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Introduction

From 30 June to 2 July the Joint Learning Event on Managing for Development Results (JLE-MfDR) took place in Entebbe, Uganda. A total of 32 representatives (22 m, 10 f) from Government (16), Civil Society Organisations (4) as well as Development Partners (12) participated in the event. With only 4 participants, CSO’s were slightly under-represented. The different actors were mostly represented at senior management levels (see also the list of participants in Annex 1). For more general event information see section 1.

The numerous moments of debate and exchange of views were appreciated. Level of discussions was generally high and often the focus went (far) beyond tools and methods. Participants emphasized other crucial MfDR aspects. Not only that MfDR is very political, but also that mandates and clearly assigned responsibilities (and related accountability) are crucial. This was carefully analysed in plenary debates, for example in the case of education. The five different sector groups (Education, Governance, Health, Transport, Water and Sanitation), prepared short action plans, which are included in the report. More information on the implementation of the event is provided in section 2.

With an average score of 3.2 (3 being good, 4 being very good), the second pilot JLE-MfDR was well appreciated. The highest scores were for: 

Value added by being a joint programme:
3.4      Relevance for content of work: 3.3

Relevance of materials provided:

3.4      Relevance of group exercises: 3.4

Appropriate venue:


3.3     

Together with the experience of the first pilot, with even slightly higher scores (average 3.3), it can be concluded that the programme design works, the material and methodology is appreciated. The focus on a limited number of sectors certainly helps to make some sessions rather “hands-on” (result chains, key performance indicators). Tailoring and staying as close as possible to participants’ daily working practices can and should still be strengthened. The role of a very capable resource person is crucial in this regard.

A complete overview of the participants evaluation (based on 25 written evaluations) including the main lessons for future events is presented in section 3 of this document.

This report is meant to serve as an “aide memoire” for participants and trainers and as a source of information for future learning events. The report consists of 3 different sections:
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I. General Information JLE-MfDR

1. Key data:

Title of the Training course:
Joint Learning Event on Managing for Development






Results (JLE-MfDR)

Country and City: 

Entebbe, Uganda

Sectors:



Focus on Health, Education, Governance, Water and






Sanitation and Transport/energy

Dates of the event:

30 June-02 July 2009

Resident/ Non-resident:
Residential (intended, some participants commuting)

2. Participants 

A total of 32 participants (22 M, 10 F) were present:

Government:
16

Donor:
12

CSO’s:
  4

Private Sector:
  --
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As can be seen in the participants list, representation was often at the levels of assistant commissioner, (acting) commissioner, director and senior advisors, actors who really could make a difference in their respective institutions and organisations.
3. Names of trainers and implementing agencies

The Ministry of Finance send out the invitations for this event. Close coordination took place between the lead development partners, the Austrian Development Co-operation as well as the Belgium Technical Co-operation (BTC) on the one hand, and the Ministry of Finance and the Office of the Prime Minister (OPM) on the other in organising the event. The 4-party agreement was signed by all concerned parties.

The implementation team consisted of 2 trainers and 1 resource person. Short profiles are provided below.

Peter Ssentongo

Peter Ssentongo is currently working as managing director/chief executive officer of the Centre for Performance Management and Evaluative Research (CPMER)

He is professionally trained as a statistician and development economist.

He has 17 years of experience in the areas of Monitoring and Evaluation. He has working experience in government, civil society organisations as well as donor funded programmes. His consultancy experience includes a wide range of assignments as Results and Performance Management expert both in East and Central Africa, as well as internationally.

Until recent, he was active at the policy level in the Office of the Prime Minister in Uganda spearheading the development of National Integrated Monitoring and Evaluation Strategy (NIMES) in Uganda. 

Peter Ssentongo acted as a resource person during the event, providing examples and experiences from the region.

Kitakaya Loisa

Kitakaya Loisa has over 13 years working experience in the development sector in the Eastern and Southern Africa region. His experience includes research, planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation. His countries of experience include Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania, Sudan, Somalia, and South Africa. This has culminated in among others, key skills and capacities in

(i)  design of result-oriented programs;

(ii)  research and conceptual analysis;

(iii) design and delivery of training programs;

(iv) organizational development; and

(vi) strategic planning.

Engagement with various stakeholders in the public, donor, private and civil society sectors has sharpened a participatory and partnership approach in the analysis of key programs that deliver results at both institutional and community levels.

