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Executive Summary
The MDG-F is compound of 4 levels of information or unit of analysis derived from its design and structure. Each of the units of analysis includes different study dimensions, questions that will be measured and studied through monitoring and evaluation activities. Each level of analysis builds on the results of the previous ones to offer a complete and coherent view on the progress and impacts of the MDG-F. 
The first one is the joint program level of analysis, it is the building block for the M&E system, most of the information, evidence, conclusions and findings of the MDG-F activities will be based on the study and monitoring of joint programs. 
The second one, the country level of analysis consisting in an extension on the concept of monitoring and evaluation of the joint programs to the country level differing in 3 ways:
· A more profound analysis in terms of monitoring and evaluation on specific dimensions of study. 

· A synergy with advocacy and communication activities (participation + audiovisuals)

· A more limited but profound exercise covering 9 focus countries where special, thorough M&E activities will take place. 

The third one is the thematic window level of analysis is an essential part of the M&E system, for it serves as a link between the information and findings obtained from the joint programs to the 8 specific themes windows that comprise the MGD-F. The monitoring and evaluation activities carried out at this level will be the basis to provide evidence on the induced impact of the MDG-F towards progress on the Millennium Development Goals. 
The fourth one is the MDG-F itself and consists on a systematic and rigorous synthesis of the 3 previous ones into 2 pieces of comprehensive and robust evidence based work. The implementation of the M&E activities will generate the following products:

Monitoring products
· Quarterly updates including: brief narrative, update on financial information and color-coded workplan
· 2 Monitoring reports comprising: qualitative&quantitative indicators of the JP M&E framework 3 indicators on coordination, 3 thematic indicators, financial information and narrative text+questions.
· The aggregation of 24 Thematic window indicators (3 per window) reported every 6 months (through the above mentioned monitoring reports)
· 100% of countries received M&E visits
Evaluation products
· MDG-F evidence based mid-term report drawing from primary + secondary data

· MDG-F evidence based final report drawing from primary + secondary data

· 9 Country case study evaluation (in focus countries)

· Rapid mid-term evaluation reports

· 8 Meta-analysis / meta-evaluations to obtain thematic evidence, information and knowledge on results and impacts at thematic window level and MDG level.

· 3 Impact evaluations using experimental or quasi experimental designs

· Final evaluations of joint programs 

1. Rationale for an M&E system: Why is necessary to implement a specific M&E system for the MDG-F?
a. Legal Agreements, Memorandum of Understanding. Framework document, SC decisions 
The government of Spain and UNDP agreed to set up a mechanism to monitor and evaluate the Millennium Development Achievement Fund. As shown, in the provisions of the legal Agreement between Spain and UNDP when the MDGF was created. 
“Monitoring and evaluation of the project activities shall be undertaken in accordance with established rules and procedures of the UN Agencies, and determined by the Steering Committee, subject to the respective regulations, rules, policies and procedures of the UN Agencies”
Moreover, the MDG-F Framework Document explicitly defines that a results oriented system of monitoring and reporting will be established to inform the Steering Committee on results and progress of the fund. In fact, it states the obligation for the programs to conduct final evaluations with a focus on results and impacts and calls for the establishment of an evaluation Plan.
“The MDG-F initiatives will establish measurable results indicators in each of the thematic areas. Progress against these results will be tracked, assessed, and reported on annually by the Steering Committee.”

“The Fund will establish an Evaluation Plan which ensures that all programmes supported by the Fund will undertake a final evaluation which will assess the relevance and effectiveness o f the intervention, and measure the development impact of the results achieved, on the basis of the initial analysis and indicators described at the time of programme formulation.’

b. The activity of the MDGF itself, its goal and nature

However, the most important reason to design and implement an M&E system is the goal of the MDGF itself. In this sense, the MDGF looks for the replication and scaling up of models of successful, innovative programs and policies at country level, to progress on the achievement of MDGs at the global level. M&E is the key element in policy making to determine which programs are worth to scale up, or should change to improve their results.
c. The quality of the partnership between Spain and UNDP

It is central, to note that Spain as a donor has made strong and unprecedented commitment in choosing multilateralism as a policy alternative to channel and implement a major part of its development policy. The MDGF itself is the most visible example of this policy, but there are many others within UNDP, other United Nations agencies such as UNICEF and other multilaterals such as the World Bank. 
The MDGF is an essential component of the Spanish multilateral development cooperation strategy.  In fact, from the Spanish side, this fund is viewed as a benchmark to test multilateralism as a policy option. Spain as a donor of the Fund, will surely request the Steering Committee to provide with evidence, information and knowledge on the comparative advantage of the United Nations to deliver as one, as well as in making on the progress on the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals in comparison with other development partners. As well as about the potential of multilateralism as a viable option to deliver Spanish cooperation in the future and whether to expand, reduce or change the actual approach and strategy.
d. Accountability and communication 
The relevance of the task and scope of the MDGF, as well as the amount of funds allocated, make this fund highly visible both, from the donor point of view, its society, it parliament, etc as well as from the international level, civil society, media, etc. Thus, it is urgent to address the questions of providing credible and reliable information on progress and results of the Fund to the numerous agents with a role in accountability.

