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Highlights 

 
On 18-20 November 2020, the OECD hosted for the first time virtually the Results Community workshop on 
“Focusing on results: Setting up action”. This format allowed a broad participation. Over the three days 200 
participants included representatives from 25 DAC member countries, 14 partner countries (Angola, 
Bangladesh, Belarus, Burundi, Cambodia, Congo, Madagascar, Malawi, Morocco, Peru, South Africa, Jamaica, 
Uganda and Yemen), 14 multilateral development banks and United Nations organisations, two Regional 
Communities of Practice on Managing for Development Results, and seven think tanks, civil society 
organisations and academia. More than half of participants attended for the first time. 

The objectives of the workshop were to: i) advance the work of the Results Community on two important 
topics: supporting the implementation of the Guiding Principles on Managing for Sustainable Development 
Results, and Aligning results frameworks to the SDGs at country level ; ii)  peer learning on Delivering results 
in crisis; and iii) exchange on a series of topics of common interest in managing for results. 

On the Guiding Principles, the participants validated the work done by the Temporary Working Groups (TWGs) 
set up in April to identify challenges to deliver on each guiding principle and to exchange approaches taken by 
members to address them. Polls showed that the challenges resonate with participants’ experiences, and that 
participants value the direct exchanges enabled by the TWGs. Participants also signalled the need to take, 
alongside working on each principle individually, a systemic approach that addresses the interrelations 
between principles. The session on Aligning results frameworks to the SDGs at country level was an 
opportunity to hear from partner countries and providers of development co-operation on their efforts to 
make better use of the SDGs. It ended with a prioritisation exercise to identify where further efforts should be 
made by both development partners and partner countries. 

Follow-up to the workshop 

 The TWGs will continue gathering approaches and tools used by members to tackle the identified 
challenges so that each member can use them to tailor their own solution to their own organisational 
context. New members are still welcome to join the TWGs to contribute their experience and/or learn. 

 The Results Secretariat will continue to support implementation of the Guiding Principles, both in 
terms of communication and in addressing the inter-relations between principles. It will issue four 
SDG technical reports and a synthesis policy report in the first quarter of 2021, and use all the evidence 
to develop actionable guidance to help development stakeholders to make better use of the SDGs 
as a common results framework. 

 DCD/RREDI will set-up an e-learning platform to ensure all members have access to the experiences 
and tools gathered through the TWGs. The platform will be launched in March 2021 and will be 
updated once every three months.  

Evaluation of the workshop  

The workshop survey was taken by 46 participants. Responses show a high level of satisfaction as regards the 

topics proposed for discussion and format of the sessions. The food for thought sessions were perceived as 

particularly useful to most participants. Overall, the virtual format of the workshop fulfilled participants’ 

expectations. With sessions being repeated to accommodate different time zones, it enabled a broader 

participation; 47% of participants would have not been able to attend a workshop held in Paris. Almost 90% 

of respondents agreed with spreading the workshop sessions over multiple days and having interactive 

features like live polls, videos and discussions in breakout rooms, and a number would welcome more small 

group discussions to encourage mutual learning and more in-depth engagement.  
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Guiding Principles on Managing for Sustainable 
Development Results – Key issues and guidance to support 

implementation 
Background Document  Presentation  Presentation e-learning platform 

Morning Video    Afternoon Video 

This session aimed to recap and pursue the work done by the Temporary Working Groups (TWGs) to elaborate 

guidance and tools to support the implementation of the Guiding Principles on MfSDR. The first part of the 

session focused on TWGs while the second part on the challenges and experiences shared in each TWG, 

validating the content of their work and looking to next steps. The session closed with the sharing of an 

upcoming e-learning platform. This session was open to Results community members and members of the 

TWGs, and was repeated twice to allow broad participation in the various time zones.  

In his opening remarks, Rahul Malhotra noted that the number of participants engaged in the workshop 

illustrated the importance of the Community of practice. He highlighted that we need to keep learning on how 

to build results frameworks that are manageable and respond to members’ evolving needs, how to make 

better use of the results information generated to steer programmes and ultimately, on how to really build a 

culture of results. The Guiding Principles approved by the DAC in July 2019 can especially foster new 

approaches in RBM that help organisations to be more effective and reach their expected results.  

All the experiences shared, tools collected and evidence from the research work on the SDGs will be put 

together to develop actionable guidelines and toolkits, including practical solutions to align results 

frameworks, enhance adaptability of development co-operation systems and make better use of results 

information for steering and learning.  

a. Temporary Working Groups1  
Five TWGs were established2 in April 2020. They involved 35 bilateral and multilateral organisations and 77 

participants overall. They held 16 meetings in total, where 20 challenges and 40 examples of approaches taken 

by members to address these challenges were discussed and shared by members. All material gathered in the 

TWGs is on a Microsoft Teams platform accessible to members of the TWGs. Leads of each TWG synthesised 

the work done in a note that was included in the discussion paper shared ahead of the workshop.  

Members value peer leaning: a zoom poll showed that most participants value the TWGs for the direct 

interactions and exchange of experience as well as the opportunity to learn. Members appreciate that other 

members face the same challenges and are taking similar approaches, i.e. they independently come to the 

same solutions – which validates one’s own approach. In a context where managing for results is not always 

easy to promote internally, participation in the TWGs has proved useful because it provides opportunities to 

connect with other practitioners and access new tools.   

There is still time to engage in the TWGs: the most prominent reason for members not yet participating is 

that they had not heard about the TWGs. It is important to stress that everyone is invited to join the TWGs, 

even at this stage and even just for learning purposes. The work will continue in 2021 with the ambition to 

gather good practices and collect tools and guidance. 

                                                           

1 See the presentation accompanying session 2. 
2 TWG 5 on building a culture of results and learning was put on hold in July as this is the underlying foundation that 
enables all the other Guiding Principles to actually be implemented.  

http://www.oecd.org/dac/results-development/docs/2020-results-workshop-guiding-principles-compilation.pdf
https://www2.slideshare.net/secret/sL0YX67oGoDjg4
https://www2.slideshare.net/secret/HMmm8LQejsw3V8
https://oecdtv.webtv-solution.com/embed/7311/en/video
https://oecdtv.webtv-solution.com/embed/7312/en/video
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While focusing on a specific Guiding Principle, all TWGs addressed a number of cross-cutting issues: the 

COVID-19 pandemic; the inter-relations between principles; and key enablers for their implementation.  

 The main challenges faced by members with regard to the COVID-19 pandemic were to absorb 

the impact of the crisis and take measures to adapt to the new operational reality: finding ways 

to get timely data, while also managing centralisation tendencies, and to respond to the short-

term needs while still minding long-term development objectives.  

 Correlations between Guiding Principles exist predominantly between Principle 4 (Learning & 

Decision-making), Principle 5 (Results culture) and Principle 2 (Adapt to context). These 

correlations call for organisations to look at the Guiding Principles using a systemic perspective, 

rather than taking each of them individually. Organisations will also need to arbitrate between 

competing priorities and fine tune the right balance given their own context. 

 Key enablers include fostering a culture of results and developing adequate information 

systems. Building a culture of results requires appropriate incentives as well as guidance and 

training for staff and partners. All TWGs noted the importance of the management leading by 

example in using results data and information, and conducting sound and coherent change 

management processes. 

b. Breakout discussions focusing on each Guiding Principle  
The breakout groups aimed to validate the challenges identified by the TWGs and to foster exchange in ways 

to address these challenges. Their report to the plenary showed overall support to the analysis developed in 

the TWGs and highlighted the following issues.  

TWG 1 – Support SDGs and desired change: the focus on leaving no-one behind (LNOB) and its integration 

into RBM approaches is still to be addressed. A frequent challenge lies in the pressure to deliver quick outputs 

in partner countries, which weakens the connection between RBM and LNOB. The TWG will deepen the work 

to get a clearer understanding of this link, including by looking at indicators and data disaggregation more 

closely.  

TWG 2 – Adapt to context: while formal demand and appetite for adapting to context are increasing, practice 

is not yet keeping pace. Even if tools exist, in reality issues of capacity, resourcing, and rigid processes persist 

and make it hard to use these tools actively. There also exists tension between accountability and learning. In 

order to be able to use results information for learning, members stressed the importance of giving staff 

enough leeway as well as adequate resourcing, capacities and motivation from leadership.  

TWG 3 – Country ownership, mutual accountability and transparency: enhancing country ownership is a 

priority that requires supporting decentralisation and a whole-of-society approach with appropriate capacity 

building and partnerships beyond government institutions. Support to national statistical systems, another 

key priority area, is hampered by a low in-country demand for data, contradicting high provider-demand due 

to accountability pressures. A promising practice is to enhance statistical literacy of all stakeholders, so that in 

country demand is not only increased but also linked to the real understanding of key questions for 

development processes, i.e. understanding the data needs as well as supporting the collection of sectoral data. 

