REPORT

to

United Nations Development Programme

on

END-OF-TERM EVALUATION 
OF THE JOINT PROGRAMME SUPPORT FOR STRENGTHENING MONITORING AND EVALUATION SYSTEMS IN MALAWI 
(JPSME II)

Submitted by:


Executive Solutions Limited
Teptec Building, Area 3 Opposite Total Filling Station
P.O. Box 3178

Lilongwe

TEL: 265 1 751 192

E-mail: esl.executivesolutions@gmail.com
August 2013

Contents

iiiAcknowledgements


ivAcronyms


viList of Tables


viList of Figures


viiExecutive Summary


1SECTION 1.0:
 INTRODUCTION


11.1
Preamble


11.2
Purpose and Specific Objectives of the Evaluation


11.2.1
Purpose


11.2.2
Specific Objectives


11.3
Evaluation Criteria


21.4
Main Users of Evaluation Results


31.5
Report Structure


4SECTION 2.0:
 BACKGROUND TO THE PROGRAMME


42.1
Description of the Programme Context


52.2
National and International Perspectives


62.3
Thrust of Design of JPSME II


8SECTION 3.0
 METHODOLOGY


83.1
Participatory approach


83.2
Data collection methods


83.3 
Preliminary consultative meetings and Study preparations


83.3.1
Literature review


93.3.2
Interviews


93.4
Data Analysis


103.5
Ratings


103.6
Study Limitation


11SECTION 4.0: 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS


114.1
Programme Conceptualisation


124.2
Programme Relevance


154.3 
Programme Effectiveness


154.3.1 
   Programme Coordination


184.3.2
MGDS Implementation Monitoring


214.3.3
Strengthen M&E Functions and Systems in Sectors


234.3.4
Strengthened M&E functions and systems in Councils


254.3.5
Strengthen M&E Capacity for CSOs and Communities


274.3.6
Use of MASEDA and other statistics for planning and decision-making promoted


294.3.7
Strengthened national capacity for Impact Assessments


324.3.8
Overall assessment of effectiveness


324.4
Programme Governance and Management


354.5
Efficiency


374.6 
Sustainability


384.7
Cross-cutting Issues


384.8
Impact


41SECTION 5.0
 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS


415.1
Conclusion


425.2 
Recommendations


45SECTION 6.0: 
KEY LESSONS LEARNT


46Annex 1:
Evaluation Matrix


53Annex 2:       Terms of Reference


60Annex 3: 
Stakeholder Representatives Consulted


61Annex 4:
References




Acknowledgements

Executive Solutions Limited appreciates the contributions that were made by various parties, so numerous to mention each one by name, to the production of this report. Their support, encouragement and hard work are highly valued. We would like to recognize the contributions of Peter Kulemeka, JPSME Trust Fund Manager and Jimmy Kawaye, JPSME National Programme Manager, who dedicated their effort to this assignment through technical guidance and input. 
We are also thankful to all the development partners, sector ministry representatives as well as those at local councils who were consulted for offering their precious time to participate in this study.

The professionalism, candidness and hospitality which staff from the various institutions demonstrated, more than assisted the consultants to get valuable information for the exercise, for which, they are particularly delighted and thankful.

The author accepts responsibility for any errors.

William W. Chitwere

for: Executive Solutions Limited

Acronyms

AG

Auditor General

APR

Annual Project/Programme Report

AWP

Annual Work Plan

CBME

Community Based Monitoring and Evaluation

CBO

Community Based Organisation

CONGOMA
Council for Non-Governmental Organization in Malawi

CSOs

Civil Society Organizations

DAC

District Aids Coordinator

DACC

District Aids Coordinating Committee

DC

District Commissioner

DC

District Council

DDB

District Database

DDP

District Development Plan

DFID

Department for International Development of UK

DMECC
District M&E Coordination Committee

DMIS

Development Monitoring Information Systems

DPD

Director of Planning and Development

DPs

Development Partners

DPSM

Department of Public Service Management

DTCC

District Town and City Council

ECS

Economic Common Service

EMIS

Education Management Information Systems

EU

European Union

GIZ

German Technical Cooperation

GoM

Government of Malawi

HACT

Harmonized Approach to Cash Transfers

HMIS

Health Management Information System

ICT

Information Communication Technology

IT

Information Technology

JPSME II
Phase II of the Joint Program Support for Strengthening Monitoring and Evaluation Systems in Malawi (JPSMEII)

LAPIS

Local Council Planning Information System

LDF

Local Development Fund

M&E

Monitoring and Evaluation

MA

Managing Agent

MASAF
Malawi Social Action Fund

MASEDA
Malawi Socio-Economic Database

MDGs

Millennium Development Goals

MEJN

Malawi Economic Justice Network

MEO

Monitoring and Evaluation Officer/Office

MEPC              Ministry of Development Planning and Cooperation

MEPD

Malawi Economic Planning and Development

MGDS

Malawi Growth and Development Strategy
MIS

Management Information System

MISO

Management Information System Officer

MK

Malawi Kwacha

MLGRD
Ministry of Local Government and Rural Development

MoAFS
Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security

MoF

Ministry of Finance

MoH

Ministry of Health

MoU

Memorandum of Understanding

MPRSP
Malawi Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper
NEX

National Execution Modality

NGO

Non-Governmental Organization

NGOs

Non-Governmental Organizations

NLGFC
National Local Government Finance Committee

NMEMP
National M&E Master Plan

NPM

National Programme Manager

NSO

National Statistics Office

OPC

Office of the President and Cabinet

PETS

Public Expenditure Tracking System

PIU

Programme Implementation Unit

PM

Programme Manager

PMU

Programme Management Unit

PRF

Project Results Frameworks

PS

Principal Secretary

PSIA

Poverty and Social Impact Analysis 

PSIP

Public Sector Investment Programme

SC

Steering Committee

SEPs

Socio-Economic Profiles

SWGs

Sector Working Groups

TA

Technical Advisor

TOR

Terms of Reference

TPR

Tripartite Programme Review

TWC

Technical Working Committee

UN

United Nations

UNDG

United Nations Development Group

UNDP

United Nations Development Programme

UNFPA
United Nations Population Fund

UNICEF
United Nations Children’s Fund

US$

United States Dollar

USAID

United States Agency for International Development

WFP

World Food Programme

List of Tables
Table 1: Output Performance Indicators for Strengthened Coordination Mechanisms

Table 2:  Output Indicators for Facilitation of MGDS Implementation

Table 3:  Output Indicators for Strengthening M&E Functions and Systems in Sectors

Table 4:  Output Indicators for Strengthen M &E Functions and Systems in Councils

Table: 5: Output Indicators for Strengthening M&E Capacity for CSOs and Communities

Table 6:  Output Performance Indicators for Enhancing use of MASEDA and Other Statistics

Table 7:  Output performance indicators for strengthened national capacity for impact assessments, policy analysis and evaluation

Table 8: Summary of Ratings on Effectiveness Indicators

Table 9: Summary of Evaluation Results

List of Figures
Figure 1: JPSME Organisation Structure

Figure 2: Proportions of Partner Financial Contributions

Executive Summary

Introduction to the Assignment
This report documents results of a study that was commissioned by the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the Ministry of Economic Planning and Development (MEPD) in which Executive Solutions Limited (ESL) has conducted an end-of-term evaluation of the second phase of the Joint Programme Support for Strengthening Monitoring and Evaluation Systems in Malawi (JPSME II). 

The purpose of the evaluation was to provide information on the status of achievement of the programme outputs, outcomes and impact by the end of the programme in March 2013.   The evaluation report provides information on the state of monitoring and evaluation as tools for evidence-based planning and decision-making at district, sector and national levels.  

Background to the Programme

JPSMEII was a four and half  year programme (2008-13) planned to be funded to the tune of an equivalent of US$5million. MEPD coordinated the implementation of the joint program activities. The program was financed through a basket fund with contributions from European Union (EU) the United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA), United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), the Department for International Development (DFID), the German Technical Cooperation (GIZ) and the Government of Malawi (GoM).

The objective of the JPSMEII was to strengthen and develop sustainable national systems for monitoring and evaluation of development strategies and programmes.  
Methodology

The consultants collected data from sector economists and district M&E officers through administration of structured questionnaires. Semi-structured questionnaires were used in conducting in depth interviews with representatives of central ministries, development partners and civil society. The information that was collected from the sector economists, district M&E officers, representatives of development partners and government was triangulated with a review of documents relevant to the study. The key documents reviewed were: the JPSME II programme document, JPSME II mid-term evaluation report, EU results monitoring report and the Malawi Growth and Development Strategy (2011 – 2016). Analysis of the data hinged on assessing the effectiveness of the programme by comparing what had been planned at the inception of the programme in 2008 with what had actually been achieved by the end of the programme in 2013.

The rating for each evaluation criteria is given on a six-point scale: 

Level 1 - very good rating, significantly better than expected

Level 2 - good rating, fully in line with expectations, no significant defects

Level 3 - satisfactory rating, falling short of expectations but with positive results dominant

Level 4 – unsatisfactory rating, significantly below expectations, and negative results dominate despite identifiable positive results
Level 5 - clearly inadequate rating: despite several positive partial results, the negative results clearly dominate

Level 6 - the programme was useless, or the situation has deteriorated on balance
Findings

The study found out that the overall performance achievement on the outputs and outcomes outlined in the programme document was satisfactory.  The programme contributed to strengthened national systems for M&E. On the negative side of it, the implementation took longer than planned and the flow of financial transactions to the basket fund was, at a time, slow for reasons explained in the report. The basket fund arrangement helped to streamline financial support and reduce transaction costs by eliminating duplications of work. It also promoted coordination among the partners in the programme as they provided support in close formal cooperation with each other. The findings for each evaluation criteria are presented below:
1) Programme conceptualisation: 

The problem that was being addressed by the programme was properly identified as it linked to the predecessor programme, JPSME I which, at its conclusion in 2008, had enumerated outstanding challenges which were pertaining to inadequate coordination mechanisms highlighting the need for continued efforts in strengthening of capacity in the M&E Division of MEPD, weak M&E systems at sectoral and district levels, M&E systems being at the formative stage and that there was still low appreciation of M&E as a management tool. 
Target beneficiaries and end users were clearly identified. The programme focussed on benefiting sector ministries and local authorities to have strong M&E systems for data collection, analysis and dissemination for evidence based planning and informed decision-making. In order for these two levels to benefit from the programme, coordination was exercised at the central ministry responsible for M&E in the government. 
It was, however, noted that the programme purpose was very broad with seven wide-ranging objectives and twenty-five outputs and therefore a challenge to achieve within the time-frame of the programme.  It was designed to introduce a GoM M&E system to twenty-three sectors and thirty-four local authorities for national planning purposes, whilst providing capacity building to the same institutions on how to collect, analyse and  disseminate data, which was much more complex. It was overambitious. As broad as it was, there was more concentration at the sectoral and district levels than the central ministry from which M&E activities are coordinated. 
Conceptualisation is given level 3 rating.
2) Programme Relevance

The programme relevance is deduced from its link to the national development strategy, the Malawi Growth and Development Strategy (MGDS) which is the overarching medium term strategy designed to attain Malawi’s long-term development aspirations. The achievement of the MGDS ultimately contributes to the achievement of MDGs.
This goal of JPSME II was specifically relevant to Chapter 6 of the MGDS II which provides for effective monitoring and evaluation of the activities of the strategy by developing a vibrant monitoring and evaluation system with a view to producing brief quarterly monitoring and evaluation reports.

The programme was in tandem with the decentralization policy where districts should increasingly take charge of the planning and implementation processes which calls for extensive data collection to inform planning and decision making.

Relevance is given level 1 rating.
3) Effectiveness

Effectiveness has been evaluated on the basis of achievement of the programme objectives as follows:

a) Strengthened coordination of the national M&E systems

The Steering Committee, on average, met three times each year while the Technical Working Committee held an average of four meetings annually during the period of implementation of the programme. The Steering Committee meetings were less frequent towards the end of the programme in 2012 and  2013 for the reasons given in section 4.3.1 of the main report. 
Meetings between MEPD and key institutions, namely MoF, OPC, MoLGRD, NSO and AG were held as planned despite the fact that no Memorandum of Understanding had been signed between MEPD and each of the institutions as planned at project conceptualization for reasons explained in the main report. 
Due to connectivity challenges, databases within key sectors were not linked with the Development Monitoring Information Systems (DMIS). There should have been a database at the central ministry to which sector frameworks, district databases and MASEDA could be linked but the design of the programme did not take into account this arrangement. Its focus was on frameworks in the sectors and districts databases and none at MEPD. 

Programme coordination is given level 3 rating.
b) Facilitation of MGDS implementation monitoring

By the end of the programme, MGDS implementation monitoring had improved. As there had been a 75% overall average attainment of the outputs under this objective. There had been an increased number of sector ministries that had established SWGs for MGDS monitoring. The evaluation noted that the targeted number of the SWGs had been revised from 25 to 16 which had all been established by the end of the programme. SWG reports were submitted within the given timeframe for the MGDS review and all synthesized reports on the implementation of the MGDS were appropriately produced by MEPD. 
Despite SWGs being instituted in 16 sectors, nine of them were non-functional due to infrequent meetings and non-participation of other stakeholders mainly CSOs and development partners. The evaluation had noted that 7 out of the 16 established SWGs were functioning were Agriculture, Gender, Health, Education, Economic Governance, Water and Trade sector working groups. The others had not been functioning for one major reason that they did not have active donors.