Kitakaya Loisa is working as a Trainer/Consultant for MDF East and South Africa and he acted as a trainer/facilitator during the event.

Dick van Blitterswijk

Mr. van Blitterswijk is working as a senior trainer/consultant for MDF, Training&Consultancy, Ede, the Netherlands. He is involved in the design and implementation of (tailor-made) training programmes and facilitation of workshops, as well as in consultancies. Clients include governments, institutions (like European Commission and World Bank), federations of unions and a number of non-governmental organisations.

Mr van Blitterswijk has extensive field experience. He carried out long-term assignments in Burkina Faso, Peru, Cameroon and Nepal. In his training and consultancy work he focuses on the international consensus in relation to aid effectiveness, different aid approaches , mainstreaming (particularly: environmental mainstreaming) and Managing for Development Results (MfDR).

Within the Joint Learning Programme on MfDR, Dick van Blitterswijk is key expert on MfDR.

II. The Joint Learning Event on MfDR

Introduction

The event was to a large extent implemented in line with the 3-day programme. During the preparatory process, the in-country lead donor was in close consultation with the Government of Uganda, particularly with the Ministry of Finance and with the Office of the Prime Minister. The invitation letter was signed by the Ministry of Finance.

The different parties agreed on 6 different focal areas for the event:

1. Education

2. Governance

3. Health

4. Transport

5. Water and Sanitation

6. Agriculture

Agriculture could not be addressed during the event, since there were insufficient participants from this focal area. All other focal areas were intensively discussed.

Below the different sessions are briefly discussed and some of the products of the group work sessions are included as examples. 

Day 1 
	Day 1

	A
	Introduction
· Welcome, objectives and programme

· Development effectiveness and overview MfDR

	B
	MfDR in practice 

· Exchange in small peer groups

· Short introduction MfDR case

	C


	Shared goals and strategies

· Short introduction+demonstration Result Chains

· Brief plenary on challenges in Results Chains 

· Introduction group work

	D
	Shared goals and strategies

· Groups develop/discuss result chains


During the first introductory session the objectives, programme as well as working schedule of the event were briefly explained. The trainer referred to the participant’s file containing all presentations as well as background reading material (so-called “briefing notes” on the main subjects of the event). The trainer emphasized that the event would be highly interactive and with hands-on exercises focusing on the different sectors present. This intention to make it as dynamic and active as possible also explained the sitting arrangements (“café set-up”), to facilitate group exercises and dynamic interactions.

After these introductory remarks, the subject “Managing for Development Results” was introduced with a power point presentation (supported by a briefing note with the same name). The presentation highlighted the present definition of MfDR (Policy Brief OECD/DAC, March 2009) and presented all the key milestones in MfDR thinking.

The presentation ends with a number of actions worldwide as well as at the country level. Country level actions are often focusing on:

1. Shared goals and strategies

2. Performance based budgets

3. Evidence-based decision-making

4. Pubic accountability

For these country level actions different MfDR tools are available, like:

· Result chains

· Key performance indicators

· Result-based budgets (often Medium Term Expenditure Frameworks)

· Performance Assessment Frameworks

Those tools were briefly mentioned. Several of these tools will come back later in the programme.

Ministry of Finance, inviting Ministry, and the Office of the Prime Minister agreed on a short official welcome after the first break by Mr. Thimothy Lubanga, asst. commissioner for Coordination & Monitoring and, at present, acting commissioner. He addressed words of warm welcome to all participants. He referred to a strong commitment of the GoU to Development Results in general and regular measuring of the MDG’s as well as achievements in relation to the Paris agenda in Uganda in particular.

After his official welcome, participants briefly introduced themselves.

Mr. Walter Ehmeir, Head of Office Austrian Development Co-operation, used this opportunity to add a few words of welcome on behalf of one of the lead donors.

Similarly, Mr. Jacques Lenvain, Head of Quality Department, Belgium Technical Co-operation, addressed his welcome to all participants on behalf of Train-4-Dev.

A first group exercise was introduced:


· In sector groups, discuss some of the implementation challenges of MfDR you face. Write them on blue cards

· Fine tune specific learning needs in relation to the above challenges. Write them on yellow cards.

After groups had finalized the assignment, an inventory was made in plenary, resulting in the following overview.

MfDR Challenges

	Accountability focussed on donors
	Resistance to measure results
	Limited investment in MfDR
	Measuring qualitative outcomes

	Lack of involvement of all relevant professionals in government
	Lack of harmonisation and synchronisation of MfDR by donors
	Inadequate stakeholder consultations


	Challenges in measurement of performance



	Input/output management
	Poor, inadequate and unreliable data
	Costly to measure outcomes and impact
	Cost of implementation and prioritisation

	Poor dialogue


	Hidden agendas


	Weak institutional capacity
	Ineffective partnerships

	Lack of baselines data use of evidence for planning budgeting, implementing and reporting
	Measuring contribution (cause ( effect) of output ( outcome ( Impact
	Clear definition and distinctions between impact outcomes and outputs
	


MfDR related learning needs

	Acquire knowledge on tools and skills for measuring inputs, outputs, outcomes and impact
	Skills strategies for strict enforcement, measurement, adherence, to Paris declaration


	Understanding and distinguishing the concepts of output, outcome, impact


	Management, use and application of data for planning, budgeting, implementation and reporting

	Tips for developing right parameters for measuring MfDR
	Need to know who should determine stand for results
	How do you measure results (defining indicators?)
	How do you involve wider stakeholders in M&E?

	Acquire and apply knowledge on MfDR approach


	Acquire skills to enlist top management support and commitment
	Linkages between specific outputs, outcomes, impact (best practice)
	What should be the nature of dialogue (content, who, when)

	Tool for measuring all round consultations
	Mutual partnership engagement
	Investigative probing skills
	


This was a rich session. While tools came out clearly to enable MfDR (difference output-outcome-impact, how to measure, etc.) other important aspects like partnerships, stakeholder involvement, hidden agenda’s and institutional capacity were also clearly underlined as important.

After lunch, result chains were introduced as a particular MfDR tool. Result chains were presented as logical diagrams linking different result levels (impact, outcome and output) with activities and, finally resources. As such result chains support:

· Dialogue on results

· Align PM&E with results

· Planning and budgeting

· Or in short, result chains support “shared goals and strategies”

After the presentation, the sector groups were requested to prepare their own result chain, which resulted in quite dynamic group sessions and debates as well as in clear group products (all result chains, including indicators are presented in Annex 2).

Day 2

	Day 2

	A
	· Short recap. + personal logbook

Shared goals and strategies
· Groups receive feedback on result chains

· How do those interventions link

	B
	Evidence-based decision making – KPI’s

· Introduction Key Performance Indicators

· Groups work on Key Performance Indicators

	C
	Evidence-based decision making – information management

· Plenary presentation and discussion measurement and reporting on KPI’s?

	D
	Evidence-based decision making – information management

· Sharing of experiences/initiatives 

· Draw conclusions on how to improve


Day 2 also developed very much in line with the programme as presented.

The day started with a personal reflection on own lessons during day 1, a day which focused on “MfDR, state of the art”, as well as “Shared Goals and Strategies”.

All participants filled out their logbook containing the following questions for the first day:

1. Observations from the introductions, presentations, exercises and discussions, I would like to share with my colleagues

2. What are eye-openers: concepts, ideas and experiences that make me enthusiastic and why?

3. What are concepts, ideas and experiences I do not agree and why?

4. What do these lessons (positive and critical) imply for me in my work? What am I going to try and change in my work?

Afterwards a brief review of the day was organised in plenary. 

Subsequently, groups presented their result chains (see annex 1) and received feedback from participants and trainers.

After the result chains (a tool clearly supporting “Shared Goals and Strategies”), the programme started to look more at evidence-based decision making (and learning). 

Immediately after the break the session consisted of a closer look at key performance indicators. In a short power point presentation, key performance indicators were defined, including some key characteristics of good indicators. The Kenya National Integrated Monitoring and Evaluation System (NIMES) was explained as an example of working with key performance indicators per sector.

As a plenary exercise examples of a number of good and bad indicators were presented and discussed. All examples were specifically linked to one of the key characteristics of indicators (S M A R T). Participants were asked to choose the best indicator and argue why this was the best one. This provoked a debate on indicators, the link between the indicator and the objective/goal, the measurability of indicators (data available or not), the definition of indicators (often confusing what is exactly meant), the subject of quality/quantity etc.

After the lunch break, groups were asked to prepare indicators for their own result chains. The objective of this exercise was not so much to identify appropriate indicators for the different sectors (also considering that this is not the right forum to do so), but more to discover the challenges in formulating indicators. Those challenges were discussed in plenary after the exercise.