TWG 4 – Use of results information: Releasing the tension between using results information for 

accountability and learning requires clarifying how data is used at all levels and how these can be linked. A 

solution is to be more inclusive, including through raising awareness of beneficiaries and using their 

testimonies, as well as foster communication across all levels. To enhance the use of data, it is useful to involve 

partner country offices in the selection of indicators and have different sets of results indicators per level. It 
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also helps when managers actually demonstrate how results information is being used to adapt, make 

decisions and learn.  

TWG 6 – Reliable and lean systems: appropriate guidance and training are important to manage qualitative 

and quantitative data. Priority for many members is to update their (IT) systems in an affordable and timely 

manner as well as promoting flexible reporting and monitoring systems that allow management to adapt to 

changing circumstances. IT systems need to support the RBM corporate policy,  balancing high-level interest 

in standardising indicators with overall requirements across the organisation. As members are refining their 

systems, peer learning can help to foster digitalisation as well as to make better use of data visualisation tools. 

c. Plenary to assess challenges and solutions  
Addressing the Principles in a holistic way: Comments in the plenary stressed the need to look at the Guiding 

Principles in a more holistic way to address the correlations, but also potential arbitrations between the 

principles.  

Using results information for decision making and learning: The maturity of the results systems varies from 

one organisation to another, but in all cases, a challenge remains to make more use of results information for 

decision making and learning. Norway for instance explained that results information is being used for 

learning, but not yet in a systematic manner and not for the entire development aid organisation.  

Aligning to the SDGs as a collective challenge: With regard to SDG alignment, the way each country and 

institution adapts their indicators affects everyone else’s ability to align to the SDGs. Hence, this should be 

seen as a collective challenge rather than an individual one that can be solved at the country or sector level.  

Participants’ opinions as expressed through a poll during the session yielded the following results:  

 Challenges identified in the discussion paper reflect participants’ situation well  

 The majority of participants found the approaches taken by members useful (65%) 

 Abroader variety of members in the groups would allow to better capture the variety of 

challenges and different institutional contexts. 

 A number of participants said they could contribute inputs to the TWGs 

► Next steps:  

The six Guiding Principles are an ambitious set of principles and the work of the TWGs has illustrated many 

challenges in implementing them. In addition, putting the Principles into practice requires collaborative effort 

from all stakeholders, which can be challenging in a context where results orientation is not at the forefront. 

It is important for all members to understand what they have committed to, what changes can be expected 

by adhering to the Principles and how this relates to their current RBM system. To support members:  

 The TWGs will continue gathering the experiences of members in tackling the aforementioned 

challenges so that each member can have access to different approaches and use them to tailor 

their own solution to their own organisational context. New members are encouraged to join 

even if at this late stage.   

 The Secretariat will develop tools that help to:  

o communicate on the Guiding Principles and  

o address the inter-relations between Principles.  

 An e-learning platform will be set-up to ensure all members have access to the experiences 

and tools gathered through the TWGs. Setting up an e-learning platform was first discussed in 
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December 2019 and at this workshop the Secretariat presented progress made. Set-up at the 

level of the RREDI Division initially, the platform will provide easy access to concrete examples 

of development co-operation practices across thematic areas for learning purposes and will 

offer links to resources available on other OECD webpages. The platform will be launched in 

March 2021 and will be updated once every three months. The examples shared as good 

practices should not comprise more than 600 words following a clear, concise structure and 

ending with links to related material.  

Aligning Results Frameworks to the Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs) at Country Level: Challenges 

and Opportunities 
Presentation  Morning Video    Afternoon Video 

Aligning to the SDGs at country level is important as it helps to i) maximise availability of data for development; 

ii) simplify M&E reporting processes; iii) strengthen donor collaboration and alignment with country systems 

and ensure mutual accountability, and iv) leverage country level advocacy and mobilisation. 

This session aimed to review progress made by governments and  development partners in aligning to the 

SDGs at country level, understand and unpack the challenges and opportunities that development actors face 

in aligning to and measuring the SDGs at country level, and identify where further efforts should be made. The 

first part of the session focused on the partner country and regional perspectives and the second part on the 

development co-operation providers’ perspectives. 

In their opening remarks, Jorge Moreira da Silva and Mayumi Endoh (respectively DCD Director and Deputy 

Director) reiterated the importance of the SDGs as a roadmap to achieve a better and more sustainable future 

for all. They noted the strides made by partner countries and development partners in aligning their policies, 

plans and strategic frameworks to the SDGs, though progress remains slow and uneven.  

a. Partner country experiences 
Representatives of diverse partner countries (Bangladesh, Samoa, Uganda and Peru) and the African 

Community of Practice on Development Results (AfCOP) shared their experiences and the challenges they are 

facing in aligning to the SDGs.  

Key steps taken by these partner countries include: 

 Building on the MDGs to facilitate SDG adoption by harnessing the capacities and processes 

for planning, statistics, and monitoring & evaluation (M&E) used during the MDG era. 

 Ensuring high-level government uptake and senior leadership from the onset. Political will 

from the top is a great catalyst for mainstreaming the SDGs. 

 Adopting whole-of-government approaches supported by clear allocation of SDG 

responsibilities within government and line ministries and strong SDG co-ordination structures. 

Innovative mechanisms such as certificates of compliance linking the SDGs to a sector-wide 

approach and issued as a pre-condition for budget appropriation have proved useful. 

 Adopting whole-of-society approaches to SDG planning, implementation and monitoring by 

involving the private sector, academia and civil society as well as conducting SDG awareness 

campaigns. 

https://www2.slideshare.net/secret/esNfatowv8Hn3f
https://oecdtv.webtv-solution.com/embed/7342/en/video
https://oecdtv.webtv-solution.com/embed/7341/en/video
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 Enhancing SDG localisation at subnational, regional and district level to increase relevance and 

coherence of the SDGs and contribute to the Leave No One Behind agenda. This requires 

promoting Voluntary Local Reviews, developing systems for needs identification and M&E as 

well as enhancing data production and use at local level.  

 Operationalising the SDG framework with clear and explicit prioritisation of the goals, targets 

and indicators. This also requires setting up the M&E processes and statistical and IT systems 

to monitor SDG indicators, and using the data produced to inform the national SDG reviews 

and consultative follow-ups.  

 Assessing policy, institutional and data gaps in SDG implementation to understand the 

baseline position of the country and the steps needed to move towards consistent frameworks 

and supportive institutional environments. 

 Synchronising SDG planning and reporting with the national development strategy cycle in 

order to mainstream the SDGs into regular national processes and reviews. Such alignment 

also allows for more synergies at the budgetary and sectoral level. 

 Ensuring continuity of personnel around SDG alignment and monitoring, noting that high staff 

turnover can significantly derail efforts. 

Panellists also shared the challenges partner countries are facing in aligning to the SDGs, notably: 

 Huge gaps in SDG financing need to be covered to effectively implement, monitor and 

evaluate policies, actions and initiatives geared towards the SDGs. The financial sustainability 

of SDG uptake as well as M&E capacity is crucial for the achievement of the SDG goals.  

 SDG data availability, frequency and/or level of disaggregation remain issues across contexts, 

although more so in Africa. The capacity to generate, collect, analyse and interpret high quality, 

reliable, and disaggregated data across sectors is uneven, even if SDG domestication processes 

are driving positive investments and better cross-government data integration over time. 

 Institutional fragmentation and inadequate co-ordination structures, including on SDG 

planning vs budgeting, continues to hamper the achievement of SDG targets. Raising SDG 

awareness within government bodies has remained difficult.  

b. Development co-operation alignment with the SDGs: emerging 
findings from the Secretariat research and panellists views 

The research conducted by the Secretariat shows that development partners along with partner countries are 
increasingly applying SDG indicators in their results frameworks. Moreover, country capacity for SDG 
monitoring increased faster than expected. Most development partners have embraced the SDGs in their 
strategy, and 17 started to incorporate SDG indicators to track progress. However, availability of timely, 
disaggregated SDG data across all indicators remains a challenge.  

Main drivers of SDG alignment for development providers: 

 Well-established sector indicators are often already being used and can be adopted seamlessly 
(forming a foundation in the results framework).  

 “Formalistic” approaches to results management including high formal/actual use of results 
frameworks and reliance on solid results-based approaches at HQ and country level is a pre-requisite 
to align to the SDG framework. 
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 Country staff awareness of the SDG framework accompanied by HQ training and guidance increases 
take-up and use. Growing awareness, political leadership and/or institutional mandates to align to 
the SDGs further strengthen SDG uptake.  

 Supra- or external/peer pressure by other bilateral or multilateral organisations and in fora such as 
the EU level, UN and OECD pushes development partners towards SDG alignment.  

 Progressive SDG uptake by partner countries incentivises donor partners to align to the SDGs in their 
own corporate and country-level plans and strategies.  

Main constraints to the SDG alignment of development providers: 

 Data gaps in frequency/quality/scope/disaggregation in the partner countries dissuade development 
providers from using SDG indicators. 

 Many SDG indicators are unfit to measure the value of providers’ intervention to the outcome: this 
leads to uncertainty around attribution.  

 Less tangible indicators in some sectors such as governance, human rights, policy influencing reduces 
the scope of the SDG framework and deters providers working in these sectors where SDG indicators 
are harder to use. 

