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1. Introduction

MDG-F joint programmes are nationally owned programmes that promote pro-poor public
policies, strengthen national and local capacities and involve and benefit local populations.
These programmes are supported by United Nations Participating Organisations and other
partners such as civil society and the private sector. The following MDG-F guidelines' have
been drafted in response to the demand from UN participating organizations and their national
counterparts, to consolidate experiences on joint programmes and provide guidance on joint
programmes and implementation at the national level. This document therefore captures
country led efforts to elaborate joint programme manuals (e.g. Honduras), as well as the views
and inputs that emerged from three regional workshops organized by the MDG-F Secretariat in
Morocco, The Philippines and Colombia in 2009. The guidelines reflect lessons learned from
our partners at the country level (including national governments at the central, region and
municipal levels, UNCT, UN agencies, civil society organizations) as well as the philosophy of
the Fund, and ultimately aim to guide the implementation of MDG-F financed joint programmes.
At the centre of this exercise is the ambition to improve the ability of the UN to deliver results
that support national development outcomes, while placing greater emphasis on government
leadership and commitment. For further information on the driving principles of the MDG-F

please visit the website at http://www.mdgfund.org. These guidelines have been updated in

February 2011 to reflect lessons learnt and feedback from the joint programme implementation

teams based on the implementation of joint programmes for over a period of two years.

2. MDG-F Global Governance Structure

Overall leadership of the MDG-F is provided by the MDG-F Steering Committee. The Steering
Committee sets the strategic direction of the Fund, approves individual financial allocations
based on recommendations made by the MDG-F Technical Review Committee, monitors
strategic allocations and delivery amongst priorities and countries, and tracks Fund-wide
progress. The Steering Committee is composed of the UNDP Administrator and Chairperson of
the UNDG, and the Spanish Secretary of State for International Cooperation. Additional

members may be invited at the discretion of the Steering Committee.

! At the time of revising this document, UN DOCO has published the New UNDAF Action Plan Guidance Note and
Support package to simplify the UNDAF process for UN Country Teams and to improve the ability of the UN in its

delivery of results to support national development outcomes. This document has been reviewed while preparing
these guidelines.


http://www.mdgfund.org/

MDG-F Technical Review Committees were constituted, reflecting the eight thematic focus
areas of the Fund, to review all the programme proposals submitted to the MDG-F for financing.
Technical Review Committees were made up of 10-12 UN, Spanish and independent experts
appointed by the Steering Committee, meeting under a Convenor. The Convenor, a designated
representative of a UN Agency, was responsible for coordinating the review process in their
respective field of expertise. These Review Committees advised the Steering Committee on the
technical and design merits of applications making recommendations for amendments and/or

approvals.

The MDG-F Secretariat is the operational coordination unit for the Fund and services the
Steering Committee. The Secretariat is delegated by the Steering Committee to ensure that
policies and strategies approved by the Steering Committee are implemented and adhered to.
The Secretariat also coordinates the proposal review process, recommends joint programmes
for approval and manages the Fund’s overall strategies for monitoring and evaluation,

communication and advocacy and knowledge management.

The MDG-F Secretariat advises and supports the joint programme teams in the implementation
of the above mentioned strategies. The Secretariat monitors ongoing programme interventions
in close cooperation with the Offices of the UN Resident Coordinator and the Joint Programme

management teams.

The UN system is concentrating efforts to enhance coherence and efficiency at the country level
and to increase joint UN activities. In this context, UNDP is often called upon to play the role of
Administrative Agent (AA) through its MDTF Office for MDTFs and Joint Programmes (JPs) that
use the pass-through fund management model. Financial administration of the Fund is
entrusted to the Multi-Donor Trust Fund (MDTF) Office of UNDP. The MDTF Office is the
Administrative Agent of the Fund. The MDTF Office is responsible for transferring funds based
on fund transfer requests from the Resident Coordinator on behalf of the National Steering
Committee and consolidating financial reporting on a quarterly and annual basis at the global
level. The MDG-F Secretariat also closely monitors the financial status of joint programmes. The
MDG-F Secretariat will work with the MDTF to ensure consistency. At the country level, the role
of Administrative Agent can be performed by participating UN organizations, and include the
responsibilities to: receive contributions from donors; administer funds received; disburse funds
to each of the Participating UN Organizations in accordance with instructions from the Steering

Committee/Resident Coordinator (on behalf of the Steering Committee); consolidate statements
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and reports, based on submissions provided to the AA by each Participating UN Organization;

etc.

3. Overview of National MDG-F Governance Structure

Experience from several countries shows that strong government leadership, together with a
united Country Team led by the Resident Coordinator, are imperative in making strategic
choices and delivering development results effectively. The MDG-F is flexible in terms of using
national governance structures linked with the UNDAF process or National Programmes. At a
minimum, for the management of MDG-F joint programmes, governance structure at the country

level is as follows:

3.1 National Steering Committee (NSC): The NSC is the highest body for the strategic
guidance, oversight and coordination of all MDG-F joint programmes. In principle there must be
only one NSC for all MDG-F joint programmes. See Annex 1 for NSC generic terms of
reference. If country teams already have similar mechanisms in place, there is no need to
create a new mechanism for discussion on MDG-F related programmes, as long as the

composition below is ensured:

» Composition: To guarantee its independence, the NSC should include parties who are
not involved in programme implementation:
0 A representative of the Government, in the role of Co-Chair;
o The Resident Coordinator of the United Nations Systems (UNRC), in the role of
Co-Chair.

0 Arepresentative of the Government of Spain.

Additional members may be invited at the discretion of the National Steering Committee.

Committee Main role Frequency of Decision-making Facilitated by:
meetings process

National Strategic Bi- Each member has the | Office of the

Steering guidance, annual(Members right to vote and Resident

Committee oversight, and can convene decisions are made by | Coordinator or as

(NSC) coordination extraordinary the co-chairs on a determined locally
meetings) consensus basis.




3.2 Programme Management Committee (PMC): The PMC oversees programme

implementation and will make the technical/operational decisions required to manage the joint

programmes appropriately. See Annex 2 for PMC terms of reference.

» Composition: The PMC is composed of the joint programme implementing partners

who have decision-making abilities:

o The UN Resident Coordinator or his/her delegate in the role of Co-Chair?;

o Lead Government representative in the role of Co-Chair®;
o0 Implementing national and local government counterparts;
o Participating UN Agency Representatives or their delegates; and
0 Non-state representatives from citizens’ groups, NGOs, civil society and/or the
private sector. Particular attention should be given to traditionally excluded and
marginalized groups such as women, youth, indigenous populations, ethnic/religious
minorities, amongst others, ensuring that their perspective is integrated into
programme management.
Committee Main role Frequency Decision-making Facilitated by
of meetings | process
Programme Managerial | Quarterly Final decisions are taken | Programme
Management by the Co-Chairs when a | Coordinator/
Committee consensus cannot be Manager if existing

(PMC)

reached

or as determined

locally

If deemed necessary the PMC may invite other members to join the body such as technical

representatives of Spain, other donors, larger representation of non-state actors, media

organizations etc. It is important to ensure the participation of relevant implementing partners at

> The MDTF Operational Guidance note refers to the UN Resident Coordinator being the sole Chair of the PMC.
However, experience has shown that this committee should be co-chaired with Government.

*If there is no lead government partner, then the NSC government representative should designate the
government Co-Chair for the PMC.




the PMC discussions. In countries where high numbers of involved partners obstructs sustained
substantive discussions during the PMC, additional levels of discussion may be considered.

Such models are discussed in the Section 4.4 on Coordination Mechanisms.

3.3 The UN Resident Coordinator and the UNRC’s Office: The Fund supports UN Resident
Coordinators in their strategic leadership of the UN Country Team. The Fund relies on the
Resident Coordinators to exercise leadership and provide ongoing oversight to ensure that
programmes are on track, promised results are being achieved, and participating organizations
are meeting their obligations. Together with the UNCT’s, Resident Coordinators can provide the
strategic guidance necessary to ensure that JPs are well inserted in the national development
context and UNDAF, and contribute to public policy dialogue and development that is focused
on MDG achievement. The Resident Coordinator exercises his or her authority over the
programme by being entrusted with leadership of the overall programme design, ongoing
programmatic oversight of the Fund’s activities and by co-chairing regular Steering Committee
meetings. On receipt of consolidated reports, the Resident Coordinator, in the role of Co-Chair
of NSC and PMC, provides an overall assessment of the programme’s progress and results.
He/she will also facilitate ongoing monitoring and evaluation of Fund-supported activities in
conformity with UN standards and any guidance provided by the Fund Secretariat or Steering

Committee.