MGDS implementation monitoring is given level 2 rating.
c) Strengthened M&E functions and systems at sectoral level

All 23 M&E units in sector ministries had benefited from the M&E Division of MEPD through the establishment of M&E sector frameworks, capacity building in form of training in M&E, project evaluations, impact assessment and policy analysis. The training took place at public institutions in the country.
The following are the general challenges that dogged monitoring and evaluation at sectoral level:

· There is low appreciation of M&E as a management tool at sector level;
· There was no demand for M&E products such as PETS and MGDS monitoring reports; and 
· There were no funds earmarked for M&E activities in some sector leading ministries.
 This objective is given level 3 rating.
d) Strengthened M&E systems in councils

All the targeted councils had established M&E Coordination Committees representing a 100% achievement. The programme expected 26 out of 40 councils to have these committees in place and this was realised in full. The same achievement applied to the number of councils that had the capacity to use M&E information for planning and decision-making.

One capacity assessment exercise was conducted compared to 2 that had been planned. The evaluation team learnt that the second assessment was not carried out due funds restriction for that purpose.
The district databank has been installed in all local councils. All the targeted councils were able to report acceptable data quality which is interpreted as an average data quality score range of 1.5 to 3.0 on all factors of data quality assessed.

Some sectors at district level declined to provide the M&E officers with data arguing that the data they generate is confidential.
This objective is given level 3 rating.
e) Strengthened M&E capacity for CSOs and Communities

The programme spent the least amounts of money on this objective because most of the activities were carried out through the DFID financed Community Based Monitoring and Evaluation (CBME) programme which is also called Kalondolondo. MEPD is a member of the Steering Committee of CBME.

There was little achievement on indicators pertaining to establishment of community M&E systems using social accountability tools.  This is in reference to the number of communities and service providers that were able to participate in the assessment of service delivery, project performance and community level impact. This was at the rate of 26% of the projected result.

All the people who were targeted to be trained in community based monitoring and advocacy skills were trained. These were representative of local and international NGOs and CBOs which operate at district and TA levels.

Strengthening of M&E capacity for CSOs and communities is given level 3 rating.
f) Use of MASEDA and other statistics for planning and decision making

8 MASEDA Technical Committee Meetings were conducted against a target of 12 for the entire period of the programme. No meeting was held after December 2010 as there was no competent business to discuss following the institutionalisation of the database within NSO and the launching of the web-based version. Resources were made available in the programme budget for the development of on-line version of MASEDA which was followed by its successful launch. 

500 people from sector ministries, CSOs and councils were trained in either the administrative version or user-interface of MASEDA. The same number of sector staff was aware of MASEDA and used it along with other statistics to inform their annual planning process. This was quite a remarkable achievement for the programme.

Use of MASEDA for planning and decision making is rated at level 2

g) Strengthened national capacity for impact assessments, policy analysis and evaluation
Surveys had not been undertaken to assess the number of people from sectors who were able to conduct impact assessments, policy analysis, outcome evaluations and project evaluations. This was so because impact on such interventions takes time to be felt hence the surveys would not produce meaningful results within month following the training in the four areas.  It also required surveys to be undertaken to determine the number of sector ministries able to use results from impact assessments, policy analysis, outcome and project evaluations as defined above in a systematic manner (institutionalised process of approving the review results and through adoption of key recommendations) to inform their policy and budget decisions, out of the total number of sectors where the reviews will have been conducted. For the same reason, the surveys were not undertaken.

The following were the achievements under this objective:
· MEPD and National Audit Office carried out the Public Expenditure Tracking Survey (PETS) in the Education and Health sectors. 
· Performance Audit (PA) exercise was conducted in the health sector i.e. auditing of the movement of drugs from Central Medical Stores to the patients. 
· Staff from MEPD and sector ministries have been trained in Impact assessment and Policy Analysis and are undertaking policy analysis work based on their respective sectors’ projects.

This objective is rated at level 4
The average rating for effectiveness is 3 (satisfactory)

4) Efficiency

The following aspects relate to the performance of the programme:

· The total programme duration was four years to June 2012 but was extended by 9 months to allow for finalization of some outstanding activities. 
· Differences in reporting formats between UNDP and EU caused delays in processing some payments requests at some point. The formats were harmonised afterwards.
· Efficiency of the programme was also affected by some political decisions that were made during the course programme implementation especially when MEPD was merged with Ministry of Finance and later separated again.
· The evaluation team learnt that economists that were hired for the JPSME have been performing duties other than M&E in some sector leading ministries.  
· As is usually the case in many projects in Malawi, activities planned for early months of the programme such as procurement experienced some delays.  
· Some activities could not be carried out because of restrictions of funds on the district budget.
· The basket fund arrangement helped to reduce transaction costs by eliminating duplications of work and over supply of certain activities. It also promoted coordination among the partners in the programme as the partners provided support in close formal cooperation with each other. 
· The programme was budgeted to the tune of $5 million for the entire period but the actual expenditure at the end of the programme came to $3.8million. 
Efficiency is rated at level 4.

5) Sustainability

In order to determine the extent to which the results of JPSME II will be sustained it is important to identify the deliverables that have been achieved by the programme which are as listed below:

· The programme has managed to get economists, M&E Officers and data entry clerks recruited and placed in sector ministries and local councils. The personnel has been absorbed by the ministries and they are now regular staff in the mainstream civil service.

· Training for various officers in M&E has been conducted.
· All the sectors have had their M&E frameworks formulated and improved through technical assistance from MEPD. 
· New standalone databanks have been installed in all 34 local authorities and M&E Coordination Committees have been established.

· MASEDA has been institutionalized within NSO and the development and launch of MASEDA has been done.

All these developments need to be supported through provision of adequate finances for sustainability of these results. 
Without financing risks, the programme would merit a higher than level 3 rating for the sustainability of its results.

6)
Cross-cutting Issues
HIV and Aids issues are coordinated by the District Aids Coordinator (DAC) and managed by the District Aids Coordinating Committee (DACC).  All the data that is produced by the DAC is entered in the district databank. Social welfare officers and District Environmental officers handle all the activities relating to gender and environment respectively.  Data from these is also entered in the district databank. There is no establishment for human rights at sector or district level but information related to this get into the databank through police or judiciary reports. 

Therefore JPSME II, through the establishment of district databank, takes care of cross-cutting issues hence rated level 2.
7)
Impact

The programme has contributed to strengthened and sustainable national systems for M&E of Development Strategies and Programmes.  The value of the indicators at all levels in GoM, the data from MASEDA and the MGDS annual report to the planning process is recognized. The 6 extra months of the programme enhanced the impact on the districts’ ability to input data in database which will provide the basis for reporting and planning on an annual basis.  The web based accessibility of the MASEDA database may result in extensive use of the data available and indirectly demand high validity of data and continued maintenance.  This could have an impact on the perception and acceptance of MASEDA.  The programme has not taken timely measures to improve the lack of interest from the sectors or to address the continual piloting of the district database.  Donors have very little influence although they attend the PSC meetings, but this is limited as these have been irregular. 

The impact of the programme is rated at level 3.
The overall rating based on programme design, relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, cross-cutting issues and impact is at level 3.

SECTION 1.0:

INTRODUCTION

1.1
Preamble
Through a competitive bidding process, UNDP, acting on behalf of the Government of Malawi (GoM) and some development partners
, engaged the services of Executive Solutions Limited to conduct an end-of-term evaluation of the second phase of the Joint Programme Support for Strengthening Monitoring and Evaluation Systems in Malawi (JPSME II). JPSME II was a four and three-quarter year programme (2008-2013)
 and it was implemented by MEPD. 

1.2
Purpose and Specific Objectives of the Evaluation
1.2.1
Purpose

The purpose of the evaluation was to provide information on progress towards achievement of the programme outputs, outcomes and impact by the end of the programme in March 2013.   The evaluation provides information on the state of monitoring and evaluation as tools for evidence-based planning and decision-making at district, sector and national levels.  It also provides lessons on the design and implementation of similar projects in future.   

1.2.2
Specific Objectives

The objectives of the end-of-term evaluation are: 

a) to determine the extent to which the program outputs  and outcomes as defined in the program document have been achieved;

b) to determine the impact,  both positive and negative, from the contribution of the programme to  national monitoring and evaluation capacities in Malawi;

c) to determine the efficiency and effectiveness in the implementation of the program including the effectiveness of institutional arrangements, partnership strategies and sustainability of the results;

d) to document challenges and lessons learnt in the course of implementation to inform future decisions in program design and management of similar interventions. 

1.3
Evaluation Criteria

The evaluation covered the activities of the programme for the period July, 2008 to March, 2013. The evaluation has built on the findings of the mid-term evaluation of the programme which was conducted in 2011 and the EU Results Monitoring Mission assessment which took place in February 2012.  The evaluation was based on the following performance criteria:

a) Programme conceptualisation: to determine if the problem the program was addressing was clearly identified and if the approach was soundly conceived. It also aimed at determining if there was a clear identification of the target beneficiaries and end-users of the results of the programme. Further to that, this involved determining whether or not the objectives, outcomes and outputs of the program were stated explicitly and precisely in verifiable terms with observable success indicators.

b) Effectiveness: to determine the extent to which planned outputs and outcomes were achieved as well as establishing plausible links between inputs, outputs and outcomes.
c) Relevance: to assess the relevance of the program in the light of capacity development initiatives for M&E pursued by other Development Partners parallel or outside the JPSME II.
d) Efficiency: to assess the efficiency of the approaches and implementation arrangements in the production of programme outputs.
e) Sustainability:  to examine whether there were adequate conditions and arrangements for sustainability of programme results and activities after the development phase.
f) Lessons learnt: to document key lessons learnt from implementation of the program.
g) Cross-cutting issues: to examine how the program incorporated or addressed cross-cutting issues such as gender, HIV and environment.

1.4
Main Users of Evaluation Results

The main users of the evaluation results include:

· Ministry of Economic Planning and Development;

· Ministry of Finance;

· Office of the President and Cabinet (OPC);

· Ministry of Local Government and Rural Development

· Line ministries;

· National Statistical Office;

· District, town and city councils;

· Development partners; and

· UN System.

1.5
Report Structure

This report comprises executive summary, introduction, programme background, methodology used, findings and discussions which focus on programme conceptualization/design, relevance, programme implementation, programme performance (efficiency and effectiveness), results/impact, challenges, lessons learnt, and sustainability. The report also provides conclusions and recommendations that are specific to each of the following stakeholders: Development partners, Central ministries, Sector ministries, District Councils and CSOs. 
SECTION 2.0:

BACKGROUND TO THE PROGRAMME

2.1
Description of the Programme Context

Phase II of the Joint Program Support for Strengthening Monitoring and Evaluation Systems in Malawi (JPSMEII) was a four and three-quarter  year operation (July 2008 - March 2013) funded to the tune of an equivalent of US$5m. The Ministry of Economic Planning and Development (MEPD) coordinated implementation of the Joint Program activities. The Program was financed via a basket fund with contributions from European Union (EU) the United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA), United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), the Department for International Development (DFID), the German Technical Cooperation (GIZ) and the Government of Malawi (GoM).
 
The specific objective of the JPSMEII was “to strengthen and develop sustainable national systems for monitoring and evaluation of development strategies and programs”. To achieve this outcome, the program was designed with seven key focus areas, namely:

a) To strengthen coordination of the national M&E system for evidence-based development planning, budgeting and implementation;

b) To facilitate the MGDS annual reviews through Sector Working Groups;

c) To strengthen M&E systems in Sectors;

d) To strengthen M&E systems in Councils;

e) To strengthen M&E capacity for Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) and communities;

f) To promote the use of MASEDA and other statistics for planning and decision-making; and

g) To strengthen national capacity for impact assessments, policy analysis and evaluation.

The expected results of the JPSME II were: (a) improved coordination mechanisms of the national M&E system for evidence-based development planning, budgeting and implementation; (b) annual MGDS review reports produced; (c) strengthened M&E systems in Sectors, Councils, CSOs and communities; (d) enhanced use of Malawi Socio-Economic Data-base (MASEDA) and other statistics for planning and decision-making, and (e) improved national capacity for impact assessments, policy analysis and evaluation.

2.2
National and International Perspectives 

The expected programme outcome was strengthened and sustainable national system for M&E of development strategies and programmes. This was also envisaged to result in an improved national capacity to monitor MGDS indicators as espoused in the result framework reflecting the seven key objectives in the design document.

Coordinated national monitoring and evaluation of national strategies and projects is the bedrock of implementing effective M&E systems in the country. The overall focus of JPSME II design portrayed the unequivocal thrust to contribute to the realization of the national M&E system that encompasses systematic data collection, compilation, analysis and dissemination. This entails regular and systematic flow of information hinged on an improved national and district data base and standard reporting formats. This is anchored in the addressing institutional capacities, stimulating and promoting a culture of evidence – based planning at all levels undertaking the planning function, namely: national, sectoral, district, and community levels.

The JPSME II log-frame mirrored the prerequisite mechanism of meeting the goal of development of capacity for monitoring and evaluation at macro, meso, and micro-levels. This was underscored by the desire to instil learning-by-doing as well as stimulating existing capacities of stakeholders to implementation measures to achieve M&E objectives based on information requirements for monitoring the MGDS and MDGs. This requirement further logically lent itself to the framework of the National M&E Master Plan as a blue print for harmonized national M&E system.

At the national level in its efforts to contain poverty, Malawi developed various policy documents and instruments which include the Vision 2020 (2000), the Malawi Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (MPRSP) (2002) and from 2006 the Malawi Growth and Development Strategy (MGDS) was put in place as an overarching policy document. The Public Sector Investment Programme (PSIP) represents the reference point for development planning and investment in the country. The PSIP provides a framework for planning and scheduling investment projects in the light of long-term Government objectives and short-term macroeconomic constraints.

The national planning is also anchored in the decentralization process as espoused in the Decentralization Policy. Decentralization process in Malawi entails devolution of powers and functions to the district level. This process not only ensures that meaningful participation of people in the development process is attained but is geared towards the goal of empowering the local people in identifying their problems, finding ways and solutions to these problems, implementing the solutions, evaluating its progress and impact, and finally feeding this back to the aspect of problem identification.

Thus the decentralization process necessitates change in the organization of the state that involves the transfer of power functions from the central level to any sub-national levels, or from one sub-national level to another lower tier of government. Thus, decentralization is viewed as a means of improving development management as it is justified on the basis of the need to increase technical efficiency and effectiveness of socio-economic development programmes as well as the desire to improve efficiency and effectiveness of local public service delivery. Therefore, decentralization is increasingly being viewed as pivotal to the process of facilitating the changing role of the public sector including the M&E function at all levels.

Thus there is a strong linkage between the growth strategy and the public sector investment programme in that the growth strategies outline the national development goals and objectives which provide the basis for selecting undertakings to enter into the PSIP and ensure that government priorities are harmonised. The PSIP is a rolling plan for guiding and prioritising public sector investment in the country which comprehensively lists all development programmes and projects, both social and economic. These strides cannot be realised if there is no concerted efforts in harmonizing and coordinating the monitoring and evaluation function at the core. Thus the JPSME was established as a coordinated response to the national efforts to strengthen the national and sub-national capacities for monitoring and evaluating development strategies and programmes in tandem with the goals and objectives of the National Monitoring and Evaluation Master Plan (NMEMP) following a systematic Project Results Framework (PRF).

2.3
Thrust of Design of JPSME II

The design and focus of the JPSME II was motivated by the unresolved issues and challenges which were identified from review of previous phase (JPSME II) and observed in the design as follows:

(a) Coordination was still a challenge, highlighting the need for continued efforts in strengthening capacity for Monitoring and Evaluation in the M&E Division of MEPD, to coordinate the development and management of the national M&E systems. Related issues were the absence of a legal basis for MEPD to fulfil its M&E mandate, an inadequate M&E collaboration framework among key ministries that was compounded by limited mutual accountability given the absence of Memoranda of Understanding;
(b) Limited advocacy for national programmes through provision of quality information for planning and implementation;
(c) Although considerable progress had been made in some sectors to develop their M&E capacities, the M&E systems at sectoral level remained weak. Since sectors are a crucial element in the national M&E system, their continued weak capacities affected the overall national M&E framework, warranting additional support.
(d) The M&E systems at local council level were still in their formative stages in many respects, especially with regard to the infrastructure for data collection, storage and analysis. Continued efforts were required to strengthen systems at council level, which was also expected to improve M&E systems at national level.
(e) Given the need to achieve public accountability to all citizens, the setting up of community-managed M&E systems to enhance transparency and accountability needed to be further pursued. Current efforts to establish these systems needed to be scaled up.
(f) Capacity to gauge the effectiveness of various policies and programmes is key for any M&E system. Therefore, improving the capacity of MEPD and sector ministries to review and evaluate national strategies, policies and programmes would contribute to an effective M&E system that yields evidence for public sector planning and decision making. However, this capacity still remained limited in the country.
(g) There was still low appreciation of M&E as a management tool.
The observed challenges indicated the need to strengthen the system and improve coordinated monitoring and evaluation. Furthermore, these issues pointed at unresolved institutional roles and responsibilities due to the absence of legal frameworks and Memoranda of Understanding among key institutions.

A review of the capacities of institutions remained that some institutions, both at central and district levels, did not have well established M&E facilities and systems. Even where these did exist, their capacities were insufficient in terms of establishments, staffing, equipment and information systems to undertake the M&E requirements comprehensively.

SECTION 3.0

METHODOLOGY

3.1
Participatory approach

The overall approach to this assignment was participatory with the aim of ensuring ownership of the evaluation results by all the stakeholders of the project. The consultant administered structured questionnaires to economists in sector ministries and MEOs in district councils and conducted in-depth interviews with key informants by utilising semi-structured questionnaires. The advantage of using semi-structured questionnaires was that they made the interview flexible by enabling the consultant ask follow-up questions where the response was not clear or detailed information was being sought to a particular question. Most questions were formulated during the interview, allowing both the interviewer and the respondent flexibility to probe for details or discuss issues.
In recognition of the broad spectrum of programme stakeholders as well as those of the MGDS as the overarching national policy instrument, the evaluation study employed a variety of techniques, which were principally participatory in nature, to collect data and analyze and assess the impact of the programme on the M&E capacity and standards at national, sector, district council and community levels. The techniques involved the representatives of different stakeholders mainly at Government, Development partner and local Council level. This entailed undertaking semi-structured In-depth interviews with various stakeholders as key informants as well as use of secondary data and literature review.

3.2
Data collection methods

Data collection process was basically two fold, namely, review of programme documents and key informant interviews. Field work was conducted between 18 April and 13 May, 2013, which involved the following:

3.3 
Preliminary consultative meetings and Study preparations

During this stage, the consultants held preliminary discussions with the Basket Fund managing agent, UNDP, as an entry meeting held on 8th April, 2013 which aimed at seeking a good understanding of the obligations of both parties, collecting relevant literature for desk review and agreeing on logistical and support arrangements to be made available to the project. This process also entailed reaching consensus on the process and access to necessary data.

3.3.1
Literature review

The team studied the existing body of literature relating to the programme. This was instrumental in building secondary information which guided primary information gathering processes. In addition, this also helped in deepening understanding on the key issues. These documents gave the consultants a clear understanding of the programme and its background for a good checklist to derive domains for study issues and other technical characteristics of the programme as well as enabling the consultants to develop the checklist for field consultations. Literature also complemented the primary sources of data.

The results matrix and metadata in the programme document had baseline and midterm data for the programme outputs and outcomes.  The consultants asked the programme management to provide the achievement levels on various outputs and outcomes by close of the programme in March 2013.  The achieved outputs and outcomes have been used to calculate average percentages of achievement and ultimately final performance ratings.
The key documents that were reviewed are listed in Annex 4 to this report.
3.3.2
Interviews

In this study, the team intended to collect data from from selected stakeholders at different levels: development partners, sector ministries, district council levels and civil society. For development partners and central ministries’ officials a semi-structured questionnaire was used to collect the data while a structured questionnaire was utilised to collect data from sector and district council respondents.  In total, 32 representatives of various key stakeholders in the programme provided data to the consultancy team. The selection of stakeholders was based on the relevance of the institution to the programme. For development partners, the ones that are directly financing the programme were targeted. The consultants also selected key sector ministries of health, agriculture and education. The choice of district councils was influenced by the size, geographical position and guidance from the programme implementation unit in MEPD regarding councils that had to be visited. The list of people who were consulted in contained in Annex 3 to this report.
3.4
Data Analysis

The instruments that were used in the study generated both qualitative and quantitative data. The analysis of the achievements on various outputs was based on the comparison of what had been planned at programme conceptualisation in 2008 against the actual results achieved at its closure in 2013. Qualitative data was summarized in a systematic way to make it manageable. This was done by examining the content of explanations by respondents as well as the repetitiveness of responses to particular questions.  Furthermore, the data was detextualised by converting extended texts into more manageable forms such as tables, diagrams and illustrations.  
3.5
Ratings

The overall rating is calculated from the assessment and a weighting of the five individual criteria which is determined for each specific project. The rating is given on a six-point scale: 

1
very good rating, significantly better than expected

2
good rating, fully in line with expectations, no significant defects

3
satisfactory rating, falling short of expectations but with positive results dominant

4
unsatisfactory rating, significantly below expectations, and negative results dominate despite identifiable positive results

5
clearly inadequate rating: despite several positive partial results, the negative results clearly dominate

6
the project/programme is useless, or the situation has deteriorated on balance

3.6
Study Limitation

There was one major limitation that was encountered during the study, this being:

The timing of the study coincided with the budgeting period in the civil service as the new fiscal years was starting in two months time. This meant that most of the targeted respondents were busy preparing estimates for the 2013/2014 financial year hence their availability to respond to our questionnaires or hold discussions with the consultants were scanty. In mitigation of the potential effects, the consultation process entailed accessing the relevant officers in venues where the budgeting exercises were taking place. For example during the third week of the evaluation, district councils in the Northern region were defending their draft budgets to the National Local Government Finance Committee (NLGFC) at Chatonda Lodge in Mzuzu and the consultants made an effort to visit the relevant respondents at this venue.

SECTION 4.0: 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS
4.1
Programme Conceptualisation
4.1.1
Problem Identification

The evaluation team observed that the problem that was being addressed by the programme was properly identified as it linked to the predecessor programme, JPSME I which, at its conclusion in 2008, had enumerated outstanding challenges which were pertaining to inadequate coordination mechanisms highlighting the need for continued efforts in strengthening of capacity in the M&E Division of MEPD, weak M&E systems at sectoral and district levels, M&E systems being at the formative stage and that there was still low appreciation of M&E as a management tool.

4.1.2
Target beneficiaries and end-users

In programme conceptualisation, target beneficiaries and end users were clearly identified. The programme focussed on benefiting sector ministries and local authorities to have strong M&E systems for data collection, analysis and dissemination for evidence based planning and informed decision-making. In order for these two levels to benefit from the programme, coordination was exercised at the central ministry responsible for M&E in the government. 

4.1.3
Objectives, outcome and outputs of the programme

The final evaluation noted that the objectives, outcomes and outputs of the programme were properly presented in the programme document. There were seven objectives each with clearly laid out output indicators and overall eight outcome indicators. The objectives and outcomes were logically articulated and were clearly linked to each other.
It was also noted that the programme purpose was very broad with seven wide-ranging objectives and twenty-five outputs and therefore a challenge to achieve within the time-frame of the programme.  It was designed to introduce a GoM M&E system to twenty-three sectors and thirty-four local authorities for national planning purposes, whilst providing capacity building to the same institutions on how to collect, analyse and  disseminate data, which was much more complex. It was overambitious. As broad as it was, there was more concentration at the sectoral and district levels than the central ministry from which M&E activities are coordinated.
Therefore, in light of above, programme design of the JPSME II is rated as level 3 (satisfactory rating, falling short of expectations but with positive results dominant.)

4.2
Programme Relevance

The programme relevance can be deduced from its link to the national development strategy. On 8 September, 2000, following a three day Millennium Summit of world leaders at the headquarters of the United Nations, the UN General Council adopted the Millennium Declaration. The Millennium Summit Declaration was a significant part of the origins of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). In Malawi, to accelerate the attainment of the MDGs, the government formulated the Malawi Growth and Development Strategy II (MGDS II) 2011 – 2016 which is the overarching medium term strategy designed to attain Malawi’s long-term development aspirations. 

The objective of JPSME is to strengthen and develop sustainable national systems for monitoring and evaluation of development strategies and programs. This objective encompasses most of the strategies that are contained in the MGDS II, therefore this programme is very relevant to Malawi and the globe as whole since the achievement of MGDS ultimately contributes to the achievement of MDGs.

Government’s major challenge is to become more effective. M&E processes can assist the public sector in evaluating its performance and identifying the factors which contribute to its service delivery outcomes. M&E is uniquely oriented towards providing its users with the ability to draw causal connections between the choice of policy priorities, the resourcing of those policy objectives, the programmes designed to implement them, the services actually delivered and their ultimate impact on communities. M&E helps to provide an evidence base for public resource allocation decisions and helps identify how challenges should be addressed and successes replicated.

MGDS II asserts that effective monitoring and evaluation of the strategy are critical for the realisation of the set goals and outcomes. First, the process provides essential data and insights for drawing lessons, priority setting and informed review of MGDS II implementation processes. Second, the process offers the assurance that resources, including donor funds, are used for agreed purposes. This also underscores the relevance of JPSME II to the development aspirations of the country. 

The programme was in tandem with decentralization policy where districts should increasingly take charge of the planning and implementation processes which calls for extensive data collection to inform evidence-based planning and decision making.

The relevance of M&E systems in districts is emphasized by Dr Asiyati Lorraine Chiweza (Mrs) who in her report on the “Review of the Malawi Decentralization Policy” recommended:

	Monitoring and Evaluation systems are key at the district level.  MLGRD in cooperation with the Ministry of Economic Planning and Development and other relevant stakeholders should work towards harmonising and functioning M&E systems, ensuring that the district databanks are functional and districts use the data planning and decision making process.


JPSME II was particularly important as it afforded the Government and development partners (DPs) an appreciation of M&E data contribution to planning, SWAPs processes and MGDS implementation including performance audits, participation of communities in assessing delivery of public services through Community-based M&E.

The programme has also created rapport for donor confidence as a result of improved system for documentation and information flow at district level. This has motivated enormous resource flow to districts by various development partners. 

In addition, within District Councils, there is the requirement to produce Village Action Plans, Socio-Economic Profiles and District Development Plans as well as annual reports which require enormous information in which case the programme avails credible source of information for these documents.

The following excerpts, as quoted from the mid-term evaluation report of the programme which was conducted in 2011, also underscore relevance of the programme:

	“...work of an MEO is very exciting and we do work even in the existing situation of limited funding...MEO is always engaged because it is multi-sectoral. The only challenge is that this makes the impact of other sectors prominent although outputs of the M&E system get blurred due to lack of resources...” Emmanuel Sohaya, Acting DPD, Mchinji

“...the programme is very good in terms of enabling tracking of progress...making data available at district level which will be able to feed the central level...As of now, the only source of information are the national surveys which are usually occasional...” Innocent Semakweli, MEO, Rumphi

“...programme is very vital as it has boosted the capacity of M&E to track progress of interventions and address the challenges of some implementation hurdles...” Mr Chirwa, Ministry of Finance

“...it’s a good programme...first one that has attempted to build capacity in M&E systematically through recruitment and training...including creating relevant systems for M&E...” John Ng’ambi, Local Development Fund.


Through the joint programme, sectors, district councils, MEPD, MLGRD and NSO benefited by having M&E systems and MASEDA established. Evidence based national planning and decision-making are only possible with the availability of updated information. Besides MGDS monitoring, this is what the programme was designed to achieve hence its relevance cannot be overemphasized.

Therefore, relevance of the JPSME II is rated as level 1 (very good rating, significantly better than expected).

4.3 
Programme Effectiveness

In this study, effectiveness has been examined through the assessment of each of the seven objectives of the programme which were as follows:

a) To strengthen coordination mechanisms of the national M&E system for evidence based development planning, budgeting and implementation;

b) To facilitate MGDS implementation monitoring;

c) To strengthen M&E functions and systems in sectors;
d) To strengthen M&E systems in councils;

e) To strengthen M&E capacity for CSOs and Communities;

f) To enhance the use of MASEDA and other statistics for planning and decision-making; and

g) To strengthen national capacity for impact assessments, policy analysis and evaluation

4.3.1 
Programme Coordination

The evaluation team found out that the Steering Committee
, on average, met three times each year while the Technical Working Committee
 held an average of four meetings annually during the period of implementation of the programme. The Steering Committee meetings were less frequent towards the end of the programme in 2012 and  2013. The reason for this was that Steering Committee meetings were supposed to be chaired by the PS, MEPD who was busy at the time because this was the time when the MGDS II was being drafted. Besides, most of the people in MEPD and other institutions who were involved in JPSME II were already thinking of and planning the successor programme.
Meetings between MEPD and key institutions, namely MoF, OPC, MoLGRD, NSO and AG were held as planned despite the fact that no Memorandum of Understanding had been signed between MEPD and each of the institutions as planned at project conceptualization. The requirement for a memoranda of understanding to be signed with the four institutions was later discovered to be an anomaly because the system of operation in government, as single entity, does not allow government ministries and departments to enter into agreements with one another. Despite the absence of the MoUs, the institutions worked in harmony towards achieving the objectives of the programme.
Due to connectivity challenges, databases within key sectors were not linked with the Development Monitoring Information Systems (DMIS). There should have been a database at the central ministry to which sector and district databases could be linked but the design of the programme did not take into account this arrangement. Its focus was on databases in the sectors and districts and there was no database at MEPD.
One output under this objective that was achieved in full was that MEPD developed of Annual Work Programmes and  these were presented to the SC which approved them. 
It has been learnt that 16 out of the targeted 29 M&E products had been developed and disseminated. These products fall under the classification of Public Expenditure Tracking Surveys, MDG annual reports, MGDS annual review reports and Public Sector Investment Programme reports. Out of the 40 targeted members of staff in MEPD to benefit from short-term training, workshops, study tours and attachments, 21 members of staff, representing 53% benefited from the short-term training sessions and workshops. This low level of achievement was attributed to low staffing resulting in high work pressure on those available in the ministry. For the same reason, neither study tours nor attachments had been undertaken.

       
The table below outlines output performance indicators of this objective and the respective achievement by the end of the programme:  

Table 1: Output Performance Indicators for Strengthened Coordination Mechanisms 

	Objective 1: Strengthen coordination mechanisms of the national M&E system for evidence based development planning, budgeting and implementation

	Outputs
	Output Performance Indicators
	Definition
	Baseline (End 07/08)
	Final Target

(End

11/12)
	Performance on Final Target 

	All M&E Activities at national, sector and district levels coordinated.
	1.1.1 No. of high-level meetings held to achieve specific JPSME II objectives.
	a) Number of Steering Committee meetings held for approving the JPSME II policies.
	2
	8
	On average 3 each year 

	
	
	b) Number of Technical Working Committee meetings held for reviewing JPSME II technical reports
	2
	12
	On average 4 each year

	
	
	c) %age recommendations from technical reports fulfilled within the stated timeframe.
	50%
	90%
	 80%

	
	
	d) Number of meetings held between MEPD and other key institutions of government (MoF, OPC, MLGRD, NSO & AG) for resolving outstanding management issues.
	3
	18
	26



	
	1.1.2 Memoranda of Understanding (MoUs) in place between MEPD and key partner institutions.
	Existence of MoUs between MEPD and the following:

a) MLGRD

b) MoF

c) OPC

d) NSO


	0
	4
	The 4 agencies were key to implementing JPSME 



	1.2. Databases of the other key sectors linked with DMIS.
	1.2.1 Number of sector databases linked with the DMIS.
	Number of databases linked with DMIS at NSO 

a) MLGRD b) MoF  c) NSO (MASEDA?) d) Agriculture

e) Education

f) Health
	0
	6
	There was no database at the centre 

	1.3. Annual Work Programme (AWP) developed 
	1.3.1 Approved JPSME II AWP 
	Annual Work Programmes developed in consultation with all key stakeholders and presented to the Steering Committee for approval.
	1 
	4
	4

	1.4 Increased awareness about M&E Roadmap products.
	1.4.1 No. of M&E products produced and disseminated.
	Number of M&E products, including published articles using MEPD data, produced in accordance with the MEPD Annual Work Programme and distributed to relevant stakeholders as stipulated in the communication plan.
	5
	29
	16


	1.5 Short-term capacity requirements of MEPD identified and addressed through technical assistance (TA).
	1.5.1 Capacity needs assessment of MEPD strengthened
	Assessment of MEPD capacity needs that can be addressed through short-term technical assistance such as:

a) Short-term training

b) Workshops

c) Study Tours

d) Attachments 
	3
	16
	No technical support provided

	
	1.5.2 No. of MEPD staff benefiting from short-term TA.
	Number of MEPD staff that benefit from the following:

a) Short-term training

b) Workshops

c) Study Tours

d) Attachments
	2
	40
	21


Source: Literature review and interviews

The rating for objective 1 is level 3 (satisfactory rating, falling short of expectations but with positive results dominant).

4.3.2
MGDS Implementation Monitoring


The specific outputs under this objective were:
a) Mid-year review sector reports from sector working groups which indicate progress in sector outputs and PSIP implementation produced and results disseminated; and

b) Annual progress report on MGDS Implementation produced.
The evaluation team has established that MGDS II implementation monitoring had improved. By the end of the programme there had been a 75% overall average attainment of the outputs under this objective. There had been an increased number of sector ministries that had established SWGs for MGDS monitoring. The evaluation noted that the targeted number of the SWGs had been revised from 25 to 16 which had all been established by the end of the programme. SWG reports were submitted within the given timeframe for the MGDS review and all synthesized reports on the implementation of the MGDS were appropriately produced by MEPD. Over and above that, annual and bi-annual PSIP reports on progress of implementation of development projects were produced which was evidence that PSIP implementation was being monitored.

The final evaluation established that, despite SWGs being instituted in 16 sectors, nine of them were non-functional due to infrequent meetings and non-participation of other stakeholders mainly CSOs and development partners. The evaluation had noted that 7 out of the 16 established SWGs were functioning were Agriculture, Gender, Health, Education, Economic Governance, Water and Trade sector working groups. The others have not been functioning for one major reason  that they did not have active donors.
The table below outlines output performance indicators of objective 2 and the respective achievement levels by the end of the programme:

Table 2: Output Indicators for Facilitation of MGDS Implementation

	Objective 2: Facilitate MGDS implementation monitoring

	Outputs
	Output Performance Indicators
	Definition
	Baseline (End 07/08)
	Final Target

(End

11/12)
	Performance on Final Target 

	2.1 Short-term technical assistance towards establishment of Sector Working Groups (SWGs) for MGDS  implementation monitoring provided.


	2.1.1 No. of functioning SWGs for MGDS monitoring.
	Number of sector Ministries that have established and/or participated in relevant MGDS SWGs that have the following:

a) System in place to meet regularly with other stakeholders for the purpose of producing sector-specific MGDS progress reports,

b) include analyzed data from the national database to produce sector-specific progress reports, 
	7



	25 (the target should be revised to 16)
	7 but 16 were established 

	
	2.1.2 No. of completed SWG Reports submitted within the given timeframe for the MGDS Review.
	Number of complete annual SWG review reports submitted according to the agreed timetable between MEPD and the sectors at the beginning of the MGDS review process.


	7
	25 (the target should be revised to 16)
	16

	
	2.1.3 Annual MGDS Report produced.
	A synthesized Report on the implementation of the MGDS produced by MEPD from the submitted completed SWG reports as per the MEPD’s   detailed MGDS review format.
	1
	4
	4

	2.2 Sector Public Sector Investment Projects (PSIP)  Implementation monitoring conducted.
	2.2.1 No. of sector PSIP reports produced.
	Number of PSIP Reports produced by the sectors on progress of implementation of development projects as per the MEPD detailed format.

a) Bi-annually

b) Annually 
	2
	12
	4

8


Source: Literature review and interviews

The rating for objective 2 is level 2 (good rating, fully in line with expectations, no significant defects)

4.3.3
Strengthen M&E Functions and Systems in Sectors

The consultants learnt that all 23 M&E units in sector ministries had benefited from the M&E Division of MEPD through the establishment of M&E sector frameworks, capacity building in form of training in M&E, project evaluations, impact assessment and policy analysis. The training took place at Bunda College of Agriculture, the Polytechnic, Malawi Institute of Management (MIM) and the Staff Development Institute (SDI) with each institution delivering specific training in the areas of their competence. The total target for the training was 115 but 65 underwent it representing a 57% achievement against the target. Not all of them attended for the same reason as given in 4.3.1 above. Besides the M&E sector frameworks, ICT equipment was provided to the sector ministries which have facilitated timely production of reports. Sector capacity assessment was also done as planned.

There were challenges with sector evaluation plans and sector project evaluations as the attainment on their achievement was very low. The following are the general challenges that dogged monitoring and evaluation at sectoral level:

· There is low appreciation of M&E as a management tool at sector level. Some of the economists that were posted to sector ministries for purposes of performing M&E functions have been handling more of other duties such as planning and budgeting than M&E. 

· There is usually no demand for M&E products such as PETS and MGDS monitoring reports, at sectors since information generated is mostly viewed as a requirement for OPC, MEPD, and/or MoF. 
· There are no funds earmarked for M&E activities in some sector leading ministries which negatively affected the implementation of M&E activities such as data collection, capacity building, evaluation and dissemination of results. 

The table below outlines output performance indicators for objective 3 and the respective achievement levels. 
Table 3: Output Indicators for Strengthening M&E Functions and Systems in Sectors 

	Objective 3: Strengthen M&E functions and systems in sectors

	Outputs
	Output Performance Indicators
	Definition
	Baseline (End 07/08)
	Final Target

(End

11/12)
	Performance on Final Target 

	3.1 Sector M&E Units strengthened
	3.1.1 No. of M&E Units Strengthened
	a) Total number of existing M&E Units that benefit from the M&E Division of MEPD

b) Number of M&E units established from scratch 
	3

0
	23

20
	23

8

	
	3.1.2 No. of  sectors with improved M&E frameworks
	Total number of sector ministries that benefit from the M&E Division of MEPD in terms of technical assistance in formulating their M&E frameworks. 
	0
	20
	23

	
	3.1.3 No. of sector staff trained in M&E
	Total number of people from sector ministries trained in a given year. 
	23
	115
	65

	3.2 Sector M&E capacity assessment conducted 
	3.2.1 Sector M&E Capacity Report.
	a) Sector Capacity Report which indicates level of staffing.
	0
	2
	2

	
	
	b) Sector capacity Report which indicates the status of M&E systems in each sector 
	0
	2
	2 including the DDB

	3.3 Sector evaluation plans developed.
	No. of sectors with evaluation plans.
	Number of sectors that have a evaluation plans in place.
	3
	23
	5

	3.4 Sector project evaluations conducted and reports completed. 
	3.4.1 No. of  completed evaluation reports
	a) Total number of evaluations conducted across all sectors.

b) Total number of evaluation reports completed.
	3

3
	23

23
	1

1


Source: Literature review and interviews

On the basis of having a foundation for building the M&E system and functions in sectors, Objective 3 has attained a rating of level 3 (satisfactory rating, falling short of expectations but with positive results dominant).
4.3.4
Strengthened M&E functions and systems in Councils 

The outputs of this objective were:

a) strengthened M&E Coordination Committees through capacity building;

b) strengthened capacity in the use of district database; and 
c) increased knowledge of M&E for council staff through feedback on their reports and technical assistance needed.
It was found out that all the targeted councils had established M&E Coordination Committees representing a 100% achievement. The programme expected 26 out of 40 councils to have these committees in place and this was realised in full. The same achievement applies to the number of councils that had the capacity to use M&E information for planning and decision-making.
The evaluation also noted that there was one capacity assessment exercise that was conducted compared to 2 that had been planned. The evaluation team learnt that the second assessment was not carried out due funds restriction for that purpose as provided by one development partner.
It was further learnt that all the targeted councils were able to report acceptable data quality which is interpreted as an average data quality score range of 1.5 to 3.0 on all factors of data quality assessed.

More important is the district databank which has been installed in all local councils. M&E offices use this system to prepare monthly and quarterly reports as well as preparing district socio-economic profiles.

The table below outlines output performance indicators of objective 4 and the respective achievement levels. 

Table 4: Output Indicators for Strengthen M &E Functions and Systems in Councils

	Objective 4: Strengthen M&E functions and systems in Councils

	Outputs
	Output Performance Indicators
	Definition
	Baseline (End 07/08)
	Final Target

(End

11/12)
	Performance on Final Target 

	4.1 Council M&E Coordination Committees strengthened.
	4.1.1 % of functional Council M&E Coordination Committees.
	Number of Councils that have established M&E Coordination Committees 
	18%

7/40
	65%

26/40
	100%

	4.2 Capacity of M&E Staff in Councils continues to be strengthened.
	4.2.1 % of Councils using M&E information in decision-making.
	Number of Councils that use annually updated M&E information for all key spending sectors to inform their decision-making process
	18%

7/40
	65%

26/40
	65%

	4.3 Council M&E capacity assessment conducted.
	4.3.1 Council M&E capacity report which shows:

a) Level of staffing
	a) Council M&E Capacity Report should indicate level of staffing in accordance with the functional review of each Council conducted by MLGRD.
	0
	2
	1

	
	b) Status of Council M&E System
	Council Capacity Report that indicates the status of M&E systems in each Council
	0
	2
	1

	
	Data quality
	Councils Capacity Report that indicates  the data quality of  each Council
	0
	2
	1

	4.4 Strengthened Council capacity in use of District Database.
	% of Councils reporting “Acceptable” data quality
	Number of Councils reporting an average data quality score range of 1.5 to 3.0 on all factors of data quality assessed,

out of the total number of Councils.  
	18%

7/40
	65%

26/40
	65%


Source: Literature review and interviews

On the basis of having a foundation for building the M&E system and functions in councils, Objective 4 has attained a rating of level 3 (satisfactory rating, falling short of expectations but with positive results dominant).
4.3.5
Strengthen M&E Capacity for CSOs and Communities
The achievement of this objective was measured through three indicators, namely 

a) community based M&E systems established using social accountability tools;

b) the capacity of local councils strengthened to enable them participate in community monitoring processes; and
c) the capacity of CSOs strengthened to participate in community monitoring and in undertaking their advocacy role.

The evaluation noted that the programme spent the least amounts of money on this objective because most of the activities were carried out through the DFID financed Community Based Monitoring and Evaluation (CBME) programme which is also called Kalondolondo. MEPD is a member of the Steering Committee of CBME.

The communities were able to assess development initiatives in a systematic way by acknowledging what has been working well while pointing out impediments that were hindering the success of the interventions.

It was observed that the achievement of indicators under this objective was varied from one indicator to another. There was little achievement on indicators pertaining to establishment of community M&E systems using social accountability tools.  This is in reference to the number of communities and service providers that were able to participate in the assessment of service delivery, project performance and community level impact. The achievement was at the rate of 26% of the projected result.
The evaluation further noted that all the people who were targeted to be trained in community based monitoring skills were indeed trained which is also true with those that targeted to be trained in advocacy. These are local and international NGOs and CBOs which operate at district and TA levels.
The table below outlines output performance indicators of objective 5 and the respective achievement levels:

Table 5: Output Indicators for Strengthening M&E Capacity for CSOs and Communities

	Objective 5: Strengthen M&E Capacity for CSOs and Communities

	Outputs
	Output Performance Indicators
	Definition
	Baseline (End 07/08)
	Final Target

(End

11/12)
	Performance on Final Target

	5.1 Community-based M&E systems established using social accountability tools.
	5.1.1 No. of communities able to use agreed community monitoring processes to produce reports 
	a) Number of communities and service providers able to participate in the assessment of services delivery using the agreed community monitoring process.

 
	18
	138
	36

	
	
	b) Number of communities or service providers able to participate in the assessment of project performance using the agreed community monitoring process. 
	18
	138
	36

	
	
	c) Number of communities able to participate in the assessment of community level impact according to their perception of the implemented policies using the agreed community monitoring process
	18
	138
	36



	
	5.1.2 % increase in 

establishment of Community-based M&E systems
	Percentage of action plans followed up within the stated timeframe on the joint action plans from the CBM&E by the participating communities. 
	30%
	70%
	70%

	5.2 Capacity of Local Councils Strengthened to participate in community monitoring processes. 
	No. of people at the local council level trained in community-based monitoring skills.
	Total number of people from all the target local councils trained in community-based monitoring skills.


	45
	345
	345

	5.3 Capacity of CSOs strengthened to participate in community monitoring and in undertaking their advocacy role.
	No. of CSOs trained in the following:

a) M&E  

b) Advocacy skills
	a) Number of CSOs trained in M&E skills especially community monitoring. 

b) Number of CSOs trained in advocacy skills for their key areas of interest and ability to demand social accountability from development programmes. 
	8

8
	69

69
	69

69 


Source: Literature review and interviews

On the basis of having a foundation for building the M&E system and functions in councils, Objective 5 has attained a rating of level 3 (satisfactory rating, falling short of expectations but with positive results dominant).
4.3.6
Use of MASEDA and other statistics for planning and decision-making promoted


MASEDA is a database providing a comprehensive overview of human, social and economic development in Malawi.  It contains MGDS indicators, MDG indicators and sector specific indicators.  It includes a user friendly presentation of data in the form of tables, graphs and maps. The software can also produce presentations of trends over time with focus on outcomes and impact.
This objective had a number of output performance indicators as follows:

a) Number of MASEDA Technical Committee meetings conducted to ascertain the status of database;
b) Existence of Web-based MASEDA;
c) Number of people literate in web based MASEDA; and
d) Number of people within sector ministries/ government departments using data from MASEDA and other statistics for sector planning and decision-making.
During the evaluation, it was found out that 8 MASEDA Technical Committee Meetings were conducted against a target of 12 for the entire period of the programme. In fact no meeting was held after December 2010 as there was no competent business to discuss following the institutionalisation of the database within NSO and the launching of the web-based version. Resources were made available in the programme budget for the development of on-line version of MASEDA which was followed by its successful launch. 

It has been established that 500 people from sector ministries, CSOs and councils were trained in either the administrative version or user-interface of MASEDA. The same number of sector staff was aware of MASEDA and used it along with other statistics to inform their annual planning process. This was quite a remarkable achievement for the programme.


One of the key results of this programme which has been taken over and is working well is MASEDA. 

The table below outlines the output performance indicators for enhancing the use of MASEDA and the respective achievement levels:
Table 6: Output Performance Indicators for Enhancing use of MASEDA and Other Statistics
	Objective 6: Enhance use of MASEDA and other statistics for planning and decision-making

	Outputs
	Output Performance Indicators
	Definition
	Baseline (End 07/08)
	Final Target

(End

11/12)
	Performance on Final Target

	6.1 MASEDA database regularly updated and managed. 
	6.1.1 No. of MASEDA Technical Committee meetings conducted to ascertain status of database. 
	Number of meetings held at the high-level between the key stakeholders that comprise the MASEDA Technical Committee to review issues regarding the status of the database both in terms of existence of updated data and in terms of advocacy for its use in planning and decision-making.
	0
	12
	8

	6.2 Web-based MASEDA developed.
	6.2.1 Existence of Web-based MASEDA
	Resources made available in the JPSME II budget for the development of online version of MASEDA to increase its accessibility.
	0
	0
	1 (web-based MASEDA was established in 2010)

	6.3 Training in MASEDA conducted
	6.3.1 No. of people literate in web based MASEDA 
	Total number of people in sector ministries, CSOs and Councils trained in either the administrative version or user-interface of MASEDA.
	200
	480
	500

	6.4 Advocacy activities for the use of MASEDA data and other statistics in planning and decision-making conducted.
	6.4.1 Number of people within sector ministries/ government departments using data from MASEDA and other statistics for sector planning and decision-making.
	Number of sector staff that are aware of MASEDA and use it along with other statistics to inform their annual planning process.


	60
	540
	500


Table 6: 






















































































































Source: Literature review and interviews
The rating for objective 6 is level 1 (very good rating, significantly better than expected)
4.3.7
Strengthened national capacity for Impact Assessments, Policy Analysis and Evaluation 
The following outputs needed to be attained in order to have this objective achieved: increased knowledge and skills among sector staff trained in Public Expenditure Tracking Surveys (PETS), budget performance monitoring, policy analysis and development evaluation exercises; and results from PETS etc available to inform policy and budget decisions. It has been established that no surveys were undertaken to determine the number of people sector able to conduct the following: Impact assessments, policy analysis, outcome evaluations and project evaluations. The evaluation team established that the surveys had not been undertaken since impact on such interventions takes time to be felt hence the surveys would produce meaningful results within month following the training in the four areas.  It also required surveys to be undertaken to determine the number of sector ministries able to use results from impact assessments, policy analysis, outcome and project evaluations as defined above in a systematic manner (institutionalised process of approving the review results and through adoption of key recommendations) to inform their policy and budget decisions, out of the total number of sectors where the reviews will have been conducted. For the same reason, the surveys were not undertaken.
There were however achievements which have been noted by the evaluation as follows:
· MEPD and National Audit Office carried out the Public Expenditure Tracking Survey (PETS)
 in the Education and Health sectors. The objective was to systematically track the flow of resources through the various layers of government bureaucracy up to the frontline service delivery agencies like schools and health centres. This supports the government’s efforts in streamlining public spending and improving related outcome in social sectors. The programme also facilitated PETS on Farm Input Subsidy which was finalized and circulated to key partners. This originated from consultations with Ministry Agriculture that advised need for a “farmers perspective’ PETS to be undertaken considering that 2009 was an election year.
· Performance Audit (PA) exercise was conducted in the health sector i.e. auditing of the movement of drugs from Central Medical Stores to the patients. Recommendations from the PA studies are taken on board by senior management for impact evaluation and policy analysis and budget decisions.
· Staff from MEPD and sector ministries have been trained in Impact assessment and Policy Analysis and are undertaking policy analysis work based on their respective sectors’ projects.

Table 7: Output performance indicators for strengthened national capacity for impact assessments, policy analysis and evaluation
	Objective 7: Strengthen national capacity for Impact Assessments, Policy Analysis and Evaluation

	Outputs
	Output Performance Indicators
	Definition
	Baseline (End 07/08)
	Final Target

(End

11/12)
	Performance on Final Target 

	7.1 Knowledge and skills among sector staff in impact assessment, policy analysis, outcome and project evaluation increased.
	7.1.1 No. of people from sectors able to conduct the following:

a) Impact Assessments

b) Policy Analysis

c) Outcome (Sector-level) Evaluations

d) Project Evaluations
	a)  Impact Assessment:


	6
	69
	Survey not done at the end of the programme


	
	
	b)  Policy Analysis:


	6
	69
	Survey not done at the end of the programme

	
	
	c) Sector Outcome  Evaluations:


	6
	69
	Survey not done at the end of the programme

	
	
	d)  Project Evaluations:


	6
	69
	Survey not done at the end of the programme

	7.2 Results from policy analysis, impact assessments, outcome and project evaluations made available to inform policy and budget decisions.
	7.2.1 No. of  ministries/ government departments able to use results generated from the following:

a) Impact Assessments

b) Policy Analysis

c) Outcome (Sector-level) Evaluations

d) Project Evaluations

to inform sector policy and budget decisions.
	The number of sector ministries able to use results from impact assessments, policy analysis, outcome and project evaluations as defined above in a systematic manner (institutionalized process of approving the review results and through adoption of key recommendations) to inform their policy and budget decisions, 

out of the total number of sectors where the reviews will  have been conducted.
	3
	23
	Survey not done at the end of the programme

	
	7.2.2  Proportion of policy papers and annual Treasury reports informed by results from policy analysis, 
	The number of policy papers that show use of results from impact assessments, policy analysis, outcome and project evaluations as defined above.
	0
	8
	Survey not done at the end of the programme  

50% at ETE


Source: Literature review and interviews

Objective 7 has attained a rating of level 3 (satisfactory rating, falling short of expectations but with positive results dominant).
Table 8: Summary of Ratings on Effectiveness Indicators

	
	Objective
	Rating 
1 - 6
	Remark

	1
	To strengthen coordination of the national M&E system for evidence-based development planning, budgeting and implementation 
	3
	Satisfactory 

	2
	To facilitate the MGDS annual reviews through Sector Working Groups
	2
	Good

	3
	To strengthen M&E systems in sectors
	3
	Satisfactory

	4
	To strengthen M&E systems in councils
	3
	Satisfactory

	5
	To strengthen M&E capacity for civil society organizations and communities
	3
	Satisfactory

	6
	To promote the use of MASEDA and other statistics for planning and decision-making
	1
	 Very Good 

	7
	To strengthen national capacity for impact assessments, policy analysis and evaluation
	4
	Unsatisfactory

	Total 
	19
	

	Average rating on effectiveness indicators
	2.71
	Satisfactory


4.3.8
Overall assessment of effectiveness 


The final rating for effectiveness is 2.71 (approximately 3 - satisfactory). Objectives 2 and 6: facilitation of MGDS annual reviews and objective and enhanced use of MASEDA and other statistics for evidence based planning and decision making,  received high ratings whilst objective 7: strengthening of national capacity for impact assessment, policy analysis and evaluation got a relatively low mark.  The rest of the objectives were satisfactorily achieved.  
4.4
Programme Governance and Management 

JPSME II had a three tier management comprising the Programme Steering Committee, Technical Working Committee and operational / specialist personnel.  All the three levels were necessary to ensure that the programme was implemented with efficiency and effectiveness.
4.4.1 
Steering Committee

A high-level Steering Committee was responsible for making management decisions pertaining to the initiation, direction, review and closure of the programme. The Committee made key decisions at designated decision points during the running of the programme, or as necessary when critical issues were raised by the National Programme Manager. 

The Steering Committee was being chaired by MEPD Principal Secretary and included representatives from key national stakeholders, namely Ministry of Finance, OPC, NSO, MLGRD and Auditor General’s Office, and CONGOMA & MEJN as representatives from civil society. Development partners were being represented by UNDP, EU, DFID, GIZ and the World Bank
. The Steering Committee, according to the findings of the evaluation team, has, on average, been meeting three times a year during the course of the programme. 

4.5.2 
Technical Working Committee

The Technical Working Committee has been reviewing technical reports on M&E and making recommendations to the Steering Committee with regard to strengthening M&E systems at various levels. The TWC was chaired by the Director of the M&E Division at MEPD. Membership includes the following key national stakeholders: MEPD, MOF, OPC, MLGRD, NSO, key sector ministries, CONGOMA and MEJN. This committee has been meeting quarterly.

4.5.3
Operational/specialist staff
The operational / specialist personnel were involved in the day –to-day running of the programme.  These comprised officers from the Programme Implementation Unit and MEPD M&E division staff. 
At this level the Programme Implementation Unit was headed by the National Programme Manager.  The implementation of activities was done by economists in the M&E division and support staff in MEPD.

Both the M&E Division and the PIU underwent staffing problems during the implementation of the programme.  There were resignations of the National Programme manager (NPM) and later on the Deputy National Programme Manager.  This affected the progress of implementation of activities in the programme.  The National Programme Manager was outstretched because of lack of back-up support services to his office.    

The organisation structure of the programme is shown in figure 1 below:
Figure 1: JPSME II Organisation Structure

 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 



Source:
JPSME II Programme Document 

MEPD facilitated the operations of M&E functions and systems across sectors and enhanced linkages and collaboration with all key stakeholders. The role of the managing agent, UNDP, in the programme was necessary especially for provision of financial management services under the UN National Execution (NEX) modality and the procedures of the UN Harmonized Approach to Cash Transfers (HACT). 

Thus the framework of the programme implementation was appropriate as it was able to facilitate programme delivery despite some delays which occurred between the interface of UNDP and MEPD as evidenced by one year delay in procurement of equipment.

Based on the foregoing programme implementation management is rated satisfactory (level 3).
4.5
Efficiency

It was learnt during study, that some activities could not be carried out because of restrictions of funds on the district budget. One example was the second capacity assessment of the council M&E aimed at (a) determining the level of staffing in accordance with the functional review of each council that was undertaken by MLGRD; (b) determining the status of M&E systems in each council; and (c) determining the data quality of each council. 
Transfer of funds from the basket fund to the programme, at times, took longer than expected. There were instances when the programme used money from other sources to carry out programme activities while waiting for a funds transfer from the basket fund to be processed. 
The programme experienced cash flow challenges which affected smooth implementation of activities particularly during the last two years. The second tranche of the EU funds which was expected in 2011 was disbursed only in July 2012. The delay was due to the fact that it took a lengthy process for UNDP to produce financial reports in the format that was consistent with the EU contribution agreement, as the project was not entered correctly, in line with the requirements of the EU Contribution Agreement, in the UNDP’s ERP system, Atlas. The problem was subsequently resolved by amending the Contribution Agreement itself, so that financial information as produced by Atlas could still meet the requirements of the EU Contribution Agreement.
The basket fund arrangement, however, helped to streamline financial support and reduce transaction costs by eliminating duplications of work. It also promoted coordination among the partners in the programme as they provided support in close formal cooperation with each other. 

The programme was budgeted to the tune of $5 million for the entire period. The proportions of contributions by various development partners including counterpart funding by the Government of Malawi is presented in the figure below:

Figure 2: Planned Financial Contributions by Various Partners to the Programme
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It transpired during the study that the actual total expenditure of the programme amounted to $3.8 million.

The project staff was housed within the MEPD premises; the ministry provided administration and procurement support. Project activities were part of the M&E Division Annual Work plans and were implemented by MEPD Economists while the programme secretariat facilitated the implementation process. 

The total programme duration was four years to June 2012 but was extended by 9 months to allow for finalization of some outstanding activities. Efficiency of the programme was also affected by some political decisions that were made during the course of programme implementation especially when MEPD was merged with Ministry of Finance and later separated again. The quality of design has also affected efficiency in the sense that it was over ambitious. A lot was planned to be achieved in this programme within the four year period and with rather limited programme implementation staffing. The evaluation team learnt that economists that were hired for the JPSME have been performing duties other than M&E in some sector leading ministries.  This entails misplacement of inputs in the system. 
As is usually the case in many projects, of the activities planned for early months of the program experienced some delays.  This was true with procurement activities in JPSME II.
Based on the foregoing programme implementation efficiency is rated at level 4.
4.6 
Sustainability

In order to determine the extent to which the results of JPSME II will be sustained it is important to identify the deliverables that have been achieved by the programme which are as listed below:

· The programme has managed to get economists, M&E Officers and data entry clerks recruited and placed in sector ministries and local councils. The personnel has been absorbed by the ministries and they are now regular staff in the mainstream civil service.

· 65 officers from  sector ministries have been trained in project evaluation, M&E, results based management and impact assessments at various public institutions which include the Malawi Institute of Management, Staff Development Institute, Bunda College of Agriculture and the Polytechnic. 
· All M&E officers who are based in local councils underwent training in basics of M&E, while the total number of staff from sector ministries, CSOs and councils that attended training in either the administrative version or user-interface of MASEDA was 500. The same number of sector staff are able to use MASEDA to inform their annual planning.

· All the sectors have had their M&E frameworks formulated and improved through technical assistance from MEPD. The process has been enhanced by the placement of personnel, equipment and capacity building support mainly IT training by MEPD. A reporting system has been instituted where sectors submit monthly and quarterly reports.

· At local authority level, new standalone databanks have been installed in all 34 local authorities and M&E Coordination Committees have been established.

· MASEDA has been institutionalized within NSO and the development and launch of MASEDA has been done.

· Since information technology is dynamic, it is important for the government to ensure that appropriate replacement is taking place and that there is continuous back-up and anti-virus are updated.

All these developments need to be supported through provision of adequate finances for sustainability of these results. This calls for ring-fenced budgets for M&E in sectors and councils. One problem is that the value of M&E is not appreciated in many institutions in Malawi.  High staff turnover in sectors and councils is another challenge.   The activities that JPSME II has been undertaking, inherently support sustainability by addressing structural issues, the institutionalisation of training courses and the production of widely accepted  M&E products. However, sustainability of achievements will depend on whether and how a solution to uncertainty of sustained resources for M&E activities beyond donor resources as well as the institutionalization of evidence-based decision-making and planning is found at all levels. 
Without these external risk factors, pertaining to financing, the programme would merit a higher than satisfactory (level 3) rating for the sustainability of its results.

4.7
Cross-cutting Issues

While this evaluation is guided by core criteria in terms of programme design, relevance, efficiency, effectiveness and impact, there are a number of cross-cutting issues that are equally important. Some of the areas from which data comes and is processed in leading ministries and district councils is HIV and AIDS, environment and gender.  Information in these areas is key for evidence based planning and decision-making. 

HIV and Aids issues are coordinated by the District Aids Coordinator (DAC) and managed by the District Aids Coordinating Committee (DACC).  All the data that is produced by the DAC is entered in the district databank. Social welfare officers and District Environmental officers handle all the activities relating to gender and environment respectively.  Data from these is also entered in the district databank. There is no establishment for human rights at sector or district level but information related to this get into the databank through police or judiciary reports. 
Therefore JPSME II, through the establishment of district databank, takes care of cross-cutting issues hence rated good (level 2).

4.8
Impact

The Government’s major challenge is to become more effective in service delivery. M&E processes do assist in evaluating its performance and identifying the factors which contribute to its service delivery outcomes. The programme has made a positive impact on M&E systems in the public sector in the country.

It has contributed to strengthened and sustainable national systems for M&E of Development Strategies and Programmes.  The value of the indicators at all levels in GoM, the data from MASEDA and the MGDS annual report to the planning process is recognized. The 6 extra months of the programme enhanced the impact on the districts’ ability to input data in database which will provide the basis for reporting and planning on an annual basis.  The web based accessibility of the MASEDA database may result in extensive use of the data available and indirectly demand high validity of data and continued maintenance.  This could have an impact on the perception and acceptance of MASEDA.  The programme has not taken timely measures to improve the lack of interest from the sectors or to address the continual piloting of the district database.  Donors have had little influence although they were attending the PSC meetings, but this was limited as these have been irregular. 
The impact of the programme is rated satisfactory (level 3).
Table 9: Summary of Evaluation Results

	Criterion (1)
	(2)
	(3) 

	(4) 
Rating for criterion 
	(5)
Weighting for criterion
	(6) 
= (4) x (5)

	1. Programme Design
	
	
	3
	3
	9

	2. Relevance
	
	
	1
	3
	3

	3. Effectiveness
	Objective 1
	3
	
	
	

	
	Objective 2
	2
	
	
	

	
	Objective 3
	3
	
	
	

	
	Objective 4
	3
	
	
	

	
	Objective 5
	3
	
	
	

	
	Objective 6
	1
	
	
	

	
	Objective 7
	4
	
	
	

	
	Average 
	19
	2.71
	2
	5.42

	4. Efficiency
	
	
	4
	3
	12

	5. Implementation Management
	
	
	3
	3
	9

	6. Sustainability
	
	
	3
	3
	9

	7. Cross-cutting Issues
	
	
	2
	4
	8

	8. Impact
	
	
	3
	2
	6

	
	
	
	
	22
	61.42

	Final Weighted Average Rating for the Programme: 
Total for column 6 divided by the total for column 5
	2.79       →       3

              


SECTION 5.0

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1
Conclusion

The programme was designed to introduce a GoM M&E system for national planning purposes and decision making.  This has been done through provision of capacity building in form of short term training and workshops in M&E, RBM project evaluations, impact assessments and the use of MASEDA.  It was also designed to have M&E framework formulated and improved in sector ministries and stand alone databases in districts.  

Design
The programme design was appropriate since the problem that was being addressed was clearly identified at the beginning of the programme.  The design adopted a deliberate learning strategy that addressed critical M&E issues at various levels including coordination, capacity development, accountability, community empowerment, awareness and appreciation of the use of data in planning and decision making.  

Objectives, outcomes and outputs of the programme were stated explicitly and precisely in verifiable terms with observable indicators.  The programme was broad as it had to achieve a range of expansive objectives in the stipulated period. 

Relevance
The programme was very relevant to the needs of the country and consistent with the aims of the MGDS in fulfilment of the MDGs and vision 2020.  It was based on the country strategy plan (CSP) and the National Indicative Programme and was in line with the Paris Declaration, the Cotonou Agreement and the Accra Agenda  Action.

The programme was also in tandem with the decentralisation policy which among other things developed administration and political authority to the district level as well as integrating governmental agencies at the district and local levels into one administrative unit through the process of institutional integration, manpower absorption, composite budgeting and provision of funds for the decentralised services. 

Effectiveness
This has been measured through the progress made on various indicators for each of the seven objectives of the programme.  Overall, the programme has been effective as most of the objectives were achieved satisfactorily.  The programme has left a mark in terms of staffing, training, ICT equipment and software for M&E in sectors and districts.

The Programme rolled out institutionalization of evidence-based planning and decision-making with thorough grounding in functional M&E system based on design, relevance and sustainability factors emerging from the interventions implemented.

Sustainability
There are various factors that provide a recipe for sustainability of the JPSMEII interventions. Sector economists with M&E functions, M&E Officers and District Data Clerks have been mainstreamed into the civil service. The Roadmap provides for on-going short-term training, guideline manuals, on-the-job coaching and systems development according to the needs established at each sectoral and council level. The programme’ capacity development was based on training by local consultants and senior supervisory staff as far as possible and capacity building processes have been linked to local training institutions. The programme has brokered various capacity building as well as availing infrastructure support to enhance capacity development at sectoral and district level. Trainings, equipment, computers and motorbikes have enhanced M&E capacity. The coordination function that MEOs have assumed at district level has become a springboard for them to be key resource persons on matters of M&E.

However, the issue of sustainability significantly rests on sustained and reliable funding for M&E activities because lately the collection of data for MGDS annual reviews and preparation of annual reports has mainly been funded from donor resources.

M&E is Cross-cutting
It has to be visible in functional systems and structures. This derives from the fact that M&E data makes more sense if it feeds into the national and local development planning processes. It must take into consideration such issues as human rights, gender, HIV and AIDS and environment.

5.2 
Recommendations

1. The final evaluation recommends realistic planning.  One reason why a good number of outputs were not delivered in full is that there was lack of focus and the program was over-ambitious with too many aspects to be addressed within the project period with limited staffing.

2. There is need to align and harmonise the sectoral systems to avoid duplication of efforts and resources.  The district databank does not capture data from the education and health sectors since these are independently managed through the Education Management Information systems (EMIS) and Health Management Information System (HMIS) respectively.  This alignment and harmonization would make the district databank a one stop centre.

3. To enhance coordination, the government needs to establish intermediary area coordination’s between the central government and local councils.  This arrangement should ensure efficiency on logistical issues and communication would be better managed with an intermediary at regional level.

4. Design of a successor programme is necessary for the following reasons:

a. The JPSME II has not achieved much because, in any environment, it takes a long time to introduce a new system and instill change.  M&E is not yet rooted in the minds of Malawians.

b. There is still lack of appreciation of M&E in sectors and councils which contributes towards the treatment of M&E as a non-essential function.

c. As a reform, M&E should be supported for more years to come.

d. Substantial investment has already been made in the sectors and districts, hence such noble interventions should be let to continue.

e. M&E is dynamic which emphasizes the need for on-going capacity building in M&E for economists, M&E officers and data entry clerks.

5. MEPD as a central ministry responsible for M&E should strengthen its own M&E function so that it is able to backstop M&E activities across sectors and councils.  Capacity should be enhanced especially in terms of staffing, the challenge, which is compounded by high staff turnover. The unit should also be adequately budgeted for.
6. Since there are no budgets in some sectors and districts, MEPD, MOF and other stakeholders should ensure that each ministry, department and local authority has a budget for M&E. This will be in the same layout as human resource management and development, internal audit or internal financial management are budgeted for in ministries and departments. 
7. UNDP, as the managing agent of the basket fund, was responsible for ensuring that adequate financial resources were available in the basket fund for the implementation of activities as well as ensuring timely submission of regular progress and financial reports to all stakeholders.  The evaluation recommends that in successor programmes, the agent should enhance its capacity for judicious reporting to programme stakeholders.
8. Since there is very little appreciation of M&E in the sector and councils, it would be useful to design awareness campaigns focusing on the importance of planning, budgeting and making decisions based on processed data. The scope of the sensitization should include all levels beginning with cabinet ministers going down to low as levels as industrial class staff in the civil service.
9. There is no M&E database at the central level which makes it difficult for the central ministries including MEPD to access district M&E databases on-line for control and backstopping purposes. This study recommends the establishment of databases at the central level which should eventually be linked to sector M&E frameworks, district databases and MASEDA.
SECTION 6.0: 
KEY LESSONS LEARNT
The implementation of the programme has generated a number of lessons to inform its subsequent implementation as follows:

· Changing the mindset: M&E is a reform and requires change of the mindset. The programme has not succeeded to change the mindset of Malawians to start appreciating the positive contribution of M&E in evidence-based planning, budgeting and decision-making.
· Donor confidence: Where M&E system is very active and credible, it establishes donor confidence in delivery resulting in development partners’ greater willingness to pump in resources. If the contrary is true, donors tend to retract. For instance, the use of data at local level has been used to track the MGDS thematic areas at district level as well as increasing general resource funds to sectors at the districts.
· M&E is a management function: If the issue of M&E is taken up by policy holders and sector heads, then ultimately M&E will be seen by all as an indispensable aspect of development. 
· Participation: Where M&E is participatory, it establishes management confidence in program delivery and reduces resentment, fears of the unknown among management teams. Further to that results from development projects, if adequately shared with grassroots structures,  tend to enhance ownership and participation. In addition, going down to communities with nationally generated data that they participated in gives credibility to the data and makes them feel confident in participating in subsequent processes of data generation. 
· Coordination: Proper stakeholder coordination is instrumental in programme implementation to foster learning, information sharing and sustainability.
· Timely and effective reporting: Timely progress and financial reporting is necessary for various stakeholders to have confidence in implementation of any programme. Further to that, it is necessary to involve key stakeholders, directly or indirectly, in the implementation of a programme such as the JPSME II.

Annex 1:
Evaluation Matrix

EVALUATION MATRIX

	Criteria/Sub-Criteria
	Questions to be addressed by outcome-level  evaluation
	What to look for
	Data Sources
	Data Collection Methods

	Program Conceptualization/Design:
	Is the problem the program is addressing clearly identified and the approach soundly conceived?
	· What problem is being addressed by the programme?

· What approach is being followed to address the problem?
	· Programme document

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD 
	· Literature review

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

	
	Are the target beneficiaries and end-users of the results of the program are clearly identified?
	Who are the end users of the results of the programme?
	· Programme document

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD
	· Literature review

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

	
	Were the objectives, outcome and outputs of the programme stated explicitly and precisely in verifiable terms with observable success indicators?
	· What are the objectives, outcome and outputs of the programme?

· What are the success indicators?
	· Programme document

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD
	· Literature review

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

	
	Is the relationship between objectives, outcome, outputs, activities and inputs of the program are logically articulated?
	What is the relationship between objectives, outcome, outputs, activities and inputs of the program?
	· Programme document

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD
	· Literature review

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

	
	Is there a well-prepared work-plan in the programme?
	· What are the contents of the work plan for the programme?
	· Programme document

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD
	· Literature review

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

	Programme Relevance
	Is the program is relevant to the development priorities of the country?
	· How does the programme align with national strategies?

· Which is the applicable thematic area in the MGDS?
	· Mid-term evaluation report

· Programme document

· MGDS II 2011 – 2016

· Interview with JPSME Manager
	· Literature review

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

	
	Have appropriate institutions been assisted?
	· Which institutions were earmarked to be assisted by the programme?

· How have these institutions been assisted by the programme?
	· Mid-term evaluation report

· EU Results Oriented Monitoring Mission Report

· Interview with JPSME Manager
	· Literature review

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

	Programme Implementation
	Were management arrangements of the programme appropriate and adequate?
	· Who are the managers of the programme?

· What are the qualifications and experience of the managers of the programme?

· What are the reporting requirements?
	· Programme document

· Mid-term evaluation report

· EU Results Oriented Monitoring Mission Report

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD
	· Literature review

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

	
	Is there a success criterion?
	What is the success criteria of the programme?
	· Programme document

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD


	· Literature review

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

	
	Was management responsive to significant changes in the environment in which the program functions (both facilitating or impeding program implementation)?
	· What significant changes took place?

· How did management respond to the changes?
	· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD


	Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

	
	Were lessons from other relevant programs if incorporated in the program implementation?

Was there monitoring and backstopping of the programme as expected by the Government and UNDP?
	· What lessons from other relevant programmes were incorporated in the implementation of this programme?

· How was monitoring and backstopping done?
	· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

· Mid-term evaluation report

· EU Results Oriented Monitoring Mission Report
	· Literature review

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD



	
	Was there delivery of Government counterpart inputs in terms of personnel, premises and equipment?
	· What personnel were provided by Government?

· What Government premises were used by the programme?

· What equipment was provided by Government
	· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

· Mid-term evaluation report

· EU Results Oriented Monitoring Mission Report
	· Literature review

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD



	
	How Did the programme collaborate with industry associations, private sector and civil society?
	How did the programme collaborate with industry associations, private sector and civil society?
	· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

· Mid-term evaluation report

· EU Results Oriented Monitoring Mission Report

· Interview with CONGOMA
	· Literature review

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

· Interview with CONGOMA

	Effectiveness
	Are the major achievements of the program vis-à-vis its objectives clear?
	What are the major achievements of the program vis-à-vis its objectives.
	· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

· Mid-term evaluation report

· EU Results Oriented Monitoring Mission Report

· Interviews in sector ministries

· Interviews in local authorities
	· Literature Review

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

· Interviews in sector ministries

· Interviews in local authorities

	
	Are there successes?

Was there impact?

Are the results sustainable?

Is there contribution to capacity development? 
	· What are the areas for program’s success?

· What is the impact?

· How has capacity been developed?
	· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

· Mid-term evaluation report

· EU Results Oriented Monitoring Mission Report

· Interviews in sector ministries

· Interviews in local authorities
	· Literature Review

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

· Interviews in sector ministries

· Interviews in local authorities

	
	Were there major issues and problems that affected the implementation of the program?

Were there factors could have resolved them?
	What major issues and problems affected the implementation of the program and what factors could have resolved them?
	· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

· Mid-term evaluation report

· EU Results Oriented Monitoring Mission Report

· Interviews in sector ministries

· Interviews in local authorities
	· Literature Review

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

· Interviews in sector ministries

· Interviews in local authorities

	
	Was institutional networking achieved?

Was capacity development of key partners done?
	· What level of institutional networking was achieved?

· What level of capacity development of key partners was achieved?
	· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

· Mid-term evaluation report

· EU Results Oriented Monitoring Mission Report

· Interviews in sector ministries

· Interviews in local authorities
	· Literature Review

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

· Interviews in sector ministries

· Interviews in local authorities

	
	Were there any underlying factors, beyond control, that influenced the outcome of the program?
	What underlying factors, beyond control, influenced the outcome of the programme?
	· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

· Mid-term evaluation report

· EU Results Oriented Monitoring Mission Report

· Interviews in sector ministries

· Interviews in local authorities
	· Literature Review

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

· Interviews in sector ministries

· Interviews in local authorities

	
	Have there been any unplanned effects?  
	What unplanned aspects affected the program?
	· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

· Mid-term evaluation report

· EU Results Oriented Monitoring Mission Report

· Interviews in sector ministries

· Interviews in local authorities
	· Literature Review

· Interview with JPSME Manager at MEPD

· Interviews in sector ministries

· Interviews in local authorities

	Programme Performance/Efficiency:


	Whether the program resources (financial, physical and manpower) were adequate in terms of both quantity and quality and timely
	· Were there shortfall of resources

· What was the quality of resources?

· Were there delays in delivery of resources?
	· Progress reports
· Interview with the Trust Fund Manager at UNDP

· Interview with JPSMT Manager at MEPD
	· Progress reports
· Interview with the Trust Fund Manager at UNDP

· Interview with JPSMT Manager at MEPD

	
	Whether the program resources were used effectively to produce planned results (Are the disbursements and project expenditures in line with expected budgetary plans)?;
	What divergences were there between budgets, disbursements and actual expenditures
	· Progress reports
· Interview with the Trust Fund Manager at UNDP
· Interview with JPSMT Manager at MEPD
	· Literature Review

· Interview with the Trust Fund Manager at UNDP

· Interview with JPSMT Manager at MEPD

	
	Was the program cost-effective compared to similar interventions?
	Was the program cost-effective compared to similar interventions?
	· Progress reports
· Interview with the Trust Fund Manager at UNDP

· Interview with JPSMT Manager at MEPD
	· Literature Review

· Interview with the Trust Fund Manager at UNDP

· Interview with JPSMT Manager at MEPD

	
	Were the technologies selected (any innovations adopted, if any) suitable?
	Was the program cost-effective compared to similar interventions?
	· Progress reports
· Interview with the Trust Fund Manager at UNDP

· Interview with JPSMT Manager at MEPD
	· Literature Review

· Interview with the Trust Fund Manager at UNDP

· Interview with JPSMT Manager at MEPD

	
	Did UNDP CO play a role in the programme? Was there impact (positive and negative) that UNDP made on the functioning of the program?
	· What role did UNDP play?

· What impact did UNPD make?
	· Progress reports
· Interview with the Trust Fund Manager at UNDP

· Interview with JPSMT Manager at MEPD
	· Literature Review

· Interview with the Trust Fund Manager at UNDP

· Interview with JPSMT Manager at MEPD

	
	Is there is evidence to support accountability of programs and for UNDP to use in its accountability requirements to its partners?
	What evidence is there to support accountability of programs and for UNDP to use in its accountability requirements to its partners?
	· Progress reports
· Interview with the Trust Fund Manager at UNDP

· Interview with JPSMT Manager at MEPD
	· Literature Review

· Interview with the Trust Fund Manager at UNDP

· Interview with JPSMT Manager at MEPD

	
	Was there effectiveness of financial arrangements including: a) the basket fund with UNDP as the Managing Agent and b) parallel funding with the Government of Malawi making cash contributions to the program through annual budget allocations? 
	How effective was the basket fund arrangement?

How effective was the parallel funding with Government?
	· Progress reports
· Interview with the Trust Fund Manager at UNDP

· Interview with JPSMT Manager at MEPD
· Interviews with Development Partners
	· Literature Review

· Interview with the Trust Fund Manager at UNDP

· Interview with JPSMT Manager at MEPD
· Interviews with Development Partners

	Sustainability:
	Are there systems and mechanisms that have been put in place by government to sustain the results of the program?
	What systems and mechanisms have been put in place by government to sustain the results of the program?
	· Mid-term evaluation report

· Progress reports

· Sector ministries

· Local authorities

· JPSME Manager at MEPD
	· Literature review

· Interviews



	
	Will the systems, tools and M&E frameworks put in place and capacities developed by the program continue to be used and produce benefits after the closure of the development phase?
	Will the systems, tools and M&E frameworks put in place and capacities developed by the program continue to be used and produce benefits after the closure of the development phase?
	· Mid-term evaluation report

· Progress reports
· Sector ministries

· Local authorities

· JPSME Manager at MEPD
	· Literature review

· Interviews



	Lessons Learnt:
	Are there main lessons (positive and negative) that can be drawn from the program’s experiences since its inception? 
	What are the main lessons (positive and negative) that can be drawn from the program’s experiences since its inception?
	· Mid-term evaluation report

· Progress reports
· Sector ministries

· Local authorities

· JPSME Manager at MEPD
	· Literature review

· Interviews



	Cross-cutting themes:
	Did the program address issues relating to gender, human rights, HIV/AIDS and environment in monitoring and evaluation functions and activities?
	How were the way issues relating to gender, human rights, HIV/AIDS and environment were addressed in monitoring and evaluation functions and activities?
	· Mid-term evaluation report

· Progress reports
· Sector ministries

· Local authorities

· JPSME Manager at MEPD
	· Literature review

· Interviews
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Title:
End of term evaluation of the Joint Programme Support on Strengthening Monitoring and Evaluation Systems 

Duty Station:
Lilongwe, Malawi

Post Level:

National consultant

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR END-TERM EVALUATON OF THE JOINT PROGRAM SUPPORT FOR THE NATIONAL M&E SYSTEMS IN MALAWI

BACKGROUND 

Phase II of the Joint Program Support for Strengthening Monitoring and Evaluation Systems in Malawi (JPSMEII) was designed to be implemented from July, 2008 and June, 2012.  The program has been extended to March, 2013 to allow finalization of outstanding activities. It aims at strengthening and developing sustainable national systems for monitoring and evaluation of development strategies and programs, in order to contribute to an improved national capacity to monitor the implementation and impact of the Malawi Growth and Development Strategy (MGDS), and ultimately, the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs).

The Ministry of Economic Planning and Development (MEPD) coordinates implementation of the Joint Program activities. The Program is funded via a basket fund with contributions from the UN system
, European Union, the Department for International Development (DFID), the German Technical Cooperation (GIZ) and the Government of Malawi. Other development partners have been supporting monitoring and evaluation activities through parallel funding. 

1.1 Program Objectives and Expected Results

The specific objective of the Program is: to strengthen and develop sustainable national systems for monitoring and evaluation of development strategies and programs.  To achieve this outcome, the program has been designed with seven key focus areas outlined below.

To strengthen coordination of the national M&E system for evidence-based development planning, budgeting and implementation;

To facilitate the MGDS annual reviews through Sector Working Groups;

To strengthen M&E systems in Sectors;

To strengthen M&E systems in Assemblies;

To strengthen M&E capacity for Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) and communities;

To promote the use of MASEDA and other statistics for planning and decision-making;

To strengthen national capacity for impact assessments, policy analysis and evaluation.

The expected results of the JPSMEII include the following: (a) improved coordination mechanisms of the national M&E system for evidence-based development planning, budgeting and implementation; (b) annual MGDS review reports produced; (c) strengthened M&E systems in Sectors, Assemblies, CSOs and communities; (d) enhanced use of Malawi Socio-Economic Data-base (MASEDA) and other statistics for planning and decision-making, and (e) improved national capacity for impact assessments, policy analysis and evaluation.

1.2 Purpose of the End of Term Evaluation

The purpose of the evaluation is to provide information on progress towards achievements of the programme outputs, outcome and impact.   The evaluation will provide information on the state of monitoring and evaluation as tools for evidence-based planning and decision at the district, sector and national levels.  It will also provide lessons on the design and implementation of similar projects in future.   

The main users of the evaluation results include:

Ministry of Economic Planning and Development;

Ministry of Finance;

Office of the President and Cabinet (OPC);

Line ministries;

District, town and city councils;

Development partners;

UN System

OBJECTIVES OF THE EVALUATION

The objectives of the End-Term Evaluation are: 

to determine the extent to which the program outputs  and outcomes as defined in the Program Document have been achieved;

to determine the impact,  both positive and negative, from the contribution of the programme to  national monitoring and evaluation capacities in Malawi;

to determine the efficiency and effectiveness in the implementation of the program including the effectiveness of institutional arrangements, partnership strategies and sustainability of the results;

to document challenges and lessons learnt in the course of implementation to inform future decisions in program design and management of similar interventions. 

The end-term of evaluation is to be conducted during the 1st quarter, Feb-March, 2013.  The key partners of the program are the Government of Malawi, the European Union (EU), GZ, the Department for International Development of the UK, UNFPA, UNICEF and UNDP.

SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION

3.1
General

The evaluation will cover the period July. 2009 to March, 2013. Most of the information will be conducted in Lilongwe with limited travel to selected district councils.  The evaluation will build on the findings of the mid-term evaluation of the programme which was conducted in 2011.  The evaluation will be based on the following performance criteria:

Effectiveness: determine the extent to which planned outputs and outcomes achieved as well as establishing plausible links between inputs, outputs and outcomes. 

Relevance: Assess the relevance of the program in the light of capacity development initiatives for M&E pursued by other Development Partner parallel or outside the JPSME.  
Efficiency: Assess the efficiency of the approaches and implementation arrangements in the production of programme outputs.

Sustainability:  examine whether there are adequate conditions and arrangements for sustainability of programme results and activities after the development phase.  
Lessons learnt: document key lessons learnt from implementation of the program.

Cross-cutting issues: examine how the program incorporated or addressed cross-cutting issues such as gender, HIV and environment.

The indicative evaluations questions to assist the consultant in the evaluation exercise have been provided in Annex A.

3.2   Specific Tasks and Schedules
The consultant will provide the following services as well as other activities, which are deemed necessary by UNDP as long as such activities are in line with the purpose and objective of this scope of work:

Literature Review and Preparation of Inception Report: Undertake a literature review of the program documents and other relevant documents and prepare an inception report within five (4) working days. The inception report should not exceed 15 pages excluding annexes and provide a detailed proposed methodology and instruments/data collection tools to be reviewed by an Evaluation Reference Group. The documents to be reviewed include, but are not limited to the following:

Approved Program Document

2008-2011 Country Program Action Plan (CPAP)

JPSME Mid-Term Evaluation Report, 2011

EU Results-Oriented Monitoring (ROM) Mission Report, 2012

Program Work plans

Progress and Financial Reports

Any other documents to get acquainted with the project activities and results.

Data Collection and Analysis: A total period of eight (8) working days is expected to be used for data collection. Most of the data will be collected from secondary sources at the Ministry of Economic Planning and Development (MEPD), NSO, UNDP and line ministries and selected district councils.

Data Analysis and Preparation of Draft Report: Five (5) working days is expected for data analysis and synthesis and interpretation of findings. An additional five (5) working days will be expected to be used to produce a quality draft report to be circulated to stakeholders for review.

Presentation of draft report: A presentation outlining the objectives of the evaluation, key findings including lessons learnt during project implementation and recommendations to stakeholders.

Finalisation of the Report: Consolidation of comments from reviews by stakeholders, and submission of final report in three (3) working days after the stakeholders’ meeting.
4.0 METHODOLOGY

The methodology to be used during the evaluation will include but not limited to: document review, interviews and participatory data collection methods such as focus group discussions, observation during site visits and questionnaires.

Document Review: The review of documents will be conducted as guided by section 3 a) above. This review may also be extended to any other project and related documents to get acquainted with the project activities and results.

Interviews and Focus Groups: the consultant is also expected to use in-depth interviews and participatory approaches to collect additional information to fill in information gaps and triangulate information from various sources. These methods will require the consultant to develop interview and focus group discussion guiding questions which needs to be included in the inception report.

The assignment is for a maximum of  22 full-time working days from the date the contract is signed. The assignment should be completed by 25 April, 2013 at the latest. 

5.0
COMPOSITION OF THE TEAM
The evaluation team will be comprised of two members with evaluation experience and with one of them taking a leader’s role.  The team leader will be responsible for with overall responsibility for providing guidance and leadership, and in coordinating the draft and final report. 
5.1
Team leader

Qualifications and experience

At least a Master’s degree in Social Sciences, Development Studies or related discipline.

A minimum of seven years progressive professional experience in project/ programme reviews and evaluations.

Working experience in developing countries.

Excellent report writing skills. 

Strong communication skills.

Required experience

Demonstrated knowledge of current evaluation theory and practice and several years of experience in evaluating development projects, preferably those that are related to the field of program design, management  and institutional development. 

In-depth knowledge of monitoring and evaluation and results based management is must. 

5.2
Institutional capacity development expert

Qualifications and competencies

An advanced degree in development,  economics, management, social or political sciences or related field;

At least 5 years of relevant experience;

Excellent drafting skills in the national working language;

Sufficient competence in spoken and written English;

Superior ability to produce high quality evaluation reports.

Required experience

experience in organizational capacity development program design, implementation M&E in Malawi or within the region; 

proven experience in conducting organizational reviews and institutional capacity assessments

knowledge and experience of the design and development of M&E systems in the public sector.

IMPLEMENTATION ARRANGEMENTS

a) Management arrangements – The UNDP country office will be responsible for liaising with the project team to set up the stakeholder interviews, arrange the field visits, co-ordinate with the Government the hiring of the consultants and ensure the timely provision of per diems and travel arrangements within the country for the evaluation team. These Terms of Reference follow the UNDP policies and procedures, and together with the final agenda will be agreed upon by the UNDP Regional Service Centre, UNDP Country Office and the Government working with the Evaluation Reference Group. These three parties will receive a draft of the final evaluation report and provide comments on it prior to its completion. 

b) The Evaluators will be expected to be fully self-sufficient in terms of office equipment and supplies, communication, accommodation and transport.

The Evaluators will provide the UNDP JPSME Trust Fund Manager with regular feedback on the progress of the evaluation process.

The Evaluators will ensure strict adherence to timely delivery of the report.

METHOD OF APPLICATION FOR EVALUATORS

ANNEX A:  INDICATIVE EVALUATION QUESTIONS

Program Conceptualization/Design:

Whether the problem the program is addressing is clearly identified and the approach soundly conceived;

Whether the target beneficiaries and end-users of the results of the program are clearly identified;

Whether the objectives, outcome and outputs of the program were stated explicitly and precisely in verifiable terms with observable success indicators;

Whether the relationship between objectives, outcome, outputs, activities and inputs of the program are logically articulated and;

Whether the program started with a well-prepared work-plan and reasons, if any, for deviations. 

Programme Relevance:

Whether the program is relevant to the development priorities of the country and;

Given the objectives of the programme, whether appropriate institutions have been assisted.

Programme Implementation/

Whether the management arrangements of the programme were appropriate and adequate;

The fulfilling of the success criteria as outlined in the programme document;

The responsiveness of the program management to significant changes in the environment in which the program functions (both facilitating or impeding program implementation);

Lessons from other relevant programs if incorporated in the program implementation. 

The monitoring and backstopping of the programme as expected by the Government and UNDP;

The delivery of Government counterpart inputs in terms of personnel, premises and equipment and;

Program’s collaboration with industry associations, private sector and civil society, if relevant.

Summation of Results/Success of the programme/effectiveness:

The overall outputs and their meaning are as defined in the program support documents and project documents that should form the main basis for this evaluation. In addition to the end-term targets in the logical framework, the details of the specific project impact to be provided are: 

What are the major achievements of the program vis-à-vis its objectives.

What are the potential areas for program’s success?  Please explain in detail in terms of impact, sustainability of results and contribution to capacity development.

What major issues and problems affected the implementation of the program and what factors could have resolved them.

Given an opportunity, what actions the evaluation team members would have recommended to ensure that this potential for success translated into actual success. 

Level of institutional networking achieved and capacity development of key partners, if done in a structured manner at different stages – from inception to program operations.

Any underlying factors, beyond control, that influenced the outcome of the program.

Have there been any unplanned effects?  

Programme Performance/Efficiency:

Whether the program resources (financial, physical and manpower) were adequate in terms of both quantity and quality and timely;

Whether the program resources are used effectively to produce planned results (Are the disbursements and project expenditures in line with expected budgetary plans)?;

Whether the program is cost-effective compared to similar interventions;

Whether the technologies selected (any innovations adopted, if any) were suitable;

The role of UNDP CO and its impact (positive and negative) on the functioning of the program.

Whether there is evidence to support accountability of programs and for UNDP to use in its accountability requirements to its partners;

The effectiveness of financial arrangements including: a) the basket fund with UNDP as the Managing Agent and b) parallel funding with the Government of Malawi making cash contributions to the program through annual budget allocations. 

Sustainability:

What systems and mechanisms have been put in place by government to sustain the results of the program?

Will the systems, tools and M&E frameworks put in place and capacities developed by the program continue to be used and produce benefits after the closure of the development phase?

Lessons Learnt:

What are the main lessons (positive and negative) that can be drawn from the program’s experiences since its inception? 

Cross-cutting themes:

1.
How did the program affect the way issues relating to gender, human rights, HIV/AIDS and environment were addressed in monitoring and evaluation functions and activities?
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1. Peter Kulemeka

Trust Fund Manager, UNDP

2. Chauncy Simwaka

Director, M&E Division of MEPD

3. Jimmy Kawaye


Programme Manager, JPSME II

4. Walusungu Kayira

Head of Planning, MLGRD

5. Cliff Chiunda


Director of Programmes and Projects Implem and M&E, OPC

6. Javier Alvarez


Project Manager, European Union

7. Ashish Shah


Department for International Development

8. Nyson Chizani


UNICEF

9. Thomas Munthali

UNFPA

10. Felix Nankhuni


M&E Ministry of Education

11. Sarah Tione


M&E, Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security

12. Chimwemwe Khoswe

M&E, Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security

13. Flemmings Nyirenda

M&E, Department of Statutory Corporations

14. Temwanani Mganga

Programme Analyst, UNDP
15. Rob Mwanamanga

M&E, Ministry of Health

16. Peter Njela


M&E, Kasungu District Council

17. Cecilia Chisale


M&E, Kasungu District Council

18. Misheck Fombe

M&E, Mmbelwa District Council

19. Mr. Chirambo 


Director of Planning, Mzuzu City Council

20. Harry Chipeni


DPD, Chitipa District Council

21. Harrid Nkhoma

M&E, Chitipa District Council

22. Mathias Mailosi

M&E, Salima District Council

23. Howard Njewa

JPSME Accountant
24. Misheck Fombe

M&E Officer M’mbelwa District Council

25. Eric Kenamu


M&E Officer Zomba District Council

26. Peter Chambewu

M&E Officer Balaka District Council

27. Simekinala Kaluzi

Programme Officer CONGOMA

28. Mr. Kanyanda


National Statistical Office
29. Ms Juma


National Statistical Office
30. Mr. G. Chilenga

M&E Officer, Mangochi

31. Mr. Khembo


M&E Officer Blantyre City Council
32. Ms Ireen Kachingwe

MISO, Ntcheu
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� EU, DFID, GIZ, UNICEF, and UNFPA


� The programme was initially planned for 4 years but was extended by 9 months


� Other development partners have been supporting monitoring and evaluation activities through parallel funding.





� The Steering Commmitte was responsible for management decision relating to the initiation, direction, review and closure of the programme,


� The Technical Working Committee was responsible for reviewing technical reports on M&E and making recommendations to the steering committee with regard to strengthening M&E systems at various levels.


� The PETS tools involve auditing of the internal processes, procedures of public agencies in order to improve quality of delivery of public services to the community.


� The surveys had not been undertaken since impact on such interventions takes time to be felt hence the surveys could not produce meaningful results within months following the training.


� This included other new basket fund partners.


� UNDP, UNICEF, UNFPA  
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