 Slow uptake by partner countries and increasing focus on partner country ownership of development 
co-operation results in lower take-up of SDG indicators.  

Providers of development co-operation (Switzerland, New Zealand, UNESCO) shared the steps they have 
taken to address these issues. These include: 

 Moving towards a holistic and integrated approach emphasising policy coherence across multiple 
objectives such as environment, security, trade and development. 

 Adopting a country-based lens instead of sectoral or thematic lens to reflect different country 
contexts and challenges.  

 Emphasising SDG alignment at country level. Some providers develop 10- year country strategies and 
operational plans to identify and track progress against long-term goals as well as medium term 
outcomes. These plans use the SDG indicators prioritised by the partner country itself.   

 Ensuring staff have access to SDG data and trends by publishing statistical snapshots for each country 
to increase understanding and raise awareness of the SDG indicators. 

 Supporting statistical capacity by funding National Statistical Offices and regional data initiatives as 
well as conducting trainings and capacity building workshops with partners in the field. This addresses 
crucial data gaps hampering SDG reporting. 

 Supporting civil society initiatives that collect data on SDGs by establishing a civic fund. 

Panellists also shared the challenges they are facing. They confirmed that data gaps (including disaggregated 
data) and the difficulty to collect, monitor and analyse accurate and transparent data remains an obstacle to 
meet domestic reporting needs and steer programming. They also noted that:  

 Planning, reporting and monitoring cycles that differ from the partner country’s own cycle makes it 

difficult to co-ordinate and harmonise on the use of SDG indicators.  

 There is often a mismatch between what is planned and the finance available to implement those 

plans - which can be worsened in cases of corruption.  

 More efficient donor co-ordination mechanisms geared towards the SDGs are required. Donors work 

in different sectors, and forums do not exist or are not very effective to bring them together. 
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 Decentralising results planning is a recurring challenge because of the trade-off between alignment 

at country level to the SDGs and alignment to the national plans of the partner country. 

Conclusion  
 

A final poll asking participants what are the most pressing challenges they should be focusing on with regard 

to SDG alignment at country level showed that priorities should be as follows: 

For development partners sitting in headquarters: having an SDG mandate from HQ/capital, aligning 

corporate results frameworks to the SDGs (even if flexible or as a menu), and developing guidance and 

encouraging SDG use amongst in-country staff.   

For partner countries: increasing the degree of SDG adoption in national plans and budgets, enhancing SDG 

prioritisation and use by sector ministries, and increasing inclusiveness by adopting participatory whole-of-

government or whole-of society approaches to the SDGs. 

Delivering results in crisis: Lessons from the COVID-19 
pandemic 

Video  

Development agencies need to adapt to the COVID-19 pandemic crisis to be able to deliver sustainable results 

that respond to the short-term challenges while continuing to support achievement of the 2030 Agenda. The 

session was an opportunity to discuss ways to: i) improve adaptation and foster partnerships, and ii) collect 

adequate and timely data and results information. 

In her welcoming words, the DAC Chair, Susanna Moorehead, stressed that results matter even more in times 

of crisis. The world is confronted with a series of crises that affect both developed and developing countries 

and requires a nexus response combining short, medium and long-term approaches. The global pandemic calls 

for a global response supported by a global conversation, and every effort must be made to make good use of 

limited resources. This message was at the core of the Communiqué agreed by political leaders at the DAC 

High Level Meeting convened on 9-10 November 2020. Meanwhile we need to recognise that we learn as we 

go, which is why sharing what works and what does not is so important.  

Panellists from Bangladesh, the World Bank and Belgium’s Enabel highlighted a number of aspects that need 

to be considered to ensure an efficient response in times of crisis: 

a. Co-ordination and adaptation 
Having a high level, recognised authority in the driver seat helps to ensure a coherent response. In the case 

of Bangladesh, the Prime Minister’s Office coordinates the response that covers prevention, health care, social 

safety nets, and support to the economic sector. The Government launched a stimulus package to be 

implemented in three phases – immediate, short and medium, until 2024, and has developed along with its 

development partners a joint National Preparedness and Response Plan.  

In working closely with centralised and decentralised partners, donors can move fast and target 

beneficiaries appropriately. This requires both aligning to the government’s plans and co-ordinating closely 

to avoid gaps and check the effects of programmes on beneficiaries. The presence of staff is key to ensure 

effective co-ordination and bring additional expertise – conversely in some countries, the repatriation of staff 

of many development agencies has a negative impact on both aspects.  

https://oecdtv.webtv-solution.com/embed/7313/en/video
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A continuum between the emergency response and the long-term approach to development is needed to 

foster resilience post-COVID. Strengthening capacity over the long term needs to be built-in from the start, as 

shown with examples of health system strengthening and nutrition approaches. This includes governance and 

co-ordination aspects, as a crisis is not the right moment to fix such issues. 

Learning by doing is crucial to provide effective support. In doing so, the World Bank’s response broadened 

from an initial focus on the emergency response in the health sector with a dedicated fast track facility, to 

embedding social protection with new approaches to social safety nets targeting the new poor and vulnerable 

populations, and then to supporting the private sector and building back better (including climate resilience).  

Adaptability enables more efficient support and partnerships. The World Bank adapted its procurement 

system to be able to provide effective pooled procurement services. Noting that countries were having 

problems procuring equipment (even when funding was available), the World Bank set-up a procurement 

arrangement with the United Nations to help countries access health equipment. It is now engaging with GAVI 

on the COVAX initiative to facilitate equitable access to vaccines. As shown in the case of Belgium, such 

flexibility to adapt to context changes can be hampered by too rigid bilateral financial instruments. 

The simpler a process is, the quicker the response is provided. Enabel’s real time evaluation of the response 

to the COVID pandemic shows that being responsive requires simple processes supported by clear instructions 

coming from a centralised authority. This was instrumental in the case of procurement. 

b. Data collection and use 
New data collection modalities are needed to target the poor. Household data surveys are an efficient means 

to target beneficiaries of social programmes (e.g. social safety nets, cash transfer programmes). But updating 

these surveys takes a lot of time and cannot be used to identify the new poor that fall into poverty in times of 

crisis. Development agencies need to rely on other sources of quantitative and qualitative information, e.g. 

conducting phone surveys and reaching out to local communities and civil society organisations to identify the 

people most in need. 

Results frameworks need to be complemented by new systems combining real time qualitative and 

quantitative information. Results frameworks and their battery of indicators are difficult to change as they 

are set for the medium term. In the case of the World Bank, any change would need to be renegotiated with 

partner countries. Noting the impossibility of collecting data against a number of indicators, the World Bank 

is conducting a pilot at country level to identify other ways to foster qualitative learning and tell a narrative in 

real time. It has also started to use high frequency monitoring dashboards to track the impacts of the COVID-

19 pandemic. This pilot exercise aims to get more real time data and make the system more practical for both 

corporate reporting and operations adjustments in the field. 

Efficient data governance systems are crucial to ensure data is processed and used across sectors. Solid 

statistical systems are not sufficient. As an illustration, due to its long-standing experience dealing with 

pandemics, the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) has an efficient system in place to collect data. But its 

ability to analyse and process data at the sector ministry level, and to exchange data across sectors, is limited. 

While giving tablets to ease the collection of data that feed into the DRC health automated system – as Enabel 

does – is useful, ensuring the data is actually used across sectors requires addressing the data governance 

system as a whole. In the case of DRC it is hampered by institutional fragmentation within and across 

ministries, and unclear levels of authority.  

Using the SDGs can help to address the data gap. In Bangladesh, the government has put the SDGs at the 

centre and this helps to get the data that is most needed. The government did a mapping of the SDGs per 

ministry, thereby enabling a clear division of labour; designed a monitoring and evaluation framework aligned 

to the SDG targets and indicators (reducing the proliferation of indicators and avoiding indicators against 
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which no data can be collected); and set up a data co-ordination committee to harmonise data collection at a 

national level. At a decentralised level, in promoting SDG localisation and participatory approaches, the 

government ensures that data from multiple sources can be collected. 

Information technologies enable bridging distance and time differences. Teleworking shows that 

technologies make information sharing easier and faster, bringing all teams, whether at headquarters or in 

the field, to the same level of information. This new way of working that emerged due to the lockdown fosters 

learning within an organisation and is an asset that can be institutionalised.   

 

In her conclusion the DAC Chair stressed the importance to put to good use lessons from the past to act 

differently in the face of a crisis. Many lessons from past crises exist and are available. Still doing things 

differently is hard. But close co-ordination, division of labour based on comparative advantages, pooling of 

resources, involvement of government and partners, and empowerment of local staff should become the new 

way of working. Likewise, preparedness and learning to build sustainable systems with the right expertise 

should become a priority. And now is the time to ensure that global supply chain and procurement systems 

are in place to ensure universal access to vaccines.  
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Food for Thought Sessions 

1. “The Good, the Bad and the Ugly” (in strengthening results based 
management), Netherlands 

Presentation  Video 

The session discussed the positive drivers, organisational tensions and unexpected roadblocks in introducing 

results based management (RBM) systems in a donor organisation. The experience of the Dutch Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs in fostering internal buy-in for RBM served as a starting point. 