The last exercise of the day was focussing on analysis and use of information.

For this exercise the Annual Report 2007 on the Zambia Fifth National Development Plan was used. The available data on key performance indicators in 6 different sectors (Health, Education, Water and Sanitation, Environment, Governance, Energy) were presented on flip charts. Participants were requested to have a close look at this reporting and come back with:

· Key learning points

· Suggestions for management in the sector

This exercise clearly established the link between Key Performance Indicators (as focused on earlier) and data collection-analysis and use of information (“Evidence based decision making and learning”).

Groups reported a number of interesting points. First of all points linked to methodological issues:

· Need to improve data collection in Zambia (or change of indicators in case corresponding data cannot be collected), since quite some sectors had to report “no data” for a number of different KPI’s. Uganda is doing quite well in data collection, having a well-performing Uganda Bureau of Statistics (UBOS). At the same time, operational information at the sector level sometimes remains a problem and does not always match with national level UBOS-data.

· Challenge to harmonise definitions and data collection in Zambia. While management information in Water and Sanitation should not be too difficult, this information management is becoming extremely difficult because different actors in the sector use their own definitions and data collection systems. This was well-recognised by the participants. Key priority also in Uganda is therefore a jointly agreed and government owned management information system, which could also provide the necessary information at the aggregated national level. Clarity on roles and responsibilities between UBOS and different sector Ministries is, of course, a precondition for such a system.

· A number of observations were made in relation to the formulation of the indicators. For example: how to understand “the number of verifiable interactions between MPs and their constituencies”. While similar indicators are used in Uganda for example in Education, in a sector like governance the formulation of key performance indicators remains a challenge. Since the debate on coordination, clear mandates and holding actors accountable was crucial during the event, indicators related to this area seem rather crucial and closely linked to the performance of government.

· Quite some discussion was related to the impact level. This already came up earlier during the work on result chains. It was clear that at this level all sectors have more general objectives, often somehow linked to the well-being of the population. Some groups did not even prepare indicators for this level, since accountability for the Sectors should particularly focus on output-outcome. 

· Education was asked how enrolment can be above 100%. Similar problems occur in the data collection in Uganda. Sometimes the data used from the census are not a 100% accurate. This could, for example, be linked to a considerable influx of people from a neighbouring country. Solutions to these types of methodological issues are being discussed with statisticians in UBOS. However, the information is already accurate enough for evidence-based decision making and thus for management purposes in the sector.

For the different sectors it became rather clear what the key points of attention related to methodological issues (quality of indicators, specific problems with data collection, as well as reliability of data). ) are. The exercise also enabled participants to reflect on and relate to evidence based decision making in their circles and the kind of data they rely on while making such decisions.
However, even with these methodological issues, important and extremely valuable information about performance of the different sectors is already available. In a number of cases, this information certainly highlights key challenges in the sector and is good enough to feed into strategic discussions about priority actions and focus.

This use of the collected information is of course what is meant by evidence-based decision making (and learning)!!

DAY 3

	Day 3

	A
	· Recap. Personal logbook
Scanning of capacities

· Short explanation of Capacity scan

· Participants review MfDR capacity

	B
	Leadership and evidence based decision making

· Short introduction and specific case experience

· Plenary identifies key elements for leadership

	C
	Change towards MfDR: action planning

· Participants assess own situation and present key elements of change in their sector

	D
	Follow-up actions and wrap-up

· Closer look at sector actions

· Wrap-up, evaluation and closure

	


In general terms, day 3 also went in line with the presented programme. During the recap of day 2, an interesting debate developed linked to the presence of teachers in school. While all participants were convinced that presence of teachers is a crucial precondition for quality education, it appeared more difficult to locate responsibilities for identified substantial absenteeism. It became, once again, very clear, that Managing for Development Results is much more than a matter of tools (like result chains and key performance indicators). It is also about mandates, coordination, holding actors accountable, etc., or, in short, it is also very much about the motivation as well as the existing capacity to manage for development results.

After that debate, the CAPScan, a tool to self-assess existing capacity to MfDR, made participants familiarise with the existence of this tool as well as with additional background documentation. Because the recap session took considerable time (serious debate), the CAPScan session was necessarily short.

After the break, the session focussed on leadership. The subject was introduced with a power point presentation and by developing the story of Sylvester Obongo from Kenya, based on the Sourcebook (3rd edition particularly focusing on leadership).

Action planning, assignment: prepare a strategy for the sector 

After the presentation on leadership, including a short plenary debate on the subject, and lunch, the last assignment (action planning in sector groups) was explained, resulting in:

ACTION PLANS

Infrastructure

1. Developing a costing mechanism for infrastructure development (cost per unit)

2. Power audits on the transmission and distribution lines

3. Introducing a prepaid billing system for electricity consumers

4. Develop a progressive billing system for electricity

Water & Sanitation

1. Challenge: quality/integrity/reliability of data. Multiple data collectors are leading to contradictions in the data.

Action: strengthen and expand water sector strategic plan, plan for statistics (involve DPs, 4 sectors, GoU, CSOs)

2. Challenge: lack of monitoring and supervision from the planning unit

Action: prioritise and create a budget

3. Challenge: Delays in reporting from the LGs to the centre

Action: analysis of bottlenecks

4. Challenge; Low capacity at district level contributed to by many districts

Action: Analysis and review of district structures (bottlenecks at all levels)

Education

1. Challenge: poor coordination and weak inter-sectoral linkages at political and technical levels

Action: set up inter-ministerial committee coordinated by OP

2. Challenge: Weak inspection & monitoring of education institutions

Action: MoES to take the lead, strengthen monitoring & oversight function of MoES, implement existing reward and sanctions system, review incentive framework, institute reward system where non exists

Governance

1. Ineffective coordination where multiple actors/sectors have to deliver a given output

Action: establish feedback and follow-up mechanisms for decisions of coordination committees (responsible – OPM)

2. High levels of corruption at different levels

Action: monitor the implementation of the National Anticorruption Strategy (responsible-Director of Ethics and Integrity/CSOs)

3. Institutions/agencies are not accountable to stakeholders

Action: civic awareness to monitor accountability and encourage bottom up planning (CSOs, UHRC, EC, JSC)

4. Inadequate and insufficient resources

Action: develop a resource mobilisation strategy (MoFPED)

5. Leaders are not results oriented

Action: promote results oriented planning ( MoPs, OPM, MoFPED)

After the presentations of these sector plans, a more general debate defined a number of key points related to the way forward with MfDR.

MfDR - WAY FORWARD

1. Ensure adherence to MfDR in future/new programming.

2. Identify crosscutting issues that affect sectoral performance.

3. Apply MfDR for improved coordination.

4. Communicate and adopt MfDR and results based budgeting.

5. The possibility to apply MfDR in the National Development Plan (under preparation) was discussed. The plans have already passed the sector-level, which makes considerable adjustments not feasible anymore. However, outcome indicators are already part of the NDP.

6. From the Office of the Prime Minister, it was stressed that OPM has to ensure the coordination mechanism to strengthen and deepen MfDR in Goo. NIMES has a powerful working group with all key actors represented, which seems one of the right channels. Nevertheless, MfDR needs sufficient “ambassadors” to pull and push MfDR. We should also encourage others to have MfDR at the table during sector reviews (linking the change towards MfDR with existing mechanisms!).

7. The decision was made earlier to develop output based budgeting (in stead of outcome based), basically because this links resources to deliverables (under the control of the implementing Ministry) and has therefore a clear accountability component. This does not necessarily constitute a major obstacle to MfDR as long as the outputs are clearly linked to outcomes in the sector investment plans.

III. Evaluation of the workshop

Number of participants completing the evaluation form:

	Donor: HQ
	Donor; field
	Ministry
	CSO
	Private sector
	Total

	M
	F
	M
	F
	M
	F
	M
	F
	M
	F
	M
	F

	2
	1
	5
	2
	9
	3
	2
	1
	-
	-
	18
	7


Summary of Seminar Evaluation:

	
	Average rating

1 = very poor, 2= poor, 3= good, 4= excellent)

	
	Donor

HO
	Donor

FO
	Ministry
	CSO
	Private sector
	Total



	1. Achievement of training objective
	3.0
	3.4
	3.2
	3.0
	--
	3.2

	2. Value added by being a joint programme
	3,3
	3.6
	3.4
	2.7
	--
	3.4

	3. Meeting expectations


	3.0
	3.4
	2.8
	3.3
	--
	3.1

	4. Relevance for content of work


	3.7
	3.4
	3.3
	3.0
	--
	3.3

	5. Adequate balance theory and practise
	3.3
	3.3
	3.1
	3.0
	--
	3.2

	6. Adequate mix of methods


	3.3
	3.3
	2.8
	3.0
	--
	3.0

	7. Relevance of materials provided


	3.3
	3.4
	3.4
	3.3
	--
	3.4

	8. Relevance of group exercises


	3.7
	3.2
	3.5
	3.0
	--
	3.4

	9. Average rating of trainer’s performance
	

	Peter Ssentongo


	2.7
	3,3
	3.4
	2.9
	--
	3.2

	Kitakaya Loisa


	3.5
	3.3
	3.2
	2.9
	--
	3.2

	Dick van Blitterswijk


	3.9
	3.6
	3.5
	3.5
	--
	3.6

	10. Relevance of pre-course information
	2.3
	3.0
	2.7
	3.0
	--
	2.8

	11. Appropriate venue


	3.7
	3.3
	3.3
	3.0
	--
	3.3

	12. Quality of accommodation


	3.5
	3.0
	3.2
	2.7
	--
	3.1

	13. Quality of food and refreshment


	3.3
	2.9
	3.3
	3.0
	--
	3.1

	Overall Average:
	3.3
	3.3
	3.2
	3.0
	--
	3.2


Analysis and recommendations

Some general conclusions of the seminar:

In general, the seminar is well-appreciated (overall average score of 3.2). The number of participants, 32, was very close to the targeted maximum of 35.

Particularly high scores for:

Value added by being a joint programme:
3.4      Relevance for content of work: 3.3

Relevance of materials provided:

3.4      Relevance of group exercises: 3.4

Appropriate venue:


3.3.     

Analysis of preparation, logistics, programme design, approach and methods

Balance theory and practice and mix of methods score somewhat lower, but still above 3, respectively 3.2 and 3.0. Group exercises are highly appreciated (3.4).

The lowest score is, again, for pre-course information (2.8). However, trainers have the experience that this item is frequently scored low (also in other settings and for other events). Apparently participants do not easily consider themselves “well-informed”.

At the same time, invitations should be sent as early as feasible.

Trainer’s recommendations of areas of improvements

· Overall, the course is well appreciated. The design seems to work well, and the selection of different subjects was valued. Adding different subjects (to address specific country needs) will have to result in dropping others, since the available time was completely used. The CAPScan session was too short this time, due to an extensive ((and relevant/valuable) discussion during the recap in the first morning session.

· Focussing on sectors (and working in sector groups) worked well and enabled hands-on exercises on result chains and key performance indicators.

· More emphasis is required on real life experiences and examples. Choosing relevant examples (linked to the participant’s situation and challenges!) as well as focussing on how to transfer the message of these experiences and examples will help to improve the learning further. This deserves additional attention, particularly since this is one of the key factors of success (for follow-up, participants should clearly see the link with their daily work).

· The different actors were represented at the appropriate management levels. We strongly believe that the invitation sent out by the Ministry of Finance might well have been instrumental in achieving this level of representation.

· Preparatory and logistical support by the lead agency in country was good and very much appreciated by the trainer team!
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Results chains with KPIs

	Sector
	Education
	Water
	Health
	Health
	Governance
	Infrastructure

	Impact
	· Creation of a society that is literate and numerate
	· Improved quality of life
	· Maternal mortality decreased
	· Improved child health
	· Improved welfare of citizens
	· Improved welfare of Ugandans

	
	· % of population having successfully completed primary education cycle
	
	· By year 2015 maternal mortality declined from 530/100000 to 250/100000 i.e. 50% MDG
	· By 2015 child mortality declined by from 89/1000 to 45/1000 (50% MDG)
	
	

	Outcome
	· Improved literacy and numeracy among primary school pupils aged between 16-13 years
	· Increased access to safe drinking water for rural communities
	· More expectant mothers attend maternal health care
	· Reduced incidence of immunisable diseases among children
	· Improved citizens participation and involvement in decision making

· Improved services delivery
	· Increased production

· Increased employment

· Increased flow of goods and services

	Indicator
	· % of pupils age 13 years who pass PLE in English and Math
	· 1% increase from 62-64% of rural population accessing and using clean and safe water by 2010
	· Records of HC show increased attendance of at least 50% by 2012
	· Records of HCs show 50% decline in (TB, Measles, Polio, etc) by 2015
	· Number of functional councils and committees
	· Number of production units established

· % increase in number of people employed

· Volume of goods transported 

· Number of business centres established along the highway



	Output
	· Teachers are recruited and posted to schools

· Teachers effectively conduct teaching and learning lessons

· School management committees are functional

· Pupils attend school

· All schools are inspected and monitored regularly
	· Increased functional water points

· Increase in WSCs formed and trained and functioning

· Increase in quality and quantity of safe water (WHO standards)
	· Increased access to maternal health
	· All children under age 5 immunized
	· Structures for citizens participation strengthened

· Citizens awareness of their rights and obligations
	· Increased generation capacity – hydro dams and thermal plants

· Upgraded and expanded transmission network

· Expanded distribution network (RGC, health, education facilities)

· Expanded road network (paved, all-weather and community access

	Indicator
	· Number of teachers recruited and posted to primary schools by the end of every calendar year
	· Number of newly constructed and functioning water sources within a radius of 1.5 km by 2010

· Number of WSCs formed trained and functioning by 2010

· 1% increase in the number of water samples that meet the WHO standards by 2010
	· Maternity health facilities and HR available as per HSSP II by 2015
	· 100% immunization children <5 years by 2012
	· Representation of all special interest groups by 2011

· Number of meetings held quarterly by 2011

· Number of citizens sensitized by 2012
	· Kilometres of motorable roads (national, district and community)

· Kilometres of distribution network

· Number of growth centres and distribution facilities served

· Kilometres of 220 kv TLS

· Number of substations constructed

· Megawatts generated per day

· 

	
	
	
	
	
	· Mass mobilisation of education through media

· Disseminate the harmonised participatory planning guide

· Advocate for the establishment and operationalisation of project management committees
	

	Inputs
	· Teachers

· Infrastructure

· Instructional materials

· Funds 

· School management committees

· Pupils
	
	
	
	· Copies of the HPPG

· Consultants

· Resources


	


Annex 2 Participants’ answers to open ended questions

	Q3: Most important outcomes for increased harmonisation, alignment and results based management:

	Categories of answers:
	Numbers:

	1. Understanding each other better (shared understanding)
	7

	2. Understanding MfDR better
	6

	3. Result chains
	4

	4. Leadership:
	1

	
	

	
	

	Q6: Most valuable sessions:



	Categories of answers:
	Numbers:

	1. Shared goals and strategies-result chains
	11

	2. Evidence-based decision making-key performance indicators
	4

	3. General MfDR introduction
	2

	4. Leadership
	2

	
	

	
	

	Q7: Least valuable sessions:



	Categories of answers:
	Numbers:

	1. CAPScan
	6

	2. Action plans
	3

	3. MfDR in practice
	1

	4. Shared Goals and Strategies
	1

	
	

	
	


	Q21: Suggestions for improvements (not summarised, since quite diverse):

1. There is need for good follow up actions – it is important that all participants understand the politics and how government works

2. Program/ training had nothing to do with just growth – explanation before could have been better. Group work should have been better: per group focus on one problem through the three days, each day apply what has been learned on that one problem.

3. Working with cards maybe needs a better preparation for structuring in the panel/ better conceptual organisations of cards concerning our expectations/ challenges at the beginning. The rest was excellent.

4. The extent of use of the MfDR by decisions makers needs to come out, since it may be looked at as management. In others, that it is different from existing ones e.g. rivu, ob ?? among others.

5. The programme for the conference can be shortened given the calibre of people that attend; they already have experience in the field to some extent. 

6. The training mainly looked at the basic concepts without taking the participants up to how the concepts can be practically be applied to our daily work.

7. The group sessions could have been longer as these provided a great opportunity for debate.

9. The explanations of some concepts were not very clear

12. The courses should end before 4.30 P.M

13. Comment may be made on an area not covered above: may be it could be better to issue certificates of attendance at the end of such a course

14. Apply more local situtations and experiences

16. Add a module on process management ……..???? attribution of responsibilities

17. Most sectors use the logical framework. It would have been better to show how the logframe is related to the result chain.

20. My problem is how the concept will penetrate government and become the standard tool

22. An important area of socialisation of participants was completely ignored!! Presentations too summarised. Did not go into deeply understanding the concepts

23. More details about MfDR practice e.g. in the area of performance based budgeting

25. Try to increase on the duration of the training to ensure understanding of the issues better by the participants.


