entirely lost in the impact of COVID.
[bookmark: _Hlk67923863]It is also proposed that indicators on proportion of total government spending on essential services (education, health and social protection) (SDG indicator 1.a.2) should be dropped. The relevance of this indicator to the projects (which are not working on education or health services in a broad sense) is not clear and it may be difficult for them to collect (only two countries have used this indicator).
No country has set indicators for source of funding for social protection (1.5), distinguishing between domestic resources (disaggregated by social protection contributions and state budget) and external funding. The relevance of this indicator is not clear and it may not be easy to calculate precisely.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  It may be possible to assess this issue for those countries in which a Social Protection Budget Analysis is carried out.] 


[bookmark: _Toc78450480]Recommendations to standardise outcome-level indicators of the country log frame
For the outcome-level indicators on the proportion of the population covered and the level of spending on social protection, at present, as set out in the Annexes, different measures are used and baselines and targets are set in only some log frames. 
Data on these indicators is available in a standardised format in the ILO World Social Protection Database (which is the database for reporting on SDG 1.3.1) and it is understood that this has been used in the first Progress Report. For comparable and availability purpose, it is recommended to refer to the ILO World Social Protection Database to inform the indicators of coverage as well as indicators of social protection expenditures. The ILO World Social Protection Database follows the internationally agreed methodology and metadata of the Sustainable Development Goals indicator 1.3.1, and is regularly updated through the national Social Security Inquiries. The country projects themselves contribute to this regular update, through their support to partner countries to strengthen national monitoring and evaluation frameworks of social protection. This is the logical approach to take and allows a standard approach to be taken across countries so that these key indicators can be compared across countries. It also avoids duplication of data collection as data collection can be done directly by project management. It is also recommended that special attention is given through the projects to reinforce national capacities for collecting sex-disaggregated data, which so far are available only in one country of Approach 1 and two countries of Approach 2.[footnoteRef:14]  [14:  Cambodia, Cabo Verde and Ecuador. ] 

The baseline can then be set based on the data in the World Social Protection Database. In relation to targets, since the Approach 1 countries indicators were set, the COVID-19 pandemic has occurred leading, in many countries, to an expansion in social protection in response to economic downturn.  This means that the original indicators in relation to coverage and expenditure have largely been overtaken by (unpredictable) events. The impact of COVID-19 crisis will vastly outweigh any impact of the projects and the timing of expansion and subsequent contraction (assuming this occurs) is impossible to predict at present. So these numbers are really not meaningful in most countries as far as the evaluation of the projects is concerned. It is suggested that it is pointless to try to set new country targets in the light of the significant impact of the COVID-19 crisis.
Therefore, it is proposed that the M&E framework should report the data from the World Social Protection Database for coverage and expenditure for the Approach 1 countries in respect of the existing social protection coverage (% of the population covered by social protection floors) and social protection expenditure (1.4 - % of social protection expenditure).[footnoteRef:15]  This will ensure a standardised approach and avoid duplication in collection of data. [15:  Some countries have set very specific indicators e.g. Nepal, Côte d’Ivoire, Malawi, Nigeria, and whether these remain relevant after COVID should be clarified.] 

This would be:
· SDG indicator 1.3.1: Effective coverage (% covered for at least one social protection benefit) 
· Total public social protection expenditure (% of GDP)
for the project start date and as close to end date as is feasible. This would also include a gender breakdown insofar as this is available. 

[bookmark: _Toc68080743][bookmark: _Toc78450481]Recommendations on finalising the results indicators
Generally, targets have been set for result-level indicators and Annex 2.2 highlights only those which are missing.[footnoteRef:16] This will need to be followed up with the country teams in order to finalise outstanding indicators but this should involve only fairly minor work to clarify definitions, availability of data and targets (where necessary).  [16:  As per the global LF, ‘Baselines are not defined for process indicators’.] 

It is also suggested that some countries might develop new indicators to reflect work which is already planned (or seems likely). However, given that data would have to be agreed and collected for any additional indicators this is only proposed in a small number of areas. In general, it is suggested that it would be better to focus on a (reasonably) small number of indicators rather than to increase the number.
As part of the process, project management should also work with projects to identify the number, topic and title of research studies they expect to produce (R1.2) as it is unclear from the documentation exactly what would qualify and what it is currently planned to produce.  The same would apply to indicators 1.2.1 (SP, RBA and PFM tools) and 3.0.3 (briefs, papers, reports, tools).

[bookmark: _Toc68080744][bookmark: _Toc78450482]Other issues
Generally, indicators have been set in only a few countries in relation to gender/disability disaggregated data. This is discussed further in chapter 3. There are a number of indicators which have been set in few if any countries, e.g. number of people receiving a social protection benefit through EU supported programmes (2.1.1). It is not clear if this is very relevant to the project evaluation and, if not, it should be dropped.

[bookmark: _Toc68080745][bookmark: _Toc78450483]Cross-country component
As per the current draft report on the cross-country component (Approach 1), in general there does not appear to be a need for any major revisions. The comments in the draft report in relation to specific indicators (i.e. that the indicators on crisis response strategies and Operational Notes are no longer relevant) are noted and agreed. It is assumed that ‘national policy makers participating in social protection knowledge sharing and activities at supranational level’ would now have to be organised virtually but this would still seem possible.
This being said, in order to adopt a more forward-looking perspective instead of looking only at crisis response strategies, it is advisable to reformulate the second indicator of outcome 3 as follows: “Number of countries that introduced shock-sensitive mechanisms in their social protection systems or programmes’ design making specifically reference to the social protection guidance developed by the EU or one of the implementing partners”. 

[bookmark: _Toc78450484]Collecting data for indicators and setting baselines
It is proposed that, as part of M&E, each country team complete the set indicators of each national log frame, linked to the global log frame, in a ‘reporting table’ as a tool for the project’s implementation.  
As part of this process, baselines and targets would need to be identified where these are missing (including clear definitions for indicators) and the possibility of identifying indicators in areas where these are missing could be explored. In some cases, this should be relatively easy (e.g. where countries are carrying out training but have not set indicators; number of dialogue events). 
Such indicators can also be collected through the Social Security Inquiry if not recently conducted in the country. Through this exercise, the projects will support capacity building for strengthened sex-disaggregated indicators, which are still missing in most countries of the programme. 
As noted above projects should clarify the number of research studies they expect to produce (R1.2) as it is unclear from the documentation exactly what would qualify and what it is currently planned to produce.  The same would apply to indicators 1.2.1 (SP, RBA and PFM tools) and 3.0.3 (briefs, papers, reports, tools).
It would be advisable to give further support to projects on issues such as gender/disability disaggregated data. This seems to be envisaged under the Approach 2 global component log frame, with specific support to strengthen social protection statistics. This issue arises under SO1 and R1.2 and the global component of Approach 2 could support country teams enhancing such data skills.




[bookmark: _Toc78450485]Chapter 3: Recommendations to improve efficiency of M&E arrangements 

This chapter sets out recommendations to improve the efficiency of the M&E arrangements of the programme, and any necessary adjustment to the implementation of the M&E overall framework and budget allocated to the M&E. The project already has a detailed Evaluation Plan which includes this Evaluability Assessment, an independent MTE and an independent Final Evaluation. Therefore, this chapter focuses on the internal project monitoring arrangements.
As can be seen, this project is very large in terms of the number of countries involved. As identified in chapter 2, it is still necessary to finalise some aspects of the indicators, given this and the relatively short duration of the project, it would appear appropriate to reinforce the human resources capacity of the project management unit by recruiting another part-time M&E/ Reporting expert, to provide direct and continuous support to the country teams to improve their M&E framework and reporting, in particular before the MTE begins later this year. 
[bookmark: _Hlk76992929]Also, the M&E should be kept light and should focus on what is essential and feasible to monitor the overall implementation of the project, to identify any challenges to implementation and to respond to these. As such, the M&E system should be very closely aligned with the system of regular Progress Reports. As part of this work, the project should develop a reporting table for each national log frame (as discussed in chapter 2) to be completed annually by projects.
After this, the project M&E should follow the following cycle:


First, project management unit, with support of M&E expert, needs to collect the relevant data in a timely manner. It is proposed that a part-time expert at ILO should be employed for the remaining period of the programme to support the project management unit with this task, the writing of the progress report and support to the MTE and final issues, so that any issues identified during data collection and monitoring can be clarified prior to the MTE, next annual progress report and final evaluation. Such M&E expert would also be available to provide technical services to countries for improving their national M&E social protection framework. 
Second, the project management unit prepares the annual progress report.
Third, based on an assessment of the progress report (and taking into account feedback from other stakeholders), the project management unit should quickly assess the extent to which progress is being made towards achieving (and reporting on) the relevant outputs and indicators and what remedial action is necessary. The findings from the MTE will, of course, help to inform this process and to highlight areas where action is required.
Finally, the project management unit should identify remedial action as necessary. Again, the MTE will help to identify actions necessary in 2022.
The first progress reports from the national projects contain much detail as to activities but they do not contain much information as to progress towards indicators. This may be understandable given the stage of the projects but it is not always apparent that the projects appreciate the need for reporting in line with the log frames. It is suggested that the project management unit explore how best to feed this finding back to the national projects (e.g. by way of a virtual workshop) and how best to emphasise the importance of reporting in line with the log frames.
As noted in chapter 2, reporting on gender disaggregated data is also a weakness and it is proposed that support should be provided to the projects in relation to this issue. This may best be done as part of overall support of a gender-sensitive approach in addition to building national capacity and services for collecting gender data in particular through the Social Security Inquiry. This should lead to improved sex-disaggregated data collection in the next progress report.