Netherlands, leading the discussion, described the incremental approach to strengthen results-based 

management of development co-operation – with the aim of better, data-driven decision-making. This 

included: better internal co-ordination; a new Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) Unit integrating 

results reporting/learning/evaluation; thematic theories of change and results frameworks; IT tools and a 

dedicated portal; and better reporting requirements for implementing partners (e.g. annual report, IATI).  

Enablers included general agreement with RBM principles across the organisation, senior management’s own 

results information needs, and excitement around new/better IT systems. All of this creates high expectations 

and pressure to MEL units to “deliver”. This clashes with the required (but slow) staff behavioural change 

towards results, lack of obvious incentives, insufficient results data availability early on, and non-user friendly 

IT systems in their early versions that create inefficiencies in staff time. This may lead to a situation in which: 

i) MEL units are pressured to police staff; ii) pressure for accountability overtakes space for learning; and iii) 

top management and external expectations about RBM as a silver bullet (superman syndrome) generates 

pressure and frustration around RBM implementation.  

Factors identified as critical from the Dutch experience include: (i) active leadership from top management; 

(ii) IT solutions to be piloted and grow incrementally and organically within the existing system (avoid off-the-

shelf solutions); (iii) “good enough” RBM system (with incremental improvements, without expecting 

perfection from the start; and (iv) MEL units as change agents (instead of taking a policing role). 

Key points raised during the discussion: 

 Make visible the benefits of RBM system to staff. Creating staff incentives to input, monitor and review 

results data is critical for the performance of the RBM system. This includes positive incentives (e.g. user-

friendliness, clarity) but also negative incentives (courageous managers demanding results data on an 

ongoing basis, to create a long-term expectation). MEL units can seduce staff to use the system more 

efficiently by training staff on ways to maximise quality and usefulness vs reporting time (IT applications 

can help, particularly if there is an impression that these are here to stay). 

 Rolling-out of RBM. Regarding IT systems, avoid a parallel system to report on results –even in light of 

pressure to deliver on a RBM IT system– as interoperability issues may appear down the road. Also, find 

right balance on results reporting frequency (e.g. annually, and light on first year of project 

implementation) to avoid staff resistance or the reporting of non-credible results data.  

 Make RBM work for better ‘donorship’ at partner country level. Ways of designing the RBM system 

could help strengthen country ownership, transparency and mutual accountability. Strengthening 

internal governance and function of Netherlands’ RBM system was a first step, with the expectation to 

create better synergies of the RBM system with implementers and other partners at country level.  

 Fostering a results culture into daily work. To this end, support from leadership alone helps, but it is 

insufficient for sustained change in staff’s work culture around results. Improvements in work efficiency, 

organisational visibility/credit to staff efforts on results (including human resources dimension) can help 

create intrinsic incentives and career goals. Mid-level managers can create space to reflect on lessons 

https://www2.slideshare.net/secret/BLGJfEuG2Envs7
https://oecdtv.webtv-solution.com/embed/7317/en/video
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learnt, and to reward staff behaviours. Finally, continuous training and capacity building from MEL units 

to complement RBM initiatives (e.g. introduction of results frameworks) help facilitate staff uptake. 

2. Inclusive approaches to bilateral development co-operation and 
their effects on measuring results, Spain 

Presentation  Video 

Increasingly providers of development co-operation promote inclusive approaches in designing and 

implementing their programmes. This requires new approaches to monitoring and measuring results, 

involving both quantitative and qualitative tools.  

Spain, who led the discussion, described the Country Partnership Frameworks (CPF), that now guide its 

development co-operation in partner countries, with having a focus on ownership, results, partnerships and 

accountability. The results framework attached to each CPF comprises two types of results: i) the development 

results, which can be linked to several SDG goals and promote inclusiveness; and ii) the intermediate results, 

linked to SDG targets and limited in number in order to enhance concentration. These are complemented by 

performance indicators linked to the activities, which are set for internal accountability and communication 

purposes.  

Spain promotes participatory approaches and has established in each partner country a strategic and a 

technical commission to conduct the dialogue with partners. Spain involves partner country governments in 

the monitoring of bilateral programmes, and relies on the data produced by implementing partners in the case 

of subsidies to CSOs or other private actors. It plans to develop an annual overall monitoring report in each 

partner country that would be shared with all partners at country level through the technical commission. 

Spain reports to IATI on a monthly basis, using the data collected internally. 

Key points raised during the discussion: 

 Many providers need to guide monitoring and evaluation activities better, i.e. clarifying the 

concepts and defining annual plans. This is even more necessary in a context of tight resources.  

 Quantitative indicators should be complemented by a narrative that relies on qualitative 

indicators. Quantitative indicators are useful to bring rigor and comparability while qualitative 

indicators can bring in a more subjective, context-based assessment. The lack of data against 

specific SDG targets that are hard to measure in the absence of administrative reporting 

remains a common issue.  

 The broadening use of videoconferences can help to enhance participatory approaches 

involving many actors at strategic and technical levels. The gap between the headquarters and 

country offices is also being reduced.  

 However, convincing partner country governments to involve CSOs alongside official actors 

is not always easy and may require specific incentives. There are positive examples where joint 

monitoring was used as a way to foster the dialogue between international and local CSOs and 

the government, bringing a constructive social accountability approach. Thematic and sector 

working groups can also be used as a vehicle to involve CSOs. In any case, building trust is a 

pre-requisite that requires long-term work. 

 

 

https://www2.slideshare.net/secret/IjKMQNzTdEGXmh
https://oecdtv.webtv-solution.com/embed/7339/en/video
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3. Bringing numbers to qualitative results, Public Good 
Presentation  Video 

Robust qualitative information around attitudes, behaviour, relationships, influence, systems, power 

dynamics, social norms and public goods are challenging to measure. Institutions need to go beyond stories 

of change and case studies towards a more rigorous use of data and information to measure and show 

qualitative results.  

Public Good, leading the discussion, highlighted how the use of numbers and words affects the narrative on 

development results. Results with numbers are easy to communicate, comparable and perceived as more 

objective while results with words are perceived to be impressionistic and more easily questioned for bias. 

Therefore, there is a need to bring numbers to qualitative results.  

Ireland shared its experience of quantifying the qualitative with different categories or levels of scorings using 

a qualitative survey. Bath Social and Development Research (BSDR) presented on effectively combining 

quantitative monitoring with qualitative methods. 

Key points from the presentation and discussion 

 Qualitative information is important to engage with the general public. While quantitative 

information is important to know what is being achieved, stories and narratives are crucial to 

communicate with people. Solely relying on numbers can create an imbalance in the 

stakeholders that can engage with this information. 

 Transparency and rigour in selecting data sources makes qualitative information more 

credible. Qualitative information is often criticised for ‘cherry picking’ cases. Building case 

selection in a systematic manner is the key to making robust generalisations as well as 

strengthening acceptance of qualitative and mixed methods evidence to evaluate attribution.  

 Rigorous case selection for qualitative information is not the same as for quantitative 

information. Since qualitative information helps in understanding diversity of causal pathways, 

random selection is unlikely to be very useful. Moreover, there is no scientifically optimal 

sample size, however, transparent and reasoned case selection is important.  

 Qualitative results are vital to Leave no-one behind. Qualitative information increases 

understanding of the diversity of causal pathways for diverse constituents. It also helps in 

accounting for the institutional and human dynamics that affect outcomes, enabling the 

information on why it works in some places and not in others. 

  

https://www2.slideshare.net/secret/HXkycuso4FwYk2
https://oecdtv.webtv-solution.com/embed/7318/en/video
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4. Strategies for context/conflict sensitive approaches to 
Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL), Cordaid 

Presentation  Video 

The COVID-19 crisis imposes restrictions on Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) activities. It is then 

useful to learn from approaches to MEL that are applied in conflict sensitive contexts as well as to explore 

ways to enhance distant monitoring methods and generate quality data.  

Cordaid, an organisation that mainly works in countries that are war-torn, introduced the discussion stressing 

the difficulties for staff in accessing project implementation sites given the pandemic. Remote monitoring, 

usually practiced in fragile contexts, can therefore be used, which goes in line with recent localisation trends 

emphasising the need to empower local partners. This does not come without challenges. In particular, project 

staff often question the quality of data shared by partners, an issue worsened when there are disruptions in 

internet connectivity and when there is no time for proper training. This shows that guidelines are needed to 

set reasonable monitoring standards under restricted circumstances. In the case of Cordaid, distant methods 

for data monitoring include: i) checking data provided by partners; ii) holding regular data discussions to verify 

the accuracy of the data; iii) training data collectors on efficient data collection methods and engage non-

conventional reporters such as citizen journalists and peers; and iv) regular follow-ups. Tools include 

telephone, emails (for documented evidence), (online) survey tools that also work while devices are temporary 

offline and spot checks (e.g. to verify that COVID-19 prevention materials had been received by beneficiaries). 

It is important to be well prepared: collect contact details as much as possible when you still can, draft a plan 

on how to collect data when travel is restricted, and set up digital training methods to train data collectors.  

