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The present Draft Inception Report is the first deliverable of the Mid-term evaluation of the Action “Improving synergies between Social Protection and Public Finance Management (SP&PFM)”. This evaluation is mandated by the European Commission, DG for International Partnerships. 

This report closes the inception phase of the evaluation. During this phase, the evaluation team conducted preliminary interviews with key stakeholders forming part of the Reference Group (RG).

This report is presented in five sections:

1. Section 1 details the evaluation objectives and scope as well as its challenges.
2. Section 2 outlines the context within which the EU and the partners’ support to social protection (SP) and Public Finance Management (PFM) took place, especially the evolution of their strategic frameworks and the priorities guiding their interventions in the field. Specific attention is given to the way in which interactions between PFM and SP are considered.
3. Section 3 provides a description of the main activities undertaken under the various components and of the role of the different stakeholders.
4. Section 4 presents the evaluation framework including the intervention logic and the set of evaluation questions.
5. Section 5 is dedicated to the selection of the 9 case studies, to the approach to be followed for the desk phase, to the calendar and to preliminary suggestions for the dissemination phase. 


[bookmark: _Toc65778523][bookmark: _Ref66210302][bookmark: _Ref66210307][bookmark: _Ref66210317][bookmark: _Toc88325888]Objectives, scope and challenges of the evaluation
[bookmark: _Toc88325889][bookmark: _Toc65778524]Objectives
This evaluation aims to provide an overall independent evaluation of the Action “Improving synergies between Social Protection and Public Finance Management (SP&PFM)”, co-implemented by EU, ILO (lead agency), UNICEF and Global Coalition of Social Protection Floors (GCSPF) paying particular attention to its intermediate results measured against its expected objectives. It covers the Action in its entirety, in its implementation period 01/10/2019 to 30/09/2021. More precisely, the evaluation will assess, along the lines of the OECD/DAC evaluation criteria, the progress and quality of the implementation against the implementation plan and the likelihood of achieving expected results of the Action at the end of the implementation phase. It will also consider the context of an evolving cooperation policy with an increasing emphasis on result-oriented approaches and the contribution towards EU foreign policy objectives and the implementation of the SDGs. A specific emphasis will be given on the management and governance structure and cross-country activities especially the extent and quality of the evidence and knowledge generation approaches. 

Based on its findings and conclusions, the evaluation will provide lessons learned and recommendations to the EU and its implementing partners to improve current and future actions. 
[bookmark: _Toc88325890]Scope
The thematic scope of this evaluation encompasses the three components of the Action namely:
· Approach 1 covering the 8 pre-selected priority countries (Angola, Ethiopia, Burkina-Faso, Uganda, Senegal, Nepal, Cambodia and Paraguay) supported through medium-term technical assistance (TA) and capacity and knowledge development activities provided by ILO, UNICEF and the GCSPF.
· Approach 2 that includes providing on-demand shorter-term advisory services provided by ILO to countries selected following calls for proposals (the first call resulted in the selection of 10 countries; the preliminary proposals for the second call were due by the end of September 2021). 
· Global and regional activities aiming to take advantage of synergies across the various country interventions and covering overall coordination, quality assurance as well as  research related to SP effects, especially research on multiplier effects of SP expenditures and revenue collection on domestic demand and growth. 

The geographic coverage of the evaluation encompasses the 18 countries on 3 continents having benefited from Approach 1 and 2 up to now. The evaluation will nevertheless focus on a sample of 9 countries for detailed analysis (5 countries under Approach 1 and 4 countries under Approach 2). A proposal for the selection of these 9 countries is presented in section 5. 

The Action started in October 2019 and is expected to end in May 2023. The mid-term evaluation covers the six months inception phase (until March 2020) and 18 months of implementation (from April 2020 to September 2021). 
[bookmark: _Toc88325891]Challenges and ways to address them
[bookmark: _Toc65778525]The main challenges for this evaluation and our suggestions for mitigation are identified as follows. 

	Risks, limitations
	Suggested responses

	The scope covers multiple initiatives carried out through numerous partners in a wide variety of contexts 

	· We further clarified the scope during this inception phase through interviews with RG members; a better understanding of both the context within which the Action took place (sections 2 and 3) and of the intervention logic (Section 4).
· We propose a mix of data collection and evaluation tools to cover the scope in its breadth and depth (e.g. through the (remote) field visits).

	Attributing the Action’s contribution to results reached through SP&PFM support 
	We propose a step by step analysis based on the detailed intervenion logic clearly identifying the different levels of expected outputs, outcomes and results and their sequence: 
· analysing outputs and intermediary outcomes (financing and design of public policies delivering SP) 
· analysing outcomes for final beneficiaries and their determining factors 
· identifying the possible contribution of EU/ILO/UNICEF/GCSPF support 

	The COVID crisis context which partly obscures the achievements but could also have been positive for the impact of the Action
	Specific attention will be paid to the way in which the Action has integrated the COVID context and contributed to the implementation of protection measures for the affected populations and to the development of long-term SP systems

	The need for remote evaluation techniques if the sanitary situation does not evolve favourably.
	· We draw on ADE’s extensive experience with remote data collection, honed through its work in fragile countries and, more recently, during the COVID-19 crisis 
· We make use of ADE’s well-established network of consultants, and its proven experience in ensuring quality work of remote teams, under tight deadlines and in conceptually and logistically challenging assignments


 


[bookmark: _Toc88325892]Context: Social Policy framework and role of PFM in SP 
[bookmark: _Toc88325893]Evolution of the Social Policy framework guiding the Action
Over the past decade, the EC has paid increasing attention to SP issues and has gradually developed an intervention strategy to support the development of SP systems.  Before the 2012 Communication, the European Union did not have a specific SP policy and followed the 2006 European Development Consensus in that matter, pursuing mostly poverty reduction goals. In the final report (2018) of the Evaluation of EU support to SP in external action 2007-2013, the evaluators conclude: “To date, the EU has concentrated very largely on social assistance; a decision consistent with its focus on poverty reduction”. Social assistance consists in non-contributory schemes such as cash transfers while social insurance is based on contributions made by beneficiaries.
[bookmark: _Toc87883361]Figure 1: Evolution of the EU Social Policy framework  
[image: ]


In 2011, the EU adopted the Agenda for Change: EU Policy on future development cooperation. Developing SP is encouraged in support of inclusive growth characterised by “people’s ability to participate in and benefit from wealth and job creation” and in order to reduce long-term poverty and adopt a more comprehensive approach to human development, but the document does not yet describe how SP supports inclusive growth in practice. 

After this followed the 2012 Communication “Social Protection in European Union Development Cooperation” (COM(2012) 446) aiming to  fully integrate SP into EU development policy and in support of the adoption in 2011 of the Social Protection Floors (SPF) Initiative led by ILO advocating for nationally-defined social protection floors: Social protection floors comprise a basic set of social guarantees for all (horizontal dimension) and the gradual implementation of higher standards (vertical dimension) as an integrated set of social policies designed guarantee income security and access to essential social services for all, paying particular attention to vulnerable groups and protecting and empowering people across the life cycle.  In this Communication, the EU considers the rights-based definition of SP, used by UN agencies notably, as “strongly normative” and chooses a definition more focused on the role of SP to escape and avoid poverty and provide a higher level of social security through income security and access to essential services throughout the life-cycle. 

	The social protection floors referred to in Paragraph 4 (ILO Recommendation 2012) should comprise at least the following basic social security guarantees:
(a) access to a nationally defined set of goods and services, constituting essential health care, including maternity care, that meets the criteria of availability, accessibility, acceptability and quality;
(b) basic income security for children, at least at a nationally defined minimum level, providing access to nutrition, education, care and any other necessary goods and services;
I basic income security, at least at a nationally defined minimum level, for persons in active age who are unable to earn sufficient income, in particular in cases of sickness, unemployment, maternity and disability; and
(d) basic income security, at least at a nationally defined minimum level, for older persons.



Several key points can be taken from this Communication. The focus is on the role of SP for inclusive development, inclusive growth, reduction of poverty and inequalities, through the following priorities:
Increasing access to public services, improving health, education, nutrition and increasing labour productivity;
Providing tools for risk management for individuals by defending their long-term income-generating potential; 
Promoting income stability and acting as a macroeconomic stabilizer in times of economic turbulence;
Providing inter-generational equity (social benefits over the life-cycle from the currently-productive generation to children, young people and the elderly); 
All countries have different profiles, thus there is a necessity for tailor-made solutions based on country-specific needs and priorities, as set out by the SPF Initiative.

For the EU, the challenges in developing countries are the following: 
In MICs: the priority is to broaden the coverage (especially to the informal economy) and improve the efficiency of social assistance programmes designed to reach vulnerable groups of the population.
In LICs: The mains challenges are the funding and improving institutional capacity to raise the necessary financial resources to provide SP programmes for all citizens.

PFM is briefly mentioned: 
Revenue reform for fiscal space: increase fiscal space to fund SP.
“Capacity-building for strong institutions”: necessity to support good governance and PFM to avoid leakages in the SP.

[bookmark: _Hlk87861449]However, the programming and modalities of the EU support for the development of SP are not explicitly described in this Communication. The need for increased operational guidance was addressed through the publication of a Reference Document on Social Transfers in the Fight against Hunger (2012), and the establishment of two technical services to support headquarters and Delegations: the EU Advisory Service in Social Transfers (ASiST) in 2011 and the EU Expertise in Social Protection, Labour and Employment (SOCIEUX) in 2013.

In 2015, “Supporting SP systems: Concept paper n°4” offers a conceptual basis (not so much of an operational guidance, as the design of SP systems must be tailor-made) responding to the call in COM(2012) 446 to “support the development of nationally-owned SP policies and programmes, including social protection floors, while seeking to promote good practice in policy formulation and the design and development of SP systems.” Hence, the same approach of SP is defended, but in greater detail:
SP systems are meant to be universal systems: for all residents (not just citizens), informal workers,…
PFM issues include increasing government revenue, reallocating public expenditure (from lower to higher priorities), enhancing operational efficiency, replacing grant sources with tax sources for sustainable SP systems.
Existing SP programmes, generally implemented by donors and NGOs, should be systematised and SP systems designed to incorporate them in the national policy framework. In this way, smaller SP programmes and schemes can be used as a basis for the design of the SP system and be scaled up nationally.
SP instruments should be integrated into a broader policy framework (cash transfers, insurance mechanisms and social services).

The concept paper also highlights the components to be addressed when designing SP systems:
Institutional home: where in government SP systems will be housed (who will manage design, implementation and ongoing operation of the associated programmes (which ministries, agencI...)); 
Costing (determined by the coverage, benefit size and administration);
Eligibility and beneficiary selection;
Conditions (benefits on the condition that beneficiaries comply with certain active requirements).

In the meantime, together with the OECD and Finland, the European Commission launched the EU SP-SYSTEMS (EU-SPS) Programme, supporting the development of sustainable SP systems in 10 partner countries between 2015 and 2018. The approach of EU-SPS to SP was to promote comprehensive social policies (social assistance, social insurance, active labour market measures, and access to essential social services) by working with partner country stakeholders to carry out the SP reforms desired and prioritised by governments of the partner countries.

In 2017, the EU published its new European Consensus on Development as response to the UN Agenda for Sustainable Development 2030 and SDGs (2015). Reduction (and in the long-term eradication) of poverty remains the primary objective of the EU in development policy. The EU reaffirms its commitment to :
support access for health services and universal health coverage; 
“promote progressive taxation and redistributive public policies that pay due attention to better sharing the benefits of growth, the creation of wealth and decent jobs” ;
“support efficient, sustainable and equitable social protection systems to guarantee basic income, prevent relapses into extreme poverty and build resilience.”;
Support the “Collect More, Spend Better” approach: address tax evasion, tax avoidance and illicit financial flows as well as the efficiency, effectiveness and fairness of tax systems and of SP financing.

[bookmark: _Hlk87866896]In 2019, the European Commission published the EU Reference Document on Social Protection across the Humanitarian-Development Nexus (2019) and the Social Protection across the Humanitarian-Development Nexus Guidance Package (SPaN Guidance Package) to provide “key information, tools and procedures for implementing and operating social protection programmes in situations of shocks and protracted crises”. The EU believes that further developing SP will be a game changer in supporting citizens through shocks and crises, as SP systems can be used to bring effective and sustainable responses in those contexts. As humanitarian crises are becoming more frequent, severe and long, short-term responses are becoming inadequate, hence the interest in rather “shock-responsive” or “adaptive” SP. Shock-responsive SP enables the move from international humanitarian financing system to nationally-owned alternatives. SP has also a potential role of influencing decisions to migrate in crisis contexts. The EU underlines the need for cooperation and compromise between a variety of stakeholders (humanitarian, development and government agencies and citizens) to correctly bridge SP and humanitarian action. Based on their experience to date, this approach is based mostly on the social assistance side of SP as the most common operational instruments between humanitarian action and SP are cash transfers. this SPaN guidance also emphasised the need to develop a long-term planning approach as well as multi-sectoral planning and financing to ensure adequate and sustainable funding, and the reallocation of existing fiscal resources.

ILO is one of the lead actors on SP and aims to achieve universal protection of the population (horizontal dimension: minimum levels of income security, access to essential health care; vertical dimension: ILO social security standards (embedded in the ILO Social security (minimum standards) Convention, 1952 (No. 102)). One of the guiding references of ILO is the Decent Work Agenda, developed in 1999, built around 4 pillars: employment creation, social protection, rights at work, and social dialogue. Decent work is understood as “productive work for women and men in conditions of freedom, equity, security and human dignity” and is included in the 8th goal of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. The Decent Work Agenda is implemented mainly through Decent Work Country Programmes (DWCPs).  

The Recommendation No.202 on Social Protection Floors (see p.5) defines the 18 principles that Member States should apply as social protection floor (Article 3). Many of these principles are highly relevant to the main objectives targeted by the current Action, specifically:  

Expansion of coverage: “(a) universality of protection, based on social solidarity; (g) progressive realization, including by setting targets and time frames; (d) non-discrimination, gender equality and responsiveness to special nIs; (e) social inclusion, including of persons in the informal economy; 
Rights-based: (b) entitlement to benefits prescribed by national law; (c) adequacy and predictability of benefits; (f) respect for the rights and dignity of people covered by the social security guarantees; (q) full respect for collective bargaining and freedom of association for all workers; 
Sustainable financing: (h) solidarity in financing while seeking to achieve an optimal balance between the responsibilities and interests among those who finance and benefit from social security schemes; (i) consideration of diversity of methods and approaches, including of financing mechanisms and delivery systems; (j) transparent, accountable and sound financial management and administration; (k) financial, fiscal and economic sustainability with due regard to social justice and equity; 
Policy coherence: (l) coherence with social, economic and employment policies; (m) coherence across institutions responsible for delivery of social protection; (n) high-quality public services that enhance the delivery of social security systI; and (r) tripartite participation with representative organizations of employers and workers, as well as consultation with other relevant and representative organizations of persons concerned.
Effective implementation: (o) efficiency and accessibility of complaint and appeal procedures; (p) regular monitoring of implementation, and periodic evaluation;”

In 2016, ILO launched the first phase of the Global Flagship Programme: Building social protection floors for all aiming to provide better access to social protection to 130 million of people by 2020 through the implementation of social protection systems including floors. This Programme uses a three steps approach to develop national SP floors: 1) Adopting national social protection strategies; 2) Designing and reforming schemes; 3) Improving operations. It is based around a normative, rights-based approach of universal social protection. The Global Flagship Programme on Building Social Protection Floors for All: Strategy for the second phase (2021-2025) has been designed taking into account the lessons learned in the first phase and aims to “achieve institutional changes in all 50 focus countries by 2025 and more specifically to achieve: step 1 in 10 countries; step 2 in 30 countries; and step 3 in 40 countries.”

The “Outcome 8: Comprehensive and sustainable social protection for all” of the Programme and Budget for the biennium 2022–23 defines the social protection priorities for the next two years, shaped by the impacts and lessons of the covid-19’crisis. ILO's strategy remains rooted in the international labour standards, particularly R102 and R202. Priorities will be notably to work to reach universal health coverage and income security to workers in all types of employment (informal and rural economies, migrant workers, …). ILO will pay particular attention to “advocating for sufficient fiscal space and making the economic case for social protection by promoting linkages between the creation of decent jobs and the sustainability of social protection systems” and to strengthen their role in the humanitarian-development-peace nexus.

Following the same line, the Resolution concerning the second recurrent discussion on social protection (social security) (ILC.109/Resolution III) was taken in June 2021to reaffirm ILO’s commitment to apply the guiding principles of the Recommendation No. 202, but also the primary responsibility of states to provide SP for all. The need to effectively progress in the design and implementation of SP policies & systems is all the more relevant since the covid-19 pandemic, revealing the coverage and financing gaps of SP systems. ILO underlined the need for resilient, effective, inclusive, adequate and sustainable over the long-term SP systems. Finally, this resolution reaffirms the mandate and leadership of ILO in the multilateral system to promote international policy coherence and ensure the implementation of social security standards. 

ILO promotes a systems approach aiming to develop comprehensive and coherent national social protection systems applying the principles of universality of protection, social inclusion, non-discrimination (including floors). In this context, ILO has developed a shared vision of universal social protection with the World Bank, leading to a joint declaration in 2015, recognising that there are many paths towards universal social protection, and jointly committing to:

national ownership of development processes towards universalism 
the choice of countries to aim for gradual and progressive realization or immediate universal coverage 
the heterogeneity in the design and implementation of universal schemes. 
ILO also insists on policy coordination with national macroeconomic, fiscal, digital and SDG policies, with a particular orientation. 

At international level, the European Commission is a member of the Social Protection Inter-Agency Cooperation Board (SPIAC-B), established in 2012 at the behest of the G20. The SPIAC-B is co-chaired by the World Bank and International Labour Organization (ILO) and includes UN agencies, programmes and funds, international financial institutions and bilateral development agencies. This is the mechanism for coordination at international level of the main actors in SP including a significant number of EU Member States. In this framework, the EU intended to contribute to shape global thinking and development of policy making, and it has led the push for ensuring participation by representatives of partner countries. The Commission also participates in the work of the Inter-Agency Social Protection Assessment (ISPA) Initiative, set up by the SPIAC-B to develop consistent and evidence-based tools that support governments to assess and improve their national SP systems, programs and delivery mechanisms. The EU has also regularly intervened on the follow-up of the ILO Recommendation N° 202 (2012) on social protection floor in ILO tripartite meetings.

In its cooperation with developing countries, the Commission is engaged in policy dialogue, on SP. The policy framework on SP built of several’Commissions' communications, Council Conclusions as well as policy and technical documents (cf. above) that emphasize that the following principles should guide policy dialogue and other interventions in support to SP systems: inclusiveness, adequacy, sustainability, governance and institutional capacity as well as social dialogue and dialogue with civil society. 

[bookmark: _Hlk87861693]UNICEF has also become a key actor in the sector of SP, involved in more than 150 countries defending inclusive and rights-based social protection systems that addresses economic and social vulnerabilities faced by children and their families. Its first Strategic Framework in 2012 Integrated Social Protection Systems: Enhancing equity for children responds to an increased demand for policy and guidance on SP which is a “crucial policy tool for supporting equity and social justice in UNICEF’s equity-focused approach to development”. UNICEF promotes the development and strengthening of integrated SP systems around three core principles: (1) Progressive Realization of Universal Coverage, (2) National Systems and Leadership (no ‘one size fits all’ strategy for SP policies), (3) Inclusive Social Protection: responsive to the dimensions of exclusion such as gender, ethnicity, HIV status, geographic location, and disability. The UNICEF’s strategic plan 2018-2021 defining the four key ways for UNICEF to deliver increasing results for children and five goal areas the fifth of which calls for every child to have an equitable chance in life. This goal aims that every child is able to fulfil his or her potential without the barriers that are extreme poverty, geography, conflict, discrimination and exclusion, and the lifelong consequences for themselves and their societies. Revising the UNICEF’s Social Protection Strategic Framework 2012 to adapt to the new emerging challenges threatening children (climate breakdown, urbanization, demographic change, and humanitarian crises…), the 2019 new Global social protection programme framework: A framework for child sensitive social protection revised the 10 action areas on social protection to support countries to progressively achieve universal social protection for children:

	At evidence level 
	1. Child poverty analysis, impact evaluations and systems assessments 

	At policy level
	2. Policy and strategy development, coordination and financing 

	At programme level 
	3. Expanding and improving cash transfers for children 
4. Connecting cash transfers to information, knowledge and services 
5. Expanding and improving health insurance 
6. Supporting childcare and adolescent employability 
7. Strengthening the social welfare workforce and direct outreach to families 

	At administrative level 
	8. Strengthening integrated administrative systems 

	On shock-responsive social protection
	9. Strengthening national shock-responsive social protection systems 
10. Linking humanitarian cash transfers to social protection systems



The GCSPF was created in summer 2012. The Coalition now consists of more than 100 NGOs and Trade Unions from all parts of the world. It operates within a worldwide network structure without formal headquarters. It promotes the right of all people residing in a country to social security, regardless of documentation; and supports social protection floors as key instruments to achieve the overarching social goal of the global development agenda. It is represented in this Action by three of its partners, all of them part of the Core Team of GCSPF: HelpAge International, Oxfam and We Social Movements.
[bookmark: _Toc88325894]Synergies between SP and PFM 
The Action considers PFM as a key dimension of a SP policy. SP systems should be operated and controlled by government units and their implementation is carried out through the PFM system which includes all components of a country’s budget process (OECD 2009). 

Synergies between PFM and SP are therefore significant as SP policies have to fit into the public finance system and conform to its functioning and objectives. As recalled by the PEFA guidance (2016), the purpose of a good PFM system is to ensure that the policies of governments are implemented as intended and achieve their objectives. The PFM system pursues 3 main objectives: 
Aggregate fiscal discipline: the maintenance of aggregate fiscal discipline deals with the interaction between revenue and expenditure and the objective of macroeconomic stability and long-term sustainability. 
Strategic allocation of resources: Public resources must be allocated to agreed-upon strategic priorities.
Efficient service delivery: the PFM system should also ensure operational efficiency by delivering services at reasonable costs.

The Action Document highlights several PFM dimensions that need to be taken into account for developing effective SP systems: the source of financing and the link with Domestic Resource Mobilisation; the articulation between the State budget and the SP budget; the assessment of financial sustainability and macroeconomic stability; the need to have an adequate budget policy aiming to reallocate expenditure in favour of SP and the most vulnerable populations (with a particular focus on women, children, older persons and persons with disabilities); the delivery mechanisms at central and local governments levels.

The next two diagrams show these key dimensions in the functioning of the PFM system. The first represents the overall organisation of the State and the place of social security revenues and expenditures into the budget. 
[bookmark: _Toc87883362]Figure 2: SP revenues and expenditures in Government’s finance
[image: ]

Government expenditure on SP includes expenditure on services and transfers provided to individual persons and households and expenditure on services provided on a collective basis. It may be implemented through specific social security schemes (mainly contributory schemes) or through the budget (social assistance) by the Central Government but also by local Governments. It includes provision of SP in the form of cash benefits and benefits in kind in the case of sickness and disability, old age, survivors, family and children, unemployment, housing, social exclusion. Social security schemes provide SP and require formal participation by the beneficiaries, evidenced by the payment of contributions (actual or imputed). 

Both options need adequate and sustainable financing which raise several issues 1) in terms of  overall fiscal policy and of debt trajectory with a view to maintain long-term macroeconomic stability; 2) in terms of the ad’inistration's capacity to collect taxes and other revenues; 3) in terms of the choice of allocation of available resources to the different priorities of the government. 

The capacity to deliver, execute and track budgeted or programmed expenditure is also key for implementing and monitoring effective gender-sensitive and disability-inclusive SP systems. Several components of the PFM system are directly concerned: strategic planning and medium-term financing, annual budgeting and budget programming, budget execution including revenue management, control, accounting as well as reporting, and monitoring and evaluation, audit and oversight. Figure 3 highlights at each stage the main challenges for SP system implementation. 
[bookmark: _Toc87883363]Figure 3: Synergies between PFM and SP
    [image: ]





[bookmark: _Toc88325895]Support provided and main actors involved 
The Action brings together several partners to provide support for improving synergies between SP and PFM through three levels of intervention.  
[bookmark: _Toc87883364]Figure 4: Action budget and partners 
[image: A picture containing chart

Description automatically generated]
A budget of EUR 22,9 million was allocated to the Action of which EUR 20 million comes from the EU, EUR 1,9 million from ILO and EUR 1 million from UNICEF. The resources were  allocated as follows:
EUR 14,8 million for Approach 1 (64,7% of the budget)
EUR 4,8 million for Approach 2 (21,3% of the budget)
The remaining EUR 3,2 million for regional and global activities (14.0% of the budget) including  the research on multiplier effects of SP expenditure and revenue collection on domestic demand and growth. 
[bookmark: _Toc87883368]Table 1: Action budget by components/partners (EUR)
[image: ]
Source: Budget Annex III 

The implementation of the activities was entrusted to ILO (lead agency) and UNICEF in close collaboration with the GCSPF. ILO and UNICEF co-implement Approach 1 (with the support of GCSPF only in 4 priority countries (Cambodia, Nepal, Senegal, Uganda)) while Approach 2 is entirely carried out by ILO. ILO implement 65% of the total budget[footnoteRef:2]. [2:  	Out of ILO allocation for cross country activities, an implementation agreement of EUR 916,254 was expected to be signed between the ILO and the GCSPF or one or several of its members. ] 


A Project Management Unit (PMU) was established by ILO and UNICEF to ensure the overall coordination of activities. A Steering Committee (SC) comprising EC, ILO UNICEF, GCSPF and one EU Member State (MS) is in charge of supporting the Action’s implementation, providing overall strategic guidance, assessing and if necessary, adapting activities. Since August 2021, an Advisory board is in place to provide technical guidance to the implementing partners, the Steering Committee and country teams. Social partners (ITUC and IOE) are members of the Advisory Board.

On the ground, several actors may be directly or indirectly involved, among others EUD, Governments, EU MS’ Agencies, other UN programmes as well as CSO, NGOs and research institutions. All activities of the Action should follow a participatory process that involves all relevant stakeholders in a national dialogue process.  

The table below shows the main areas of support provided to countries benefiting from Approach 1 and Approach 2 (based on ILO monitoring documents). Overall, the areas that have been most covered so far are, in order of importance: 
1. administration and governance (14 of 18 countries); 
2. informal sector (13); 
3. coordination with EU interventions (11); 
4. Fiscal space (11); 
5. Improvement of schemes, COVID responses and costing (10).  

In contrast, the issues of inclusion of disabled and gender sensitivity, as well as knowledge development, are the least addressed.




[bookmark: _Toc87883369]Table 2: Benefiting countries of Approach 1 and Approach 2 and main areas of intervention
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[bookmark: _Toc88325896]Evaluation framework 
[bookmark: _Toc88325897]Intervention logic of “Improving synergies between SP and PFM” 
We propose below the reconstructed intervention logic (IL) scheme of the SP&PFM Action to guide the analytical work for this evaluation. This scheme draws on the IL detailed in the ToR (§ 1.2) as well as on specific elements included in the original EU Action Document regarding the description of the Action (specific objectives and expected activities for each results) and elements from the mitigating strategies of the Action for each overall and specific objective. The rebuild IL is an analytical tool which is different from the Action Logframe and which will permit to better highlight the cause and effect links between inputs/outputs/outcomes/ impacts as required by the Terms of Reference. The consequent number of activities defined by the Action Document for each expected result explains the important number of identified output and intermediary outcomes. 

We have separated out at the level of inputs the two in-country approaches (Approaches 1 and 2) of the Action in order to differentiate the short to medium term dimension of the proposed technical advisory and capacity development services to be delivered by the Action’s implementing partners (ILO, UNICEF and GCSPF) as well as third cross-country and global component of the Action’s intervention that complement the two in-country approaches. 

We have also factored elements gathered during our preliminary interviews held with RG members as well as from an introductory review of available documents and reports on the inception and implementation phase of the Action.    

The reconstruction exercise presented hereinafter intends also to disentangle the rather condensed nature of the Action’s three specific objectives (especially the SO n°2) to better identify (based on thorough analysis of the proposed activities in the Action Document, implementing partners’ project documents and preliminary progress reports) expected outputs and outcomes in order to simplify the results chain. 

As the three specific objectives and the result chain of the Action were designed before the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic, these specific dimension of an important crisis context that occurred during the course of the Action’s implementation (that has impacted the content and sequencing of the input/output/outcome chain of the initial IL ’t countries' level ) will be captured through the shock-responsiveness and adaptive SP dimension of the Action (Strategic Objective n° 3) that was mainstreamed into the whole IL.

Three keys dimensions of the Action across the whole IL have been identified at each level of the IL chain:
Gender-responsive and disability-inclusive SP policy design and implementation (including the shock-responsiveness/adaptive, the humanitarian-development nexus dimensions of SP systems);
PFM and DRM/financing aspect of SP systems;
Advocacy, awareness and consensus building around these systems, including knowledge building and sharing.   

Inputs

The EU identified three main groups of interventions to support its implementation of the Action:

1. Under the Approach 1, covering the 8 pre-selected priority countries (Angola, Ethiopia, Burkina-Faso, Uganda, Senegal, Nepal, Cambodia and Paraguay), the implementing partners (ILO, UNICEF and to a lesser extent GPSPF) provide medium-term in-country technical assistance (technical advisory and capacity development) focusing on the design, financing and implementation (policy, financial, institutional, and administrative  governance issues…) of SP systems, including in their shock responsiveness dimension. These activities while essentially targeted to the beneficiary countries and key SP stakeholders could also aim at supporting or consolidating EU bilateral interventions (budget support design/implementation, policy dialogue in the area of SP).

2. Under Approach 2, covering so far 10 countries (and an expected second group of minimum five other countries), the ILO is in charge of providing on-demand shorter-term advisory services on a similar range of SP domains but with a more targeted focus on sub-components of SP systems design, implementation, reform or enhancement processes (fiscal space analysis, costing exercises, programme delivery chains and administrative arrangements analysis,  shock-resilience dimensioning) due to the lower budgets for interventions in each country.

3. These two approaches are complemented and backstopped with a third package of global and regional activities (cross-country dimension) that aims to take advantage of synergies across the various country interventions and cover overall coordination, in-country coherence, quality assurance, cross country exchange and learning/training, as well as empirical research related to SP effects (e.g. multiplier effects of changes in composition and magnitude of SP expenditures on domestic demand, growth and inequalities). All these activities are linked to capacity development and building evidence and available diagnostic tools to consolidate, inform and promote evidence-based decision-making related to key governance dimensions of SP policies, financing, management and reforms. It also provides opportunities for benchmarking exercices and sharing of best practices in these areas. These activities can then also contribute to provide useful guidances, lessons learnt and incentives for further SP supports including for on-going and/or future EU budget support programmes or projects that intend or may encompass SP & PFM issues.  

Outputs 

Through its Action’s supports, the EC expected the following outputs across the following areas: 

SP policy design and implementation

A better understanding of the key strengths and weaknesses of the national SP strategies, policy and systems (including their overall institutional, fiscal and macroeconomic contexts) through the availability of a wide range of diagnostic studies, empirical research, technical advisory services and technical assessments that can contribute to inform key public policy decisions in the area of SP systems.
Strengthened national capacities, understanding and strategic approaches through vulnerability assessment and consolidation of related social information systems to ensure the design and implementation of gender & vulnerabilty responsive and/or disability-inclusive SP programmes.    
Training delivered  in relevant administration and/or services to strengthen national capacities for designing, planning, coordinating, and implementing responsive and adaptive SP programmes, including in line with the development/humanitarian nexus.
Developed institutional capacities to quickly reorientate, develop, refine and support national shock-responsive, counter-cyclical and adaptive SP policies (e.g. in front of an occuring external shock context such as the COVID-19 pandemic). 

PFM and DRM/financing dimensions of SP
 
Trained key civil servants of Finances and SP-related national and sub-national administration for SP policy planning, financing, delivery and monitoring, notably through the support provided by technical advisory and capacity development services of the implementing partners as well as the analytical work on fiscal space, PFM and or budget/fiscal diagnostics provided under the cross-country activities of the Action.
Improved SP administrations’ capacities on social budgeting, public spending management and fiscal space analysis through specific trainings and capacity development activities, financing of technical PFM diagnostic in the SP sector. 
Strengthened capacities of EU Delegations in SP policy dialogue and in SP policy and systems analysis to improve effectiveness of EU BS design and/or implementation in support of national SP systems and contributing to diversify sources of financing and to increase national fiscal space for SP. 

PFM and SP advocacy, multi-stakeholder approach and consensus building 

Strengthened capacity of all SP actors and key stakeholders including civil society organisation, social partners, communities and beneficiaries to promoting monitoring and social accountability and oversight, especially through the activities of the GCSPF in fostering closer cooperation between the different civil society organisation and promoting active participation of civil society and concerned social partners in the design, steering and implementation of the Action. 

Intermediary outcomes

The above identified outputs aim to provide knowledge/tools/ capacities/ sharing of experiences that may contribute to better SP strategies/policies and stronger implementation of SP systems. The analysis of expected intermediary outcomes intends to capture to what extent outputs have contributed to better decision-making for designing inclusive shock responsive and more adaptive and SP systems & programmes. In particular, the EU Action aims at contributing to 

SP policy design and implementation

enhanced evidence and knowledge-based policy decision-making in the design of national and sub-national SP systems, 
stronger national cross-sectors coordination processes for the design of SP and USP financing strategies. 
strengthening the national and sub-national institutional capacities to promoting more coherent, robust and comprehensive national SP systems, in terms of planning, delivering, monitoring and reporting.  
mainstreaming a systematic gender-responsive and disability-inclusive dimension into the design and implementation of national SP programmes and implementation mechanisms.
supporting institutional and technical capacities of partner countries to establish contingency plans and define multi-year funding strategies to run adaptive SP mechanisms, in order to increase the shock-responsiveness and adaptive dimensions of national SP systems. 

PFM and DRM/financing dimensions of SP

An improvement in strategic allocation of resources in the SP sectors and promoting more efficient public expenditure management and SP services delivery in the SP sector, promoting formalisation of SP and reinforcing the national capacities for SP financing through reform measures increasing fiscal space, including attracting additional financing from the donor community and diversifying the sources of financing (e.g. budget support for SP).
An improvement of domestic accountability through supported M&E mechanisms, better SP statistics and SP information systems, capacity development of social welfare workers, together leading to improved transparency, oversight and accountability of SP systems and SP public spending programme expenditures.  

SP advocacy, awareness and consensus building

Inclusive and sustainable alliances as well as strengthened capacities for effective and structural involvement and engagement of civil society, social partners, communities and other key stakeholders in SP policy, implementation and monitoring processes. This leads to develop a comprehensive and inclusive SP system with increased advocacy, social accountability and national consensus around SP.

Outcomes

Beneficiaries countries from the Action are expected to strengthen, expand and make their SP systems and programmes more robust, efficient and transparent while ensuring their strong gender-responsive and disability-inclusive dimensions. These outcomes will pave the way for  an increased universal SP coverage for their population, especially the most vulnerable.  
The funding of national SP systems is expected to be more adequate, diversified  and financially sustainable.   
Shock sensitive, responsive and adaptive SP programmes will be more systematically designed, financed and operated in order to mitigate possible social and economic impacts for the population, especially the most vulnerable, in the relevant beneficiary’s’ countries.     

Impacts

The expected impacts of expanded and more efficient, sustainable, inclusive and adaptive SP systems should lead to increase USP and vulnerable population coverage of national SP systems and contribute to more equitable income distribution and reduced inequalities. These are important conditions for sustainable and inclusive economic growth as well as monetary and non-monetary poverty reduction in the medium-term. 


[bookmark: _Toc69482393][bookmark: _Toc87883365]Figure 5: Intervention logic 
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We propose organising data collection and analysis around a set of 5 Evaluation Questions covering the DAC criteria: relevance; coherence, coordination and complementarity; effectiveness; and efficiency. 

	EQs
	Evaluation criteria
	Question 

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

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

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

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

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



We propose using the following evaluation matrix to answering each evaluation question. This matrix outlines for each EQ the proposed judgement criteria and associated indicators (a list of preliminary indicators is mentioned which will be refined during desk and field phases) and sources of information. 



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

	Evaluation criteria
	Relevance

	Justification 
	The SP&PFM Action supports the objectives of the EU, ILO and UNICEF in the area of SP (see context section). The relevance analysis will aim to assess whether the Action and its components remain in line with its strategic objectives and consistent with the EU and implementing partner’s policy and programme frameworks. 

The Action supports governments’ efforts to implement efficiently SP measures and to do so, target ministries and public agencies in charge of finance and planning as well as in charge of social policies at country level. Therefore it’s key to ensure that country programmes address priorities and needs of beneficiary countries including PFM factors determining country capacities to implement sustainable SP systems (domestic financing, efficiency of PFM delivery).

From the outset, the Action emphasised the importance of SP systems being able to respond to the specific needs of populations in the event of shocks and emergencies. The occurrence of the COVID19 pandemic significantly changed the context o’ the Action's intervention and confirmed the importance of this shock response dimension. The question will seek to assess the extent to which the directions taken following the pandemic and the responses made have been relevant to ’he partners' guidelines and to the long-term development objectives of SP systems (including their capacity to respond to shocks). 

Finally, the question will evaluate to what extent priority issues such as gender-equality, inclusion of most vulnerable populations and of the informal economy, as well as the role of SP systems for the transition towards green economies have been taken into account and addressed.   

	Judgement critera and preliminary indicators
	Judgement criteria (JC)
	Preliminary Indicators (I)

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

	
	
	Country projects under Approaches 1 and 2 and cross country activities are consistent for designing comprehensive SP policy wide-approach at country level applying the principles of universality of protection, social inclusion and non discrimination 

	
	
	Country projects under Approaches 1 and 2 and cross country activities are consistent to improve partner countries’ financing of SP taking into account long term financial sustainability and macroeconomic stability

	
	
	Country projects under Approaches 1 and 2 and cross country activities are consistent for  implementing and monitoring effective gender-sensitive and disability-inclusive  SP systems 

	
	
	Country projects under Approaches 1 and 2 and cross country activities are consistent to assist partners in developing and applying shock sensitive SP programmes and in line with the EU existing guidance documents 

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

	Priority areas of support identified through in-depth needs assessment 

	
	
	Project design and activities reflected a shared vision of priorities with beneficiary countries’ on SP and PFM strategies and priorities

	
	
	Projects design and activities involved all the SP and PFM stakeholders at all levels 

	
	
	The Action’s approach and projects at country level adapted and articulated to sequencing of national SP national policies and PFM reform processes.

	
	JC1.3 The responses provided by the Action to COVID 19 and other shocks were relevant according the immediate needs and the long term objectives of the Action 
	Responses to COVID19 supported by the Action in countries benefiting from Approach 1 and Approach 2 have been identified with national stakeholders and based on adequate assessment of the needs of the impacted population

	
	
	Responses to COVID19 were integrated into the third objective of the Action aiming to assist partner countries in developing and applying shock-sensitive SP programmes in the long run 

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

	
	
	Inclusion of children

	
	
	Gender equality

	
	
	Inclusion of migrants as workers

	
	
	 Transition to formal economy 

	Sources of information
	EU and implementing partners Guidance documents
Action Document  and country projects’  strategies and documents 
Progress reports from the Action’s implementing partners
Progress report on cross-country and global/in-country components   
Views of national authorities, EUDs and implementing partners
National documents related to SP and PFM reforms/ strategies/ laws

	Analytical tools
	Documentary analysis
Interviews with national authorities, EU, ILO, UNICEF, GCSPF beneficiaries
Cross-checking information from different sources (documents and oral information) 






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

	Evaluation criteria 
	Coherence, Coordination and Complementarity (internal and external)

	Justification 
	The first part of the question aims to assess the internal coherence of the EU Action’s interventions under its different sub-components (including its cross-country component) at country level that aim to contribute to the objectives of the Action. The EU Action delivered technical advisory and capacity development services to improve, consolidate and expand SP systems. Provided that the EU was already delivering or designing, in a majority of these beneficiary countries, budget support contracts or capacity development activities in the areas of SP and PFM (and, if relevant, humanitarian or related social/food security assistance), the question will also assess the overall coherence, coordination and complementarity of the EU interventions under these different channels (bilaterally and through the Action’s implementing partners). The question will then also assess to which extent the activities of the EU’s implementing partners (ILO, UNICEF, GCSPF) under the EU-financed Action have specifically contributed to strengthen these synergies and promoted the coherence of the EU supports to SP systems at country level as well as complementarities and synergies with their own interventions. 

If, at international level, the cooperation among development partners in the area of SP is promoted through several fora and parnerships (USP 2030 , SPIAC-B,  SPF Flagship –rogramme…) - which are not consi–ererd here - the second part of the evaluation question will rather address the external coherence of  the Action’s interventions at beneficiairy country’s level with regards to all the other donors’ interventions (e.g. EU MS, UN, WB, IMF and other regional development banks and IFIs) in the areas of SP and related PFM systems, but also on issues relevant to SP systems design and implementation (macroeconomic and fiscal policies, administrative/institutional reforms, analytical diagnostics and financing …). Coordination among the whole donor community in the areas of SP and PFM is key to avoid overlaps and duplications, reducing transaction costs, promoting coherent and consistent SP and PFM approaches at national level and enhance alignment of external cooperation with national priorities. Such coordinated approaches should enable beneficiary countries to manage their related technical and financial assistance more effectively to maximize aid effectiveness in terms of improving coverage, efficiency and sustainability of SP systems. 

The contribution of the Action in stengthening synergies, coordination and complementarity among donors partners, promoting national ownership with regards to supported reforms, and maximising joints effects of external supports on national SP systems (especially in their public financial governance, shock-adaptive and inclusive dimensions) will be assessed.


	Judgement criteria and preliminary indicators
	Judgement criteria (JC)
	Preliminary Indicators (I)

	
	JC2.1 EU Action interventions under each project’s component have been coherent at country levels and have integrated the interests of different stakeholders at all levels and final beneficiaries of SP 
	Existence of a coherent strategy and approach  to guide and define project activities under the in-country components.

	
	
	The Action’s strategic steering committee, implementing partners’ headquarters backstopping offices and national project management units promoted and monitored overall coherence of project activities across and in the 18 countries selected under Approaches 1 and 2  

	
	
	Country project documents have been elaborated and implemented conjointly with the country’s authorities and key PFM and SP stakeholders 

	
	
	Views of stakeholders at all levels including final beneficiaries  

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

	
	
	Complementarity/synergies created at country level between the Action’s in-country strategy/activities and  its cross-country interventions (joint approaches, tools, training products and research and knowledge sharing interventions).

	
	
	Degree of harmonisation of the Action’s approaches at country level  

	
	
	Shared experiences based on lessons learned from the country programmes  for the benefit of future EU SP related interventions or other donors’ related SP & PFM interventions as well as other partner countries in the process of reforming or designing SP systems and programmes.

	
	JC2.3 The Action’s documents and activities have been designed and implemented to strengthen coherence and complementarity with other EU and implementing partner’s interventions/ policy dialogue related to SP and PFM policies and humanitarian aid at country level
	Consideration of potential interactions and synergies with other in-country EC interventions or planned intervention as well as with implementing partners’ programmes (ILO, UNICEF) during the design and implementation stages of the country project strategies/documents.    

	
	
	Synergies and complementarities between the Action’s activities and EU’s Budget Support and capacity development interventions in SP and PFM  areas (if relevant with EU humanitarian and/or food security assistance). 

	
	
	Complementarities and synergies between EU Action’s and ILO’s and UNICEF’s bilateral interventions on SP  

	
	
	Specific contribution of the Action interventions to the existing EU policy dialogue on SP and PFM in the beneficiary countries.

	
	
	Coherence of the Action’s interventions with the EU guidelines/guidance notes on SP, PFM and support to national public policies (SPaN, Budget Support, CMSB, SP policy notes)

	
	JC2.4 SP&PFM project design and intervention at country level  have been coherent and coordinated with other donors’ intervention 
	Degree of coherence, complementarity  and coordination of project activities with existing implementing partners’ (ILO, UNICEF, GCSPF) and other donor partners’ (WB, IMF, UN, Regional Development Banks) SP and PFM in-country interventions

	
	
	Degree of harmonisation through existing coordination mechanisms in the fields of SP and PFM and humanitarian/crisis management. 

	
	
	Degree of complementarity between donor financed PFM and SP diagnostics, trainings, feasibility/impact assessments.    

	
	
	Degree of consistency/harmonisation of donors’ policy dialogue with the national authorities on SP and PFM systems.

	Sources of information
	Country projects’  strategies and documents 
Progress reports from the Action’s implementing partners
Progress report on cross-country and global/in-country components   
National Identification/formulation documents and disbursement files of EU BS contracts on SP
In-country policy dialogue and SP and PFM coordination group documents
Views of European staff in HQ and in EUDs
View from ILO and UNICEF staff in HQ and in case studies countries  
Views of national authorities and key SP and PFM stakeholders
Views of international organisations involved in SP, PFM and macroecomic support and reforms.

	Analytical tools
	Documentary analysis
Interviews with national authorities, EU, ILO, UNICEF, CGSPF,  other donors involved in supporting in-country SP, PFM/DRM as well as overall macroeconomic policies, stakeholders and beneficiaries of the Action’s activities/services
Corroboration of information from different sources (documents and oral information)






	EQ 3
	To what extent is the Action achieving its outputs and is likely to contribute to expected intermediary outcomes ?

	Evaluation criteria
	Effectiveness (outputs and intermediary outcomes)

	Justification
	The Action is expected to improve the performance, coherence, robustness,  comprehensiveness, coverage and sustainability of national SP systems through a range of different pathways. First, it aims to improve the quality of evidence and tools to improve analysis and design of inclusive, gender-sensitive and shock-responsive programmes. Second it seeks to build institutional, operational and technical capacity for the implementation of life-course SP. Third it aims to build the capability of EU delegations to engage in policy dialogue around SP and to improve the impact of budget support in this area. Finally, it seeks to expand the range of stakeholders involved in the national debate, including from civil society and social partners, to ensure better performance monitoring of SP systems.

This question aims to assess the extent to which the planned outputs have been achieved up to now and their observed or likely effects on SP policy design and on the inclusion of PFM and DRM/financing dimensions as well as on the involvement of all stakeholders in the development of SP systems.

	Judgement criteria and preliminary indicators
	Judgment criteria (JC)
	Preliminary indicators (I)

	
	JC 3.1 The Action has strengthened capacity of national administration and SP stakeholders to take informed decisions on SP strategies, financing, reforms and programmes and to develop a comprehensive SP policy wide-approach at country level as well as to establish contingency plans and multi-year funding strategies. 
	Published analytical tools, diagnostics, studies and recommendations to inform evidence-based SP decision-making including improvements in social budgeting, PFM and fiscal space analysis, priorising women, children, transition to formal economy,…

	
	
	Research studies produced by the Action, and available benchmarking of good practices (Ind 1.2.2)

	
	
	SP, RBA and PFM tools applied with support of the Action (Ind 1.2.1)

	
	
	Governments representatives trained by this Action on SP funding sources, priorising women, children, persons with disabilities, informal economy and migrant workers (Ind 2.1.2)

	
	
	National policy makers participating in SP knowledge sharing and coordination activities at supranational level (Ind 1.2.3)

	
	
	Technical assistance requested and undertaken through the Action and level of satisfaction 

	
	
	Relevant and country specific briefs/papers/reports/tools on how to establish contingency plans and multi-year funding strategies (Ind 3.0.3)

	
	
	Improved provision of data on SP that are disaggregated and comply with international statistical standards and harmonised indicators (Ind 1.2.5)

	
	
	Number of policy documents with an integrated/cross sectoral perspective on SP and with a gender sensitive financing lense (Ind 1.1.1 & 1.1.2)

	
	JC 3.2 The Action has improved  institutional and technical capacity to support national SP policy planning, financing, delivery and monitoring, including for responses to shocks (including COVID-19) and contributed to improve robustness and performance of national SP systems
	 Trained staff (national and sub national administration staff) and stakeholders  in planning, delivery and monitoring of SP programmes (Ind 2.2.1)

	
	
	Multi-stakeholder dialogue to improve delivery and monitoring processes (Ind 2.2.2)

	
	
	Technical assistance requested and undertaken through the Action concerning planning, financing, delivery and monitoring SP systems and level of satisfaction (Ind 2.2.3 & 2.2.4)

	
	
	Technical Assistance requested and undertaken through the Action concerning shock-responsiveness and level of satisfaction (Ind 3.0.4 & 3.05)

	
	
	Number of Multi-Year contingency plans and funding strategies drafted or improved with support of the project by country (Ind 3.0.1)

	
	
	Improved systems for implementation of SP and for priorising women, children, transition to formal economy, migrant workers,…

	
	
	Expansion of SP as a response to COVID-19

	
	JC 3.3 The Action has strengthened the capacity of EU Delegations to contribute to policy dialogue and to ensure the improved effectiveness of budget support for SP
	Strengthened understanding of SP and PFM among Delegation staff (SP funding sources, priorising women, children, persons with disabilities, transition to formal economy, migrant workers)

	
	
	Improved cross-sectoral collaboration within Delegations

	
	
	Better-aligned budget support (or programme funding) to the national SP system

	
	JC 3.4 The Action has promoted national dialogue around SP, has increased civil society and social partners participation in such dialogue, and has contributed to greater transparency, accountability and oversight
	New events or initiatives to raise awareness of national SP systems

	
	
	Improved coordination structures or fora within Government, and between Government and other stakeholders (including social partners) 

	
	
	Increased engagement of civil society and other non-Government stakeholders (media, parliamentarians)  in SP debates

	
	
	Improved systems for appeals, grievance redress, social accountability and social audits of SP

	Sources of information
	Action document and country projects
Progress reports
TA reports
Press releases
Meeting/events agendas and minutes, workshop reports, lists of participants
Views of national authorities, EUDs and implementing partners
· National documents related to SP and PFM reforms/ strategies/ laws

	Analytical tools
	Documentary analysis
Interviews with national authorities, EU, ILO, UNICEF, GCSPF, beneficiaries
· Cross-checking information from different sources (documents and oral information) 




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

	Evaluation criteria
	Effectiveness (contribution to outcomes and determining factors) & sustainability 

	Justification
	The Action has ambitious outcomes which, halfway through the programme, are unlikely to be fully visible yet : 
· Strengthened, robust and more gender responsive and vulnerable inclusive national SP systems;
· Adequate, diversified and more sustainable financing of SP systems and grater Government ownership;
· More financed and operating shock sensitive, responsive and adaptative SP programmes;
· Increased coverage of universal SP systems (especially for vulnerable groups such as women, children, older persons, persons with disabilities, unemployed and workers of the informal sector).  

The MTE will first assess the progress already made in beneficiary countries on those outcomes and assess to what extent the Action through its agreed logframe has contributed to preliminary outcomes and to sustainability of progress made. The main factors driving or hindering progress will be identified (including the disruptions caused by COVID-19). An assessment of the extent to which intended outcomes are likely to be reached and the contribution of the Action to those intended outcomes will be finally made. 

The result indicators selected in the programme logframe will be specifically analysed to establish the links between the Action and the observed results. The other indicators proposed should help to analyse and understand the progress being made in the different areas covered.  


	Judgement criteria and preliminary indicators
	Judgement criteria (JC)
	Preliminary Indicators (I)

	
	
JC4.1 Strengthened, robust and more gender responsive and vulnerable inclusive national SP systems

	 New, revised or updated SP policies and strategies

	
	
	SP mainstreamed in national development strategies 

	
	
	SP policy and programmatic documents with mechanisms in place to enhance policy coherence of sustainable development (Ind 1.1)

	
	
	New legislations and measures in place which expand SP coverage (Ind 1.2)

	
	
	National schemes or programmes with improved administrative and delivery mechanisms or M&E frameworks (Ind 2.1)

	
	
	Main determining factors and contribution of the Action 

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

	Cost of SP as a proportion of GDP and of Government revenue

	
	
	Increased expenditure on SP (SP expenditures to the total State Budget) (Ind 1.4)

	
	
	An increased proportion of SP expenditure from domestic sources

	
	
	Public spending related to SP efficiently executed

	
	
	Availability of contingency funding for expansion of social protection in response to shocks

	
	
	Existence of national legislative framework to make social protection a constitutional or justiciable right

	
	
	Main determining factors and contribution of the Action

	
	 JC 4.3 More financed and operating shock sensitive, responsive and adaptive SP programmes  
	 Policy and programmatic documents that mainstream fragility- and shock-sensitive SP (Ind 3.1)

	
	
	Programmes with improved shock-responsiveness in line with population needs (Ind 3.2)

	
	
	Evidence of coverage of new groups as a response to vulnerabilities caused by COVID-19

	
	
	Main determining factors and contribution of the Action

	
	JC 4.4 Coverage of universal SP systems has increased in beneficiary countries in particular for vulnerable groups such as women, children, older persons, persons with disabilities, unemployed and informal sector workers
	Expanded coverage of SP since early-2020 (Number of beneficiaries of SP, disaggregated by age, sex, employment and disability status ((Ind 1)

	
	
	Evidence of coverage of new groups as a response to vulnerabilities caused by COVID-19 

	
	
	Main determining factors and contribution of the Action 

	Sources of information
	MoF annual budget and expenditure reports
Audit reports
SDG annual progress reports
ILO World Social Protection Database
National media
Parliamentary records
Interviews

	Analytical tools
	Budget analysis
Press monitoring
Analysis of parliamentary debate
Triangulation between documentation and oral information





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

	Evaluation criteria 
	Efficiency 

	Justification 
	The ambitious objectives of the Action, its multi-level structure (global, regional, country), its intervention in different contexts, the involvment of several partners at different levels make its implementation challenging. The efficiency of the Action will be assessed by looking at the following elements:
The extent to which the chosen implementation channels (instruments, implementing partners) were the most appropriate in the context of the Action
the match between the ambitions of the Action and the technical and human means deployed for its implementation
the implementation of a common approach in which the implementing partners complement each other
the capacity to mobilise and coordinate many different stakeholders
the extent to which the practical arrangements for monitoring and managing the process (including the availability of necessary information) have allowed for effective implementation, problem identification and resolution

	                                                                                                                                                                                  Judgement critera and preliminary indicators
	Judgement criteria (JC)
	Preliminary Indicators (I)

	
	JC.5.1 The methodologies, instruments and the implementing partners selected by the Action were the most suitable for achieving its objectives  
	Role and added value of the inception phase

	
	
	Level of implementation of MT TA and capacity and knowledge development activities in countries under Approach 1

	
	
	Level of implementation of on demand short term advisory services by ILO in countries under Approach 2

	
	
	Level of implementation of activities at regional and global level 

	
	
	Strengths and weaknesses of instruments implemented 

	
	
	Difficulties related to operational and administrative process 

	
	
	Adequacy of the Action’s duration  

	
	
	Views of key stakeholders including national partners and CSO

	
	JC5.2 The implementing partners have deployed adequate technical and human resources to achieve the objectives set and have carried out concerted actions to benefit from existing complementarities and synergies
	Dedicated resources in HQ for coordination, backstopping and training

	
	
	Capacities and role of project teams in the country; existing skills in SP and in PFM issues 

	
	
	Provision of training and knowledge sharing mechanisms to develop the skills of implementing staff in SP and in PFM

	
	
	Clarity and added value of existing tools to guide staff in PFM and SP fields (SPaN, BS guidelines, Concept Note,…)

	
	
	Degree of collaboration and synergies among implementing partners in beneficiaries countries

	
	JC 5.3 The implementing partners have set up coordination with domestic partners and development partners
	Activities undertaken to develop coordination with domestic partners such as ministries involved in SP and PFM and representatives of workers and employers 

	
	
	Degree of involvement of domestic partners in training activities, policy formulation, national consultation, PFM accountability 

	
	
	Partnerships developed between key international actors in the areas of SP and PFM

	
	
	Views of partners 

	
	JC 5.4 The practical arrangements for managing the whole process have allowed for timely and appropriate monitoring and management decisions that assure effective implementation, problem identification and resolution 
	Monitoring arrangements set-up in HQ and in countries (data collection, regular reporting, specific issues identified)

	
	
	Existing interactions between the PMU, SC, Advisory board 

	
	
	Flexibility of workplans following context evolution (such as COVID 19)

	
	
	Views of ILO, UNICEF and EU staff as well as of domestic and development partners 

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

	
	
	Views of key stakeholders (implementing partners, EC, other partners). 

	Sources of information
	Country projects’  strategies and documents 
Progress reports from the Action’s implementing partners
Progress report on cross-country and global/in-country components   
Views of European staff in HQ and in EUDs
View from ILO and UNICEF staff in HQ and in case studies countries  
Views of national authorities and key SP and PFM stakeholders
Views of international organisations involved in SP, PFM and macroecomic support and reforms.

	Analytical tools
	Documentary analysis
Interviews with national authorities, EU, ILO, UNICEF, CGSPF,  other donors involved in supporting in-country SP, PFM/DRM as well as overall macroeconomic policies, stakeholders and beneficiaries of the Action’s activities/services
Cross-checking information from different sources (documents and oral information)





[bookmark: _Toc88325899]Next phases 
[bookmark: _Toc88325900]Proposed case studies
Of necessity, the selection of countries to be studied for the field phase requires an element of pragmatism, finding a compromise between the ideal and the feasible. The ToRs make a number of specific stipulations:
“9 countries (of which 5 priority countries)”
“The priority countries Paraguay and Angola are included in the evaluation by default”
“5 out of 8 priority countries (1 in LA (Paraguay), 1 in Asia (Cambodia or Nepal), 3 in Africa (Angola; Ethiopia or Uganda; Senegal or Burkina Faso), 4 out of 10 countries supported by the 1st Call of Approach 2)”

The team has further made a number of assumptions:
Each of the three team members should cover three countries.
The geographical distribution of field phase countries should broadly reflect the overall distribution of the Action between Latin America (3), Africa (10) and Asia (5).
The different income levels of field phase countries should broadly reflect the overall distribution of the Action between LIC (5), LMIC (10) and UMIC (3).
The countries selected present a variety of contexts and situations that reflect the different types of environment in which the Action is implemented;
There would be added value in selecting countries which had responded in innovative, substantial or unexpected ways to COVID-19.
Because time is short, there is a significant incentive to choose countries where the respective team members already have recent experience.

Finally, there are a number of practical considerations to overlay on the selection process:
Linguistic – the team has only one Spanish speaker with basic knowledge of Portuguese, so he will need to cover both of the “default” countries (Angola and Paraguay), and, if relevant, any others in Latin America.
Logistic – for reasons of efficiency, time and budget, it would be better to combine at least two countries on a single mission, wherever possible.

Based on all the above criteria, the following selection is proposed in the table below, where the selected countries are highlighted in yellow. This shows the breakdown between the Approach 1 countries and the Approach 2 countries. It also indicates the income category (LIC, LMIC, UMIC) and shows countries characteristics according to various indicators.


[bookmark: _Toc87883370]Table 3: Proposed selection for country case studies
[image: ]
Time period : 2015-2019 except Informal sector (2017 or 2018). 
In italic, data from other sources
Sources: WB WDI, ILO DB, IMF DB

The selection proposed reflects a balanced approach in terms of:
Level of income: 2 LIC/ 5 LMIC / 2 UMIC 
Share of informal sector: all countries have a large share of informal sector (more than 30% of GDP) 
Geographical context: 4 in Sub Saharan Africa, 3 in Asia and 2 in Latin America;
Fragility situation: 4 countries have a fragility index close or above 90, 3 below 80;
Domestic Resource Mobilisation (tax revenue in % of GDP): one country  has a tax ratio above 20% (Togo ); two others are close to 15% (Cambodia and Senegal (16,5%)) while Angola, Bengladesh, Paraguay, Peru and Uganda  have much lower DRM.  
Indebtedness: selected countries have different debt situations ranging from a level of debt close to 15% of GDP to over 55%.  
Income distribution with GINI index from 34,7% to 51,3% 
Employment in informal sector representing 90% of total employment in at least three countries 

This selection also includes three of the four countries where the GCSPF is contributing to the Action (including one country led by each of the three main GCSPF partners), with therefore with an increased engagement of civil society.

Within the team, the case studies would be distributed as indicated below, reflecting also recent experience of each member and linguistic constraints. 


	
	Mary van Overbeke
	Nicholas Freeland
	Fabrice Ferrandes

	Approach 1 (5 days)
	Senegal
Cambodia
	Uganda
	Angola
Paraguay 

	Approach 2 (3 or 4 days)
	Togo
	Bangladesh
Sri-Lanka
	Peru


[bookmark: _Toc88325901]Main tasks for desk phase
The desk phase should start after the approval of the inception report and last one month. The main objective of this phase is to provide a preliminary analysis to the evaluation questions based on available documents and interviews with the main stakeholders at HQ level and to identify the main issues to be investigated during the missions and missing information to be documented.

· In-depth document analysis (focused on the Evaluation Questions)

Existing literature review relevant to the Action based on available general documents (deepening the context analysis carried out during the design phase)
Focus on the research of the multiplier effects (methodology and experiences) and dissemination of results
Preliminary analysis of relevance and coherence based on 
· Action document, description of the Global Action and Logframe
· Country, cross-country and Approach 2 project documents
· Evaluability report
· Key studies/analysis/diagnostics and training modules related to PFM and SP;
· Relevant national/sector policies/strategies and diagnostics on PFM and SP systems from national/local partners and other donors;
· EU BS Documentation for the concerned countries.
Preliminary analysis of effectiveness and efficiency based on 
Inception (10/19 – 04/20) and first progress reports (10/2019 - 12/2020) +  country annexes

· Interviews

In addition to the interviews already conducted during the inception phase (see Annex 1), the team will conduct interviews focusing on the questions asked in the evaluation matrix and the proposed indicators, with
Project management team
Other representatives of the three implementing partners (at HQ and selected beneficiary country’s level offices)
EU services (INTPA G4 and E1 as well as geographical budget support contact points), selected EU Delegations, geographic units responsible for the priority countries of the Actions
Irish Aid representing the EU MS in the Steering Committee[footnoteRef:3]. [3:  The representative MS is expected to change from January 2022.] 


· Preliminary answers to EQs, identification of information gaps and of hypotheses to be tested in the field phase

Based on available documents and interviews mentioned above, the team will draft preliminary answers to EQs. 

The planned schedule (December) was revised to consider the fact that data and information on achievements and results for 2021 will only be available in February at best. As discussed with RG members, the desk phase could be carried out in March with missions postponed to April-May-June (see proposed calendar below). 

To complete the existing information, a survey could be carried out in the 18 beneficiary countries to collect more qualitative information from the teams in place (EUD, ILO, UNICEF, GCSPF) on the dimensions of coherence/complementarities, on the effectiveness of the Action to reach expected outputs and intermediary outcomes and on the aspects of implementation and efficiency. In all cases, a minimum of 4 weeks is required for design, delivery, follow-up and analysis of the results. It should also be noted that the implementing partners are not keen on evaluation approached that will add to the workload at country level.

· Methodological and logistic design of the field phase

The desk note will detail the typical organisation of the missions depending on whether it is an Approach 1 or Approach 2 country, and the issues that will be discussed with the different actors.

· Desk note and meeting with Reference Group
[bookmark: _Toc88325902]Preliminary ideas for dissemination phase
The evaluation team will work closely with the project management team and the Reference Group to prepare and execute a series of dissemination activities to provide different target audiences the overall assessment, conclusions and recommendations of the mid-term evaluation and to encourage discussions on appropriate steps to be taken to implement the recommendations both within a short-term and medium-term horizon. The dissemination phase is scheduled for a period of three months following the submission of the final report, and provides an opportunity to concretise the recommendations emerging from the Evaluation. 

The primary target audience of the dissemination phase are European Commission practitioners, specifically staff working in EU Delegations and DEVCO (INTPA), ECHO and NEAR officers that are involved in programmes in the areas of SP and PFM.

For the implementing partners (including the EU Delegations where the Action is active), this will include the dissemination of recommendations to further strengthen design of the Action, implementation and monitoring in order to achieve maximum impact in those countries that directly benefit from the Action, together with recommendations for enhancing the systematic exchange of experiences across these countries and to contribute to the improved knowledge and generation of evidence at cross country level. 

For EUDs in new countries which are implementing or planning large-scale EU support programmes on SP, both via budget support and programme approach modalities, or in the context of Team Europe Initiatives, the Evaluation will recommend how such countries can establish links to the Action. It will propose how they can directly benefit from the thematic exchanges to systematically place greater emphasis on PFM and integrated country financial frameworks in all sector support actions on SP. 

For the wider stakeholder group (EU MS agencies, other interested development partners, CSOs, social partners, government representatives and national stakeholders in the countries concerned), the Evaluation Team will organize a range of different dissemination activities:
a (remote) presentation of findings to interested parties in up to three case study countries
a webinar, ideally through the socialprotection.org platform, to present the MTE and its findings
an InfoPoint presentation in Brussels
a series of 2- to 3-page concept notes, in a standard format agreed with the Reference Group, setting out specific recommendations of the Evaluation Team, covering at least three Approach 1 countries, three Approach 2 countries, and one global, cross-country topic 

The evaluation team may also prepare infographics and evaluation briefs as is agreed to be appropriate.
[bookmark: _Toc88325903]Calendar

The revised calendar is based on the proposal to carry out the desk phase in March when all data and information on achievements and results for 2021 are available. 

[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc88325904]Annex 1: Interviews during inception phase 
	Organization / Unit
	Person interviewed
	Date

	EU DG INTPA– thematic units
	DG INTPA G4: 
Juergen Hohman
Dorte Bosse

DG INTPA E1: 
Noemi Lebreton-Pinsolle 
	
23/06/2021



27/10/21

	EU- BS focal points (+ Paraguay and Angola)
	DG INTPA B: (Latin America) incl. Paraguay)
Els BERGHMANS 
EUD Delegation Paraguay
Matteo Sirtori (Head of Cooperation

DG INTPA C (Asia and Pacific)
Maurizio LEONARDI, Lucia LORENZO PEREZ, Vincent BIGOT
+ Hub Bangkok: (Damien RUGGERI)

DG INTPA A3 (Western Africa) Ellie STYLIANOU

	25/10/21


03/11/21


26/10/21



27/10/21


	UNICEF
	Aristide Kielem
Tomoo Okubo 
	05/11/2021

	ILO
	Celine Peyron-Bista
Veronika Wodsak
Alvaro Ramos Chaves
	05/11/2021

	GCSPF
	Chandranshu (HelpAge International)
Hilde Van Regenmortel (Oxfam)
	28/10/2021

	EU Member States involved
	Aileen O’Donovan (Ireland)

	01/11/2021
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	Year
	Title
	Reference
	Author

	2011
	Increasing the impact of EU Development Policy: An Agenda for Change
	COM(2011) 637 final
	European Commission (EC)

	2012
	Social Protection Floors Recommendation (No. 202)
	R202
	ILO

	2012
	Integrated Social Protection Systems: Enhancing equity for children
	
	UNICEF

	2012
	Communication: Social Protection in European Union Development Cooperation
	COM(2012) 446 final
	European Commission (EC)

	2012
	Reference Document on Social Transfers in the Fight against Hunger
	Tools and Methods Series, Reference Document no 14
	European Commission (EC)

	2015
	Supporting Social Protection Systems
	Tools and Methods Series, Concept Paper n°4
	European Commission (EC)

	2016
	Building social protection floors for all: Global Flagship Programme Strategy (2016-20)
	
	ILO

	2017
	The new European Consensus on Development "Our world, our dignity, our future"
	
	European Commission (EC)

	2018
	Evaluation of EU support to social protection in external action (2007-2013)
	Final report
	Particip GmbH and AETS

	2018
	UNICEF Strategic Plan 2018-2021
	
	UNICEF

	2018
	Action Document for "Improving synergies between social protection and PFM"
	
	European Commission (EC)

	2019
	Reference Document on Social Protection across the Humanitarian-Development Nexus
	Tools and Methods Series, Reference Document no 26
	European Commission (EC)

	2019
	Guidance Package (GP) on Social Protection across the Humanitarian-Development Nexus 
	SPaN
	European Commission (EC)

	2019
	Global social protection programme framework: A framework for child sensitive social protection
	
	UNICEF

	2019
	Annex I : Description of the Action (including the logical framework of the Action) 
	overall SP&PFM Action document
	ILO

	2019
	Annex III: Budget of the Action
	
	

	2019
	Evaluation plan: Improving synergies between social protection and Public Finance Management 
	DCI-HUM/2018/041-579, GLO/19/53/EUR
	

	2020
	Implementation of the EU Action ‘Synergies in Social Protection and Public Finance Management’: Term of Reference for Country-level Stakeholders
	
	Global Coalition for Social Protection Floors (GCSPF)

	0ct-2020
	SP&PFM Action First Inception Report From October 2019 to May 2020
	
	

	Apr-2020
	First Call for concept notes: "Extend national social protection system in response to the COVID-19 crisis 
	
	EC and ILO

	Aug-2021
	Advisory Board Meeting, 31 August 2021, Minutes
	
	

	Feb-2020
	Civil Society Training Manual on Public Financial Management for Social Protection 2nd Draft 
	
	Global Coalition for Social Protection Floors (GCSPF)

	2021
	Memorandum of Understanding on GCSPF engagement in the EU SP&PFM Action.
	
	Global Coalition for Social Protection Floors (GCSPF)

	2021
	Terms of Reference for a Joint Learning Agenda of GCSPF in Senegal, Uganda,Nepal and Cambodia
	
	Global Coalition for Social Protection Floors (GCSPF)

	May-21
	Financial Report as at 31.12.2020
	GLO/19/53/EUR
	PMU

	May-21
	First Progress Report October 2019- December 2020
	DCI-HUM/2019/408-767, GLO/19/19/EUR
	PMU

	Jun-21
	Resolution concerning the second recurrent discussion on SP (social security) 
	ILC.109/Resolution III
	ILO

	Jul-21
	Evaluability Assessment - Final Report - 30 July 2021
	
	Mel Cousins

	Jul-21
	Second Call for concept notes:  “Recovery from COVID-19 crisis: Building forward sustainable social protection systems”
	
	EC and ILO
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Budget Total % ILO UNICEF

Approach 1 14.821.898               64,7% 7.613.119     7.208.779    

Approach 2 4.871.154                 21,3% 4.871.154    

Cross country 3.206.948                 14,0% 2.415.727     791.221       

TOTAL 22.900.000               14.900.000   8.000.000    

65,1% 34,9%
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Angola

1 1.853.809                

October 2019- 

May 2023 ILO, UNICEF

       

Burkina-Faso

1 1.853.554                

October 2019- 

May 2023 ILO, UNICEF

         

Cambodia

1 1.852.291                

October 2019- 

May 2023

ILO, UNICEF, 

GCSPF

        

Ethiopia

1 1.851.920                

October 2019- 

May 2023 ILO, UNICEF

         

Nepal

1 1.852.051                

October 2019- 

May 2023

ILO, UNICEF, 

GCSPF

        

Paraguay

1 1.853.135                

October 2019- 

May 2023 ILO, UNICEF

        

Senegal 

1 1.853.880                

October 2019- 

May 2023

ILO, UNICEF, 

GCSPF

             

Uganda

1 1.849.484                

October 2019- 

May 2023

ILO, UNICEF, 

GCSPF

       

(excl. GC budget)

Malawi

2 200.000                   

October 2020 - 

October 2021 ILO

     

Bangladesh

2

200.000                   

October 2020 - 

December 2021 ILO

   

Nigeria

2

179.032                   

December 2020 - 

November 2021 ILO

    

Sri Lanka

2

223547 USD

December 2020 - 

December 2021 ILO

    

Ecuador

2

186.963                   

December 2020 - 

November 2021 ILO

     

Peru

2

186.985                   

October 2020 - 

September 2021 ILO

    

Mynamar

2

199.790                   

November 2020 - 

December 2021 ILO

  

Cabo Verde

2

200.000                   

December 2020 - 

December 2021 ILO

    

Côte d'Ivoire

2

200.000                   

December 2020 - 

January 2021 ILO

   

Togo

2

196.256                   

October 2020-

October 2021  ILO

  

Building sustainable social protection systems 
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Angola

LMIC

89,35 9,99 22,36 54,79 51,30

43,3

Burkina-Faso LIC 87,4 14,7 23,15 22,93 35,3 38,2 95,4

Cambodia

LMIC

85,51 16,4 21,99 56,6

43,7

Ethiopia

LIC

96,13 7,64 16,99 31,74 35,00

34,1

Nepal

LMIC

85,40 19,27 26,35 19,66

35,4

80,8

Paraguay

UMIC

73,67 9,85 21,48 44,06 47,14

34,7 70,3

Senegal 

LMIC

79,77 16,50 23,16 45,00

41,1

Uganda

LIC

96,23 11,52 19,46 36,72 42,80

40,3 89,4

Malawi

LIC

85,78 16,53 30,65 32,67 44,70

37,6

Bangladesh

LMIC

89,92 8,63 14,04 17,58 32,40

34,7 94,7

Nigeria

LMIC

100,74 - 20,92 10,67 35,10

56,2

Sri Lanka

LMIC

78,12 - 18,88 60,79 39,30

40,2 68,2

Ecuador

UMIC

74,85 20,10 37,97 - 45,36

32,2 72,7

Peru

UMIC

70,27 14,16 19,63 33,88 42,84

56,6 69,4

Myanmar

LMIC

94,30 5,42 21,95 15,37 34,40

48,1 79,5

Cabo Verde

LMIC

69,94 19,16 30,96 97,65 42,4

34,6

Côte d'Ivoire

LMIC

96,23 11,70 17,56 27,69 41,50

38,7 86,7

Togo

LIC

85,81 23,86 30,05 34,07 43,10

33 90,1
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Tasks & activities

1.1 Kick-off meeting with the Contracting 

Authority and the Reference Group 

(remote)

1.2 Initial document/data collection 

1.3 Meeting with implementing partners

1.4 - Reconstruction/ construction of the 

Intervention Logic, and / or description of 

the Theory of Change

1.5 Inception Report

▲

1.6 Meeting with RG

■

Finalised inception report

2.1 In-depth document analysis (focused 

on the Evaluation Questions)

2.2 Interviews

2.3 Preliminary answers to Eqs,  

Identification of information gaps and of 

hypotheses to be tested in the field phase

2.4 Methodological and logistic design of 

the field phase

2.5 Des note & Meeting with Reference 

Group

■

Desk note

3.1 Case studies Meetings at country 

level/ Gathering of primary evidence

3.2 Intermediary Note

▲

3.3 Debriefing with the Reference Group

■

3.4 Verification of information and

findings with field teams

4.1 Answers to Eqs

4.2 Final Report Drafting

4.3 Draft Final report and Executive 

Summary

▲

4.4 Meeting with Reference Group

■

4.5 Feedback meeting with the

programme stakeholders

■

4.6 Comments integration

4.7 Final Report

▲

5.1 Validation workshops

■

5.2 Preparation of workshops/ webinar

5.2 Implementation of 

workshops/webinars

■ ■ ■ ■ ■

5.2 Preparation and submission of 7 

country concept notes

▲

March

Dissemination Phase

Field Phase

Synthesises Phase 

Desk Phase 



Inception Phase

April May June Oct November December  January February July October August September
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