[bookmark: _Toc78450486]Chapter 4: Suggested amendments to the terms of references of the Mid-term evaluation

For this chapter, the ToRs of the Mid-Term Evaluation (MTE) developed by DG-INTPA, and commented by the implementing partners, were reviewed. Much of this document related to the selection of the evaluation team and the review focussed on part 2 (Description of the Evaluation Assignment) and Annex VII (Evaluation Criteria).  While the MTE is led by the EU and will be carried out in line with its rules and guidelines (as specified in the ToRs), this chapter also had regard to the UN and ILO evaluation guidelines.

[bookmark: _Toc71728127][bookmark: _Toc78450487]Overall Comments
In general, the approach to the evaluation follows the standard approach required by the EU and is consistent with the approach adopted by the ILO. The Evaluation Questions adopt the DAC criteria. 
The ToRs propose that the MTE should cover the topics of relevance, coherence, effectiveness, and efficiency.  The ToRs state that the ‘assessment of sustainability and impact as well as the additional EU specific evaluation criterion on the “EU added value” will be left to the final evaluation’. 
It is agreed, in principle, that it is too early to assess these topics. However, by the time of the final evaluation it will be too late to have any impact on how these topics can be assessed, i.e. methodology and availability of data. Indeed, the ToRs do emphasise that the MTE should ‘provide an understanding of the cause-and-effect links between: inputs and activities, and preliminary outputs, expected outcomes and impacts’.[footnoteRef:17]  [17:  One of the specific objectives of the MTE is to assess ‘[t]he extent and quality of the evidence-knowledge generation approaches to measure the impact of improved synergies between public finance management and social protection on designing, financing and delivery of social protection benefits’.] 

It is difficult, in many cases, to measure the impact which much development work has at a macro level. While it is easy to measure the outputs of such work (in terms of reports, training, studies, etc.) it is much more difficult to measure outcomes. Again, while it is easy to list the measures which have been adopted at a national level, it is much more difficult to assess the extent to which the action in question actually impacted on those measures and more difficult again to assess how an action has contributed to the outcomes for individuals.
It is noted that the ILO High-level Evaluation on Social Protection (2017, p. 59) suggested that ‘[s]cientific outcome-oriented evaluations could be organized …, for example, through evaluation approaches such as contribution analysis, process tracing and/or outcome harvesting’.[footnoteRef:18] However, some of these approaches (such as contribution analysis or process tracing)  would need to have been built in to the design of the Action and it is probably too late to try to introduce such an approach at this stage. [18:  For a more detailed discussion of these approaches and an actual application in a relevant area see https://www.odi.org/publications/10397-impact-evaluation-portfolio-programmes-policy-influence] 

However, the Mid-Term Evaluators should be asked to advise on the best approach to identify links between the action’s inputs and outputs and actual outcomes and on the methodology and data which will be required in the final evaluation. This might, for example, include outcome harvesting or the Most Significant Change (MSC) technique. MSC is a qualitative and participatory form of monitoring and evaluation based on the collection and systematic selection of stories of reported changes from development activities.
Similarly, in relation to sustainability, while the Evaluators need not assess this topic in the MTE, they should be asked to have regard to it and to the extent to which the action is putting in place tools and approaches to ensure sustainability. Other than this, the ToRs already cover a wide range of issues and it would not be useful to add more unless these are essential. 

[bookmark: _Toc71728128][bookmark: _Toc78450488]Revised Evaluation Questions
Some additional questions and specific rewording of the proposed questions is set out in Annex 4.1 (with track changes).  In addition, most of the questions currently listed under Efficiency would appear to be more related to Effectiveness.[footnoteRef:19]  No questions are currently asked about linkages to SDGs and this is something that might be added. [19:  In Annex VII of the ToRs, Efficiency is defined as the ‘extent to which the intervention delivers, or is likely to deliver, results in an economic and timely way.’] 


[bookmark: _Toc78450489]Recommendations
In summary, the following recommendations are made. 
First, the Evaluators will, of course, be required to evaluate the Action against the log frame (including indicators). It is proposed in chapter 2 that country log frame indicators should be revised to ensure standardisation and in the light of the COVID-19 pandemic impact and, if the stakeholders are agreeable, this should be done as soon as possible in advance of the MTE.
The requirement to identify lessons learned (mentioned as one of the main objectives) should be highlighted in the final ToRs.
The ToRs should make clear that, while the MTE need not assess Impact at this stage, it should have regard to likely future impact and advise on how this should be assessed in the final evaluation and the methodology and data which would be required.
The Evaluators should also be asked to have regard to sustainability and to the extent to which the Action is putting in place tools and approaches to ensure sustainability.
Specific suggestions for additional and/or reworded questions are included in Annex 4.1.

[bookmark: _Toc78450490]Chapter 5: Conclusions and recommendations

This chapter provides an overview of the evaluability assessment and summarises recommendations from previous chapters.
As set out above, the overall objective of this assessment is
to conduct the evaluability review of the overall SP&PFM programme. The evaluability review will determine the extent to which the SP&PFM programme is ready for an useful evaluation and identifies any changes required to improve the M&E components for enhanced effective performance. 

[bookmark: _Toc78450491]Conclusions
The overall conclusion of this assessment is that the project will be ready for a useful evaluation although there are a number of data issues which require to be finalised in order to facilitate the evaluation.
As discussed in chapter 1, the overall project objectives and SOs are reasonably well reflected in the country log frames. The Results are also well reflected in general. In relation to indicators, relevant data is available to a limited extent as to the overall objective indicators and the remaining outcome indicators. Baselines have been set for some but not all countries. Targets have been set in only a limited number of countries and are often not clearly defined. A range of specific recommendations are set out below to address this issue.
Given that the project operates in 18 countries, and by the end of 2021, in 23 countries, it is clearly a very complex one and given the limited timescale of the project, it would be advisable to strengthen the capacity of the programme management unit for supporting countries in strengthening their M&E in a coherent manner that contributes to the global log frame. Also, it would not appear to be appropriate to put in place a heavy M&E structure. Rather the M&E should be kept light and should focus on what is essential to monitor the overall implementation of the project, to identify any challenges to implementation and to respond to these. As discussed in more detail in chapter 3, the M&E system should be very closely aligned with the system of regular Progress Reports.  The findings of the MTE should feed into and inform the ongoing M&E process.
The key changes needed are that project management requires addition human resources in order to implement even this light-touch monitoring and that project management should take all possible steps to focus the minds of the national projects on implementation and reporting in line with the Log frames. 

[bookmark: _Toc78450492]Recommendations
The specific recommendations are as follows. These are discussed in more detail in chapters 2-4 as relevant.