Key points from a survey conducted by Cordaid on distant monitoring and the discussion: 

 Distant monitoring should rely where possible on digital data collection methods with larger samples 

given that higher non-response rates can be expected. Concerns related to data protection favour using 

appropriate digital technologies, such as secure mobile applications. In any case, assessments that rely 

on these technologies are prone to exclude marginalised groups such as elderly, poor, illiterate people 

as well as in some cultures, women. Therefore, it is important to use additional data collection methods 

to mitigate such gaps. 

 Triangulation and larger samples are needed for Evaluation and Learning: quantitative data should be 

complemented by qualitative information to overcome reporting gaps and get stakeholder views. More 

regular contact with partners can stimulate learning, and involving people located in the targeted areas 

can enhance inclusiveness.  

 Third party monitoring is recommended to reduce reporting bias. Triangulation of quantitative and 

qualitative data from various sources and with multiple methods is useful as monitoring only provides a 

partial picture. This can be done through citizen journalists and peer data collection, using existing 

relations with communities; or relying on secondary sources provided by GPS, satellite imagery, photos 

and videos. Reducing reporting bias also requires using female surveyors to speak to women.  

 Developing risk assessments and mitigation plans are needed to ensure safe involvement of local 

partners. The mitigation plan should identify alternative data sources to replace or complement primary 

data source. It should also include a remote verification plan listing specific tasks and documentation so 

that the data collected raises up to the quality agreed with partners, and consider remote training 

options for staff.  

 Specific guidelines for remote monitoring during COVID-19 are being finalised. This requires gathering 

more evidence on which monitoring methods are most pertinent in a given context. While taking into 

account the organisational constraints and capacities of local partners to collect data and ensure 

standards are set and met. 

https://www2.slideshare.net/secret/bP83fKk03HQI2x
https://oecdtv.webtv-solution.com/embed/7319/en/video
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5. Institutional set-ups and their impact on results based 
management, OECD/DCD Secretariat 

Presentation  Video 

This session presented common institutional arrangements for development co-operation and discussed their 

implications for results based management (RBM). OECD presented four common institutional models for 

managing development co-operation, based on learning from peer reviews of OECD/DAC members: (a) a 

dedicated, stand-alone ministry or department; (b) a lead ministry, usually the foreign ministry, coupled with 

an implementing agency; (c) the integration of development policy and implementation into a lead ministry; 

and (d) the deep integration of development policy and implementation into a lead ministry. These models 

are useful tools but in practice a variety of approaches cut across each.  

Institutional arrangements can impact results based management in several ways. In addition to the broad 

policy setting arrangements set out above, other factors include the extent to which providers take a whole-

of-government approach, particularly where multiple actors and agencies are involved, where national and 

subnational governments participate in providing ODA, and/or the degree of delegation to field offices. The 

OECD presentation identified five key areas where arrangements may impact RBM: (1) the balance between 

accountability and learning; (2) building a results culture; (3) the kind (or level) of results information required; 

(4)  adapting to context while aggregating results up; and (5) maintaining a reliable and manageable results 

system –including coherent systems for managing data. 

Key messages included that some arrangements may lead to a greater focus on accountability (e.g. to a 

minister), limiting the focus of RBM on learning and steering; and that developing and retaining specialised 

expertise –often more straightforward in an agency– can enable more investment in and willingness to engage 

in learning helping to build a results culture. OECD/DAC peer reviews also find that different actors or parts of 

a development co-operation system may define the purpose of results information differently (learning, 

communication, steering, etc.), creating tensions within the system, and that decentralised systems tend to 

make it easier to adapt to context, though harder to aggregate results up. Finally, the presentation discussed 

how a complex RBM system with multiple actors can result in incompatible IT systems to manage results data, 

and methodology and measurements divergences, with implications for coherent collection, analysis and use 

of results data. 

Participants shared experiences from their own organisations, discussing the main tensions in terms of 

achieving a functional RBM system, and how transitions between institutional setups are infrequent but may 

require systemic changes to RBM systems. More complex development co-operation systems seem to be 

associated with greater fragmentation and tensions. The discussion highlighted the following points: 

Balancing accountability and learning. Most participants acknowledged that all models share a tendency to 

emphasise accountability. While there are no easy solutions, efforts to create standard (but flexible) indicators 

for accountability (e.g. on an annual basis) while at the same time consistently encouraging greater focus on 

management and learning, pays off. Some participants noted that accountability-seeking institutions like 

parliament can evolve positively, to ask for different types of results information (focused on “why” and “how” 

outcomes are achieved and/or evaluations), which can help emphasise learning. 

Competing demands for specific types of results information is common. Participants reflected on 

competition not just between the various purposes of RBM (for accountability vs. learning/steering) but also 

at various levels of internal governance. Often these purposes are pulling in different directions. Challenges of 

data aggregation are also common where entities are working in different country contexts. 

Transitions between institutional models take time. Where organisations do transition between different 

models, participants emphasised that working closely with programming and implementation teams can help 

https://www2.slideshare.net/secret/2ZwyM5iGMtyRjx
https://oecdtv.webtv-solution.com/embed/7320/en/video
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build shorter feedback loops on what is going well/less well in RBM –and adjust. It was observed that the 

perceived highly technical nature of RBM discourages non-development staff (e.g. diplomats), and that 

addressing this (leadership, awareness, training) can help deepen and consolidate a results culture. 

6. How to improve delivery of humanitarian/development 
responses in the context of the current pandemic?, Colombia and 
INCAF 

Presentation  Video 

The COVID 19 pandemic shows the importance of strengthening the effectiveness of humanitarian assistance 

while linking short-term humanitarian response to long-term development support. 

Colombia, the most recent member of the OECD, introduced the discussion by sharing its experience of the 

response to the Covid pandemic as a recipient of official development assistance. Colombia saw an explosion 

of in-kind donations (e.g. ventilators, medical equipment and rapid tests). In a crisis context involving a 

lockdown to stop the pandemic, most government agencies became unable to manage effectively these in-

kind donations and related logistical aspects. Colombian regulations created significant delays. In addition, 

donors’ own regulations were in some instances not fit for the Colombian legal context, requiring contractual 

revisions that further delayed delivery. Meanwhile some bilateral partners engaged directly with decentralised 

authorities, communicating through social media without formally informing national authorities.  

On a positive side, other donors showed a high level of responsiveness and flexibility, adjusting their 

humanitarian and development programme within a week; and some donors combined in-kind contributions 

and training, e.g. providing respirators together with adequate courses, thereby building long-term capacity. 

Key points raised during the discussion: 

 While the COVID pandemic is not a humanitarian crisis per se, it has a humanitarian impact: it 

exacerbates pre-existing humanitarian needs, and it increases poverty and inequalities. The DAC 

recommendation on the humanitarian-development-peace nexus stresses the need to prioritise 

prevention, investing in development whenever possible while ensuring humanitarian needs are met. 

Combining preparedness and capacity development is a good practice in this respect, and examples 

were given of health system strengthening programmes proving useful in crisis situations. 

 Providing a coherent response cannot happen if there are no pre-existing co-ordination structures. The 

response involves many different actors and cuts across various sectors. For instance a well-functioning 

health system also depends on the overall institutional structure and issues such as governance. 

Managing this complexity requires efficient co-ordination mechanisms that pre-exist to the crisis. They 

will enable to build on the added value of each partner and instrument while bringing a discipline 

towards achieving a clear objective. 

 Institutional arrangements can hamper flexible and well-co-ordinated delivery. In particular in the case 

of agencies being merged with a foreign affairs department, it takes time to fix the differences in the 

organisational cultures and legal frameworks, making it difficult to co-operate efficiently in the 

meantime. Co-ordination is time consuming and resources are even more stretched during a pandemic.  

 Co-ordination is made easier when the partner country government is on the driver seat and donors 

are held accountable. However, the humanitarian system is built around emergency modes, which can 

lead to direct involvement when the government is not in a capacity to respond, thereby failing to 

empower leadership in the short term. The role of the United Nations in co-ordinating the humanitarian 

response becomes prominent when the government is unable to play this function. 

https://www2.slideshare.net/secret/daYLAmr0eZA3tf
https://oecdtv.webtv-solution.com/embed/7340/en/video
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7. Institutionalising adaptive management, UNFPA  
Presentation  Video 

Adapting to change is a critical component for transformational leadership. This session illustrated how UNFPA 

is institutionalising adaptive management, i.e. how the shift from accountability at the heart of RBM to 

learning and adaptation can be realised. UNFPA identified the current COVID-19 pandemic as the ideal time 

to introduce such a new model because there is momentum for innovative learning approaches in times of 

crisis.  

UNFPA developed a dynamic framework, called “compass”, that combines adaptive feedback (which is 

evidence-based) and strategic foresight. Using a bottom-up approach, relying on 155 offices and global 

research and expertise, this framework is meant to be a co-creation, involving staff as much as possible, which 

is required to get broad buy-in. The compass includes five components which apply to the design, 

implementation, monitoring and evaluation of policies in order to achieve transformative results. For each 

stage, guidance is being developed with a choice of tools that can be applied at country office level.  