e. Learning: Organizational learning and Contribution to General knowledge

The MDGF is an enormous and outstanding source of knowledge both organizational and general knowledge. The Fund encompasses the majority of all UN joint programs actually in operation, covering 53 countries with a 34 UN agencies planning, monitoring and evaluating together with the aim to deliver as one introducing the principles of the Paris Declaration and the resolutions taken in the Accra Agenda for Action (ownership, alignment, harmonization, managing for development results and mutual accountability). The measurement, description and the lessons learned obtained from these activities should be a major input in the process of designing and implementing One UN.  

On the other hand, the Fund is also one of the biggest laboratories for MDG oriented programs with a reasonable level of innovative solutions to make progress on MGDs.  It is an ethical imperative closely linked to the ethics behind MDG logic itself, to obtain, share and disseminate this wealth of knowledge to development agents as well as general public throughout the world.

2. M&E system requirements: What kind of M&E do we need?
a. Accordance with UNEG, Evalnet/DAC/OECD, principles 
It is clear from the legal agreement standpoint with the donor and the subsequent monitoring and evaluation clauses’ included in the joint programs signed that:
 “Monitoring and evaluation shall be undertaken in accordance with the provisions contained in each Joint Programme proposal approved by the MDG-F Steering Committee, which are consistent with the respective regulations, rules and procedures of the Participating UN Organizations”.

In developing the M&E system for the MDG Achievement Fund, it is very important to consider the nature of its main unit of analysis, the joint program. These programs are the result of the activity undertaken by various United Nations agencies with different monitoring and evaluation requirements and procedures. Therefore, in order this M&E system to be credible the institutional arrangements for the evaluation will need to adhere to the UNEG Norms and Standards for Evaluation in the UN System, including preserving independence in managing, conducting and quality assuring the evaluation. The present strategy will be presented to UNEG members for their comments and suggestions. 
The MDG-F Secretariat is in a privileged position to implement this vision. On the one hand, because it is an inter-agency UN resource that finances and supports national efforts to achieve key Millennium Development Goals. On the other hand, while abiding by the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness and advancing UN coherence and inter agency collaboration assures quality through formulation review, monitoring and evaluation of Joint Programs (86% of all UN Joint Programs are funded by the MDG-F). 
Additionally, it will also be useful to consider incorporating good practices and standards from Evalnet OECD/ DAC to make a system robust and widely consistent with practices and standards of the international community.
M&E system: Users and their needs 
We can identify various users of the M&E system, each one with their own information and knowledge needs, sometimes similar and in other occasions divergent, taking in consideration these diverse needs of the users to the extent of possible is a main objective of the M&E system and its main strength.
It is also clear from the framework document of the MDGF and from the SC decisions that the MDGF Secretariat is a key actor to implement the M&E system. For this purpose it has reinforced its staff with a specialist on Monitoring and evaluation who will work together with the rest of the Secretariat’s team to implement the M&E strategy.
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b. Principles
As a consequence of the information needs identified, it can be concluded the main principles that should integrate the MDGF M&E system are:

3. Implementation: How is the M&E system going to be implemented? 

a. Levels of information: Dimensions of study
When studying the structure of the MDGF we can clearly observe there are 4 levels of information derived from its design and structure, these we would refer from now as units of analysis:
· Joint Program level
· Partner country level

· Thematic window level

· MDGF as a whole level

Each of the units of analysis include different study dimensions that should be measured and studied through monitoring and evaluation activities, the dimensions at different levels add up from the basic level of joint program to the most sophisticated level of MDGF as a whole, these dimensions are summarized in the text boxes below:
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b. Elements of the M&E system Monitoring, evaluation: differences with reporting 
Monitoring and evaluation, like programme design or implementation, integrates into the joint programme cycle. Therefore, M&E is in essence an activitiy that should be implemented jointly through the life of the joint programme. 

For the purpose of the MDG-F, monitoring is defined as a continuous process of collecting and analyzing information specialy on substantive indicators (meaning at the activity, output and outcome level. Joint Programme Monitoring involves the collection of data with the purpose to show progress in attaining outcomes.  Monitoring is a systematic, evidence oriented and quality based exercise where specific, measurable, attainable, and reliable, time bound indicators (SMART) show proof of the substantive Joint Program progress. 
The monitoring function is:
· Results oriented, meaning its main goal is to report on progress on the high stepts of the logical causal chain, especially changes at the output and outcomes level.

· Substantive in nature on regards of measuring changes in citizen’s, institutions or any other kind of stakeholder participating in the program.

· Aggregational as a mean, is the first element of a causal chain on a wider scope system that includes mid-term evaluations and final evaluations. The whole system is oriented to learn and to know what works and what doesn’t and improve programmes accordingly.

The Reporting function in contrast, has as a main purpose fulfilling 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. 

On the other hand, evaluation is the assessment of a planned, ongoing, or completed development intervention to determine its relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability. 
The different units of analysis and dimensions of study mentioned in the previous section of this strategy, condition the means to produce evidence-based reports, information, knowledge and recommendations, these are:
· Monitoring indicators: to measure progress and trends in the short and medium-terms at 3 levels of inquire, (input, output, outcome)
· Field visits: to monitor and asses Joint Programs in depth as well as to prepare and manage evaluations, disseminate results and provide feedback from evaluation recommendations 

· Evaluations: to value the worth of the different unit of analysis (joint program, country, thematic window and the MDGF as a whole). These will be mid-term and final evaluations focused on design, process, results and impacts
· Meta-analysis and Meta-evaluations: of (Joint Program + Country) to produce robust evidence at window level and to link these evidence to MDG achievement Fund as a whole.
· Desk reviews and data collection & analysis: from a variety of sources to contribute with information and knowledge to the M&E and knowledge management system.
c. Products of the M&E system

The implementation of the M&E strategy will generate the following products:
Monitoring products
· Quarterly updates including: brief narrative, update on financial information and color-coded workplan

· 2 Monitoring reports comprising: qualitative&quantitative indicators of the JP M&E framework 3 indicators on coordination, 3 thematic indicators, financial information and narrative text+questions.

· The aggregation of 24 thematic window indicators (3 per window) reported every 6 months (through the above mentioned monitoring reports 
· 100% of countries received M&E visits

Evaluation products

· MDG-F evidence based mid-term report drawing from primary + secondary data

· MDG-F evidence based final report drawing from primary + secondary data

· 9 Country case study evaluation (in focus countries)

· Rapid mid-term evaluation reports

· 8 Meta-analysis / meta-evaluations to obtain thematic evidence, information and knowledge on results and impacts at thematic window level and MDG level.

· 3 Impact evaluations using experimental or quasi experimental designs

· Final evaluations of joint programs 
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The joint program unit of analysis is the building block for the M&E system, most of the information, evidence, conclusions and findings of the MDG-F activities will be based on the study and monitoring of the joint programs.
Monitoring Products



At the joint programme level
· 2 Quarterly updates per JP including; small narrative (2 pages), a financial statement prepared at the country level by each UN Participating Organisation using the MDTF online portal and color-coded work plan to represent the status of implementation of each activity.
· 2 Monitoring reports comprising:

·  Quantitative and qualitative data from indicators included in the M&E framework’s section of the Joint programme document (provided by The Secretariat)
· Data for 3 coordination indicators 
· Data 3 thematic indicators (provided by The Secretariat)
· Updated financial information

· A narrative text 
· A questionnaire  
This report called the “monitoring report” will be delivered to the Secretariat twice a year every second and fourth quarter. The monitoring report replaces every second and fourth quarterly updates that every Joint Program is currently submitting each quarter. However, the first and third quarterly updates will still need to be submitted to the Secretariat by all Joint Programs using the usual template.

This way no new requirements are created and the content of these “monitoring reports” can actually serve for accountability purposes at the country level. Thus, the National Steering Committee and the Program management Committee will have access to the best information on substantive progress of the Joint program. 


At the Secretariat level
· The aggregation of 24 thematic window indicators (3 per window) reported every 6 months (through the above mentioned monitoring reports)
· Joint monitoring visits’ reports: each year a number of field visits will be coordinated with Government, UN agencies and other partners to monitor joint programs. The Secretariat will develop a protocol to conduct the visits in a coordinated and systematic manner. 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.

Monitoring Tasks

At Joint programme level

1. Refinement and adaptation of the M&E framework: It Is important to adjust the M&E plan included in the joint program document to best fit the actual context, bear in mind that M&E plan should respond  to the following principles:

· Oriented to well balanced learning and accountability purposes with a participatory approach

· Evidence-based: Judgments and conclusions drawn from monitoring and evaluation activities shall be based on consistent data, information or knowledge to support or deny the validity of the questions posed through the monitoring and evaluation studies

· Simple yet, Robust, Rigorous and Reliable 

· Measure change by describing, analyzing and understanding change and use results to improve program and policy performance 

 The technical work to refine the M&E plan may be carried out as a previous activity to the inception workshop that would finish with the validation of the changes by stakeholders during the inception workshop.

2. Engage stakeholders, facilitate participation on M&E activites: Participation is a process through which stakeholders influence and share control over development initiatives and the decisions and resources which affect them. When using participation, managers loose some control over the programmes and in doing so the programmes gain in ownership and sustainability, two of the key elements for the success of a development intervention.  In order to to obtain the most from M&E activities, the programme management team will allow and facilitate the participation of the various stakeholder in monitoring exercises (such as indicators based on stakeholder perception, allow them to formulate questions to include in mid-term and final evaluation terms of reference and give them a voice during the evaluation process, open the reports to comnents and suggestions and allow them to have a rol on the follow up of mainstreaming in the recommendation process. (See the annex fo more references to participatory tools) 

3. Collection of a baseline: The baseline is an essential element of the joint program M&E plan. Without it, I would be extremely complicated the measurement of change and joint program’s effects.  The program management teams could collect the baseline by itself or hire a consultant for this purpose (depending on the difficulty presenting of the indicators, means of verification, etc)
4. Monitor and report on the joint program: 

As as a result of executing joint programme’s M&E functions and activities the following products will be generated:
1. Monitoring reports: The PC/M or an Evaluation Specialist will coordinate the draft of a narrative text (twice a year) supported by the data and evidence coming from the collection of quantitative and qualitative data on indicators (M&E framework section included in the Joint program document) as well as data on the coordination indicators, thematic indicators (provided by the Secretariat, and any other information (including financial) showing evidence of progress to attain results (see annex for a template). 
2. Joint Programme  field monitoring visits: The programme management team facilitates and coordinate field visits

At Secretariat level

5. Review the quarterly updates on common basis and criteria with the aim to extract, compile and systematized lessons learn and good practice to feed M&E products
6. Design and provide UN Country teams with 3 general process indicators on joint program coordination and 3 thematic indicators per window.
7. Elaborate a protocol guide for monitoring and evaluation missions 
8. Conduct and report on Joint Programme visits: These reports will be developed by the Secretariat team visitng the country. They will be based on the systematic application of the protocol to allow comparability among observation and interpretation of facts. 

Evaluation Products

· Joint Programme Rapid Mid-term evaluations

· Joint Programme Final evaluations

· 3 Impact evaluations on thematic relevant issues 

Evaluation Tasks

· Elaborate a protocol to design and manage rapid mid-term and final evaluations comprising the design stage, implementation and results feedback as well as dissemination stage.

· Design 8 general terms of reference template (1 per thematic window) for the mid-term evaluations
· Conduct rapid mid-term evaluations as described below:
The usual rapid mid-term evaluation will consist on a systematic and swift analysis of the worth of a joint program based on the scope and criteria enclosed in their specific TOR through a reliable evidence-based yet abbreviated and light process. This will enable to obtain conclusions and recommendations in a period of approximately 6 months. The rapid mid-term evaluation starts with the customization of TOR for each joint program and finalizes when an improvement plan has been agreed between the Secretariat and the Joint program team and the dissemination activities have been completed.
A usual team to carry out each evaluation will integrate:

· The manager of the evaluation, the staff from the MDGF Secretariat

· A consultant 

· Experts from different agencies involved in the joint program implementation

· Joint program staff in the field
In more specific terms a rapid mid-term evaluation process will undergo through 7 steps:
1. Customization of terms of reference (1 month)
The evaluation process will start with the customization of the general TOR designed for each thematic window to the specificities of the concrete joint program’s rapid mid-term evaluation. This task is a part of the Secretariat responsibility that will work jointly with the joint program staff in the field ensuring participation of the different stakeholders.
Each member of the Secretariat will manage and coordinate a number of evaluations according to their thematic specialty. In some occasions this phase of the evaluation will require travel to the field. However this travel should be minimize or coordinated within and outside the unit to comply with Paris Declaration targets on reducing missions.
2. Consultant briefing (2 day)
Once hired, the consultant will be briefed and instructed on the methodology to carry out rapid mid-term evaluations as well as on the specificities of each joint program to be evaluated by him/her. 
3. Review and analysis of documents and archives (2 weeks) 
Following the briefing, the consultant will review the program documents and other relevant documentation needed for the purpose of the evaluation and will:

· Draft a brief report summarizing the findings
· Hand in a copy of the fulfilled standardized cards and other any information collected by other means during his/her investigation
The manager of the evaluation will be responsible to review this product and provide comments to ensure its quality.
4. Field visit and Inception report
The managers of the evaluation will support the consultant to set up and agenda for a field visit (15 working days). The manager will sometimes need to travel to the country to institutionally support the consultant and facilitate his work always respecting his/her independence. The consultant will elaborate a concise field report to be submitted to the Secretariat for quality control as well as copy of the fulfilled standardized cards and any other information collected during the field visit by other means.
5. Final draft

The consultant will prepare a draft of the final evaluation report. This report will be shared with the country team for comments. The consultant will receive the comments and will decide within his/her independence on the appropriateness to include them in the final report. The final report and any other data regarding the evaluation will be handed to the manager of the evaluation in the Secretariat for quality assurance and control.
6. Improvement Plan
Each final report will include a number of findings, conclusions and recommendations for the joint program evaluated. The Secretariat and the joint program team will have the responsibility to draft a document using the recommendations of the evaluation report to take action on their implementation- The improvement plan document will state the set of actions to be taken and indicators to measure their completion within a specific timeline.

7. Dissemination and knowledge management

The evaluation report will be published and disseminated through several methods (web, written copies, pamphlets, presentations, etc) according to the audiences targeted. The contents of the report will be used to feed the Knowledge management cycle of the participant, institutions, organizations and individuals as well as the general public interested.
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The country unit of analysis is an extension on the concept of monitoring and evaluation joint programs.  
The main differences consist in:

· A more profound analysis in terms of monitoring and evaluation on specific dimensions of study. (Synergies among Joint Programs, One UN, Paris declaration and contribution to MDGs at country level)
· A synergy with advocacy and communication activities (participation + audiovisuals)
· A limited geographic scope exercise covering 9 pilot countries where special, close and more thorough monitoring and evaluation activities will take place. 
The Secretariat has selected these 9 countries taking into consideration the following criteria:

· Countries with high learning and knowledge transfer potential or performance problems
· Countries with potential synergies with communication and advocacy strategy can be identified
· Countries that are willing to volunteer for such an experience
The nine countries are: Ethiopia, Mauritania, Morocco, Timor-Leste, Philippines, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Brazil, Honduras and Ecuador.
All focus country has been allocated additional financial support. One of the Secretariat’s requirements to be a focus country is to conduct a participatory evaluation along with the Secretariat using case study methodology. The Secretariat also expects the focus country to do some capacity building activities targeted to the government.  

Evaluation Products
9 country evaluations will be conducted in a more comprehensive, detailed evaluation exercise, using case study methodology, with a focus on UN coordination, looking particularly into the implementation of the Paris Declaration Principles at country level and enhancing participation through the evaluation process.  More specifically the country evaluation will pursue the following objectives:
   1. Learning and knowledge transfer of best practices and lesson learned to the country itself, other MDG-F benefited countries and the general public. 
   2. Assessing the impact of the combined joint programs in a particular country and the reasons for success or failure of the combined effect of the programs with a focus on coordination and process analysis particularly Paris Declaration Principles.

  3. Making the process as participatory an inclusive as possible, inducing that recommendations from these evaluations have better probability to be implemented adopted.
Among other dimensions the country evaluation will address:

Design: The process of design of the joint programme in the context of ownership, alignment and mutual accountability: The added value of the Joint Programmes for the implementation and feedback to the UNDAF.

Process: The Joint Programme as a feasible model for coordination among United Nations Agencies, harmonization with other donors
Results: The effects induced in the Meta population (citizens and institutions) and the synergies and contribution to the country policy level and the MDGs in the specific country of study.
In these countries the mid-term joint program evaluations will be replaced for mid-term country evaluations. 
Country evaluations will in addition to case study methodology, use different techniques as appropriate, among them, the Secretariat will specially consider the use of audiovisuals recording and collection methods of information to use as a powerful way for mainstreaming recommendations and lessons learned as well as an important communication tool for the MDGs and the work of United Nations agencies.

Evaluation tasks
At country level

· Design and implement M&E activities in the country
· Facilitate case study evaluation exercise

· Facilitate participation at the country level
· Use evaluation recommendations to improve joint programmes and scale up policy solutions within the country
At the Secretariat level

· Work with UN country teams designing the evaluation terms of reference
· Design and assure the audiovisuals integration through the evaluations
· Support and facilitate the ongoing evaluations, assuring quality and participation through all their phases: desk review, fieldwork, report drafting, publication and dissemination 

· Assure that recommendations from monitoring and evaluation, mainstream stakeholders in the country and outside the countries and that general knowledge is disseminated and transferred.
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The thematic window unit of analysis is an essential part of the M&E system, for it serves as a link between the information and findings obtained from the joint programs to the 8 specific thematic windows that comprise the MGD-F. The monitoring and evaluation activities carried out to at this level of analysis will be the basis to provide evidence on the induced impact of the MDG-F on the progress towards the Millennium Development Goals and other specific development goals pursued by the Fund such as gender equality, environment and climate change, culture and development and conflict prevention and peace building.
Monitoring Products
The Secretariat will facilitate and work jointly with convener agencies to design and provide to joint programmes, three specific thematic indicators per active window (a total of 24 thematic indicators) to be reported by joint program staff on a semester basis (these indicators are integrated in the monitoring report referred in the first section of M&E, joint programme level) 
Monitoring tasks
· Draft specific criteria to assure consistency and convergence of the 24 thematic indicators
· Facilitate the process to design 3 specific thematic indicators per window, (a total of 24 thematic indicators) compile and analyze the data to produce information and knowledge on the 8 thematic windows.
· Identify sources and extract relevant contextual secondary data and information for M&E at country level 

Evaluation Products
8 thematic window reports that will include evidence, findings and information on the contribution of MGD-F impact on MDGs using meta-analysis/meta-evaluations methodologies and drawing from sources of primary and secondary data such as the rapid mid-term evaluations, country evaluations, final evaluations and MDG-F monitoring activities.
The Secretariat will also rely on secondary sources of data and information such as: MDG analysis in specific sector, country Studies. Dev info, MDG reports, OECD DAC Paris Declaration, Monitoring survey, Evaluation of the Paris Declaration, Compendium report of donors, etc.

The main objectives of 8 thematic meta-analysis/meta-evaluations are:

   1. Potential learning and knowledge transfer of best practices and lesson learned from windows 

   2. Assess the impact of the combined joint programs in a particular window 
   3. Supply information, evidence and knowledge on the MGDF’s contribution at global level

Evaluation tasks
· Design the meta-analysis/meta-evaluations terms of reference
· Hire consultants 
· Support and facilitate the studies, ensure quality and utility of the purpose defined
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The last of the unit of analysis of the M&E system consist of the MDG-F itself considering its 3 main goals:
1. To serve as useful viable, mechanism to progress on the attainment of the MDGs at country global

2.  To become a potential instrument of delivering as one through the implementation of joint programs

3. To introduce incentives to induce progress towards the implementation of the Paris Declaration principles Accra Agenda for Action
The main M&E products of the MDG-F for this unit of analysis will consists of:

-1 Evidence based midterm report 

-1 Evidence-based final report 
Both reports will focus on the MDGF as a whole, considering addressing the following dimensions of study:

· Fund´s objectives 

· Contribution to MDGs & other development indicators

· Replication: Scale up and innovation of the Joint programs

· UN system Coordination 

· Quality of partnership Spain/UNDP

· Added Value as a mechanism to Progress to achieve the MDGs as compared to other options

· Paris Declaration principles and Accra Agenda for Action: Ownership, Alignment, Harmonization, Management for Development Results and Mutual Accountability

· Delta change: Effects on citizens’ life

These 2 reports will draw from primary & secondary data produced by M&E activities in the previous level of analysis as well as other complementary sources:

· Quantitative and qualitative indicators from joint programs’s 
· 24 Thematic window indicators 
· 100% of countries received M&E visits
· 8 Meta-analysis/meta-evaluations
· 3 Impact evaluations

· 9 country case study evaluations

· Joint Programme’s rapid mid-term evaluations 
· Joint Programme’s final evaluations 
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Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

M&E Document finished

Socialization process of the M&E strategy: consensus reached

Design of common indicators: 24 thematic + 3 on coordination

Select 9 pilot countries for M&E and communication purposes

Specific m&E activities designed and implemented

9 Pilot country monitoring reports

select and design 3 impact evaluations

Conduct baseline study for impact evaluation

Draft M&E Guidelines document elaborated 

M&E Guidelines document testing

M&E Guideline document in operation

Training sessions for Secretariat 

Collaborative work with MDTF for monitoring and reporting

Collection of information on indicators

Review of the JP quaterly reports

Field visits for monitoring and evaluation

Elaborate  general terms of reference template for mid-term evaluations

Elaborate customized terms of reference template 5 mid-term evaluations

Procurement process for 2009 midterm evaluations consultants

2 regional Workshops intorducing M&E and training

Activities 2010

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

Elaborate customized terms of reference  for midterm  evaluations

Hire consultants and procurement process

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

5

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

4

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

10

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

6

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

3

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

3

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

7

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

7

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

6

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

8

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

 66 evaluations started and 45  reports are completed

7

Colborative work with MDTF

Collection of information on common indicators

Conduct a second baseline study for impact evaluation

Review of the JP quaterly reports

Field visits for monitoring and evaluation

Knowledge management activities, compilation,  digestion and dissemination

Design and conduct the meta anlaysis evaluation round 1

Meta analysis report

Thematic reports on the  windows round 1

Pilot Country monitoring reports

Evidence based mid-term report of the MDGF Fund

Activities 2011

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

Elaborate customized terms of reference  for midterm  evaluations

Hire consultants and procurement process

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

2

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

7

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

10

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

10

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

10

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

12

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

5

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

3

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

management and coordination of Mid-term evaluations

Collaborative work with MDTF

Collection of information on common indicators

 59 evaluations started and 80 reports are completed

real data as december 2008


Who does what in the MDGF M&E system?

Role of the Joint Programme management team: It is the main responsibility of these teams to carry out the M&E plan included in their joint programme documents. These teams also will work jointly and facilitate the Secretariat’s activities in M&E and those specifically included the MDG-F M&E strategy

Role of the MDG-F Secretariat: The MDG-F Secretariat advises and supports the joint programme implementation teams in the collection of data, monitoring indicators and executing evaluation activities for which an MDG-F M&E Strategy and Guidelines have been prepared. The Secretariat is also responsible for facilitating the design thematic indicators that feed into the MDG-F M&E system as well as designing generic terms of reference for mid-term evaluations. The Secretariat works with joint programme teams to adapt mid-term evaluation terms of reference and will elaborate a protocol guide to M&E field visits. It will conduct an evaluation of the MDG-F as a whole through a series of Meta studies/Meta evaluations. The Secretariat will aalso coordinate the ongoing mid-term evaluations, assuring quality through all their phases: desk review, field work report drafting, publication and dissemination. It will follow-up on the implementation of evaluation recommendations, ensuring that they are mainstreamed and that corrective actions have been taken as well incorporating these lessons into the knowledge management system.
Role of the Resident Coordinator:  M&E is not just a technical function, it also has other dimensions linked to public decision-making that are closer to the political arena and touch sensitive topics for stakeholders. The UN Resident Coordinator in the role of Co-Chair of NSC and PMC is in an excellent position to facilitate the more political aspects of the M&E exercises within the country. In addition, as mentioned before, the UNRC plays a key role in coordination and oversight within the UN system and as such the MDG-F has agreed that programme funds can be used to support the UNRC’s Office.  For some countries, this support translates into a Special Assistant, an M&E Officer or a Communications Officer, etc.
	M&E USER
	Responsibilities 
	Deliver the following products

	Joint Programme Coordination Unit 


	1.Refinement and adaptation of the M&E framework

2.Engage stakeholders, facilitate participation on M&E activites 

3.Collection of a baseline: 

4.Monitor and report on the joint program: 

5.Prepare for field monitoring visits

6.Adapt general terms of reference for mid-term evaluations:

7.Facilitate the process of the mid-term evaluation: 

8.Integrate recommendations, carry out an improvement plan 

9. Prepare Terms of reference for final evaluations: 

10. Conduct, coordinate and disseminate final evaluations, mainstream recommendations and scale up programs: 


	2 Quarterly updates per year
2 Monitoring reports per year
Final joint program evaluations

.




Who does what in the MDGF M&E system?
	M&E USER
	Responsibilities 
	Deliver the following products

	MDG-F

Secretariat
	Support the UN country teams in design and the reporting procedure for monitoring indicators and activities

Design jointly with convener agencies 24 thematic indicators
Design  indicators on coordination to feed MDGF M&E system. 

Design 8 generic terms of reference for mid-term evaluations. 

Work with UN country teams customizing rapid mid-term evaluation’s terms of reference

Design 8 meta evaluations studies 1 for each window of activity

Support and facilitate the ongoing evaluations, assuring quality and participation through all their phases: desk review, field work report drafting, publication and dissemination. 

Assure that recommendations from monitoring system and evaluations mainstream the manager’s decisions and correct programs’ deviations, guarantee that knowledge created serves as an input for the knowledge management system.

Implement a calendar of field missions to carry out M&E activities

Elaborate a protocol guide to monitoring and evaluation field visits 


	The  M&E strategy of MDGF

9 focus country evaluation reports

The MDGF mid-term evidence-based report 

Rapid Mid-term evaluations

3 Impact evaluations 

8 meta evaluation/Anlaysis studies

The  MDGF evidence-based final report



	Donor
	Consultation on the M&E design. Dissemination and knowledge management and transfer activities at headquarters and the field.
	Steering Committee Decisions made


4. Expected outcomes and linkages: What kind of utilities will we get from a M&E system?
a. Linkages with management, decision making, learning and general knowledge

The MDGF’s M&E will generate the information and evidence-based knowledge to improve performance at the four levels of activity to all the users of the system indicated in section 2.b donors, partner agencies, government, citizenship, etc. 
The ultimate goal of evaluation is recommend actions to improve decision-making and improve performance of programs and policies. Therefore, all evaluations should focused on utilization of their findings and recommendations. However, M&E is also an enormous source of knowledge, the implementation of this strategy will generate an extraordinary amount of valuable explicit and tacit knowledge as well as organizational and general knowledge that will need to be delivered at the right moment, to the right persons in the adequate format for the purposes needed. A Knowledge manage system (KM system) is being developed (Teamworks). The M&E products will become a source of data, information and knowledge for the KM system, in a reciprocal 2-way relation.
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Conclusions
The MDG-F is a new instrument for development; it was created through a partnership between Spain and United Nations to accelerate progress to reach MDGs, support UN reform and foster the implementation of the Paris Declaration principles. It is also an unprecedented collaboration in the history the United Nation system in budgetary and organizational terms. This is both a challenge and an opportunity for all stakeholders involved in this mechanism to bring change from the grassroots level (citizens and governments of developing countries) to headquarters bureaucracy. In this sense, both partners (Spain & the UN) are implementing a sort experimental approach to deliver development interventions in a different way through the multilateral system.
There is a enormous need to measure and obtain evidence and information of what it works and what doesn’t in the MDG-F (design, process, results and impacts). These are the reasons why monitoring and evaluation play a vital role in the implementation of the MDG-F an more specifically because:
· If we do not measure results, we can not tell success from failure

· If we can not see success, we can not reward it

· If we can not reward success, we are probably rewarding failure

· If we can not see success, we can not learn from it

· If we can not recognize failure, we can not correct it

· If we can demonstrate results, we can win public support

And most important bear in mind that monitoring and evaluation:

· It is a requirement included in the legal agreement between the Donor (Spain) and UNDP

· It is a Steering Committee agreement (SC meeting Feb 08)

· It is an obligation, included in all signed joint programs

· It is necessary: if we want the government of partner countries to carry out one of the main objectives of the MDGF itself, scaling up programs into policies and spread solutions to achieve MDGs at Global level

· It is reasonable: It is part of the program managing cycle and is the best way to measure progress, detect problems, correct them, improve performance and learn at local and global level

· It must be in accordance with UNEG and DAC/OECD standards

· It should be oriented to a well-balanced mixture of learning and accountability purposes

· It must be evidence-based, including: consistent data, information and knowledge to support judgments and conclusions, findings and recommendations.
· It should be simple yet, robust, rigorous and reliable system 

· It should built on an aggregation scheme: elements of M&E (indicators + evaluations, etc)  in lower levels add up to higher level of inquire

· It should focus on measuring (DELTA) and therefore, describe, analyze understand the object of study (Joint Program + Country + Thematic Windows + MDGs) and use results to improve program and policy performance 
Monitoring and evaluation:


Is a requirement included in the legal agreement between the Donor (Spain) and UNDP


Is a Steering Committee agreement (SC meeting Feb 08)


Is an obligation, included in all signed joint programs





Evidence-based monitoring and evaluation are essential tools for partner and donor governments to make decisions in order to scale up programs into policies and spread solutions to achieve MDGs at Global level with a minimum level of certainty and possibility of success.








Evidence-based monitoring and evaluation are the key mechanisms that can provide for reliable information needs of the development cooperation partners and other agents by measuring the different aspects of the design, implementation, results and impacts of the interventions








Evidence-based monitoring and evaluation is a very reasonable recommended activity that is part of the program managing cycle and is the best way to measure progress, detect problems, correct them, improve performance and learn at local and global level








Evidence-based monitoring and evaluation are the key mechanisms that can provide for reliable information needs of the development cooperation partners and other agents by measuring the different aspects of the design, implementation, results and impacts of the interventions








An initial identification of information needs from different stakeholders is provided in the table below: 








Accordance with UNEG and DAC/OECD standards (Independence, Quality)


Oriented to well balanced learning and accountability purposes


Evidence-based: Judgments and conclusions drawn from monitoring and evaluation activities shall be based on consistent data, information or knowledge to support or deny the validity of the questions posed through the monitoring and evaluation studies


Simple yet, Robust, Rigorous and Reliable system 


Built on an aggregation scheme: Elements of M&E (indicators + evaluations, etc)  in lower levels add up in higher level of inquire


Measure (DELTA=CHANGE), describe, analyze understand the object of study (JP+C+W+MDGs) and use results to improve program and policy performance 








MDGF Monitoring and Evaluation Units and Dimensions of Study








M&E products by level of analysis








d.  Activities and products: timeline
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