[bookmark: _Toc78450493]	Indicators and data (chapter 2)
1. For the outcome indicators on the proportion of the population covered and the level of spending on social protection, the national data available in the ILO World Social Protection Database should be used. Baselines should be set using the data in this database but, given the significant impact of COVID, it is not now relevant to set targets for these indicators.
2. The Gini (income inequality) indicator should be dropped as the data will not be available in time for the evaluation (and it would be of limited relevance in any case).
3. Indicators on the proportion of total government spending on essential services (education, health and social protection) (1.a.2) should be dropped as they are not relevant.
4. The second indicator of the outcome 3 of the cross-country component log frame should be revised to embrace a more looking forward shock-responsive social protection perspective and not only focusing on emergency response. 
5. These revisions should be agreed as soon as possible and in advance of the MTE so that the evaluation team can be clear about the relevant indicators.
6. Project management unit should work with the national projects to finalise the results indicators (definitions, data availability, and targets where necessary).
7. Project management unit should also work with projects to identify the number, topic and title of research studies they expect to produce (R1.2) as it is unclear from the documentation exactly what would qualify and what it is currently planned to produce.  The same would apply to indicators 1.2.1 (SP, RBA and PFM tools) and 3.0.3 (briefs, papers, reports, tools).
8. A reporting table for each national log frame (linked to the global log frame) should be developed and projects should be required to complete this. 
9. Additional support should be provided to projects on issues such as gender/disability disaggregated data.
[bookmark: _Toc78450494]M&E Framework (chapter 3)
1. The project should adopt a light M&E framework focusing on what is essential to monitor the overall implementation of the project, to identify any challenges to implementation and to respond to these.
2. The M&E system should be very closely aligned with the system of regular Progress Reports as set out in chapter 3. 
3. It is recommended that project management should contract an additional part-time M&E expert to liaise with the national projects in order to (a) finalise indicators and a reporting table (above) before the MTE begins later this year; (b) to support data collection on an annual basis; to (c) support the MTE, annual reporting and final evaluation; as well as (d) to provide technical services to national stakeholders for strengthening their social protection M&E framework.
[bookmark: _Toc78450495]Mid-term Evaluation (chapter 4)
1. The requirement to identify lessons learned (mentioned as one of the main objectives) should be highlighted in the final MTE ToRs.
2. The ToRs should make clear that, while the MTE need not assess Impact at this stage, it should have regard to likely future impact and advise on how this should be assessed in the final evaluation and the methodology and data which would be required.
3. The Evaluators should also be asked to have regard to sustainability and to the extent to which the Action is putting in place tools and approaches to ensure sustainability.
4. Specific suggestions for additional and/or reworded questions are included in Annex 4.1.





[bookmark: _Toc78450496]Annexes:
[bookmark: _Toc78450497]Annex 1: Consolidated M&E framework integrating country LF & global log frame  
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	[bookmark: _Toc78450498][bookmark: _Hlk67925980][bookmark: _Hlk67925825]Annex 1.1: Overall Objective

	
	Results chain
	Indicators
	Baselines
(incl. reference year)
	Targets
(incl. reference year)

	Overall objective
	To increase the population's universal social protection coverage in partner countries preferably but not limited to those benefiting from EU funded budget support operations.
	1) Percentage of the population covered by social protection floors/systems by sex, distinguishing children, unemployed persons, older persons, persons with disabilities, pregnant women with newborns, work-injury victims, poor and vulnerable (SDG 1.3.1) 
2) Distribution of income before and after taxes and social transfers (expressed as Gini coefficient) 
	1) National statistical data or programme data

2) TBI in the inception phase/first year of operation by a baseline study[endnoteRef:1] [1:  Applying Benefit Incidence Analyses limited to partner countries selected for medium-term technical support (approach 1).] 


	1.-2) TBI during inception phase.

To be drawn from the partners' strategies 

	[bookmark: _Hlk66196016]Assessment of national log frames
	Objective is reflected in all country log frames
	Relevant data is available to a limited extent:

1) % covered – this is covered in various ways in A1 & several A2 national Log frames and reports 
 
2) Gini - No country mentions Gini and such data would be unlikely to be available in the timeframe

	Baselines have been set for some but not all countries
	Targets have been set in only 4 A1 and 4 A2 countries and are often not clearly defined (at least in the material to hand) and/or not reported on

	AN
	
	% covered – Impact (to extend the coverage to at least 40% of economically active population by 2022)
	No baseline set 
	40% of economically active population (but ‘coverage’ undefined).  No report on progress

	BF
	
	% covered – Impact (Percentage of the population covered by social protection)
	Baseline 8% (but not defined)
	Target 10% (but not defined). No progress report

	CB
	
	% covered –Impact (% receiving old age pensions, disability benefits, etc.)
	No baseline or targets set to date
	-

	EP
	
	% covered – Impact (Percentage of the population covered by UPSNP, RPSNP or CBHI)
	31.4% (latest data available for 2018/19)
	35.5% but no update reported

	NP
	
	% covered – Impact (% of population covered for social assistance)
Result 3.2 (workers and employers registered for contributory schemes)
	No baseline set for SA coverage.
Baseline of 147,643 in 2019 and 12,157 employers

	Target set of 60% of population covered by social assistance by 2023 but no reference to progress 
Target of 100% increase in number and proportion of workers and employers registered for contributory schemes
Reports a 22.7% increase from the baseline for workers and 6.8% increase for employers

	PG
	
	% covered – Impact (Percentage of the population receiving basic social protection coverage)
	25.5% (2018) (defined in LF)
	30% (2023). No report on progress

	SN
	
	% covered – Impact (Percentage of the population covered by social protection floors)
	No baseline or targets set to date
	-

	UG
	
	% covered – Impact (Percentage of the population covered by social protection floors)
	2.9% covered by SP (excluding health) (2019)
	No target set (tho see footnote in LF).  No report on progress

	A2
	


	BD
	
	-
	-
	-


	CI
	
	% covered – Impact (Legal social protection coverage of workers in the informal economy have increased)
	Not set
	1,000 workers in the informal sector are registered with the CNAM under the CMU and the CNPS under the RSTI. No report on progress

	CV
	
	% covered – Impact (% of Cape-Verdeans covered by at least one social protection measure)
	36.2% (data from 2017)
	40%.  No report to hand

	ED
	
	Indicator, baseline and target are unclear/incoherent
	
	No report to hand

	MM
	
	-
	-
	-



	MW
	
	% covered – Impact (Number of individuals covered by the MNSSP II)
	2,275,812 individuals 
(2019)
	No target set and no report on progress


	NG
	
	% covered – Impact (Coverage increase of the NSR in Yobe and Adamawa states)
	Adamawa- 58,266 households; Yobe- 53,138
	At least 30% increase in the number of registered HHs in the NSR but no report on progress

	PU
	
	-
	-
	-


	SL
	
	% covered – Impact (Increased social protection/COVID19 measures coverage of the workers in the tourism sector)
	NA
	At least 30 per cent coverage of the workers in the sector but no report on progress

	TG
	
	-
	-
	-






	[bookmark: _Toc78450499]Annex 1.2: SO1

	
	Results chain
	Indicators
	Baselines
(incl. reference year)
	Targets
(incl. reference year)

	Outcome 1
	SO1. To improve partner countries’ design and financing of social protection systems in support of their efforts towards SDGs 1 and 10.

	1.1) Number of social protection policy and programmatic documents, disaggregated by countries with mechanisms in place to enhance policy coherence of sustainable development (SDG 17.14.1)
1.2) Number of new legislation and measures in place which expand social protection coverage that reflect core principles of international standards (UDHR, CRPD, R202, C102).
1.3) Proportion of total government spending on essential services (education, health and social protection) (SDG 1.a.2)
1.4) % ratio of the social protection expenditure to the total State budget (disaggregated by type of programmes/domain of benefits)[endnoteRef:2] [2:  Using at least the following types (social assistance [disaggregated by social transfers, public works; fee waivers for basic health or education services; other including cash plus], social care, social insurance, active labour market policies.] 

1.5) Source of funding for social protection, distinguishing between domestic resources (disaggregated by social protection contributions and state budget) and external funding

	4.1. -1.2) n.a.[endnoteRef:3] [3:  Baselines are not defined for process indicators. Targets are country and programme-specific, and its quantification depend on the demand for TA support. To be completed during the inception phase for at least all partner countries selected for medium-term technical support (approach 1), disaggregated by counties ] 


1.3 – 1.5) TBI in the inception phase/first year of operation

	1.1 – 1.5) 
To be drawn from the partners' SP strategies.

TBI in the inception phase/first year of operation.


.

	A1
	SO1 is reflected in all A1 Log frames (for A2 see SO3)
	Indicators 1.1) and 1.4) are reflected in several Log frames with 1.2) and 1.3) being reflected in a small number. 1.5) does not appear to be included at all
	Baselines (other than for policies/programmes) are set in only 4 Log frames 
	Targets (other than for policies/programmes) are set in only 5 Log frames (and none are reported on)

	AN
	Outcome, Outputs 1-4[footnoteRef:20] [20:  There appear to be two Output 3s in the LF.] 