Next steps in institutionalising adaptive management will involve an external assessment of the approach and 

development of a business case. This is meant to strengthen the reasoning for the initiative as well as linking 

it to the strategic plans of UNFPA. While still at an early stage, a few lessons can be shared:  

Buy-in from the highest level but also identification of the pressured groups is necessary for all stakeholders 

to adopt the adaptive management approach.  

Branding and early communication are important to ensure widespread comprehension of adaptation. 

UNFPA developed a newsletter to raise curiosity and interest around the issue well ahead of the initiative. 

UNFPA has also conducted a rigorous information sharing campaign to ensure all stakeholders understand the 

language and concepts of RBM.  

Proposing guidance and encouraging learning is more effective than imposing new approaches. All the 

material shared is guidance only (not mandatory) to avoid fuelling framework fatigue. A strong focus on 

communication makes it easier to enhance information sharing between regional offices. Internal networks 

and topical discussion groups also provide an effective means to establish an organisational learning mentality 

on RBM.  

Key questions raised in the discussion: 

 What is different in this approach and how can people be encouraged to participate: UNFPA 

laid out the reasoning behind adaptive management very clearly to their staff and linked it to 

individual incentives of employees. Both individual and collaborative incentives empowers 

employees and generates broader motivation to be part of this bottom-up movement. This 

educational approach is supposed to foster a learning mentality where individual and team 

performances are linked.  

 Results-based management should be understood as learning through implementation. It is 

important to highlight the strengths of RBM and why it was introduced as a management 

practice: to be able to measure change during the implementation phase so that government 

can take timely action and re-evaluate whether development efforts are going in the right 

direction. UNFPA’s experience has shown that sector specialists are needed to provide content 

and feedback to the line ministries which will then lead the expected changes.  

https://www2.slideshare.net/secret/ypC5PmjDSEDGsV
https://oecdtv.webtv-solution.com/embed/7321/en/video
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8. Reforming the Global Partnership monitoring: what comes next for 

results-focus? 

Presentation  Background note (Annex 1)  Video 

The Global Partnership for Effective Development Co-operation (GPEDC) tracks progress against the four 

internationally agreed effectiveness principles: i) Focus on results; ii) Country ownership; iii) Inclusive 

partnerships; and iv) Transparency and mutual accountability. The GPEDC 2018 monitoring round showed that 

while partner country governments have made significant progress in setting high quality national 

development strategies, development partners' alignment to partner country priorities and their reliance on 

partner government statistics and monitoring systems has decreased.  

Two complementary indicators currently measure the results principle: 

1. Strengthened national results frameworks in partner countries, measured through four criteria: i) 

setting transparent country-led results frameworks, ii) prioritising development results, iii) monitoring 

results at the country level, and iv) using the results information. 

2. Use of national results frameworks by development partners, measured through: i) development 

partners’ alignment to partner countries' priorities and objectives, ii) use of  country-owned results 

indicators, iii) use of government statistics and data, and iv) government involvement in final 

evaluations of development partner programmes.  

 
As the GPEDC is conducting a major reform of its monitoring exercise, the discussion was an opportunity to 

invite inputs from participants on how a new monitoring proposal should address the ‘focus on results’ 

principle from a development partner perspective, while considering the current approach regarding these 

two indicators. 

Key points raised during the discussion: 

 More sophisticated approaches are required to measure progress on the results principle, 

going beyond compliance. This applies to both:  

o the quality of partner countries’ results frameworks: there is scope to improve the current 

indicator to capture in a more sophisticated way the quality of the results framework and 

whether it lays out a path for a change process 

o the alignment to partner country priorities: the measure of alignment should reflect how 

the co-operation provider’s projects support the national priorities rather than focusing on 

whether their results indicators are drawn from the national frameworks.  

 It will also be important to consider how the monitoring exercise as a whole looks at and 

measures progress on the results principle – beyond these two indicators. 

 An approach to measure partner institutions’ ability to disaggregate data needs to be 

developed to enable better understanding and implementation of the leave no-one behind 

(LNOB) agenda. 

 Investment in capacity building of and mutual learning with partner country institutions 

should complement the focus on alignment. Strengthening results frameworks at national and 

sectoral levels would allow more inclusive and evidence-based policy-making, and there is a 

place for development partners to be involved in supporting governments to improve their 

https://www2.slideshare.net/secret/3tPEmAybJ4d9EQ
https://oecdtv.webtv-solution.com/embed/7322/en/video
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results frameworks. This will also be an opportunity to encourage the development of 

frameworks that are inclusive, feasible, and evidence-based. 

 Dialogue around results data in partner countries should be facilitated by better 

communication and narrative building mainstreamed as an integral part of the monitoring 

cycle. Trade-offs exist between pressure on providers to communicate quicker results and the 

longer-term investments needed to support national institutional building and impact.  

 For development co-operation providers, a trade-off exists between nurturing a results 

culture that is still under development and aligning to partner country results frameworks. 

In particular, for domestic accountability reasons, demonstrating short-term results and value 

for money often takes precedence over learning and steering. This exacerbates the need to 

attribute results, which is made more complex when aligning to partner country results 

frameworks. Shifting the focus towards using results information to learn and improve 

effectiveness, rather than just reporting good results, could help release this tension.  

 In any case, development partners need to share their results culture with partner countries 

and institutions to ensure it remains relevant and not limited to the DAC world. 
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Annex 1 – Food For Though Session 8 Supplementary material 
Reforming the Global Partnership monitoring: what comes next for results-focus? 

‘Food for Thought’ breakout session, as part of the ‘Focusing on Results: Stepping Up Action’ event 

Background note:  
Overview of GPEDC monitoring exercise and links to the ‘focus on results’ principle 

Introduction 

Development effectiveness is a critical enabler for 

the 2030 Agenda, not least given the heightened 

challenges and severe resource constraints brought 

about by the COVID-19 global pandemic. The Global 

Partnership for Effective Development Co-

operation (GPEDC) is playing a key role as a multi-

stakeholder vehicle for driving development 

effectiveness efforts and ultimately supporting the 

global SDG agenda. The GPEDC addresses how 

development actors partner and work together, 

based on the effective development co-operation 

principles (figure 1). These four principles were 

agreed in 2011 by more than 160 countries and 50+ 

international organisations in the Busan 

Partnership Agreement, the successor of the 2005 

Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness.  

The GPEDC monitoring exercise  

The monitoring exercise is the flagship instrument 

of the GPEDC. Since 2013, it has tracked progress 

towards the effectiveness principles, and it is the 

recognised source of data and evidence on upholding effectiveness commitments made with the Busan Partnership 

Agreement. The purpose of the monitoring is twofold: (1) support accountability for the implementation of the Busan 

commitments and actions by providing a snapshot of progress at the international level; and (2) stimulate broad-based 

dialogue at both the country and international levels on how to improve the effectiveness of development co-operation.  

The framework for the monitoring exercise was established in 2012 by the Post-Busan Interim Group.  It is comprised of 

indicators from the 2005 Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness that were identified as particularly important by 

developing countries, together with indicators introduced in 2012 that aimed to capture the broader dimensions of the 

Busan Partnership Agreement. Together, these 10 indicators track progress on the international commitments to the 

four effectiveness principles.   

Figure 1: The Principles for Effective Development Co-

operation 

Aims of the discussion:  

To engage and consult with the Results Community members on the GPEDC monitoring reform by: 

 Discussing how a new monitoring proposal should address the ‘focus on results’ principle of donors in 
partner countries, while considering the current approach regarding indicators 1a and 1b  

 Discussing synergies and challenges, building on DAC members’ expertise on the DAC Guiding Principles 
on Managing for Sustainable Development Results  

What’s in it for you?  

This is an opportunity for development partners to inform how the reformed monitoring exercise will look at the 

results-focus of development co-operation and partnering efforts. 

https://www.effectivecooperation.org/landing-page/community-landing-page
https://www.effectivecooperation.org/landing-page/community-landing-page
https://www.effectivecooperation.org/landing-page/community-landing-page
https://www.oecd.org/dac/effectiveness/49650173.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/dac/effectiveness/49650173.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/officialdocuments/publicdisplaydocumentpdf/?cote=DCD/DAC/EFF(2012)1/REV1&docLanguage=En
https://www.oecd.org/dac/effectiveness/45827300.pdf
https://www.effectivecooperation.org/system/files/2020-11/Global%20Partnership%20Monitoring_Indicator%20Framework.pdf
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The ‘focus on results’ principle and how it is reflected in the GPEDC monitoring exercise 

“Managing for results” was among the five aid effectiveness principles proposed in the 2005 Paris Declaration, which 

stated that “developing countries and donors shift focus to development results and results get measured”. 

Subsequently, in the 2008 Accra Agenda for Action, delivering results meant that “aid is focused on real and measurable 

impact on development”. The Busan Partnership Agreement proposed that “country-level results frameworks and 

platforms will be adopted as a common tool to assess performance based on a manageable number of output and 

outcome indicators drawn from the development priorities and goals of the developing country. Providers of 

development co-operation will minimise their use of additional frameworks, refraining from requesting the introduction 

of performance indicators that are not consistent with countries’ national development strategies”.  