The UNRC’s Office supports the RC’s leadership and convening role during the formulation of
joint programmes and RC’s coordination and oversight role during their implementation. The
MDG-F has agreed that programme funds can be used to support the UNRC'’s Office in order to
assist with the execution of the functions of the NSC. Some of the functions performed by the
UNRC'’s Office can include: the review and validation of all the reports to be submitted to the

MDG-F Secretariat and the MTDF Office; ensuring an inter-agency perspective in all efforts

Table 1: Key Principles of the relationship between UN Agencies and the Government

e The achievement of the MDGs, fulfillment of human rights, UN Conferences and Summits

e Strong alignment with national priorities and country processes

e Building on experience of previous programmes

e To meet objectives of greater coherence and coordination between the UN Agencies

e Ensure alignment with current trends in the aid environment; Paris Declaration

e The Doha Financing for Development Review Conference Outcome document and its
implications at country level

e The aid environment/Paris Declaration, reference to any prevailing frameworks for
enhancing aid effectiveness (e.g. joint assistance strategies)

e To foster constructive partnerships with civil society and non-governmental sector

Source: UNDAF Action Plan Guidance Note: Annex 1, UNDG, 2009




related to the formulation and implementation of joint programmes; strengthening linkages
between ongoing JPs and other UN supported initiatives; facilitating the organization of NSC,
PMC and other relevant meetings; monitoring progress and achievement within the UNDAF
framework; facilitating the articulation of national advocacy interventions; facilitating coordination
between MDG-F funded joint programmes; and liaising with the MDG-F Secretariat and MDTF.

National Steering Oversight
Committee (NSC)
Programme Programme Programme
Management Management Management
Committee - PMC Committee — PMC Committee — PMC Management

1

Programme
Management

Team 1

2

Programme
Management
Team 2

3

Programme

Management
Team 3

Implementation

4. Joint Programme Management Models

The MDG-F actively promotes national ownership which translates into national leadership in
the management of joint programmes and the participation of relevant national stakeholders.
Depending on the national context, relationships, existing capacities, the stakeholders decide on
the most adequate management model. In this regard, the management of the programmes
resides within national entities* and/or UN agencies. The implementation of the joint
programmes may be delegated to a number of partners ranging from Government; UN
Participating Organisations; and civil society including NGOs, citizen’s groups, the private sector

and national/local institutions such as universities.

The core structure to manage a joint programme is comprised of a Programme
Manager/Coordinator that reports to the Programme Management Committee; an M&E

specialist and an advocacy and communication expert. This team can be complemented by

* In those instances such as crisis countries where national capacity may be weak, UN Agency leadership can be a
valid option (direct execution).



technical expertise either project staff or within the participating UN agencies to substantively

lead the implementation of designated outputs. This core structure ensures overall progress in
the implementation of the joint programme, engages with and coordinates all partners involved
in the implementation and identifies results and bottlenecks and reports to relevant governance

bodies for decision making.

4.1 Lead Ministry

In instances where joint programmes have a number of national entities involved in a
programme, Government may decide to have a lead ministry® manage the joint programme.
The Lead ministry is responsible for coordinating all the joint programme partners, managing
and monitoring the programme, and reporting back to the PMC. Some of these responsibilities
may be delegated to the PC/M and the PMT or other implementing partners such as the United
Nations and/or civil society. It is recommended to identify the roles and responsibilities of each
implementing partner during the inception phase of the joint programme. The responsibilities of

a lead ministry are further explained in Annex 4.

This entity should identify a “Programme Coordinator/Manager” (PC/M)® who may come from
the ministry (a focal point) or be recruited from outside. The NSC endorses the selection
process of the Programme Coordinator/Manager. Should this PC/M be joined by other
programme team members, this group will be referred to as the Programme Management Team
or PMT’ which is located in Government offices. Areas of responsibility covered by PMTs vary,
including programme management, monitoring and evaluation, coordination, advocacy and
communication® , providing technical expertise, and administration. Sample terms of reference

for the PC/M and other PMT members can be found in Annexes 3 and 4.

A number of complementary mechanisms for the management of joint programmes are possible
depending on the nature of the joint programme, the institutional context and the number of

different stakeholders involved in the implementation of outcomes and outputs. The utilization of

> For the purposes of the guidelines, “lead ministry” can denote any lead national entity.

® The Programme Coordinator/Manager should be identified in consultation with the members of the Programme
Management Committee as this person works on behalf of all the joint programme partners.

7 Lack of available space may require a PMT to be based outside the government. Only exceptionally should a PMT
be based in a UN agency.

8 Advocacy and communication are both the responsibility of Government and UN agencies.
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these complementary mechanisms for the management of joint programmes does not replace
overall joint programme governance structures that guarantee national ownership, and a

coherent joint vision and strategy. These can include:

4.2 Management of components (or outcomes/outputs) distributed among partner
ministries (or national entities): During programme formulation, it may have been decided
that the management of joint programme components or outcomes/outputs should be
distributed to the responsible technical ministries. As mentioned above, ministries should
identify a focal point similar to the Programme Coordinator/Manager to manage the activities
and outputs within that component or outcome. A PMT may or may not be established. The
Government will need to identify which ministry or entity will co-chair the PMC on behalf of this

group.

Role of the technical ministries: The technical ministries are responsible for managing and
monitoring their components and reporting back to the PMC. Some of these responsibilities
may be delegated to the PC/M and the PMT or other implementing partners such as the United
Nations and/or civil society. The responsibilities of these ministries are further explained in

Annex 5.

In exceptional circumstances where the national Government does not have the capacity to
manage and implement programmes, UN agencies may implement directly and are accountable
for the use of resources as well as for the production of outputs and achievement of
programme objectives. In this scenario, the joint programme should justify why this is the case
and include a strategy to further develop Government capacity so as to be able to phase out

from the direct implementation to national implementation as soon as possible.

4.3 Lead UN Agency: Often during the formulation of joint programmes, a UN Agency was
identified to lead this collaborative effort, playing a key role in coordinating and incorporating the
contributions of all the partners. As the UN Resident Coordinator may delegate his/her role as
Co-Chair of the PMC to a UN Agency, the role of Lead UN Agency may continue on into

programme implementation. The delegated Co-Chair may or may not be the same as the Lead
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UN Agency during formulation®. The MDG-F stresses the importance of complying with the
Paris Declaration and emphasizing national ownership though local circumstances may differ on
how this is achieved. As such the lead agency and its UN partners are responsible for
promoting these principles in all the stages of the programme cycle. This will require
Government involvement and leadership in formulating joint programmes and ideally in
assuming a lead role in implementation. Concrete spaces for participation of citizens and civil

society in defining and implementing joint programmes need to be ensured.

Role of lead UN Agencies in programme implementation: In joint programme implementation,
UN Agencies can play a number of roles. If requested by the Government, a lead UN Agency
can coordinate the implementation of joint programmes activities and outputs. If requested by
the UN Resident Coordinator or the partner UN Agencies, a lead UN Agency can be responsible
for coordinating the overall actions of UN Agencies on a joint programme or in some cases
coordinate by component, outcome or output. When several UN Agencies are working with one
ministry or national entity within a given joint programme, the latter can be overwhelmed by the
variety of procedures and so a lead Agency can assist in coordinating this partnership. In some
instances, a UN Agency has a field presence in a geographic area such as a province or state
and may act on behalf of Agencies that are not present in that area.

Programme Management
Committee

Programme 4
Coordinator/Manager

National level:

T 1
Other

Implementing
Partners

t Civil Society =

Co-Chair: UN Resident Co-Chair: Lead
Coordinator or his/her Government
delegate representative

Observors

Spanish

e BOTYOY 1 ] Minist tity 1
gency inistry/entity representative

=d UN Agency 2 = Ministry/entity 2

] UN Agency 3 ] Ministry/entity 3

? Lessons learned have shown that it is important for lead UN Agencies to refrain from “managing” the programme
unless it has been given this responsibility by the partners.
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The above mentioned diagram illustrates options that might include decentralized management
structures with local authorities or other sub-national entities. The diagram below illustrates the
preferred multi-stakeholder character of these national and sub national structures.

Sub-national structures:

National Focal Point or
Programme Coordinator/
Manager (PC/M)

Province/State “A” |
I ! ]

Local Focal Point Local Focal Point Local Focal Point
or local PC/M or local PC/M or local PC/M

Local
Authority

—

Local
Leaders

Civil
Society

_

Decentralised
Ministry/entity

—~ | UN Agency

4.4. Coordination Mechanisms

In pursuing the management and implementation of joint programmes, a number of coordination
mechanisms (either existing or newly established) have been used to ensure not only better
coordination but harmonization and alignment among the implementing partners with other

national, local and international partners. The following list is non-exhaustive:

4.4.1 National:

¢ Inter-governmental coordinating body: Some governments may decide to have their

own committee which brings together the government implementing partners chaired by
the PMC Co-Chair, feeding information to the Government representative in the NSC.

e Local level committees: For joint programmes working at the local level, it is important to

establish a coordination/decision-making body which includes the following participants
as necessary: local authorities, local leaders, civil society (including NGOs, private
sector and community-based organizations), UN Agencies, and representatives of local
targeted populations.

13



Advisory Boards (national and local levels): Joint programmes may choose to establish

or use previously established Advisory bodies composed of leading experts in a specific
thematic area as a platform for focused discussions on key issues.

Sectoral Coordinating Body: In some contexts where there are existing nationally led

coordinating mechanisms at the sector or cross sectoral levels, the JPs may also want to
reach out to the latter. Participating in such discussions could (i) ensure that JP’s are
aligned to government programmes and activities financed through the national budget
or other resources, and (ii) ensure that lessons learned, experiences and results of the
MDG-F interventions are shared with all the relevant stakeholders and used both as an
opportunity for advocacy as well as for potential the replication of successful pilot
initiatives.

Donor Coordination Groups: Linkages with other donor-funded programmes can be

made through such bodies.

Civil Society Networks: Civil society refers to all citizens/peoples groups that are

engaged in meeting/advocating for the development needs particularly of the poor. This
could include NGOs, faith-based organizations, trade unions, youth groups, women'’s

groups, social movements etc.

4.4.2 Programme-specific:

Results Groups: The Secretariat has seen these working groups under a number of

guises including Outcome and Output Committees. Whichever their denomination, they
are often used when a joint programme either has a large number of implementing
partners and/or a large number of outcomes/outputs. They are composed of the
implementing partners working on that specific component, outcome or output and
usually chaired by the relevant national counterpart. Such groups coordinate with the
PC/M and report back to either the lead ministry/technical ministry or the PMC itself.

Programme Coordinator/Manager Group: For countries with several MDG-F joint

programmes, the PC/Ms may wish to establish a venue for sharing ideas, exploring
ways to join efforts for advocacy, exchanging best practices and discussing lessons

learned.
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4.4.3 United Nations (mechanisms vary according to local UN coordination modalities):

UN Country Team: The UN Agencies involved in the implementation of MDG-F joint

programmes may consult with the UN Country Team either directly or through the UN
Thematic/UNDAF groups, with the intention of building consensus around substantive
issues involving and/or informing the UN Resident Coordinator as Co-Chair of the NSC.

UN thematic/lUNDAF groups: In certain countries the UN thematic/UNDAF groups have

provided an ideal venue for UN partners to have inter-agency technical discussions
about programme interventions. In some countries, the Chair of the thematic group
becomes the Lead Agency co-chairing the PMC.

Inter-agency technical groups: These groups bring together UN Agency technical staff

that can contribute particular expertise/insights into programme interventions or who are
more closely involved in the formulation and monitoring of joint programmes. One

example may be the UN Communications Group.

—m \
5L Unvadtrs
0

Coordinating Ministry UNRC — Co-Chair

(UN focal ministry
& Co-Chair) \
147 / -------------- N )

Government

b Lead Ministry | —— < |leadUN ‘ - |
i Sowtd_ . Co-Chair ; \ Agency (Co-Chair) |l ¢y : Management
1 oordinating ’ . Team 1
: Body Implementing //I UN Agency (ies) 7 1
' Ministry (ies) / o emate || > Coordination
! 7 Group 1
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5. Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E)

Monitoring and evaluation, like programme design or implementation, forms part of the joint
programme cycle and should therefore be implemented collaboratively throughout the life of the
joint programme. It is important to always keep the monitoring and evaluation framework up to
date and revise it when it is appropriate to ensure that the implementation of the joint
programme contributes to the expected results. An allocation of 3 to 5% of overall programme
resources is recommended to ensure an adequate monitoring of the programme activities. Is
there are monitoring and evaluations mechanisms/structures in place there is no need to create

new groups or mechanisms but it is recommend to use existing ones.

For the purpose of the MDG-F, monitoring is defined as a continuous process of collecting and
analyzing information mainly on substantive indicators (at the activity, output and outcome level)
to show progress toward the attainment of expected outcomes. Monitoring is a systematic,
evidence oriented and quality based exercise where specific, measurable, attainable, reliable
and time bound indicators (SMART) show proof of the substantive Joint Programme progress.
Evaluation is the assessment of a planned, ongoing, or completed development intervention to

determine its relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability.

The MDG-F underscores the importance of involving citizens and their organizations in the
monitoring and evaluation of programme interventions. A variety of means for participatory
M&E methods can be used to ensure that the perspectives of citizens who are intended to
benefit from programmes are accounted for. This process should, on the one hand, stimulate
greater accountability of the programme in delivering results as well as enhance ownership and

sustainability. The MDG-F Secretariat will provide guidance as and when needed.

To facilitate the programming of M&E activities, a checklist with Ten Steps to Joint M&E can be

found in Annex 9.

5.1 Levels of Information
The MDG-F includes four levels of information or units of analysis derived from its design and
structure. Each unit of analysis builds on the results of the previous ones to offer a complete

and coherent view of the progress and impact of the MDG-F.
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The joint programme level of analysis looks at the impacts and contribution that a
joint programme has on target populations/institutions. It is the building block for the
M&E system - most of the information, evidence, conclusions and findings will be based
on this unit of analysis. The analysis of the joint programme is not intended to be a
collection of activities and outputs from different actors but rather a complete picture in
and of itself, which is more than the sum of its parts. The joint programme’s
implementation team has the responsibility to measure the change induced by the joint
programme on/by citizens, institutions and other programme stakeholders.

The country level of analysis, when a country has more than one joint programme,
considers the contribution and induced effect of the joint programme(s) on national
development priorities as derived from their combined action in a specific country
context.

The MDGs and thematic window level of analysis reviews the contribution and
induced effect of joint programmes in the eight MDG-F thematic areas and their
contribution towards MDG achievement at the national level.

The MDG-F as a mechanism consists of a systematic and rigorous synthesis of the
above mentioned units into two pieces of comprehensive and evidence based work-mid-

term and final reports.

5.2 The Monitoring and evaluation function of a Joint Programme consists of:

Monitoring

Collecting a baseline for the indicators of the Joint Programme Monitoring Framework
(JPMF) included in the joint programme document (if not already done);

Collecting data on indicators of the JPMF;

Carrying out any other activities included in the M&E plan;

Fostering and facilitating participation of stakeholders through M&E activities;
Collecting and reporting data, every six months, on thematic indicators, joint
programme coordination and the Paris Declaration included in the JPMF;

Preparing and submitting a monitoring report that includes updated data on indicators,
additional identified in the M&E framework, information and evidence (including
financial), is prepared on the basis of this information twice a year by the PC/M or an
M&E specialist to be submitted to the PMC and subsequently to the NSC and MDG-F
Secretariat A template to this effect is provided in Annex 13. The submission of this
report is done through an online application at

https://reporting.mdgfund.org/users/sign_in?unauthenticated=true
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Evaluation

(0]

Facilitating M&E processes such as adapting the templates of the terms of reference for
the joint programme mid-term evaluations by the MDG-F Secretariat in consultation with
the UNRC'’s Office and PMT;

Organizing field visits;

Preparing an improvement plan to address the recommendations highlighted by the mid-
term evaluation, and

Implementing recommendations from M&E activities and reports into the programme

cycle to improve the joint programme.

5.3 Joint Programme M&E Tools: A number of M&E tools are at the disposal of the joint

programme partners to conduct monitoring and evaluation:

Joint Programme Monitoring Framework: is the key element for the M&E system. The
JPMF is part of the signed joint programme and is adjusted and revised during the
Inception Workshop to reflect and take into consideration comments provided by the
MDG-F Secretariat and maybe also after the mid-term evaluation and after the mid-term

evaluation, if required.

Joint Programme field visits: Whenever possible, visits to areas of programme
interventions should be done jointly and in a coordinated manner with Government, UN
agencies and other partners. This way the different members of the team will use the
same methodology to analyze and interpret their observations allowing comparison
among the visits and linking this exercise to the monitoring and evaluation plan and

activities at country and Secretariat level.

Annual Reviews: Annual reviews are an opportunity to bring together the joint
programme partners and stakeholders to discuss progress to date, find solutions to any
identified obstacles, discuss the results of the M&E Plan, formulate lessons learned, and
prepare the new Annual Work Plan. It is at this time that requested changes to the AWP
and budget should be discussed in anticipation of the preparation of the request for
funds for year 2 and year 3 of the joint programme. Please see section on programme

and budget revisions for more guidance in this respect.
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Annual Work Plan (AWP): The Annual Work Plan for year 1 is prepared during joint
programme formulation and subsequently updated during the Inception Workshop. The
AWP for subsequent years is generally developed by the PC/M following consultations
with all implementing partners, reviewed by the PMC and approved by the NSC. The
AWP for Year 2 and Year 3 must reflect any carryover of funds pertaining to the
previous as they correspond to delayed and postponed activities, and the request of
new funds for new activities. It is also recommended that the annual work plan is
reviewed by the Programme Management Committee on a quarterly basis to monitor

progress.

Reporting: See Section 10 below.

Evaluations: For joint programmes with duration of two years, only one evaluation is
required toward the end of the programme unless it is agreed otherwise. For joint

programmes with duration of three years, mid-term and final evaluations are required.

Mid-term evaluations: The mid-term evaluation of a joint programme is financed and led
by the MDG-F Secretariat. The purpose of this evaluation is to contribute to the
improved implementation during its second phase, to capture knowledge and to identify
best practices and lessons learnt. A guidance note to this effect is annexed to this

document.

The evaluation process is divided into 3 phases:

1.) Design: The main product in this phase is the adaptation of the generic
terms of reference (TOR) provided by the Secretariat to the joint
programme information needs (the TOR are attached to this document).
Consultants will be recruited by the Secretariat and the mid-term evaluation
will be facilitated by the JP partners in each country. The evaluation
reference group is established for each joint programme. The Secretariat
will prepare generic terms of reference by thematic window. The generic
TOR are adjusted to the country specific context by the evaluation
reference group.

2.) Implementation: The main product and milestones for this phase are the
inception report, the field visit and the final report. The joint programme

team and the evaluation reference group propose a programme for the field
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visit. The programme includes also visits to the programme sites. All
pertinent documentation is sent to the consultant. An inception report is
prepared prior to the field visit.

3.) Dissemination and improvement plan: The main deliverable here is an
action plan to disseminate the results of the evaluation and an improvement
plan for the joint programme that incorporates the recommendations from
the mid-term evaluation. Comments to the final draft report will be provided
prior to finalizing the report. Subsequently, the recommendations of the
report will be discussed at the PMC to prepare an improvement plan
(management response) for submission to the NSC. The joint programme
team is responsible for implementing the mid-term evaluation

recommendations as per improvement plan.

There will be 3 main actors engaged in the evaluation process with a relevant
role in the activities and decisions to take during the evaluation process, their
functions and roles are described as follows:

e The MDG-F Secretariat manages, promotes, facilitates and supervises the
overall evaluation process and its products.

¢ An independent expert (consultant) conducts the evaluation and delivers the
products required in the TOR.

e The evaluation reference group: is a consultative body comprised by a
representation of the most relevant stakeholders in the joint programme.
These individuals and institutions are the natural users of the conclusions and
recommendations derived from the evaluation study. This evaluation
reference group is usually the PMC that can be extended to incorporate key

stakeholders for the evaluation process.

o0 Final evaluations: Final evaluations are financed, prepared and managed at the country
level. The Resident Coordinator Office or identified focal point should prepare the terms
of reference, and facilitate the evaluation mission. Generic terms of reference will be
developed by the MDG-F Secretariat and available on the website for the joint
programme teams. The results of this evaluation should be discussed with the JP
partners including the PMC and the NSC. A copy of the evaluation reports should be
shared with the MDG-F Secretariat.
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6. Audit

The MDG-F Secretariat recommends conducting the audit exercise in a joint manner. In line
with OECD/DAC standards, it is good practice that when preparing the audit exercise for a
development programme, all relevant implementing partners should have an input in the
following: 1) preparation of the terms of reference including the definition of the scope of the
audit, 2) agreement on the due date for submission of audit reports, 3) having a single audit
report (where project financial reports reflect all sources of funds, the audit report should
normally fulfill the requirements of all partners), and 4) providing comments to the Management
letter that addresses deficiencies noted in the system of internal controls and contains the audit

findings.

This does not preclude that activities carried out by the Participating UN Organization shall be
subject to internal and external audit as articulated in their applicable Financial Regulations and

Rules according to the Memorandum of Understanding.

7. Advocacy and Communication for Development

The MDG-F Secretariat in consultation with the various participating UN Agencies elaborated
an Advocacy & Partnerships strategy with the aim of helping the MDG-F advance its main goal
of accelerating progress on the MDGs and related goals while advancing collaborative UN
efforts. It responds to the demonstrated need to strengthen citizen’s participation in
development efforts and have clear advocacy interventions that push for more inclusive and
responsive public policy and practice. The strategy, further described below, provides a guiding
framework within which to articulate national advocacy plans, and has been articulated at a
macro level intentionally so that countries can use it to define context specific activities that lead

to similar goals and outcomes.

All MDG-F participating countries should, if not already done, develop a national advocacy
strategy that is based on country level MDG and related priorities. These should take the form
of a simple yet targeted advocacy action plan (see Annex 10 for guidance note) outlining
specific interventions that aim to accelerate progress on the MDGs by raising awareness,
galvanizing broad-based support and increasing citizens participation in MDG related policy and
practice. Individual Joint Programmes (JPs) should also have clear advocacy interventions that
are defined by the programmes desired policy impact. These should be inserted in and

reinforce the national level advocacy plan. In countries with more than one MDG-F JP, there
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should be clear and articulated overlap in key advocacy efforts that give visibility to the MDGs
and to the work of the MDG-F. Forging strategic partnerships with various non-state actors
(e.g. citizen groups, private sector, media, academia etc.) will be instrumental to the success of

advocacy efforts helping to increase outreach, legitimacy and support.

For the purpose of the MDG-F advocacy is understood as an umbrella term used for a variety
of means available for influencing outcomes (decisions) that directly affect people’s lives. To be
most successful, advocacy should work at two complementary levels: policy influence and

citizen empowerment helping to build transparency and accountability.

7.1 The MDG-F Advocacy and Partnerships Strategy’s overall goal, outcomes and outputs

are briefly described below. For a more detailed description of these please refer to Annex 9.

Overall Goal: Accelerate progress on the MDGs by raising awareness, strengthening
broad- based support and action and increasing citizen engagement in MDG related

policy and practice.

Outcome 1: Increased awareness and support for the MDGs

e OQutput 1: Strategic partnerships with media for advocacy and accountability

o Output 2: Key dates and events used to galvanize support for the MDGs and related
goals (e.g. mobilization of Stand Up and Take Action against Poverty)

e Output 3: Link with and support citizen groups in their advocacy efforts

o Output 4: Work with UN Communication Groups or other inter-agency groups to
establish joint messages on MDGs and engage in joint advocacy efforts

e Qutput 5: Public outreach and Communication: Producing awareness and advocacy

materials such as public service announcements, policy notes, theatre pieces, etc

Outcome 2: Programmes are leveraged for increased MDG results
e OQutput 1: Citizen groups/networks have been strengthened to have more effective
participation in MDG policy and practice areas- giving strategic support
o Output 2: Strengthened dialogue between local governments and civil society groups-
opening neutral spaces for interaction between citizens and their governments for the
formulation of inclusive public policies
e Output 3: Innovative cases are documented and used to facilitate learning and advocacy

o Output 4: Wide range of partnerships established in support of MDGs and JP goals.
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Outcome 3: Achieve greater accountability and transparency
e OQutput 1: Accountability to all partners including citizens in target areas is strengthened-
includes the right to information and participation.

o Output 2: MDG-F identify is strengthened and it is recognized as trusted partner

7.2 Mechanisms for Financing and Implementing Advocacy Plans

As and where possible the articulation and implementation of advocacy efforts should build on
capacities and mechanisms that already exist within Country Teams. The coordination
mechanisms outlined in section 5 of these guidelines can also be used and strengthened to
provide a collaborative forum and platform for joint communication, advocacy and mobilization.
These could be advisory groups, local level committees for location specific interventions, inter-

agency technical groups and/or programme management teams.

One concrete and effective way of moving forward with these efforts is to designate an existing
senior UN staff (e.g. Agency Representative) to take the lead on UN advocacy efforts. This
“leader’ can use an existing group or convene an advocacy technical group to discuss and
develop advocacy plans that are based in national MDG and related priorities. MDG-F Joint
Programme Coordinators/ Managers and relevant UN Agency representatives should be part of
this group. Many country offices can also make use of existing interagency Communication
Groups (e.g. UNCG), building on these to include programme staff that can help in articulating
the desired policy impacts of national advocacy plans. In the latter case, greater effort should be
made in linking the work of the UNCG to that of the UNCT to ensure that communication and
advocacy is being used to its full potential to achieve progress on country programme

objectives.

Within JPs, the planning, implementation and oversight of advocacy interventions should fit into
the management models that programmes and country offices opt for, with caution not to

designate all responsibility for advocacy to a Government entity.

All national advocacy strategies/plans as well as JP action plans must be equipped with an
appropriate budget. Inthe case of JPs, the Secretariat recommends that funds should be
explicitly allocated for advocacy efforts. To do so, earmarking 2% of overall budget is a good

standard, understanding that advocacy and communication activities are often embedded into
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activity budgets and are not stand alone. If this was not planned in year one, it can be
accounted for in subsequent budget revisions. When coming together to formulate national
advocacy action plans, the 2% (or part of it) allocated by JPs should be directed towards the
national plan. Agencies should discuss how to put together additional funds to back up their
efforts.

8. Focus Country initiative

Nine focus countries (Ecuador, Colombia, Honduras, Morocco, Mauritania, Ethiopia, Bosnia
Herzegovina, the Philippines and East Timor) have been selected to receive additional support
for the rigorous implementation of the global strategy of Communication and Advocacy and
Monitoring and Evaluation at the national level. This initiative has led to the development of
national MDG advocacy plans that draw on and extend beyond programmes aiming for wider
MDG advocacy; and to prepare national action plans to conduct participatory country case

studies.

9. Knowledge Management

Overview of the Strateqy

Through its knowledge management (KM) strategy, the MDG-F is gathering and systematizing
the wealth of experiences generated by the Fund’s 128 joint programmes worldwide. The
activities undertaken within the framework of this strategy allow colleagues from UN Agencies,
UN Country Teams, joint programmes and national partners to share data, information and
knowledge accrued throughout the joint programme formulation and implementation process.
The objective of the strategy is to foster stakeholders’ abilities to apply innovative approaches
and share practices and skills among partners by providing them access to the knowledge
generated in the design and implementation of its programmes. The strategy rests on three
pillars, a) nine UN Agency-led thematic knowledge management plans, b) an electronic platform
knowledge platform, “Teamworks,” and c) research partnerships with institutions outside the UN

system.

All Joint Programmes will work in conjunction with the MDG-F Secretariat in the implementation
of activities under the knowledge management strategy, through the three pillars mentioned

above.

a) Nine UN Agency-led thematic knowledge management plans
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b)

The MDG-F is working with UN Convenor Agencies at the thematic window level plus
UNIFEM, which is focusing on gender as a cross-cutting issue. US$ 750,000 was made
available to these agencies following a call for proposals, which were all approved. These
proposals, while led by the Convenor Agencies, have the joint programmes as their primary
base and include other relevant UN Agencies, use Teamworks and coordinate with the
Secretariat. Activities undertaken within these knowledge management plans include
stakeholder needs assessments, programme portfolio mapping, global/ regional workshops,

case studies, and syntheses of lessons learned.

Joint Programmes become members of a Community of Practice for each thematic
knowledge management plan; share existing knowledge management materials with

conveners, provide input into case studies, best practices, and lessons learned.

An electronic platform knowledge platform, “Teamworks”

Teamworks is a knowledge platform with a user-friendly interface modeled on popular social
networking sites and using current collaboration technologies (including blogs, wikis, social
networking and instant communication tools) to connect people to knowledge and
experience and to distribute their knowledge products. Teamworks provides each user a
profile space within which to capture their work and receive feedback, and allows them to
access other user profiles. In addition, the site includes online spaces for each of the Fund’s
128 joint programmes, as well as nine larger communities of practice for the thematic areas
and for gender as a cross-cutting issue. Through these spaces, users can communicate with
colleagues in all programme countries working within the same thematic window, and across
other windows. The site is open to both staff from UN agencies as well as other MDG-F

partners across geographical and functional areas.

Joint Programme teams register on the Teamworks platform; connect with other Joint
Programme teams to exchange experiences; join as members on the respective MDG-F
thematic windows - and programme spaces; share relevant materials and information on the

platform; actively take part in, and contribute to, online forums and discussions.

Research Partnerships

One of the cornerstones of the Fund’s approach to development programming is
collaboration with other development partners, both within the UN system and beyond - all
of its 128 joint programmes are implemented in partnership with other UN agencies as well

as government and civil society counterparts. In line with this approach, the Fund plans to
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work with research institutions outside the UN system to further develop research relevant to

its programmes.

The overall objective of this initiative is to ensure that knowledge goes beyond the MDG-F
Secretariat and its programme countries to the wider development community. The Fund
aims to develop research that will make the impacts of its own joint programmes sustainable
after the programmes reach completion, inform global development work in the Fund’s
thematic focus areas, and contribute to the international development debate. Specifically,
the Fund plans to work with research centers, universities, and other development initiatives
to develop further studies pertaining to its areas of work. Through this process it will create a
global network of partners to share existing research as well as new research that will come

out of this initiative.

Where needed, Joint Programmes will collaborate with research institutions contracted by

the MDG-F Secretariat to provide input into research work.

10. Reporting

The reporting function consists of communicating a collection of information and perceptions on
a variety of joint programme dimensions in the form of a narrative text that also includes the
financial dimension of the joint programme. Reporting is a source for capturing traces and
trends of information and facts to be taken into consideration for M&E activities as well as for
internal accountability purposes. However, this function does not replace the robust, evidence

based, participatory, processes and products generated by the M&E function.

The main purpose of reporting is to fulfill the accountability requirements prescribed in the
Memorandum of Understanding of the MDG-F signed by the donor and UNDP on behalf of the
participating United Nations Agencies. The main purpose of the M&E on the other hand is to

improve programme’s performance through learning and the generation of knowledge.

The reports produced are an important piece of information that allows the Secretariat to identify
bottlenecks and provide support to joint programmes that need it. The reports also constitute a
source for discovering good practices and lessons learnt permitting the Secretariat to quickly

share new developments and knowledge with other joint programmes.

The following reports are to be prepared and submitted by each Joint Programme:
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10.1 Quarterly Color-coded AWP: At the end of each quarter, following the initial receipt of
funds, an updated work plan, color-coded according to progress made on activities (green for
completed, yellow for on-going, and red for delayed), is expected for the MDG-F Secretariat’s
review and further follow-up with the Joint Programme Teams. Please note that once the joint
programme has completed a programmatic year, and if a request for Year 2 or Year 3 Funds
(whichever applies) has not been submitted, an Annual Work Plan for Year 2 or Year 3 must still

be sent to the MDG-F Secretariat, reflecting the activities and complete budget for that year.
10.2 Monitoring Report: This monitoring report shall be submitted to the MDG-F Secretariat
twice a year, one due on 20 July for the reporting period of January to June, and the other one

on 20 January for the reporting period of July to December.

10.3 Annual Report: The annual report is available in the MDTF Office GATEWAY.

¢ Narrative: The narrative annual report is prepared by the MDTF Office and consists of
the consolidation of the two bi-annual monitoring reports. The narrative annual report is
available on March 31 following the end of the calendar year of the report.

¢ Financial: Each Participating UN organization will submit to the MDTF Office a financial
report stating expenditures incurred by each programme during the reporting period. The

dead-line for this report is 30 April.

10.4 Request for Year 2 and Year 3 Funds: The release of second and third year funding is
contingent to review of progress and achievements of the joint programme. In the light of
progress, once a joint programme has committed a minimum of 70% of the Year 1 or Year 2
budgets, the Resident Coordinator can request a release of funds for Year 2 or Year 3
respectively. As such the following documents should be submitted:

Request for release of funds form at: http://mdtf.undp.org/factsheet/fund/MDGQOO

e Annual work plan (AWP): The annual work plan for Year 2 or Year 3 must be submitted.
The AWP must include the carryover of funds of the previous year per activity and the

proposed new funds per activity. See a sample in the Annex.

The following reports should be available with the MDG-F secretariat for review and so there is
no need to re-submit them:
e Monitoring report

¢ Annual report
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http://mdtf.undp.org/
http://mdtf.undp.org/factsheet/fund/MDG00

e Improvement plan and implementation of the mid-term evaluation recommendations
(only for Year 3 funds)

The MDTF Office will review the request for release of funds form to ensure that it is in line with
standards. The MDG-F Secretariat will recommend the release of funds, once it has reviewed

the above mentioned documents. The actual clearance of the release of funds will be subject to
the review of progress based on results achieved. If a mid-term evaluation has also taken place,
the mid-term evaluation report and its respective management response will also be considered

for the release of funds.
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Joint programmes that are granted and extension will consenquently continue with the same M&E cycle until they finisn implementation
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11. Implementation Modalities

Each JP will need to determine the modality (ies) of implementation to execute the JP activities.
The definition of these modalities will take into consideration the national systems and
procedures; the legal context and agreements for delivering development assistance in each
country; and UN country experience to date. There are two broad categories to execute a joint
programme: National Implementation or Direct Implementation. Regardless of the modality of
implementation, national ownership should be ensured in the implementation of all programme

activities.

When the JP is designed, the formulation team should discuss with all the identified state and
non-state implementing partners and UN agencies how respective activities will be
implemented. This is critical since the MDG-F uses the Pass-through modality for the
disbursement of funds i.e. each UN agency will receive the Funds at the agency HQ which is
subsequently made available to the country offices. Identifying the modalities of implementation
and cash transfer that each UN agency will be using is essential to determinate potential gaps in
the pace of implementation of programme activities and different phases within each output or
between outputs. The Programme document should contain an explanation of how each UN
agency will work with respective implementing partners (if not already done, do so during the
Inception Workshop). A joint programme may contain various modalities of implementation and
transferring funds depending on the degree of UN harmonization of procedures in a given

country. In those countries that are HACT'® compliant, this modality of transfer should be used.

0 yact (Harmonized Approach to Cash Transfer) is a simplified and coherent set of procedures for requesting, disbursing, and
reporting on funds, and for audit. It is based on managing risks related to transferring cash to partners in a particular country
context and building these partners’ capacities for proper public financial management. Following the TCPR, UNDP, UNICEF,
UNFPA and WFP, adopted a common operational framework for transferring cash to government and non-government
Implementing Partners. HACT was developed as a further step in implementing the Rome Declaration on Harmonization and
Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness, which call for a closer alignment of development aid with national priorities. (UNDG)
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Graphic illustration of fund management for
a Joint Programme with Pass-Through Funding
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In the case of national implementation, the appropriate national partners will be directly

implementing programme activities with technical support from UN agencies. National

implementation has the potential to greatly improve the capacity of individuals to manage

development programmes, under the right conditions. Countries vary considerably in their levels

of self-reliance in procurement, contracting, and recruitment , and national personnel are often

aided by UN Agencies, but in a great many countries national personnel are moving to handle

much of this work themselves.

Under national implementation there are different modalities for making payments and

transferring cash. These are summarized in the table below:

Modality Obligation is Disbursement/
approved by payment made
by
Cash advances Government Government
Direct payment to Government UN Agency
providers
Reimbursement Government Government

Frequency of
Payments

Quarterly

Based on activity and
request

Quarterly

In the case of direct implementation, UN agencies will implement activities and make payments

on behalf of Government.
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12. Programme and budget revisions

It is good management practice to adjust the programme and the budget as part of the
implementation of a programme. It is important that each programme team discusses and
determines early on, who will initiate and prepare a programme/budget revision, and the

frequency of these. Such revisions arise when:

12.1 Timely delivery of activities during which programme implementation requires
adjustments and changes in the activities or in the budget categories of an agency. In this case,

the following options apply:

- Changes of activities that do_not affect the outputs and outcomes could be decided by the
PMC and communicated to the NSC. This will ensure that (i) any revision, no matter how small
it is, is not carried out unilaterally but instead approved by the responsible Programme
Management Committee that includes implementing partners and UN agencies, and (ii) the
governmental counterpart participates in this decision reinforcing ownership and mutual
accountability. The NSC could establish maximum budget amounts beyond which any change

should be approved by the NSC (this is up to the NSC in every country).

- Changes of activities that do_affect outputs and outcomes, especially if this implies a change
in the programme’s strategy, must be approved by the NSC and then submitted to the MDG-F

Secretariat (that will refer the issue to the Global Steering Committee of the Fund).

12.2 Delays or lack of joint implementation Where changes done at any point during
programme implementation imply moving budget between years and/or between agencies, the

following information provided in the transmittal memos can be applicable:

“In order to allow the implementation team some flexibility to adapt the strategy to
unexpected challenges and opportunities (most particularly delivery issues), and to
empower Resident Coordinators in their oversight responsibilities, this memorandum
also provides you with the authority over the three year duration of the programme in
consultation with Participating Organizations and with the agreement of your

National Steering Committee to:
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- Transfer up to $1,000,000 or 20% of the total value of the project budget — whichever
is lowest — between Participating Organizations identified in the original Joint
Programme budget, and

- Re-phase up to $1,000,000 or 20% of the total value of the project budget —

whichever is lowest - between years.

The base-line against which these ceilings will be measured is the annual budget

projection (by year and by participating organization) confirmed at the time of your first

funds-advance request. The MDG-F Secretariat and MDTF Office must be informed of

any revisions of this kind, decided locally and is responsible for tracking these delegation
ceilings for each programme. Any changes that fall outside these parameters will have to
be referred back to the (Global) MDG-F Steering Committee for approval.”

When reaching the end of the first or second years of implementation, a new Annual Work Plan
(AWP) must be developed. In those cases where the 70% combined commitment rate has not
been achieved, the unspent funds are re-phased into the following year, including them in the
new AWP. The AWP for year 2 or 3 should include those uncompleted activities from year 1 or
2. In such cases implementation should continue until 70% commitment is reached. Please note
that the 70% is measured against the total amount of funds transferred to date. Once this
requirement has been fulfilled, the following tranche disbursement can be requested as per

section 10.3.

12.3 Changing circumstances that can lead to changes in the activities, outputs and/or
outcomes such as:
e A conflict or crisis;
o New resources mobilized from Government or donors result in increasing the scope of a
joint programme;
¢ Recommendations and management response to the Mid-term Evaluation Report (MTR)
improvement plan.
As a result of these, the joint programme needs to be amended, the annual work plan revised
and the budget adjusted to accommodate new allocations from different funding sources. It is
recommended that resource allocation adjustments are done at the local level and additional

resources transferred to designated UN country level accounts. Other scenarios may be caused
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or example by rising implementation costs that result in having to decrease the scope of a

programme.

These changes should at a minimum be approved by the NSC. The MDG-F Secretariat should

be consulted for changes that may require the approval of the MDG-F Steering Committee.
13. Request for No-cost extension of joint programmes

The approval of requests for no-cost extensions will only be granted by the MDG-F Secretariat
on an exceptional basis provided that the request clearly articulates the effectiveness of the joint
programme, in a revised, realistic and time bound results framework along with joint work plan

that illustrates by when and how the expected results are going to be achieved.

The request for one time no-cost extension is made by the National Steering Committee to the
MDG-Fund Secretariat through the UN Resident Coordinator. This request can only be
submitted after the Mid-term Evaluation (MTE) has taken place for those three year
programmes. The request for no-cost extension of two year programmes is made at the time of
requesting funds for year 2 (final tranche), and of three year programmes at the time of
requesting year 3 (final tranche)'. All the joint programmes are expected to be operationally
closed by the agreed date and no later than June 30, 2013.

The MDF-Fund considers that the following are key ingredients for the successful
implementation of a joint programme:

[1 The scope and results framework of the joint programme is feasible and has the
potential to achieve development results. The proposed joint work plan clearly
articulates what are the expected results framed within realistic timelines and the
proposed division of labor by activity between the implementing partners.

| The areas of intervention and beneficiaries (right-holders) have been clearly
identified and are taking part in the implementation of the joint programme.

(1 National leadership and ownership of programme interventions.

" For those joint programmes that have already requested year 3, the request for no-cost extension can be
submitted subsequently.
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[0 Monitoring system in place: baseline data has been collected, indicators identified
are relevant and realistic, means of verification are clear, and values are updated on
a bi-annual basis.

1 Communications and advocacy plan is available and being implemented
articulating the linkages of the work of the JPs with the national MDG agenda and
available advocacy platform.

"1 Estimated financial information is available (funds transferred to date and funds
disbursed are reported every six months);

| The improvement plan is approved and implemented, when applicable.

| Administrative and processes challenges are identified and measures adopted to
remedy the situation;
External risks identified and mitigation measures are in place.

[l Partnerships identified and reflected in the programme’s sustainability strategy.

Documents to be submitted

Completed Memo requesting no-cost extension (hyperlink to template in the webpage)
Improvement Plan responding to the MTE recommendations

Revised results framework along joint work plan with financial information
(including carryover of funds) covering the remaining programme period

Sustainability strategy discussed at the PMC indicating how the benefits of the
programme interventions are likely to continue after the closure of the joint programme.

Fund transfer request form to be submitted only when the no-cost extension request is

accepted or rejected by the MDG-F Secretariat,

http://mdtf.undp.org/document/download/1851

The Secretariat will also review the following documents that have been previously submitted

Bi-annual monitoring reports

Secretariat’s feedback to the monitoring reports

MDG-F Secretariat mission reports and recommendations
MTE Report

Approval process

Prior to submission to the MDGF-Secretariat, documents should be approved by the
PMC and the NSC.
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¢ Once the complete documentation is submitted, the Secretariat will review the request
memo with the submitted justification, progress made up to date in terms of progress
towards achievements of proposed outputs and outcomes, and the proposed joint work
plan approved by the NSC.

o At the same time, the MDTF Office will be responsible for reviewing all financial
information in the fund transfer request form as this request is done at the time of
requesting for Y3 funds (final tranche). Once all requirements are met, MDTF Office

releases the funds.

14. Early Termination of Joint Programmes, Programme Closure and Reimbursement of

Funds

14.1 Early Termination of Joint Programmes

The early termination of joint programmes is a decision of the MDG-Fund Steering

Committee when the joint programmes are not delivering the agreed results nor have the

potential to deliver those within the timeframe. The MDG-F Secretariats recommends to the

MDG-Fund Steering Committee the early termination of a joint programme, only when the

joint programme:

¢ has systematically been unsuccessful to undertake the planned interventions due to its
failure to identify the areas of intervention and beneficiaries and consequently has yet to

deliver development results;

¢ has been unsuccessful to manage the joint programme with the government counterpart

and there is no national ownership of the programme interventions;

When the MDG-F Secretariat contemplates the possibility to recommend an early

programme termination, the following steps are followed:

1) MDG-F secretariat visits the joint programme team and the National Steering Committee

to discuss the option of early termination with all the partners concerned.

2) A mission report is prepared by the MDG-F Secretariat recommending the course of
action: a) renewed commitment by all to achieve the programme results; or b)
recommendation prepared for early termination of the joint programme to be submitted to
the MDG-F Steering Committee.
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3) Once the joint programme is officially informed of the MDG-F Steering Committee
decision for termination of the JP, the JP team takes measures to operationally (first) and
the financially close the joint programme. Unspent funds are to be returned to the Multi-
donor Trust Fund Office (MDTF)

14.2 Programme Closure

The majority of joint programmes are expected to close after two to three years of
programme implementation following the date of release of funds. In some instances and
following the recommendations of the mid-term evaluations, JPs are expected to close at an

earlier or later date.

The closure of a joint programme consists of closing the programme operationally and
financially. It is desirable that the operational closure of a JP is carefully planned in order to
ensure adequate handover of activities and sustainability of the programme interventions. In
development programmes, it is desirable that this process of operational closure begins six
months prior to the actual projected end date of the joint programme. The financial closure
of accounts of each participating UN agency to the joint programme will be done in
accordance to each UN agency rules and procedures. In most instances the financial
closure takes place 12 months after the operational closure of the programme. Between
operational and financial closure, the implementing partner is required to identify and settle

all financial obligations.

A final programme review by the National Steering Committee during the final quarter of the
project duration is recommended. Its purpose is to assess the performance and success of
the joint programme, ensure the sustainability of results, including the contribution to related
outcomes (and the status of these outcomes) and capacity development; and consolidation

of lessons learnt.

After completing each financial closure of participating UN agencies to the joint programme,

unexpended balances are refunded to the MDTF Office.
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Annex 1: Terms of Reference for the National Steering Committee

A National Steering Committee (NSC) will be set up. There will be one Committee per country

overseeing all joint programmes.

Role: Oversight and Strategic Leadership of joint programmes at the national level.

Composition: To guarantee its independence, the NSC should include parties who are not
involved in programme implementation:

0 A representative of the Government, in the role of Co-Chair;

0 The Resident Coordinator of the United Nations Systems (UNRC), in the role of Co-Chair;
and

0 Arepresentative of Spain.

Additional members may be invited as observers at the discretion of the National Steering

Committee.

Functions:

Formulation

e To approve the joint programme before submission to the Fund Steering Committee.
Minutes of the NSC meeting are to be sent to the MDG-F Secretariat with final programme

submission;

Management set up
o To revise and approve the regulations and other tools of the National Steering Committee

and to amend them as necessary;

o To approve the duly documented agreements or arrangements for the management and

coordination of joint programmes;

o To approve the selection process for the Joint Programmes Coordinator/Manager;

Planning and reporting

e To approve the JP Annual Work Plans and the Annual Budgets as well as any adjustments

required to achieve the desired results in line with the implementation guidelines, when
applicable;
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To review/approve the annual report for each of the joint programmes, to make observations
and take strategic decisions;

To propose corrective actions for the implementation of joint programmes when it becomes
apparent that there have been deviations from the Work Plans and to make
recommendations on how to improve the implementation of programmes at the national

level;

Monitoring, evaluation and audit

To review the internal and external Evaluation and Audit reports for the programme or its
components and ensure the recommendations are put into practice;

To ensure and guide implementation of monitoring mechanisms and administrative
procedures to enable the joint programmes to be managed efficiently.

To review the bi-annual monitoring reports to assess progress and delivery on the
implementation of joint programmes and to make observations and recommendations
accordingly;

To endorse management response to the Mid-term Evaluation Report (MTR)

Advocacy and Communications

To request and provide impetus to the articulation of National Advocacy Action Plans that
are in line with the MDG-F Advocacy and Partnerships strategy.

Discuss and approve the National Advocacy Plan and request periodic updates on its
implementation ensuring that key national development priorities are targeted through
articulated advocacy interventions that bring together UN Agencies, local governments as
well as citizen groups.

Ensure that policy outcomes are consistently being sought and that the MDGs are at the

centre of development efforts.

Coordination and participation

To promote synergies between the joint programmes and related projects and/or
programmes, even if they are funded by Government or other development partners;

To make sure that the participatory consulting processes with the main national and local
partners take place, so as to ensure ownership, enable synergies and avoid any duplication
or overlapping between the Fund and other financial mechanisms, thus reducing transaction

costs.
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Annex 2: Terms of Reference for the Programme Management Committee

One Programme Management Committee (PMC) will be set up for each joint programme.

Role: To undertake the technical and operational oversight and coordination of the joint

programme at a management level.

Composition: The PMC is composed of the joint programme implementing partners who have

decision-making abilities:

(0]

O O O O

The UN Resident Coordinator or his/her delegate in the role of Co-Chair'?;

Lead Government representative in the role of Co-Chair'>;

Implementing National and local government counterparts;

Participating UN Agency Representatives or their delegates; and

Selected representatives of the non-state actors such as NGOs, civil society and the
private sector. The most vulnerable populations such as women, indigenous
populations, ethnic minorities, etc. are often forgotten and consequently the choice of

representative in the PMC must be given the highest consideration.

Key Functions:

Management arrangements

¢ To manage and approve the hiring of the Joint Programmes Coordinator/Manager, and

the team;

¢ To manage the programme resources appropriately in order to achieve the anticipated

results and outcomes;

o To revise the consolidated progress and financial reports for the programme in order to

identify any points requiring attention or any deviations from the Work Plan in the

implementation, and to make recommendations;

e To address management and implementation problems;

!> The MDTF Operational Guidance note refers to the UN Resident Coordinator being the sole Chair of the PMC.
However, experience has shown that this committee should be co-chaired with Government.

B |f there is no lead government partner, then the NSC government representative should designate the
government Co-Chair for the PMC.
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Planning and Coordination

To recommend approval of the Work Plans and the Annual Budgets for annual
forwarding to NSC;

To recommend any reallocations, adjustments or revisions of the budget required for the
programme;

To suggest and recommend approval to any reallocations, adjustments or revisions of
the budget required to achieve the expected results;

To undertake the general coordination for the joint programme between the UNS
Agencies, national institutions and other participating Partners, as well as to create links
with other similarly-themed programmes being implemented;

To ensure that the technical and operational teams work together, in a coordinated way,

on the programme activities and in consultation with the Programme Coordinator;

Technical oversight

To provide technical and substantive advice on the expected results and the activities
laid out in the Work Plan;

To verify and ensure that the activities financed by the MDG-F are in line with the
national priorities approved under the United Nations Development Assistance
Framework (UNDAF);

Advocacy and Communications

Organize brainstorming session with JP Coordinators and key partners from civil society
and government to articulate clear advocacy and communication interventions that are in
line with joint programmes policy objectives and national priorities. This session should
produce a clear action plan that is shared and approved by the NSC.

Coordinate media visits to JP programme activity areas ensuring proper briefing on
programme goals as they relate to the overall MDG message. In collaboration with
ongoing MDG advocacy efforts, help to nourish strategic partnerships with media for
greater coverage of MDGs.

Ensure that JPs have identified key local actors (citizen groups or others) and
adequately include them in programmes creating neutral spaces for effective
participation in MDG policy and practice. Explore and recommend partnerships with civil

society groups, local governments, media, youth, academia, etc
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e Ensure that programmes produce catchy and interesting communication materials
(human interest stories, videos, reports, photo documentation etc) that can be used for
advocacy and reporting back to MDG-F secretariat.

e To ensure consistent use of the MDG-F logo;

Monitoring and Evaluation
e To oversee the establishment of programme baselines to enable sound monitoring and
evaluation
o To review the consolidated monitoring and evaluation reports of the joint programme and
ensure the system works well by institutionalizing it in national entities;
e To identify the lessons learnt from the implementation and ensure that they are
documented and disseminated to the Agencies and Partners of the programme.

e To prepare the management response to the MTR.
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Annex 3: Terms of Reference for the Programme Management Team and/or Programme

Manager/Coordinator

Role: To manage and coordinate the implementation of the joint programme on behalf of all the
partners. The selection of the Joint Programme Coordinator is approved by the National

Steering Committee.

Functions:

Planning and coordination
a. To support the operational teams of the Agencies and Partners in establishing the Work
Plans and the Annual Budgets,
b. To timely consolidate the Work Plans and the Annual Budget and present them to the

Programme Management Committee (PMC) for review and approval;

Implementation coordination

c. Play the lead role in ensuring that all partners work together to deliver the programme, in
compliance with the work plan;

d. To advise the PMC on the implementation of the joint programme and to make
recommendations on both substantive and financial issues, including budget revisions;

e. To provide secretariat services for the PMC and to follow up on the decisions taken;

f.  To help establish working level coordination mechanisms, including at the sub-national
level and generate synergies between different outcomes;

g. To support all partners’ successful implementation of programme activities through direct
assistance and technical and operational advice;

h. To facilitate resolution of disputes among partners and to troubleshoot obstacles to
timely implementation;

i. To provide strategic advice on a comprehensive exit strategy.

Capacity development
j.  Promote national ownership by supporting the government in its leadership role within
the joint programme and strengthen the government’s capacity to play this role
k. Ensure that all joint programme activities prioritize sustainable capacity development of

the targeted beneficiaries.

Communication and advocacy
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To drive the articulation of an advocacy and communications plan that advances the
policy impacts of the joint programme while putting citizens and their organizations at the
centre of local interventions.

Facilitate the implementation of the advocacy and communications plan in coordination
with UN Agencies and national Partners;

To identify strategic partnerships with media organizations and other relevant non state
actors with the aim of increasing awareness and visibility of poverty issues and the
MDGs.

Work collaboratively with citizen groups fostering their active participation in programme
management, implementation, monitoring and evaluation.

To leverage programme outcomes through advocacy to create broader, systemic
change and achieve policy impact

Ensure that programmes are accountable to all relevant partners particularly citizens for

delivering programme results making available information as and when needed.

M&E and Knowledge Management

r.

To ensure the implementation of the monitoring and evaluation plan, in a participatory

manner;
s. To ensure that corrective actions are taken as a results of M&E findings;
t. To ensure transparency of the M&E process by disseminating information to partners
and relevant stakeholders.
u. To identify and disseminate lessons learnt;
v. To forge links with other initiatives including joint programmes to identify best practices
and share lessons with partners.
Reporting

w. To prepare the narrative and consolidate financial information on expenditures for the

programme and present them to the PMC for approval, before they are sent to the NSC.
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Annex 4: Responsibilities of Joint Programme’s Lead Ministry

a) To coordinate participation by national, regional, municipal and territorial government
partners in the programming and implementation processes of the joint programmes in
order to ensure that they own them.

b) To promote the institutionalization of the programme's processes and products
(monitoring and evaluation, systematization, outreach, baseline, etc).

c) To consolidate feedback for the Government National Steering Committee member.

In addition to these responsibilities, the lead partner must ensure that there is a physical space

for the coordinator and his or her team in the lead partners' facilities should one be planned for.

Annex 5: Responsibilities Joint Programme’s designated Lead Agency

In some instances, a UN agency has been designated to play a lead role in the coordination of
the joint programme on behalf of all partners or just on behalf of participating UN agencies. In
any circumstance, the role of a lead agency is to effectively take the leadership and coordinate

the different stakeholders participating in the joint programme.

Some of the functions assumed by a lead agency include:

a) In collaboration with the Office of the Resident Coordinator, to support the preparation
and organization of the Programme Management Committee and National Steering
Committee meetings;

b) To lead and coordinate the preparation of work plans and inception process;

c) To lead and consolidate the inputs for the preparation of bi-annual monitoring reports;

d) In consultation with all relevant parties, to lead the participation of the joint programme in
the mid-term evaluation process; and

e) To lead the preparation of the final evaluation.

Annex 6: Responsibilities of Technical Ministries

a) To facilitate ongoing participation and coordination with the institutions and organisms

related to the implementation of the programme's outcome(s).
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To support the harmonization and allocation process among the central government and
regional partners participating in the outcome(s), for the purposes of achieving a better
implementation.

To implement/execute programme elements.

To ensure full participation of local authorities, etc.
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Annex 7: Participation in Monitoring and Evaluation

What is Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation (PM&E)?

Participatory monitoring and evaluation is a process through which stakeholders at various
levels engage in monitoring or evaluating a particular joint programme, share certain control
over the content, the process and the results of the M&E activity and engage in taking or

identifying corrective actions.

Why is Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation important?

Participation should be an integral part to certain types of M&E processes, since it offers ways
of assessing and learning from change that are more inclusive and more responsive to the
needs and aspirations of those most directly affected. PM&E is geared towards not only
measuring the effectiveness of a programme, but also towards building ownership and
empowering beneficiaries; building accountability and transparency; and taking corrective
actions to improve performance and outcomes. Participation ensures utilization of the

monitoring and evaluation exercises.

What are the principles of Participatory Monitoring & Evaluation?
o Primary stakeholders are active participants — not just sources of information.
o Building capacity of local people to analyze, reflect and take joint action.
o Learning of stakeholders at various levels catalyzes commitment to taking corrective

actions.

What are some of the tools used?
o Participatory rural appraisal (PRA)
e Citizen report card and community score card
e Public expenditure tracking survey (PETS)
¢ Beneficiary Assessments
o Participatory Poverty Assessments (PPA)
¢ Related Methodologies

References
There is a wealth of literature, manuals and documents that provide with guidance and
examples on how to conduct participatory M&E. However there is not a one size fits all solution.

Each manager, M&E officer or consultant should think through the best alternatives on how to
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use this powerful instrument for change. A complete resource center with on-line documents

can be found at: http://www.pnet.ids.ac.uk/prc/index.htm Institute for Development Studies

Resource Center.
On using participation to enhance the utility of evaluations: Quinn Patton, Michael, Utilization
Focused Evaluation, 4th Edition, Sage Publications 2008
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Annex 8. Generic Terms of Reference for Mid-Term Evaluations of Joint Programmes

General Context: the MDG-F

In December 2006, the UNDP and the Government of Spain signed a major partnership
agreement for the amount of €528 million with the aim of contributing to progress on the MDGs
and other development goals through the United Nations System. In addition, on 24 September
2008 Spain pledged €90 million towards the launch of a thematic window on Childhood and
Nutrition. The MDGF supports countries in their progress towards the Millennium Development
Goals and other development goals by funding innovative programmes that have an impact on
the population and potential for duplication.

The MDGF operates through the UN teams in each country, promoting increased coherence
and effectiveness in development interventions through collaboration among UN agencies. The
Fund uses a joint programme mode of intervention and has currently approved 128 joint
programmes in 49 countries. These reflect eight thematic windows that contribute in various
ways towards progress on the MDGs.

The following points should be provided by the joint programme team

e Describe the joint programme, programme name and goals; include when it started,
what outputs and outcomes are sought, its contribution to the MDGs at the local and
national levels, its duration and current stage of implementation.

e Summarize the joint programme’s scale of complexity, including its components,
targeted participants (direct and indirect), geographical scope (regions) and the socio-
economic context in which it operates.

e |tis also useful to describe the human and financial resources that the joint programme
has at its disposal, the number of programme implementation partners (UN, national and
local governments and other stakeholders in programme implementation).

e Changes noted in the programme since implementation began, and how the programme
fits in with the priorities of the UNDAF and the National Development Strategies.

2. OVERALL GOAL OF THE EVALUATION

One of the roles of the Secretariat is to monitor and evaluate the MDGF. This role is fulfilled in
line with the instructions contained in the Monitoring and Evaluation Strategy and the
Implementation Guide for Joint Programmes under the Millennium Development Goals
Achievement Fund. These documents stipulate that all joint programmes lasting longer than two
years will be subject to a mid-term evaluation.

Mid-term evaluations are highly formative in nature and seek to improve implementation of
the joint programmes during their second phase of implementation. They also seek and
generate knowledge, identifying best practices and lessons learned that coul