	1.1) Outcome (National Social Protection Plan duly approved) & Output 2 (Action Plan designed for implementing PBB)
1.2) Output 4 (Informal workers social security scheme)
	0 & 0

	1 & 1. Progress re NSSP unclear[footnoteRef:21]  [21:  The Progress Report alters the baseline to 1 for the NSPP which, if correct, means it should be dropped from the LF.] 


	BF
	Impact, Outcomes 1-2
	1.1)  Outcome 1 (new National Social Protection Policy)
1.4) Outcome 1 (% of SP expenditure to the total State budget)
	1.1) 0
1.4) n/a
	1.1) 1
1.4) 3.5%
No progress report

	CB
	Outcome 1
	1.1) outcome 1 (# of improved national schemes)
1.3) objective (% of government spending on essential services)
1.4) Outcome 2 (% of SP expenditure to state budget)

	1.1) 2 
1.3) not set
1.4) not set
	1.1)  3 (2 as of report)
1,3) not reported
1.4) not reported

	EP
	Outcome, Outputs 1-3
	1.1) Output 1 (Financing strategy) & output 2 (National policy, programme or plan of action designed for extending social security to informal economy workers)
1.2) Output 2 (Minimum wage legislation)
1.4) Outcome (% of SP expenditure (RPNSP and UPSNP and CBHI) from total public spending)
	1.1) 0 & 0
1.2) 0
1.4) 4% (2017/18)

	1.1) 1 & 1
1.2) 1
1.4) 6%
No specific outputs/updated data reported

	NP
	Objective, result 1-4
	1.1) Objective - Gov approved national SP policy & Result 1 (# of policy documents with integrated perspective) & Result 3.1 (# of schemes with improved administrative and delivery mechanisms or M&E frameworks)
1.4) Objective (% of federal budget allocated for SP)
	1.1) 0 & 0 & 5
1.4) 11%
	1.1) 1 (by June 2020) & 1 at Federal level and 1 in 2 Provinces & 5 improved and 2 new
1.4) 13% by 2023
No specific outcomes reported

	PG
	Outcome
	1.4) Outcome (SP expenditure, as % of GDP)
	1.4) 3% 
	1.4) 3.5%. 
No update reported

	SN
	Outcome 1
	1.3) Outcome 1 (% of total government spending on essential services)
1.4) Outcome 1 (% of SP expenditure to the total State budget)
	1.3) 29% (2015)
1.4) n/a
	1.3) 33% (2022)
1.4) 5% (2022)
No specific outcomes reported

	UG
	SO1
	1.1) SO1 (# of SP policy and programmatic documents) & R2.2 (# of SP policy and programmatic documents, including M&E frameworks, established and implemented)
1.2) SO1 (Measures identified that expand social protection coverage and reflect core principles of international standards)
	1.1) 0
1.2) 0
	1.1) Not set & 2
1.2) 2
No specific outcome reported

	A2

	For most A2 countries, see SO3 below


	BD
	

	
	
	

	CI
	

	1.3) See SO3
	
	

	CV
	

	
	
	

	ED
	

	
	
	

	MM
	SO2

	-
	-
	-



	MW
	Outcome
	Outcome (% of Government/Domestic Expenditure to Social Protection Programmes)
	7% (2019-2020)
	10% (Fiscal Year 2020/21). No report to hand


	MG
	
	
	
	



	PU
	
	
	
	


	SL





	
	
	
	


	TG
	
	
	
	

	[bookmark: _Toc78450500]Annex 1.3: SO2

	
	Results chain
	Indicators
	Baselines
(incl. reference year)
	Targets
(incl. reference year)

	Outcome 2
	SO2. To support governments in implementing and monitoring effective gender-sensitive and disability-inclusive social protection systems and programmes for all while ensuring financial sustainability and macroeconomic stability.

	2.1) Number of national schemes or programmes with improved administrative and delivery mechanisms or M&E frameworks as reflected in the related (new or revised) regulations, (new or revised) implementation manuals or (new or revised) M&E frameworks
2.3) Number and ratio of national social protection programmes, for which gender- disaggregated data and qualitative information on the programmes’ gender and disability sensitivity are publicly available (by country, quantitative, qualitative information)[footnoteRef:22]  [22:  Numbering appears to be incorrect (no 2.2)] 

 
	2.1. 2.3.) TBI in the inception phase/first year of operation
	2.1 – 2.3) To be drawn from the partners' SP strategy.

TBI in the inception phase/first year of operation.


	A1
	While most Log frames refer to support to governments in implementing and monitoring SP systems, few specifically refer in detail to gender and/or disability issues
	Indicators are only set in 4 countries and generally only for 2.1
	Baselines are generally set
	Targets are set but no specific progress reported to date

	AN
	Outcome
	-
	-
	-


	BF
	Outcome 2
	2.1) Outcome 2 (# of national programmes and schemes with improved administrative and delivery mechanisms)
2.3) Outcome 2 (#of national social protection schemes and programmes that produce sex-disaggregated data)
	2.1) 0
2.2) 0
	2.1) 2
2.2) 3
No progress report

	CB
	Outcome 2 and 3
	2.1) outcome 1 (# of schemes with improved administrative and delivery mechanisms or M&E frameworks & national SP M&E framework implemented) & Outcome 3 (# of schemes with improved administrative and delivery mechanisms at sub-national level)[footnoteRef:23] [23:  Question here as to whether ‘national’ in the indicator means at national level only?] 


	2.1) 2 & 1
	2.1) 3 & 2. No specific progress reported

	EP
	Outcome & Output 1
	- (see 1.1 above)
	-
	-


	NP
	Results 2 & 3
	2.1) Result 2.1 (federal level M&E mechanism); Result 2.2 (National M&E framework); Result 3.1 (# of schemes with improved administrative mechanisms)
	0 & 0 & 5
	1 & 1 & 5 (improved)/2 (new)


	PG
	Outcome and Output 2
	2.1) Outcome and Output 2 (Number of districts implementing the SPS)
	0
	4


	SN
	SO2
	2.1) Result 1.2 (# of social protection programmes and schemes improved)
	0
	2


	UG
	Result 2
	2.1) A.2.2.4 (# of social protection policy and programmatic documents, including M&E frameworks, implemented)
	0
	1

	A2
	See generally SO3


	BD
	
	
	
	

	CI
	
	
	
	

	CV
	
	
	
	

	ED
	
	
	
	

	MW
	
	
	
	

	MM
	
	
	
	

	MG
	
	
	
	

	PU
	
	
	
	

	SL
	
	
	
	

	TG
	
	
	
	





	[bookmark: _Toc78450501]Annex 1.4: SO3

	
	Results chain
	Indicators
	Baselines
(incl. reference year)
	Targets
(incl. reference year)

	Outcome 3
	SO3. To assist partner countries in developing and applying shock-sensitive social protection programmes and systems adapted to the needs of those living in protracted fragility and crises, including forcibly displaced persons.
	3.1) Number of policy and programmatic documents that mainstream fragility- and shock-sensitive social protection approved.
3.2) Number of programmes with improved shock-responsiveness in line with population needs
3.3) Shock-related impact indicators[endnoteRef:4] [4:  The definition of these indicators is case-specific as they depend on the type of shocks and crises (forced displacements, armed conflicts, natural disasters, economic shocks) and consequent type of intervention.] 

	3.1. 3.3.) TBI in the inception phase/first year of operation
	3.1 – 3.3) TBI in the inception phase/first year of operation.


	[bookmark: _Hlk66354316]A1
	Only a small number of A1 Log frames refer specifically to SO3 but all A2 Log frames do reflect this issue
	Only 3 A1 countries have specific SO3 indicators. 

For both A1 and A2, most countries (which have relevant indicators) do set 3.1 Indicators. Few countries use the specific terminology of 3.2 but see below indicator 3.0.2. Few also use the terminology of 3.3
	Baselines (0) are set for most Log frames
	Targets are set for relevant Log frames but no specific progress reported

	AN
	-
	-
	-
	-


	BF
	Outcome 3
	3.1) Outcome 3 (# of references to shock response mechanisms in NSPP)
3.2) Outcome 3 (# of programmes and schemes that are more responsive to shocks
3.3) Outcome 3 (# of shock-related impact indicators included in the monitoring framework)
	3.1) 0
3.2) 0
3.3) n/a
	3.1) 4[footnoteRef:24] [24:  Might be better to assess this on whether the NSPP mainstreams fragility- and shock-sensitive social protection (so 0/1) rather than # of references to shocks.] 

3.2) 1
3.3) 3
No progress report

	CB
	-
	-

	-
	-

	EP
	-
	-
	-
	-


	NP
	Result 1
	3.1) Result 1 (shock responsive SP/Cash transfer guidelines available)
	0
	1 – no specific output reported

	PG
	-
	-
	-
	-


	SN
	SO3
	3.2) SO3 (# of programmes that are more responsive to shocks based on the needs of the population)
	0
	2
No specific outcomes reported

	UG
	

	
	
	

	A2
	SO3 is reflected in all A2 Log frames
	Indicators are set in almost all Log frames in relation to 3.1 (see above re 3.2 and 3.3)
	Baseline (0) is set in most Log frames
	Targets are set in most Log frames but no reports on specific progress

	BD
	Impact, SO 1 & SO 2
	3.1) Impact (design of wage subsidy mechanism)[footnoteRef:25] [25:  This appears to envisage an ‘approved’ policy. The proposed UI draft is not included as it does not appear to envisage formal approval. ] 

	0
	1. No report to hand

	CI
	Impact, Outcome 1
	3.1) Outcome 1 (draft legal framework)
	0
	1 – no specific output reported

	CV
	Impact, Outcome 1
	-
	-
	- 


	ED
	Impact, Outcome 1 & 2
	3.1) Impact & Outcome 1 (Unemployment Regulations developed); Outcome 2 (Document linking passive and active employment policies) 
	0 & 0
	1[footnoteRef:26] & 1. No report to hand [26:  Actual target in log frame is not consistent with the indicator. ] 



	MM
	Outcome 1
	3.1) Outcome 1 (shock responsiveness strategy is endorsed) & Outcome 2 (UI policy established)

	0 & 0
	1 & 1. No report to hand


	MW
	Outcome
	See SO1
	-
	-



	NG
	Impact, Outcome 1
	3.1) Result 1.3 (Emergency strategy for NSR developed)
	0
	1.  No specific outcome reported

	PU
	Impact, Outcome 1
	3.1) Impact & Outcome 1 (Unemployment regulations developed); Outcome 2 (Regulations linking active and passive employment policies)
	0 & 0
	1 & 1. No report to hand


	SL
	Impact, Outcome 1 & 2 
	3.1) Outcome 1 (Design of a non-contributory benefit)
3.2) Outcome 2 (Increase the coverage of social protection to the workers in the informal sector)
	3.1) 0
3.2) not set
	3.1) 1
3.2) not set
No specific outcome reported

	TG
	Impact and Outcomes 1-3
	3.1) Outcome 3 (Specific decree concerning the extension of social security to actors in the informal economy)
	0
	1. No specific progress reported





	[bookmark: _Toc78450502]Annex 1.5: R1.1

	
	Results chain
	Indicators
	Baselines
(incl. reference year)
	Targets
(incl. reference year)

	Result 1.1
	R1.1: Adequate, sustainable and gender-sensitive social protection financing through im-proved cross-sector co-ordination in coherence with national macro-economic, 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.
	1.1.1) Number of policy documents with an integrated/cross sectoral perspective on social protection, including related to fiscal, digital and SDG issues elaborated 
1.1.2.a) Number of policy documents with a gender-sensitive financing lens elaborated
1.1.2 b) Change in share of public social protection expenditure benefiting women or girls
1.1.3) Number of requests received for technical assistance from partner countries and EU delegations concerning result 1.1 and ratio of TA activities been carried out (disaggregated by total number and eligible requests) ,
1.1.4) Level of satisfaction of partner governments and EUDs with the TA outputs concerning result 1.1.

	1.1.1 – 1.1.2a) 
0 with support of this Action.
1.1.2b) TBI during inception phase
1.1.3) 0

1.1.4.) n.a. 
	1.1.1. – 1.1.4) TBI in the inception phase/first year of operation according to the planned actions 

	[bookmark: _Hlk66362976]A1
	Generally the A1 projects do reflect the cross-sectoral approach of R1.1 at least in a general manner
	Indicators are set in most countries for 1.1.1 but little if any reference is made to gender issues (1.1.2)
	Baselines set 
	Targets are set in Log frames[footnoteRef:27]but no progress reported [27:  The detailed baseline and targets for Results are not included here as they are quite numerous.] 


	AN
	
	1.1.1) Objective and Output 1.1 (National Social Protection Plan approved) & Output 3 (policy decisions adopted by the Committee on an annual basis)
	
	

	BF
	
	1.1.1) Outcome 1 (National Social Protection Policy approved) & Output 1.2 (national financing plan for the social protection sector)
	
	No progress report


	CB
	
	1.1.1) Outcome 2 (SO policy framework action plan) & Output 2.1 (updated SP expenditure review & # of guidelines on improved budget process)
	
	

	EP
	
	1.1.1) Output 1 (financing strategy) & Output 2 (National policy, programme or plan of action for extending social security to informal economy workers)
	
	No specific outcomes reported

	NP
	
	1.1.1) Objective (national social protection policy) & Result 1 (# of policy documents with a cross sectoral approach) & Result 4.4 (social security guidelines)
	
	Outputs ongoing

	PG
	
	-
	-
	-


	SN
	
	1.1.1) Result 1.1 (Social Protection Financing Framework Document & framework for monitoring national social protection budgets)
	
	No specific output reported

	UG
	
	-
	-
	-

	A2
	See generally R3.0

	BD
	
	
	
	

	CI
	
	
	
	

	CV
	
	
	
	

	ED
	
	
	
	

	MM
	
	
	
	


	MW
	
	
	
	


	NG
	
	
	
	

	PU
	
	
	
	

	SL
	
	
	
	

	TG
	
	
	
	




	[bookmark: _Toc78450503]Annex 1.6: R1.2

	
	Results chain
	Indicators
	Baselines
(incl. reference year)
	Targets
(incl. reference year)

	Result 1.2
	R1.2: 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.
	1.2.1) Number of SP, RBA and PFM tools applied with support of the Action.
1.2.2) Number of research studies financially supported by the action (started / completed) distinguishing between action research and rigorous research studies and those that include gender and disability specific outcomes.
1.2.3) Number of national policy makers participating in social protection knowledge sharing and coordination activities at supranational level (disaggregated by sex)
1.2.4) Number of countries that improve the provision of data on social protection that are disaggregated and comply with international statistical standards and harmonized indicators with support of this Action.
1.2.6) Number of requests received for technical assistance from partner countries and EU delegations concerning result 1.2 and ratio of TA activities been carried out (disaggregated by total number and eligible requests) ,
1.2.7) Level of satisfaction of partner governments and EUDs with the TA outputs concerning result 1.2.

	1.2.1.-1.2.5) 
0 with support of this Action.

1.2.6) n.a.
	1.2.1. – 1.2.6) TBI in the inception phase/first year of operation according to the planned actions 

	A1
	
	[bookmark: _Hlk66363325]Indicators are set for 1.1.1 and/or 1.2.2 in 6 Log frames but not generally for 1.2.3; 1.2.6 and 1.2.7 and these presumably will be set at global level?[footnoteRef:28] [28:  Indicator 1.2.5 is missing.] 

	Baselines set 
	Targets are set in Log frames

	AN
	
	1.2.1) Output 2 (Action Plan designed for implementing PBB)
	-
	


	BF
	
	1.2.1) Output 1.1 (comprehensive social protection review document) 
	
	No progress report


	CB
	
	1.2.1) Output 2.2 (social budgeting system approved and incorporated into planning tools)
1.2.2) Output 1.1 (# of evidence studies re role of SP)

	
	12 of 150 officials trained

	EP
	-
	-
	-
	-


	NP
	
	1.2.1) Result 5.1 (# of Public SP audits conducted)
1.2.2) Result 6.2 (# of research studies drafted)

	
	Progress reported but not always in line with indicators

	PG
	-
	-
	-
	


	SN
	
	1.2.2) Result 1.2 (# of technical studies produced and validated by the steering committee)
	
	No specific output reported

	UG
	
	1.2.2) R1.2 (# of research studies financially supported)
1.2.3) R1.2 & R2.2 (# of national policy makers participating in social protection knowledge sharing and coordination activities at supranational level)
	
	

	A2
	See generally Result 3.0

	BD
	
	
	
	


	CI
	
	
	
	


	CV
	
	-
	-
	


	ED
	
	
	
	


	MM
	
	
	
	



	MW
	
	1.2.2) Output 1 (Technical Report on Revenue and Budget Review; Technical Report on Financing Options for SP); Output 2 (Technical Report on Feasibility Study for the Introduction of social insurance; Technical Report on Social Insurance Potential Assessment)
	Baselines set
	Targets set in LF
No specific outcomes reported


	NG
	
	
	
	


	PU
	
	
	
	


	SL
	
	

	
	

	TG
	
	
	
	






	[bookmark: _Toc78450504]Annex 1.7: R2.1

	
	Results chain
	Indicators
	Baselines
(incl. reference year)
	Targets
(incl. reference year)

	Result 2.1
	R2.1: 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.

	2.1.1) Number of people receiving at least one social protection benefit through EU supported programmes, disaggregated by sex, age, disability[endnoteRef:5] and by type/domain of benefit.[endnoteRef:6]  [5:  	This indicator corresponds to level 2 indicators for Inequalities/Social Protection. It can be measured at programme level. However, in budget support operations it's not possible to directly attribute the attainment of the targets to the BS contracts. The best that can be stated, is that the BS contract can contribute to the attainment of the results. The indicator relates to the SDG 1.3.1 Indicator on Social Protection:  Proportion of population covered by social protection floors/systems, by sex, distinguishing children, unemployed persons, older persons, persons with disabilities, pregnant women, newborns, work-injury victims and the poor and the vulnerable. Only people actually receiving social protection benefits (effective coverage) can be counted rather than all those who are eligible (legal coverage). ]  [6:  	Indicator will only be measured for all countries selected for medium-term technical support (approach 1).] 

2.1.2) Number of government representatives trained by this Action on social protection funding sources, prioritising women, children, persons with disabilities, informal economy and migrant workers (disaggregated by sex)[footnoteRef:29]  [29:  The distinction between this indicator and 2.2.1 is not always clear in Log frames.] 

2.1.3) Number of countries where programme administration and/or delivery systems are designed and operationalized with the support of the project.
2.1.4) Number and proportion of targeted population who, as a result of this programme, is better informed of its entitlement and benefits under the applicable social protection system (by sex. age, people with disabilities, etc. 
2.1.5) Number of requests received for technical assistance from partner countries and EU delegations concerning result 2.1 and ratio of TA activities been carried out (disaggregated by total number and eligible requests),
2.1.6) Level of satisfaction of partner governments and EUDs with the TA outputs concerning result 2.1.
	2.1.1) TBI in the inception phase/first year of operation

2.1.2.-2.1.5) 0

2.1.6) n.a.


	2.1.1. – 2.1.6) TBI in the inception phase/first year of operation.


	A1
	
	Indicators are set for 2.1.2 and, to a lesser extent, 2.1.4 but not for 2.1.1 (presumably the others are to be set globally?)
	Baseline set for some
	Targets set for some

	AN
	-
	2.1.2) Output 2 (# trained on relevant PBB topics)

	
	

	BF
	
	2.1.2) Output (# of actors trained) & Output 2.1 (# of actors trained)
2.1.4) Output 2.2 (# and proportion of targeted population who is better informed of its entitlement and benefits)
	2.1.2) Not set for Output

	2.1.2) Not set for Output
No progress report

	CB
	-
	2.1.2) Output 2.1 (# of government officials trained)


	
	

	EP
	-
	-
	-
	-


	NP
	
	2.1.2) Output 3 (# persons trained) & Result 1.1 (# of policymakers participating in capacity building events)

	
	

	PG
	-
	2.1.2) Output 3 (# of public servants and civil society actors with skills in design and monitoring of social protection programmes)
2.1.4) Output 4 (% of the target population that is aware of the SPS)
	
	No specific progress reported

	SN
	
	- (see 2.2.1 below)
	-
	-


	UG
	
	2.1.2) R2.1 (% of government representatives trained)
	
	

	A2
	See R3.0

	BD
	
	
	
	

	CI
	
	
	
	

	CV
	
	-
	
	

	ED
	
	
	
	

	MM
	
	
	
	

	MW
	
	
	
	

	NG
	
	
	
	

	PU
	
	
	
	

	SL
	
	
	
	

	TG
	
	
	
	





	[bookmark: _Toc78450505]Annex 1.8: R2.2

	
	Results chain
	Indicators
	Baselines
(incl. reference year)
	Targets
(incl. reference year)

	Result 2.2
	R2.2. 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.
	2.2.1) Number of stakeholders trained on planning, delivery and monitoring of social protection programmes per year (by number of identified entities, by number of people trained (total and per entity, disaggregated by sex)
2.2.2) Number of multi-stakeholder dialogue events organized by the project to improve delivery and monitoring processes, (by country and region)
2.2.3) Number of requests received for technical assistance from partner countries and EU delegations concerning result 2.2 and ratio of TA activities been carried out (disaggregated by total number and eligible requests),
2.2.4) Level of satisfaction of partner governments and EUDs with the TA outputs concerning result 2.2.)

	2.2.1.-2.2.3) 0
2.2.4) n.a.
	2.2.1. – 2.2.4) TBI in the inception phase/first year of operation according to the planned actions 

	A1
	
	Indicators are set for 2.2.1 and, to a lesser extent, 2.2.2.  Again it is assumed that indicators 2.2.3 and 2.2.4 will be set at global level.
	
	

	AN
	-
	2.2.1) Output 4 (# of officials trained on PBB etc & # of persons trained in capacity building & # of MASFAMU staff trained)
	
	No specific progress reported


	BF
	
	2.2.1) Output 1.1 (# of people trained) & Output 2.1 (# of stakeholders trained on monitoring of social protection programmes and schemes)
2.2.2) Output 1.1 (multi-stakeholder dialogue events re NSPP) & Output 2.1 (# of multi-stakeholder meetings)
	
	No progress report

	CB
	-
	2.2.1) Output 3.1 (# of stakeholders rained & # of officials included in ToT)
	
	

	EP
	-
	- (but for 2.2.2 see Output 3)
	
	


	NP
	
	2.2.1) Result 4.5 (# of local government officials trained) & Result 6.1 (# of people participating in meetings)
	
	

	PG
	-
	- [LF contains relevant activities but no indicators set]
	
	


	SN
	
	2.2.1) Result 2.1 (# of social protection stakeholders and technicians trained & # of civil society actors trained) & Result 2.2 (# of actors trained and sensitized)
	
	No specific output reported

	UG
	
	2.2.1) R2.1 (% of stakeholders trained)
2.2.2) R1.1 (# of multi-stakeholder workshops & # of multi-stakeholder dialogue events)
	
	

	A2
	See generally R3.0


	BD
	
	

	
	

	CI
	
	

	
	

	CV
	
	
	
	


	ED
	
	
	
	


	MM
	
	
	
	



	MW
	
	
	

	



	NG
	
	
	
	


	PU
	
	
	
	


	SL
	
	

	
	


	TG
	
	
	
	






	[bookmark: _Toc78450506]Annex 1.9: R3.0

	
	Results chain
	Indicators
	Baselines
(incl. reference year)
	Targets
(incl. reference year)

	Result 3.0
	R3.0. 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.
	3.0.1) Number of multi-year contingency plans and funding strategies drafted or improved with support of the project by country
3.0.2) Number of SP programmes designed or reformed through the project that have improved their shock-responsiveness
3.0.3) Number of relevant and country-specific briefs/papers/reports/ tools delivered to governments and social protection stakeholders on how to strengthen SP systems and programs how to establish contingency plans and multi-year funding strategies to run adaptive social protection mechanisms
3.0.4) Number of requests received for technical assistance from partner countries and EU delegations concerning result 3.0 and ratio of TA activities been carried out (disaggregated by total number and eligible requests),
3.0.5) Level of satisfaction of partner governments and EUDs with the TA outputs concerning result 3.0.
	3.0.1.-3.0.4) 0

3.0.5) n.a.
	3.0.1. – 3.0.5) TBI in the inception phase/first year of operation according to the planned actions

	A1
	
	R3.0 is reflected in only 3 A1 projects
	Baselines are set
	Targets are set

	AN
	-
	-
	-
	-


	BF
	
	3.0.2) Outcome 3 (# of programmes and schemes that are more responsive to shocks)
	0
	1
No progress report


	CB
	-
	-

	-
	-

	EP
	-
	-
	-
	-


	NP
	
	3.0.1) Result 1.3 (shock responsive SP/cash transfer guidelines)
	0
	1
no specific output reported

	PG
	-
	-
	-
	-


	SN
	
	3.0.2) SO3 (# of programmes and schemes that are more responsive to shocks)
	0
	2
no specific output reported

	UG
	
	
	
	

	A2
	Result 3.0 is addressed in almost all the A2 projects
	Indicator 3.0.3 (reports, tools, etc.) features prominently in all while indicators 3.0.1 and 3.0.2 are found in some (3.0.1) or most (3.0.2) projects.[footnoteRef:30]  [30:  Again it is assumed that indicators 3.0.4 and 3.0.5 will be set at global level.] 

	Baselines set (generally 0)
	Targets are set in most Log frames but no reports on specific progress

	BD
	
	3.0.2) Impact (design of wage subsidy)
3.0.3) SO1 (Lessons learnt and recommendations); Output 1.1 (beneficiary identification criteria); Output 1.2 (database of RMG workers); Output 1.3 (grievance handling mechanism); Output 1.4 (disbursement mechanism); Output 1.5 (rapid impact assessment); SO2 (UI recommendations); Output 2.1 (feasibility assessment); Output 2.2 (UI framework); SO3 (stakeholder consultations); Output 3.1 (advocacy notes)
	
	3.0.2) 1
3.0.3) Targets set in LF
No report to hand

	CI
	
	3.0.1) Output 2.1 (strategy to support the extension of social protection)
3.0.3) Output 1.1 (tools and procedures); Output 1.2 (training sessions); Outcome 2 (dialogue events and training sessions); Output 2.2 (training sessions); 
	
	3.0.1) 1
3.0.3) Targets set in LF
No specific outcomes reported

	CV
	
	3.0.2) Output 1.1 (Number of Households registered on the CSU)
3.0.3) Outcome 1 (instruments and mechanisms expanded; finance administration governance tools and evaluations exercises; studies; awareness raising campaign and knowledge creation); Output 1.1 (improved management system; pensions payment options; Evaluation of RSO; Social security account framework; Multiplier effects study); Output 1.2 (awareness raising materials produced; participation in information sessions; documents produced with SP recommendations)
	3.0.2) n/a
	3.0.2) Increase of 5% on the number of HH registered on the CSU
3.0.3) Targets set in LF
No report to hand


	ED
	
	3.0.2) Output 1.1 (comprehensive protection mechanism for unemployment) & Output 2.1 (resolutions developed re link between passive and active employment policies)
3.0.3) Output 1.2 (technical report); Output 1.3 (technical report); Output 3.1 (stakeholder participation)
	
	3.0.2) 1 & 1
3.0.3) Targets set in LF
No report to hand


	MM
	
	3.0.1) Outcome 1 (Post-COVID 19 strategy)
3.0.3) Output 1.1 (review and assessment); Output 1.2 (analysis); Output 1.3 (technical report); Output 2.1 (technical report on UI); Output 2.2 (stakeholder consultation); Output 2.3 (training sessions) 
	
	3.0.1) 1
3.0.3) Targets set in LF
No report to hand


	MW
	
	See R1.2
	
	



	NG
	
	3.0.2) Result 1.1 (Updated NSR system (database) developed); Result 1.2 (Number of SP, humanitarian and health insurance agencies using the NSR)
3.0.3) Outcome 1 (methodology and implementation processes for NSR; Improved coordination implementation processes); Result 1.3) Emergency strategy for NSR developed); Outcome 2 & Result 2.1 (capacity building program developed and staff trained)
	
	Targets set in LF
No specific outcomes reported

	PU
	
	3.0.2) Output 1.1 & 1.2 (comprehensive protection mechanism for unemployment); Output 2.1 (formal and institutional link between passive and active employment policies)
3.0.3) Output 1.3 (proposal for a defined sustainable financing scheme); Output 3.1 (stakeholder participation)
	
	Targets set in LF
No report to hand


	SL
	
	3.0.2) Impact & Outcome 1 (At least 1 non-contributory scheme, which is gender sensitive, providing social assistance to tourism workers); Outcome 2 (Increased coverage of social protection to the workers in the informal sector through non-contributory and contributory schemes)
3.0.3) Output 1.2 (report on scheme design); Output 2.1 (Recommendations and reports); Output 2.2 (Report on social protection options)
	
	Targets set in LF
No specific outcomes reported

	TG[footnoteRef:31] [31:  The terminology and numbering in the Togo LF have been revised to align it with the outline in section II of the PRODOC. ] 

	
	3.0.2) Result 3 and Output 3.1 (registration system for informal economy actors); Output 3.3 (institutional architecture adapted and delegation agreements signed); Output 3.4 (decree concerning the extension of social security to the informal economy)
3.0.3) Result 1 (Evaluation report); Output 1.1 (Analysis report on the NOVISSI programme and recommendations); Result 2 (Report); Output 2.1 (Evaluation report & dissemination of ILO tools); Output 2.2 (Report); Output 3.1 (SOP for registration system and training); Output 3.2 (Technical report and/or actuarial report & training; Output 3.3 (Technical report on the institutional architecture); Output 3.4 (Technical recommendations on legal framework) [footnoteRef:32]  [32:  The LF seems to duplicate the same report(s) and activities under several lines. ] 


	
	Targets are set to some extent in the LF but it is difficult to make any sense of them

Progress report states that the Evaluation Report (Result 1) is completed but this appears to have been done under another project





[bookmark: _Toc68080746][bookmark: _Toc78450507]Annex 2.1: Review of outcome indicators[footnoteRef:33] [33:  Countries which have not set any relevant indicators are not included in the tables.] 


	Social protection coverage (Objective)

	
	Results chain
	Indicators
	Baselines
(incl. reference year)
	Targets
(incl. reference year)

	Overall objective
	To increase the population's universal social protection coverage in partner countries preferably but not limited to those benefiting from EU funded budget support operations.
	1) Percentage of the population covered by social protection floors/systems by sex, distinguishing children, unemployed persons, older persons, persons with disabilities, pregnant women with newborns, work-injury victims, poor and vulnerable (SDG 1.3.1) 
2) Distribution of income before and after taxes and social transfers (expressed as Gini coefficient)[footnoteRef:34]  [34:  Proposed that it should be drooped as data not available.] 

	1) National statistical data or programme data[footnoteRef:35] [35:  Note: It is proposed that this should be standardised to the data reported in the ILO World Social Protection Database (in line with SDG 1.3.1). ] 


2) TBI in the inception phase/first year of operation by a baseline study
	1.-2) TBI during inception phase.

[bookmark: _Hlk67920807]To be drawn from the partners' strategies 

	
	
	Definition[footnoteRef:36] [36:  Again it is proposed that this should be standarised to the definition used in the ILO World Social Protection Database.] 

	Baselines[footnoteRef:37] [37:  It is proposed that the baselines should be set from the ILO World Social Protection Database.] 

(incl. reference year)
	Targets
(incl. reference year)

	AN
	
	% of economically active population covered but ‘coverage’ undefined
	No baseline set 
	40% by 2022

	BF
	
	% of the population covered by social protection, again coverage is not defined
	8% 
	10% 

	CB
	
	% receiving old age pensions, disability benefits, etc.
	No baseline or targets set 

	-

	EP
	
	% of the population covered by UPSNP, RPSNP or CBHI
	31.4% (latest data available for 2018/19)
	35.5% [by 2023][footnoteRef:38] [38:  Where the target reference was not specified, it is assumed it is 2023.] 


	NP
	
	% of population covered for social assistance, again coverage not defined
# of workers and employers registered for contributory schemes
	No baseline set for SA coverage.
Baseline of 147,643 in 2019 and 12,157 employers

	60% of population covered by social assistance by 2023 
Target of 100% increase in number and proportion of workers and employers registered for contributory schemes
Reports a 22.7% increase from the baseline for workers and 6.8% increase for employers

	PG
	
	% of the population receiving basic social protection coverage
	25.5% (2018) (defined in LF)
	30% (2023). 

	SN
	
	% of the population covered by social protection floors, not defined
	No baseline or targets set to date
	-

	UG
	
	% of the population covered by social protection floors, not defined
	2.9% covered by SP (excluding health) (2019)
	No target set (tho see footnote in LF)[footnoteRef:39] [39:  ‘At the time of preparing this project document, the Government of Uganda was in the process of developing its Social Development Sector Plan (expected to be completed in June 2020). A draft of this document shared by the Ministry of Gender, Labour and Social Development indicated their estimated baseline (fiscal year 2017/2018 of the % of population receiving direct income support as being 0.5%, whereas the target for fiscal year 2021/2022, based on the draft Social Security Vision estimates was 2.5% coverage. If and where possible, the three agencies will report on the government’s progress in achieving those targets, once finalized. This programme will aim to contribute to achieving those, but will not claim or attempt to demonstrate attribution for those impact-level results.’
] 


	A2
	


	CI
	
	% of legal social protection coverage of workers in the informal economy (presumably this can be defined as registration as per target?)
	Not set
	1,000 workers in the informal sector are registered with the CNAM under the CMU and the CNPS under the RSTI

	CV
	
	% of Cape-Verdeans covered by at least one social protection measure (uses ILO coverage definition)
	36.2% (data from 2017)
	40% (most recent data shows 39.2% covered)

	ED
	
	Indicator, baseline and target are unclear/incoherent
	
	

	MW
	
	Number of individuals covered by the MNSSP II
	2,275,812 individuals 
(2019)

	No target set 

	NG
	
	Coverage increase of the NSR in Yobe and Adamawa states)
	Adamawa - 58,266 households; Yobe - 53,138
	At least 30% increase in the number of registered HHs in the NSR 

	SL
	
	Increased social protection/COVID19 measures coverage of the workers in the tourism sector, coverage not defined)
	Not set
	At least 30 per cent coverage of the workers in the sector 



	Social protection expenditure (SO1)

	
	Results chain
	Indicators
	Baselines
(incl. reference year)
	Targets
(incl. reference year)

	Outcome 1
	SO1. To improve partner countries’ design and financing of social protection systems in support of their efforts towards SDGs 1 and 10.

	[bookmark: _Hlk67924555]1.3) Proportion of total government spending on essential services (education, health and social protection) (SDG 1.a.2)[footnoteRef:40] [40:  Proposed it should be dropped as not relevant to project activities.] 

1.4) % ratio of the social protection expenditure to the total State budget (disaggregated by type of programmes/domain of benefits)[footnoteRef:41] [41:  Proposed that this data be collected from ILO World Social Protection Database.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk67924624]1.5) Source of funding for social protection, distinguishing between domestic resources (disaggregated by social protection contributions and state budget) and external funding – no country has set an indicator

	1.3 – 1.5) TBI in the inception phase/first year of operation[footnoteRef:42] [42:  For 1.4 baseline should be set from data in ILO World Social Protection Database.] 


	1.1 – 1.5) 
To be drawn from the partners' SP strategies.

TBI in the inception phase/first year of operation.


.

	BF
	
	% of SP expenditure to the total State budget
	Not set
	3.5% [by 2023]


	CB
	Outcome 1
	% of government spending on essential services
% of SP expenditure to state budget

	Not set
	Not set

	EP
	Outcome, Outputs 1-3
	% of SP expenditure (RPNSP and UPSNP and CBHI) from total public spending
	4% (2017/18)

	6% [by 2023]


	NP
	Objective, result 1-4
	% of federal budget allocated for SP
	11%
	13% by 2023

	PG
	Outcome
	SP expenditure, as % of GDP
	3% 
	3.5%. 


	SN
	Outcome 1
	% of total government spending on essential services
% of SP expenditure to the total State budget
	29% (2015)
Not set
	33% (2022)
5% (2022)

	A2

	


	MW
	Outcome
	% of Government/Domestic Expenditure to Social Protection Programmes
	7% (2019-2020)
	10% (Fiscal Year 2020/21)





[bookmark: _Toc68080747][bookmark: _Toc78450508]Annex 2.2: Result-level indicators (action required)

	Actions required at country level (A1)

	Country
	Possible new indicators
	Missing Targets

	All
	All countries need to look at gender and disability data and qualitative information (2.3)
	

	AN
	
	


	BF
	
	2.1.2) Output (# of actors trained) & Output 2.1 (# of actors trained)


	CB
	

	

	EP
	Can any indicators be set under SO2 (improved administration and delivery)?
Are capacity building/training activities planned which could lead to new indicators?

	

	NP
	

	# of policy makers participated in different capacity building activities & # of stakeholders’ trained needs to be set

	PG
	R2.2 – Logframe includes relevant training activities but no specific indicators set
	

	SN
	

	

	UG
	
	SO1 (# of SP policy and programmatic documents)





[bookmark: _Toc71728130][bookmark: _Toc78450509]Annex 4.1: Indicative Evaluation Questions (revised)

[bookmark: _Toc71728131][bookmark: _Toc78450510]Relevance:
1. To what extent does the SP & PFM programme remain consistent with and supportive of the EU and implementing partners’ policy and programme frameworks within which it is placed according to the Description of Action?
2. Were beneficiary countries’ development plans, sector policies and public financial frameworks appropriately taken into account in the services provided by the Action?
2A. Are the intervention strategies, outcomes and assumption appropriate for achieving the planned results within the given timeframe, resources available and in the social, economic and political environment?
3. To what extent were the beneficiary countries’ institutions involved in the design, the COVID-19 related re-orientation and in the implementation of the country-specific activities (specifically concerning PFM)?
4. In how far did the priorities of the project’s country programmes and those of the call for concept notes really fed intoreflect the partner countries’ overall SP&PFM priorities?
5. Have the activities been relevant to women and other marginalized groups and their needs?
6. Were the risks and assumptions to achieve project objectives properly identified, assessed and managed?


[bookmark: _Toc71728132][bookmark: _Toc78450511]Coherence:
1. To what extent are the Action’s design (priorities, outcomes, outputs and activities) and its underlying theory of change logical and coherent?
1A. To what extent are the SP & PFM interventions organized to maximize their joint effects with other EU Member States’ and development partners’ activities in the partner countries?
2. To what extent does the Action effectively integrate the interests of different stakeholders at all levels and final beneficiaries of social protection?
3. To what extent has the Action’s support to make social protection systems more adaptive and the responses to COVID-19 and other shocks been built on the EU SPaN guidance package or on comparable other guidance notes?
4. To what extent gender and disability issues, as well as extension to informal economy workers, migrant workers and IDPs, have been taken into consideration in the design and implementation of the programme and country projects?

[bookmark: _Toc71728133][bookmark: _Toc78450512]Effectiveness:
1. To what extent have objectives, outcomes and outputs been appropriately defined?
1A. What progress has the Action made towards achieving its planned objectives? What are the reasons/factors behind that progress? What are the main constraints, problems and areas in need of further attention?
1B. Within its overall objectives and strategies, what specific measures were taken by the Action to address issues relating to gender equality and other non-discrimination issues?
2. To what extent has the Action mitigated against external and internal factors (i.e. COVID-19) to achieve progress towards the Action’s original objectives and outcomes?
3. To what extent has the governance structure of the Action facilitated the implementation of the action? How effective have the management arrangements been and (if appropriate) how could these be improved?
4. To what extent is knowledge shared and learning facilitated across the implementing countries?

[bookmark: _Toc71728134][bookmark: _Toc78450513]Efficiency:
1. Has the Action selected the most suitable methodologies, instruments and implementing partners for achieving its objectives?
2. To what extent does the Action involve concerted efforts by the co-implementing partners ILO, UNICEF and the GCSPF to optimise synergies?
3. To what extent have timely and appropriate monitoring and management decisions been made to assure effective implementation, problem identification and resolution as well as coordination with domestic partners and development partners?
4. How efficient is the flow of information and the practical arrangements in managing the programme between the implementing partners and the Commission (including EU Delegations)?
5. Have resources (financial, human, technical support, etc.) been allocated strategically to achieve the planned outputs, outcomes and overall objectives?
6. To what extent has the action leveraged resources or possible partnerships with other organizations and outside the country to enhance its impact and efficiency?










 

4. Remedial measures on project implementation (as necessary)


E.g. inputs ILO and UNICEF M&E additional staff time on gender dissagreated data/technical services on reporting


1. Collect data for indicators, baselines and targets


Project managment unit & projects teams


2. Annual progress report


  Project managment unit


3. Project management regularly assess implementation


Project managment unit