In turn, the current indicator framework, which was proposed following the Busan High-Level Forum, tracks progress on 

the ‘focus on results’ principle through two complementary indicators: 

Indicator 1a: [Partner] Countries strengthen their national results frameworks 
This indicator is calculated on the basis of four broad criteria, each of which have related sub-elements: 

1. 1b.1: Setting transparent, country-led results frameworks 

Whether results frameworks exist, are developed in an inclusive manner, and are transparent to the public 

2. 1b.2: Prioritising development results 

Whether results frameworks define priorities, targets, and indicators; incorporate SDGs; and inform sector and 
subnational priorities 

3. 1b.3: Monitoring results at country level 

Whether results frameworks are monitored regularly and transparently; through whole-of-government engagement; 
and rely on government’s own systems and data to monitor progress 

4. 1b.4: Using the results information 

Whether results frameworks inform budgeting and guide priorities in development co-operation 

 

Indicator 1b: Development partners use country-led results frameworks (SDG 17.15.1) 

SDG indicator 17.15.1 is an average of three Global Partnership indicators: 

 1a.1: Alignment to country priorities and objectives 

Share of individual project objectives drawn from partner country strategies and plans  

 1a.2: Use of country-owned results indicators 

Share of results indicators drawn from country-owned results frameworks 

 1a.3: Use of government statistics and data 

Share of results indicators monitored using data from national statistics and monitoring systems  

 

In addition to the above, the Global Partnership monitoring also collects data on:  

 Indicator 1a.4: Government involvement in final evaluation 

Share of projects with some level of government involvement in final evaluations (out of those projects with planned 
final evaluation) 

 

For each provider-country pair, these four dimensions of indicator 1b are calculated at two levels:  

1. Use of country-owned results frameworks in country strategies and partnership frameworks.  

2. Use of country-owned results frameworks for a representative sample of projects approved by the provider in the 
country for that year. 
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Table 1 (below) summarise the main characteristics of both indicators, and the most recent monitoring results (for 

2018) for these indicators can be found in the final section of this document. 

Table 1: Indicators 1a and 1b related to results focus and development effectiveness 

Indicator 1a: Development partners use country-led results 
frameworks and systems 

1b: Partner countries strengthen country-led results 
frameworks and systems  

What  
does it 
measure? 

The alignment of development partners’ country 
strategies and projects with country-defined 
development objectives and results; as well as their 
progressive reliance on partner countries’ own 
statistics and monitoring and evaluation systems to 
track progress in achieving the intended results.  

Whether the partner countries are setting national 
results frameworks that determine the goals and 
priorities of their own development, and putting in 
place mechanisms to ensure that these results are 
monitored and achieved. 

Why is this 
important? 

The indicator is the official source for SDG indicator 
17.15.1, which measures the degree of policy space 
and leadership accorded to a country in establishing its 
own path towards poverty eradication and sustainable 
development. 
The extent to which development partners guide their 
development efforts in line with country-defined 
priorities and development results is a critical aspect 
of country ownership and results focus. 

National, country-led results frameworks define the 
government’s approach to setting development 
priorities and results. Country leadership in 
establishing and defining its own results framework(s), 
including any related monitoring and evaluation 
system, contributes to greater ownership of their 
development path and a general orientation towards 
development results. 

Looking ahead: the reform of the monitoring exercise during 2021-2022 

The Global Partnership monitoring has been understood as a living exercise, with regular adjustments and adaptations 

needed to ensure it delivers on its original promise while meeting the evolving needs of its stakeholders. Since 2015, 

there have been initiatives to adapt the framework to the 2030 Agenda. More recently, at the 18th Steering Committee 

meeting (December 2019), leadership re-affirmed global monitoring as a valuable and core function of the Global 

Partnership. At the same time, the Committee recognised the need for changes to address known constraints and 

challenges of the exercise and to ensure its continued relevance. It has since been agreed that 2020-22 will be a “period 

of transition” for the Global Partnership monitoring, and a comprehensive reform of the monitoring exercise now 

underway. This reform will lead to a new monitoring proposal – inclusive of an improved monitoring process and an 

adaptation of the framework, as well as a demonstration of the value of monitoring results – for endorsement at the 

Third High-Level Meeting (HLM3) in 2022.  
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SUMMARY OF RECENT INDICATOR RESULTS (2018 MONITORING ROUND) 

INDICATOR 1B: PARTNER COUNTRIES STRENGTHEN COUNTRY-LED RESULTS FRAMEWORKS AND SYSTEMS 

Partner country governments have made significant 

progress in strengthening national development planning. 

Since 2011, the proportion of partner countries with a high-

quality national development strategy has almost doubled 

(from 36% to 64%). Moreover, partner countries, like their 

development partners, are embedding the SDGs into their 

planning, signalling increasing use of the SDGs as a shared 

framework for results. Nearly all national development 

strategies (91%) approved since 2015 reference the 2030 

Agenda and the SDGs. However, continued effort is needed 

to embed SDG targets and indicators to ensure national 

development planning charts a clear and measurable path 

to SDG implementation. 

 

Still, to reap the full benefits of strengthened 

development planning, strategies must be better linked to 

implementation resources and matched with robust monitoring and evaluation. 53% of partner country governments 

use information on resourcing their national development strategy to inform their national budget. Merely one-third 

(35%) report having the necessary data to track implementation of national strategies, and only 19% conduct gender 

audits of the budget. This signals the need to step up efforts in support of strengthening national systems and capacity 

to ensure that better development planning translates into effective implementation and monitoring, enabling the 

necessary feedback loop to further strengthen partner countries’ development policies and practices. 

INDICATOR 1A: DEVELOPMENT PARTNERS USE COUNTRY-LED RESULTS FRAMEWORKS AND SYSTEMS 

Development partners’ alignment to partner country priorities and 

country-owned results frameworks has slightly declined. 

Development partners increasingly use the 2030 Agenda for 

Sustainable Development and the SDGs as a framework for results 

around shared objectives. However, alignment of project objectives 

to partner country priorities, as well as reliance on country-defined 

results, statistics and monitoring systems, has decreased for most 

development partners since 2016. While multilateral development 

banks have increased their reliance of country-owned results 

frameworks (72% in 2018), the decline is most pronounced for 

bilateral development partners (from 64% in 2016 to 57% in 2018). 

Accelerated efforts to use country-owned results frameworks, and to 

use and strengthen national statistics and monitoring systems, will 

reinforce support for partner countries’ policy space and leadership 

as called for in SDG Target 17.15. Moreover, concerted efforts are 

needed from both partner countries and development partners to use 

and strengthen national statistics and monitoring systems.  
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ROUND 1: Choose ONE topic for your breakout session 

4. Strategies for context/conflict sensitive approaches to
Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL).

ROUND 2: 

PURPOSE 

Members of the Results 
Community share information 
and learn from each other on 
topics of common  interest. 

FORMAT 

Two rounds of four parallel sessions. Topics 
were proposed by members and are relevant to 
different  contexts. 

Sessions will start with a 15-minute introduction 
followed by breakout groups. Participants will 
be assigned to their selected  topic(s). 

 REGISTER FOR ONE TOPIC PER ROUND 

09:45 - 11:00 
(Paris, CET) 

1. The Good, the Bad and the Ugly.

3. Bringing numbers to qualitative results.

15:45 - 17:00 
(Paris, CET) 

SESSION 1 

 FOOD FOR THOUGHT 

DAY 1 - 18 NOVEMBER 2020 

5. Development co-operation institutional set-up and the impact
on results-based management.
6. How to improve delivery of the humanitarian/development
responses in the context of the current pandemic.
7. Institutionalizing adaptive management.
8. Reforming the Global Partnership monitoring: what
comes next for results-focus?

2. Inclusive approaches to bilateral development co-operation
and their effects on measuring results.
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ROUND 1         18 NOvembeR 2020   9:45 - 11:00 (PaRis Time)

1. The Good, the bad and the Ugly
Session introduced by the Netherlands

Results based management (RBM) is formally considered as GOOD, 
but internally collaborators often consider it as something rather 
BAD causing disruptive changes and headaches, sometimes it 
gets UGLY when resistance builds up. In short, the session wants 
to discuss the experience of the Dutch MFA with regard to the 
buy-in for RBM and its challenges.

Participants will get insights on approaches, successes and challenges 
when introducing RBM aspects in international co-operation.

2. Inclusive approaches to bilateral development
co-operation and their effects on measuring results
     Session introduced by Spain

Spain is renewing its approach to bilateral agreements with 
partner countries, seeking broad engagement from government, 
private and civil society actors. In this context, it is developing 
its monitoring framework. Following a presentation by Spain on 
their ongoing work and the challenges they face, participants will 
discuss how to monitor development results in bilateral co-operation 
programmes involving inclusive and participatory approaches. The 
discussion will look at the extent to which a quantitative system 
is feasible and whether a qualitative system might be preferable.

Participants will gain insights on quantitative and qualitative tools to 
measure results of inclusive development co-operation approaches.

3. bringing numbers to qualitative results
Session introduced by Public Good

Agenda 2030 goals around citizenship engagement, social norms 
and public goods are challenging to measure. Can we go beyond 
stories of change and case studies towards a more rigorous use 
of data and information to show results?

Participants will discuss how to get more rigorous results information 
combining qualitiative and quantitative data.
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ROUND 2        18 NOvembeR 2020   15:45 - 17:00 (PaRis Time)

5. Development co-operation institutional set-up
and the impact on results-based management
Session introduced by the OECD/DCD Secretariat

Through the DAC peer reviews, the Secretariat has built up 
significant knowledge and learning on different governance and 
institutional arrangements to manage development co-
operation. The institutional set-up of OECD/DAC member 
countries influences the way they collect, process and use results 
information. Following a presentation of typical institutional 
arrangements in place, participants will discuss how to best 
manage for results within each configuration. 

Participants will gain a clear view on how different institutional 
arrangements for development co-operation have an impact on results-
based management – and how typical challenges for each institutional 
setup are addressed in practice. 

4. Strategies for context/conflict sensitive
approaches to monitoring, Evaluation and
Learning (mEL)
     Session introduced by CORDAID

The Covid 19 crisis has made it all the more apparent that we need 
to enhance our use of appropriate distant monitoring methods that 
will generate quality data and that is acceptable to donors. Cordaid 
has made a start with generating good practices and developing 
guidelines on distant monitoring and could share results and 
challenges as a starting point for a group discussion on context 
sensitive M&E, and increasing localization of our joint M&E efforts.

Participants are invited to share experiences and viewpoints on 
distant monitoring and the further localization of MEL, and to discuss 
appropriate context/conflict sensitive approaches to MEL that are 
acceptable to donors.
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6. How to improve delivery of the humanitarian/
development responses in the context of the
current pandemic
     Session introduced by INCAF and Colombia

The group will discuss good practices in: (1) managing the support 
provided in crisis situations, including how to address processes 
that are unfit for purpose for the humanitarian response (e.g. 
national procedures that can delay delivery) and (2) linking short-
term humanitarian responses to long-term development work.

Participants will learn on how to bring the long term focus on outcomes 
to the humanitarian response as well as how to hone the processes to 
address the aid effectiveness issues.

8. reforming the Global Partnership monitoring:
what comes next for results-focus?

 Session introduced by Switzerland and the Joint Support Team of the 
Global Partnership for Effective Development Co-operation 

The Global Partnership monitoring exercise has, over three rounds, 
engaged over 150 governments and is an official data source for 
SDG reporting. ‘’Focus on Results’’ is one of the four internationally 
agreed effectiveness principles which the monitoring tracks 
progress on. The monitoring exercise is currently being reformed, 
and a new monitoring proposal will be presented at the next GPEDC 
ministerial-level meeting in 2022. How should the new monitoring 
proposal approach “results-focus” from the development partner 
perspective, in a way that is relevant, easy to understand and 
communicate, and will gain traction? What should be the key 
elements and considerations of any renewed approach to tracking 
progress on the ‘’Focus on Results’’ principle, to generate learning 
for improved performance and to hold development partners to 
account for their commitments?

Have your say! This session is a chance for development partners to 
inform how the renewed monitoring exercise will look at the results-
focus of development co-operation and partnering efforts.

7. Institutionalizing adaptive management
Session introduced by UNFPA

UNFPA will share the process followed in developing an adaptive 
management framework for the organization. They will also share 
the preliminary architecture of the framework for discussion. 
Participants will learn the process of institutionalising the adaptive 
management framework. 
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KEY ISSUES AND GUIDANCE TO SUPPORT IMPLEMENTATION 

 PURPOSE       FORMAT 

*This session will be repeated twice 9:00 and 15:30 Paris time. Please refer to registrations on the first page.

9:00 CET 
AND 

15:30  CET 

Chair: Ms. Chantal Verger, Head of Results, Development Co-operation 
Directorate (DCD), OECD 

Opening Remarks (5 min) 

• Mr. Rahul Malhotra,  Head of Reviews, Results, Evaluation and
Development Innovation Division, DCD, OECD

Introduction to the session (20 min) 

Group Discussions on the challenges and experiences presented in the 
discussion paper (35 minutes) 

Plenary on feedback from group discussions and next steps  
(35 minutes) 

11:00 CET 
17:30 CET 

Close of Session 2 

SESSION 2 

GUIDING PRINCIPLES ON MANAGING FOR 
SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT RESULTS 

DAY 2 - 19 NOVEMBER 2020 

OECD/DAC Results 
Community members 
meet to elaborate 
guidance and tools to help 
implement the G uiding 
Principles on MfSDR. 

Two-hour interactive session drawing on the baseline survey 
conducted in end 2019-early 2020 and the work done by the 
Temporary Working Groups set up in May to develop guidance and 
collect tools to help implement the Guiding Principles. 

Session will end with a short presentation of an e-learning platform to 
host resources that will be gathered. 

Discussion paper synthesizing the work of the Temporary Working 
Groups will be shared separately. 
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11:30 CET Moderator: Mr. Rahul Malhotra,  Head of Reviews, Results, Evaluation and 
Development Innovation Division, DCD, OECD 

Opening Remarks (5 min) 

• Ms. Susanna Moorehead,  Chair of the Development Assistance
Committee, OECD

Interactive Panel Discussion (25 minutes) 

• Ms. Kristina Bayingana, Coordinator Internal Evaluation, ENABEL, Belgium

• Mr. Nazmul Chaudhury, Country Sector Coordinator, East Asia, World Bank

• Mr. Mohammad Navid Safiullah, Joint Secretary, Economic Relations
Division, Ministry of Finance at Government of Bangladesh

Plenary discussion with participants (20 minutes) 

12:30 CET Close of Session 3 

SESSION 3 

DELIVERING RESULTS IN CRISIS: 
LESSONS FROM THE COVID-19 PANDEMIC

DAY 2 - 19 NOVEMBER 2020 

PURPOSE  
Share perspectives on 
ways to adapt to the 
situation to deliver 
sustainable results that 
respond to the short-term 
challenges while continuing 
to support achievement of 
the 2030 Agenda. 

FORMAT
A one-hour panel open to members and partner countries. Concept 
note for the session will be shared separately. 
Interpretation provided in English and French. 
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CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 

*This session will be repeated twice 9:30 and 15:00 Paris time. Please refer to registrations on the first page.

9:30 CET 

AND 

15:00 CET 

Chair: Franco Conzato,DG International Cooperation and Development, European Commission (morning)
John Egan, Reviews, Results, Evaluation and Development Innovation, OECD (afternoon)

 Opening Remarks 
• Mr. Jorge Moreira da Silva, Director, Development Co-operation Directorate (DCD), OECD

Segment 1: Country experiences in aligning to and measuring the SDGs (40 minutes) 

• AFRIK4R, Bangladesh, Peru, Samoa and Uganda

Virtual break (5 minutes) 

Segment 2: Providers’ experiences in aligning to the SDGs at country level (30 min) 

• Aligning development co-operation to the SDGs: Findings from OECD Case Studies

• Discussants from Country Offices and Headquarters

Breakout Group Discussions (15 min) 

Plenary discussion & interactive poll (30 minutes) 

12:00 CET 
17:30 CET 

Close of Session 4 

SESSION 4 

ALIGNING    RESULTS  FRAMEWORKS   
TO      THE SDGS AT COUNTRY LEVEL 

DAY 3 - 20 NOVEMBER 2020 

 PURPOSE 

Partner countries and
providers of development co-
operation exchange on their 
experiences in aligning to the 
SDGs at country level, on the 
basis of evidence from four 
OECD country case studies. 

FORMAT 

Two-and-a-half-hour session, introduced by short presentations on 
on-going activities and involving collaborative work to map out 
solutions to identified challenges.  The session is open to partner 
countries and aims to discuss identified challenges and 
opportunities to align to, measure and use the SDGs for decision 
making / learning / communicating / keeping each other mutually 
accountable. Concept note for the session will be shared separately. 
Interpretation in French and English.


	AGENDA Results Community Workshop 18-20 November-FINAL.pdf
	18-20 November 2020
	PURPOSE
	FORMAT
	1. The Good, the Bad and the Ugly.
	5. Development cooperation institutional set-up and the impact on results-based management.

	KEY ISSUES AND GUIDANCE TO SUPPORT IMPLEMENTATION
	CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES
	results workshop agenda.pdf
	18-20 November 2020
	PURPOSE
	FORMAT
	1. The Good, the Bad and the Ugly.
	5. Development cooperation institutional set-up and the impact on results-based management.

	KEY ISSUES AND GUIDANCE TO SUPPORT IMPLEMENTATION
	CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES

	take session 4 only.pdf
	18-20 November 2020
	PURPOSE
	FORMAT
	1. The Good, the Bad and the Ugly.
	5. Development cooperation institutional set-up and the impact on results-based management.

	KEY ISSUES AND GUIDANCE TO SUPPORT IMPLEMENTATION
	CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES





