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Highlights 
 
On April 4-5 2019, the OECD hosted a workshop of the Results Community titled: Managing for sustainable 
development results: Key building blocks. The 84 participants included representatives from 23 DAC members 
and observers; two OECD members; three other providers of development co-operation; representatives 
from three partner countries; five international organisations and multilateral development banks; four think 
tanks, civil society organisations and academia; and, two OECD directorates. The workshop agenda is included 
as an annex to this report. 
 

Main points from plenary sessions 

Using the SDGs as a framework for shared results – Findings from country-level case studies and follow-up:  
The session built on three case studies conducted by the OECD to explore the actual potential and practical 
challenges of using the SDGs as a shared framework for results. In the first part of the session, two panels 
discussed some of the challenges with aligning, measuring and using SDG indicators at country level. Panellists 
identified data comparability, diverging measurement practices and measurement inertias as some of the 
major limitations to using the SDGs as a shared framework for results. Panellists also stressed the need for 
further data disaggregation as well as the importance of strengthening measurement and planning capacities 
and of harmonising measurement approaches across different stakeholders. In a second part of the session, 
participants discussed the case studies to form a better understanding of the trade-offs related to collective 
measurement approaches and to identify practical solutions to issues around SDG indicator selection, SDG 
measurement, SDG alignment and the leave no-one behind agenda.  

Learning from evaluations of RBM approaches and systems – Development of guiding principles: The session 
focused on the draft guiding principles for RBM in development co-operation. It started with two panel 
discussions on: i) the potential usefulness of guiding principles; and ii) RBM through the lens of leadership and 
policy influencing. Table discussions generated lively debates on the scope and content of the guiding 
principles. Members agreed that guiding principles should be limited in number and easy to understand. A 
chapeau should be added to clarify the overall purpose and intended audience, and a guidance note 
developed to help actors implement the principles. Members made specific suggestions to clarify the balance 
between the four purposes of RBM, include transparency and capacity strengthening, reposition some 
principles and use straightforward, more principled, language. Some members expressed concerns over the 
tight schedule proposed to finalise the principles and requested to be consulted along the process.  

Learning from practice – beehive breakout sessions: A series of breakout sessions provided an opportunity for 
mutual learning through interactive exchanges on practical issues related to RBM, ranging from system issues 
(indicator frameworks, performance measurement systems, results approaches in fragmented systems), 
application to specific themes (climate finance; humanitarian, development and peace activities) and 
communication. Key takeaways and examples of good practices were shared in a final plenary session.  

Final evaluation 
 

Participants appreciated the relevance of the topics as well as the format of the workshop, which facilitated interactions 
between participants with the opportunity to engage with the topics in table discussions and to share experience through 
the beehive session. There was strong interest in the SDG case study approach, and participants would like to deepen 
this work by exploring ways to strengthen SDG-linked results frameworks at country-level, to tailor approaches to a 
variety of country contexts and to complement SDG indicator monitoring with qualitative analyses. Participants are also 
interested in hearing about the next steps and consultations that will inform the development of guiding principles for 
results-based management. Overall, participants expressed continued support for focused Results Community 
workshops based on concrete evidence and best practices. In the future, participants would like to have more time for 
plenary discussions and longer breaks for networking and informal exchanges.  
 



Results Workshop Key Messages – April 2019          3 

Welcome session 

In her introductory remarks, the Chair of the Development Assistance Committee highlighted the importance 
of results to support the Development Co-operation agenda in an environment of increasing pressure to 
demonstrate that resources are well spent. In order to leverage the full potential of results, we all need to 
think about how we can better communicate the work we do and how we can better advocate for its role and 
importance. Results can be a great storyteller and we should all challenge ourselves to think about how we 
can translate the enormous amounts of data that we gather into knowledge that people are interested in, 
and want to engage with. Analysing data, critically assessing what does and does not work as well as changing 
policies and practices accordingly is crucial for delivering better development outcomes on the ground.  

Another challenge that the results community should prioritise is thinking about how we can better work 
towards our shared goal to leave no-one behind. Still today, many of the most vulnerable and poorest people 
in our societies remain invisible to our systems and radars. In 2019 and with the power of the digital age, we 
should be able to do a better job in making the invisibles visible. As a first step, the disaggregation of data by 
gender should be imperative to all of us, especially when considering the transformative impact that investing 
in girls and women can have on overall development outcomes.  

Session 1: Using the SDGs as a shared framework for results – Findings from the SDG 
project 
 
Session 1 built on the findings from three cases studies organised by the OECD/DAC Results Community to 
explore the actual potential and practical challenges of using the SDGs as a shared framework for results. The 
case studies looked at SDG indicators related to education, sanitation and electricity in Ethiopia, Kenya and 
Myanmar, and covered 17 major bilateral and multilateral providers. An issues paper was distributed 
beforehand to summarise the findings. 

An opening panel discussed current measurement practices and challenges for SDG Indicator 4.1.1 – a rather 
complex but important results indicator focused on student performance/education quality. Global, country 
and provider perspectives helped identify issues. UNESCO’s Institute for Statistics Director, co-custodian for 
this indicator, described data comparability and quality issues, partly related to the intrinsic complexity of the 
indicator, the recent evolution of its methodology, and comparatively lower but growing data generation. At 
present, diverging measurement practices make global aggregation of data for this indicator more difficult. 
Over time, convergence and joined-up approaches may help standardising measurement of this SDG 
indicator. Myanmar’s Ministry of Education subscribed to these impressions, asking for better guidance and 
support to harmonise measurement approaches and expand data coverage. Finland, as a development co-
operation provider working in education, argued for more donor-partner country co-ordination to align to 
and measure SDG 4.1.1 as well as support to strengthen partner countries’ own education planning and 
monitoring capacity and systems (for long-term, cost-effective, sustainable results measurement). 

The session continued with a short presentation of key findings from the three OECD case studies. The 
presenter showed that, while the SDG framework strengthened significantly since 2016, and while most 
partner countries and providers are already using SDG indicators in results planning at country level, four 
crosscutting issues are detracting from greater alignment and use of the SDGs as a shared results framework. 
First, the cost of aligning to each SDG indicator varies due to its intrinsic complexity, measurement inertias 
and contextual factors – not always accompanied ex ante by investments to reduce these costs of alignment, 
measurement and use. Secondly, alignment and joint measurement require a good synchronisation between 
partner governments’ and providers’ planning cycles at country level. Thirdly, while lack of usable SDG results 
data is a real issue for most sectors and countries, several examples illustrated how to address these issues 
throughout sector-wide monitoring approaches, thus pooling and reducing the cost of SDG monitoring, while 
strengthening country ownership and systems. Lastly, data disaggregation to follow-up on the leave no-one 
behind agenda is becoming more common regarding sex and urban/rural disaggregation, but other locally 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/results-development/docs/Results_SDG_Case_studies_technical_report_4.1.1_web.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dac/results-development/docs/Results_SDG_Case_studies_technical_report_6.2.1_draft_web.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dac/results-development/docs/Results_SDG_Case_studies_technical_report_7.1.1_draft_web.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dac/results-development/docs/Results_worksho_April_19_Session1.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dac/results-development/docs/Results_worksho_April_19_Session1.pdf
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relevant disaggregation categories were very rare – with some promising examples of how to achieve that 
using new technologies and inclusive dialogue at country level.  

Discussants from Australia, Ethiopia and Kenya reacted to the presentation. Kenya emphasised several 
persisting limitations to mainstream the 2030 Agenda, including: the need for further data disaggregation for 
policy-making; measurement inertias inherited from the MDG era; as well as a need to invest in capacity 
building at subnational level – particularly important when service delivery has been decentralised. 
Discussants from Ethiopia and Kenya shared views regarding the challenge of managing the usually 
fragmented results-based approaches of their providers of development co-operation, as well as other 
development actors involved in service provision. Without more joined-up measurement approaches, data 
availability/quality/consistency will remain an issue, limiting the potential of the SDGs as a shared framework 
for results. While recognising those issues as well, and highlighting the importance of sector working groups 
as a starting point to encourage alignment and joined-up approaches, Australia also argued that there is a 
need for qualitative data and assessments to complement quantitative SDG metrics: without these qualitative 
insights, we may miss the real target while achieving the metric. 

During the second segment, participants engaged with each other in understanding the trade-offs and 
proposing practical solutions to four fictional yet realistic case studies centred around the four identified 
issues:  

 Key issues identified by participants Suggested solutions/approaches 
❶ SDG 

indicator 
selection and 
cost of SDG 
indicator 
alignment 

• Some SDG indicators are more complex than 
others: 
o New SDG indicator methodology may require 

investments in capacity and data generation in 
country. 

o New SDG indicator may differ too much from 
existing/well-established sector indicators (e.g. 
MDG inertia) and increase cost of adoption. 

• Managing tension between (realistic/ambitious) 
results information demands from corporate-level 
vs country-level results frameworks. 

• Varying stages of SDG domestication by partner 
countries for various SDG indicators increases/ 
reduces cost of alignment. 

• Insufficient resources in programme to invest in 
generating results data beyond own agenda. 

• Align to SDGs at corporate level (but allowing for 
flexibility around results measurement at country 
level) 

• Start by using data available in country-level 
systems; use proxies if needed when not 

• Engaging in a dialogue at country level with other 
providers and government, aiming to:  
o Pool funds/contribute to joint efforts to 

strengthen country data and statistical systems 
(over own agenda) 

o Dialogue between HQ and country officers for 
realistic expectations 

• Use political communication strategy at home that 
can build on existing results/data 

• Support numbers with narrative/ qualitative 
information. 

❷ Aligning 
with partner 
countries 
around SDGs 

• Disagreement on donor vs partner country 
priorities (including in politically sensitive issues) 

• General issues of data reliability, methodological 
mismatches, data coverage and capacity 

• Lack of common understanding of SDG indicators 
• Donors need to show “attribution” of results. 

• Dialogue to build consensus, including by using 
donor co-ordination mechanisms with partner 
government engagement (especially at sector level) 
to create a shared understanding around SDGs 
across partners; and by drawing roadmaps to align 
all parties to SDG frameworks 

• Prioritisation and investment in SDG adoption and 
measurement capacity in the partner country. 

❸ Measuring 
SDGs at 
country level 

• Weak partner government statistical capacity, and 
government data and monitoring systems (in 
resources, staffing, methods, processes) 

• Need of providers to respond to the “attribution” 
question, and misalignment with partner country 
indicators (or service provider indicators) 

• Measurement inertias (e.g. sectors well linked to 
MDG indicators) preventing comprehensive 
adoption of the new SDG indicator methodology 

• Misaligned planning cycles preventing joined-up 
measurement approaches 

• Traditional measurement approaches and systems 
unfit for more complex funding mechanisms (e.g. 
blended finance). 

• Provider country offices should:  
o Encourage partner country co-ordination and 

harmonisation push (leveraging sector leads) 
o Adopt and accept existing frameworks at country 

level 
o Share more on current programmes and 

partnerships; think creatively about project design 
and partner government capacity; build data 
thinking at the start of every intervention 

o Invest on country monitoring systems and national 
statistical offices (or if provider does data 
collection, do so collaborating with NSOs or 
ministries). 

• Provider headquarters should:  

http://www.oecd.org/dac/results-development/docs/Results_worksho_April_19_Session1.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dac/results-development/docs/Results_worksho_April_19_Session1.pdf
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o Be realistic on timeline expectations; provide 
methods/resource guidance; explain importance 
of achieving objectives. 

 

❹ Leaving No 
One Behind 
in the SDGs 

• Limited accessibility and coverage of certain 
regions or social groups 

• Political reluctance, tensions or social stigma may 
discourage measurement/use of disaggregated 
data 

• Defining “locally relevant” disaggregation for 
LNOB is a SDG- and country-specific issue 

• Issues of data protection and confidentiality may 
limit usability for aid management and reporting 

• Lack of provider co-ordination in LNOB agenda. 

• Policy dialogue with government on importance and 
positive aspects of data (e.g. political benefits): build 
trust over time 

• Strengthen (and fund) national statistical offices to 
build data disaggregation capacity 

• Working with CSOs, community-based data systems 
and surveys – bridging government and provider 
levels when adequate 

• Sharing knowledge on LNOB among providers, 
managing flexibility vs standardisation 

• Use less sensitive proxies when possible. 

 
Participants of the OECD/DAC Results Community also contributed thoughts on what should come next for 
the SDG project, via real time electronic voting. Three out of the five suggested directions received the most 
support: 

Option D. Strengthening SDG-linked results frameworks at country level - Exploring ways to strengthen 
the overall structure of provider results frameworks at country level and the applicability of SDG indicators 
across different tiers of results. 

Option E. Qualitative analysis. Exploring how broad qualitative analysis focused on the SDGs can 
complement the use of indicator frameworks and the limitations of exclusively quantitative indicators in 
monitoring progress towards the SDGs. 

Option B. Country tailoring approaches. Exploring how providers are tailoring their SDG results 
approaches to a variety of country contexts (e.g. fragile situations, low-income countries, middle-income 
countries, small island developing states). 

The OECD/DAC Results team and the Steering Group will discuss the best ways to meet this demand in the 
next phase of the SDG project. 

Session 2: Learning from evaluation of RBM approaches and systems – Development 
of guiding principles 
 
The session started with a presentation of two recent evaluations of RBM systems (Enabel and UNFPA). Their 
findings are very similar to those of the review of the evaluations of RBM systems, and both Enabel and UNFPA 
evaluators concluded on the potential usefulness of principles in addressing recurrent constraints. In the case 
of Enabel, the disconnect between the system in place and the actual practice leads to results information 
that is not robust enough to be used for learning, decision making and accountability at the outcome level. 
The system was not designed for the different types of users, and it focuses on accountability without room 
for interactive learning. The Enabel evaluation also stresses the key role of the leadership in driving the results 
agenda and in leading the organisational transformation towards a results-oriented attitude. It also stresses 
the diverse capacities required to run the RBM system (e.g. data skills, evaluative thinking) including for local 
staff and implementing partners. The presentation of the developmental evaluation of RBM at UNFPA offered 
the opportunity to look at how this type of principle-based, forward-looking evaluation applies to an RBM 
system. Based on system-thinking, it looks at identifying leverage points to solve the creative tensions that 
appear between the goal and the reality of the functioning of an RBM system. These leverage points are found 
in the interrelationships within the system. Guiding principles have the potential to support the aspirational 
change desired for a results-based organisation and, in fostering adaptability and use of results information, 
they can help to solve creative tensions.   

https://read.oecd-ilibrary.org/development/learning-from-results-based-management-evaluations-and-reviews_3fda0081-en#page1
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The impact of leadership on RBM was further demonstrated by a presentation made by the OECD Public 
Governance Directorate (GOV). With a view to develop the OECD recommendation on Public Service 
Leadership and Capability (January 2019), GOV conducted case studies across 20 countries. Findings show the 
critical role of leadership in driving public policies, in terms of values, capabilities and systems. In the case of 
RBM, this means: being inspiring – showing the importance of RBM and examining incentives to implement 
RBM; ensuring that staff have the knowledge and skills to implement RBM; and creating the spaces and 
opportunities for RBM approaches to be implemented, in terms of work design, organisational structures and 
set-up, processes, procedures and tools. Finland closed the panel interventions by stressing the need to use 
results information not just for project management but also for policy influencing. This requires looking 
strategically at the political cycle to identify where results information will be most useful and should 
therefore be made available to the national constituencies.  

Finland has also developed an RBM system for multilateral organisations’ influencing. It comprises an 
outcome mapping logic, with a results chain designed for each multilateral organisation, completed by annual 
reporting and a management loop system. In addition to tracking results of each organisation, the system 
helps to assess the results of Finland’s influence and to identify success factors for being influential. Finland 
is now incorporating findings into the annual parliamentary results report, bringing the issues at the political 
level. Finland is also looking at adapting the approach to CSOs, while recognising their specificities. Finland 
concluded with a call for ambitious guiding principles that help to solve the well-documented recurrent 
challenges and unintended consequences with RBM as well as to bring results information to the strategic 
level.   

The panels were followed by table discussions, which generated lively debates on the scope and content of 
the guiding principles. The plenary where the groups provided feedback showed that there is a broad 
consensus to proceed with developing guiding principles. Members agreed that principles should be limited 
in number, simple and easy to understand.  

They asked that a chapeau be added to clarify the overall purpose of the new principles and the targeted 
stakeholders, as well as explaining the value they add to the 2006 Managing for Development Results 
principles. The chapeau could also include a theory of change in order to ensure the evaluability of the 
principles themselves. 

Members also noted that some principles raise expectations and that it is not clear how to translate them 
into practice. A guidance note on how to implement the principles – clarifying the concepts and providing 
good practice examples – would be needed and should be developed within a short and clear timeframe.  

Members suggested clarifying the balance between the four purposes of RBM, with a stronger emphasis on 
learning. They noted that transparency is lacking and that capacity strengthening and inclusive dialogue on 
results at country level should appear more clearly. 

Specific suggestions were made to reposition some principles, add some elements, merge some items and 
split others, and use straightforward, more principled and less action-oriented language.  

Some members expressed concerns over the tight schedule proposed to finalise the principles. It was seen as 
very ambitious considering the broad consultation process and participatory approach that is needed to get 
all stakeholders on board and avoid that the principles be seen as a new imposition on partner countries. 
They requested to be consulted along the process. At the same time, some members noted that it is important 
to draw on the current momentum and avoid lengthy, non-conclusive processes.  

The Reference group (comprising representatives from Finland, Norway, Switzerland, USAID, Asian Development Bank, the 
MOPAN Secretariat and the Joint Inspection Unit (JIU) of the United Nations System) met right after the workshop and decided 
that every effort will be made to keep to the proposed timeframe with a web-based consultation taking place in May. To ensure 
members have a chance to discuss further, a series of webinars will be organised alongside the web-based consultation. To 
ensure the process is inclusive enough and targets the right stakeholders (including implementing partners, CSOs and partner 
countries) a communication strategy will be prepared and implemented ahead of and during the web consultation. The 
Reference group will decide in early June on the way forward depending on the results of the consultation process. Members 
will be informed at every step of the process. 
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Session 3: Learning from practice – beehive breakout sessions  
On the second day, participants had the opportunity to engage in three out of six topic discussions on issues 
related to practical applications in results-based management. The objective of the session was to share 
experiences and knowledge among participants and to stimulate improved practice through interactive 
exchanges on practical issues. The groups were : 1) Communicating results for multiple people and purposes; 
2) The use of standard versus locally differentiated indicators; 3) Incentives and ideas for aligning with country 
M&E systems; 4) Monitoring results from climate finance; 5) Measuring results of the nexus-linking 
humanitarian, development and peace activities; 6) Making good use of performance measurement systems. 

Communicating results for multiple people and purposes 

Participants agreed that, for development co-operation organisations, communicating about results has 
become more complex. Their audience today includes not just domestic parliaments and a broader notion of 
“the general public”, but a multitude of constituencies at home and in partner countries. Each of these 
constituencies has different informational needs and accesses information in different ways, both on and 
offline. They speak different languages and respond to different types of content, ranging from 
comprehensive, accessible and data-driven reports for parliament to short-form human and emotional stories 
shared on twitter.  
 

Alongside accountability, public engagement and education are key communication goals, creating challenges 
for the types of results information that organisations collect and share. Organisations need to be transparent 
and credible, telling the full development story and safeguarding the quality of data. At the same time, there 
can be political pressure to disseminate only success stories, or to show that development co-operation is 
helping achieve broader economic and political objectives in provider countries.  
 

Participants shared three reflections on how to address these challenges: 

- First, results and communications communities should work together and clarify their respective 
needs “from the get-go”.  

- Second, we need to secure sufficient resources for results communication. This means setting aside 
project funds and designating qualified staff for communications efforts. It also means leveraging 
the communications skills of partners at home and abroad, in field offices and partner CSOs, and in 
the traditional and new media. 

- Third, we need to develop a new results story for the “SDG era”. The 2030 Agenda is universal, 
whole-of-government and whole-of-society. Development co-operation organisations need to find a 
new narrative about their role and contribution to a better world. 

 

The OECD Development Communication Network (DevCom) will share examples of results communications 
on its SDG Communicator platform (www.sdg-communicator.org) and provide members with a platform to 
continue developing their results narratives for the SDG era. 
 
The use of standard versus locally differentiated indicators 

There was a widespread agreement in the groups that the key issue for discussion in this session was how to 
manage the (creative) tension and to balance the development and use of both Standard Corporate Level 
Indicators and Locally Differentiated indicators, which are aligned to the SDGs. Both types of indicator were 
considered necessary for different reasons, and are used to serve the needs of accountability and 
communication, evidence-based decision-making and learning across a range of audiences and stakeholders.  
Both political and technical considerations need to be taken into account when selecting indicators, in order 
to satisfy the needs of these different audiences/stakeholders at headquarters and at country level.  Standard, 
aggregatable corporate Indicators are in place for all multilateral providers as well as for some bilateral 
providers.  

http://www.sdg-communicator.org/
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There is a real challenge in getting aggregation of ‘trickier’ issues such as empowerment.  DFID provided an 
example from their experience with Climate Standard Indicators, for which they had developed 16 Key 
Performance Indicators, using a set of common criteria.  In some cases such as this one, there is a repository 
of standard corporate indicators, and their use is optional.  No definitive guidance from participants on the 
desirable balance between optional and compulsory was given except to acknowledge the need to recognise 
and discuss how such a balance could be determined.  

Standard corporate indicators are frequently set at output level, may be limited in terms of quality (both in 
terms of the indicator and data collection), and may not be apparently helpful at country level. However, they 
are necessary for reporting and communicating at headquarters level to the Parliament/Board and to the 
public; vital functions upon which the very survival of the development assistance funding may depend. It is 
important to share experience and examples of good practice in the selection and reporting of standard 
corporate indicators. The African Development Bank highlighted that one group of their corporate indicators 
under the theme of “Power Africa” included the indicator of number of households connected to an electricity 
supply – an indicator useful for reporting purposes and easy to collect at country and regional level as needed. 

The use of locally differentiated indicators is important at country level, particularly to support effective 
decision-making and learning. Some providers experienced big tension where headquarters found country 
results framework very diverse, large and difficult to adjust. Others gave examples of important indicators at 
country level, such as the Number of Trials conducted without Evidence, in the context of the rule of law.  This 
indicator was valuable locally, but did not feed into the corporate indicators, and was not aggregatable. 
 
Incentives & Ideas for aligning with country M&E systems 

The discussion was framed in the context of the network of actors who influence M&E frameworks of 
development partners:  
 

Parliament → Headquarters → Country Office → Partner Government and/or Implementing Partners 
 

The discussion showed that amongst providers the level of alignment with country systems fell on a spectrum. 
Some aligned completely with partner governments, in line with the development effectiveness principles; 
others followed alignment, with reporting requirements against a “menu” of corporate indicators; while 
others possibly had no alignment (i.e. if implementing partners were civil society organisations). 

The reasons for this alignment spectrum were traced to three key drivers: (i) public trust and buy-in to 
international assistance as a principle, versus the public/ parliament’s need for financial and results-based 
accountability; (ii) timeliness of partner country data, especially in fragile states – with some providers 
supporting statistical systems to help to fill data gaps through separate projects, technical assistance, and 
other modalities; and (iii) the “constellation” of providers and partners within a country, which makes 
alignment complex. 

Participants agreed that partner country results frameworks should be at the heart of providers’ results 
indicators, in line with the development effectiveness principles. Further, there has been increasing appetite 
from country partner governments to lead this process. Achieving this goal is often easier when there are 
strong country-level sectoral working groups. However, these sectoral groups are not all perfect – they can 
also become a source of data extraction, particularly when donor reporting templates and cycles are not 
aligned. There is space to strengthen not only country-level co-ordination, but also harmonisation of data and 
reporting requirements. 

To sum-up, there is space to bring the development effectiveness and results agendas closer together, in 
particular to make the case to parliaments on the importance of alignment with partner country M&E 
systems. SDG Goal 17 provides further weight to this call. Within development partners, we identified 
opportunities to increase a focus on learning – through a “rebrand” of M&E to M&E & Learning, for example. 
We also identified a need to bridge corporate and project/ programme level, to encourage greater learning 
and evidence use at the portfolio (sector/ country) level – often the “missing middle” within provider 
agencies. 



Results Workshop Key Messages – April 2019          9 

Monitoring results from climate finance 

Participants suggested that a more relevant question might focus on climate results and outcomes from the 
entirety of development finance (not just climate-related development finance), including with a view to the 
inextricable linkage between the climate and sustainable development challenge. Participants further 
mentioned the need for policy-makers, climate practitioners and the results community to possess the same 
understanding of concepts and agree upon definitions. For instance, ambiguity around the additionality of 
the commitment to jointly mobilise USD 100 billion persists, and the need for a common understanding of 
‘(climate) resilience’ is becoming important as climate change impacts are increasingly linked to migration 
and fragility. In other areas ambiguity and a lack of clear differentiation between different concepts, such as 
climate change adaptation and poverty reduction might remain.  

The group also raised the need for better linkages between the results community and the climate 
community, in order to stimulate mutual learning and thereby enhancing approaches to monitor climate 
results. The group proposed exploring the application of two methodologies – system thinking and principal-
focused evaluation – as both approaches track interconnections while monitoring concrete efforts towards 
global challenges. 

Measuring results of the nexus linking humanitarian, development and peace activities 

After a rather scarce involvement of development actors in fragile contexts, the protracted nature of many 
recent and current conflicts has given new urgency to the discussion of better connecting and co-ordinating 
humanitarian and development efforts in fragile and crisis contexts. In the group discussions, participants 
identified some of the challenges of trying to reconcile different expectations and systems, as well as 
opportunities for better planning, measuring and evaluating collective efforts in fragile contexts.   

Most of the challenges that the groups identified can broadly be divided into two categories: technical and 
political issues. The technical issues are mostly rooted in the dissimilar mandates and objectives of 
humanitarian and development actors. Some of the technical challenges that participants identified included 
divergences in planning (annual versus 5-year plans), misalignment of measurement frameworks (focus on 
output versus outcome indicators) and differences in the quality of data. Political issues on the other hand 
trace back to the lack of leadership as well as the lack of co-ordination structures that could accommodate 
collective results systems. The absence of such structures often deters cross-institutional learning and makes 
accountability for collective efforts even more challenging.   

Building on their own experiences, participants proposed various solutions to these challenges, including 5-
year plans for shared outcomes and accountability plans that would focus on outputs rather than outcomes. 
Participants also discussed the potential role of the DAC in providing greater leadership and in bringing 
together different actors to create a better understanding of each other’s roles and responsibilities.  
 
Making good use of performance measurement systems 

The discussion showed that some countries use performance measurement systems while others are not, but 
are interested in adopting one. The countries or organisations that use a performance measurement system 
have different experiences with it. There were examples where the information was mainly used for 
accountability purposes, whereas others want to link the system more to internal learning. One example was 
given where the existing performance information was synthesised per country and available in the database, 
allowing people who go on mission to that country to know quickly what the strengths and weaknesses are 
of the programme in that country. Most, however, are still working on taking this kind of information to a 
higher, strategic level for learning and decision-making and find it a challenge to do so.  

In addition, there are also technical issues with performance measurement systems that need to be 
addressed: scores and narrative that are not coherent, differences in scoring depending on the perspective 
(internal versus external), lack of granularity, and quality of results frameworks of projects. At the same time, 
having a performance measurement system allows to flag these issues and to work on improving the 
reporting. Quality control is essential, however, to spot certain issues.  
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ANNEX 1: Workshop Agenda 

Thursday 4 April 2019 

08:45 – 09:30 Coffee and registration  

09:30 – 09:50 Welcome 

• Opening remarks by Susanna Moorehead, DAC Chair  
• Introduction to workshop objectives and format: Chantal Verger, Head of Results Unit, DCD/RREDI 
• Tour de table in small groups  

 
09:50 – 13:00 Session 1: Using the SDGs as a framework for shared results – findings from country-level case 
studies and follow-up 

This session builds on three SDG case studies conducted by the OECD to discuss the potential as well as the 
challenges related to using the SDGs as a shared framework for results at country level. Emerging findings from 
desk and field-based research in Ethiopia, Kenya and Myanmar will inform the discussion. 

Key questions: 
1. What challenges and opportunities have emerged for alignment, measurement and use of results data in 

partner countries?     

2. What are the ways forward to make the research useful for development co-operation providers and 
partners?  

Chair: Jorge Moreira Da Silva, Director, DCD; Co-Chair: Alejandro Guerrero-Ruiz, Results Unit, DCD/RREDI 

Panellists and respondents: Silvia Montoya, UNESCO Institute for Statistics; Toe Win, Ministry of Education, 
Myanmar; Jussi Karakoski, Finland; Mesfin Dabi Seboka, Ministry of Water, Irrigation and Energy, Ethiopia; 
Rose Njoki Ngure, Ministry of Water and Sanitation, Kenya; Solomon Tesfasilassie Tegegne, National Planning 
Commission, Ethiopia; Rebecca Shaw, Australia. 

Format: Panel discussion and respondents to the technical reports and issues paper followed by action-oriented 
table discussions on four different issues raised in the SDG technical reports. Participants will be assigned to a 
group table discussion depending on the issue they will have selected in the pre-meeting survey. Group discussions 
will feedback in a final plenary.  

Discussion papers: Three technical reports (one per SDG indicator) and an issues paper available on the OECD/DAC 
Results Community Workshop website by 18 March. 

15-minute coffee break at 10:45 

13:00 – 14:30 Lunch break 

14:30 – 17:45 Session 2: Learning from evaluations and reviews of RBM approaches and systems – 
development of guiding principles 
 

This session is an opportunity to discuss draft guiding principles for results-based management in development co-
operation. The session builds on the findings from various evaluations and reviews of RBM systems as well as 
emerging lessons from new management methods that were discussed in October 2018. These inform the draft 
guiding principles that will be presented for discussion.  

Key questions: Group and plenary discussions will address successively the three following sets of issues:  
1. Proposed status and structure of the guiding principles  
2. Review of draft principles 
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3. Next steps 

Co-Chairs: Chantal Verger, DCD/RREDI, and Pradeep Itty, Switzerland 

Panellists: Myriam Van Parijs, Enabel Evaluation Office, Belgium; Jordi del Bas and Josep Coll, Consultants for 
the Developmental evaluation of UNFPA RBM; Natalia Nolan Flecha, OECD/GOV; Suvi Virkkunen, MFA, 
Finland. 

Discussion paper: OECD Working Paper “Learning from Results-Based management evaluations and reviews” and 
issues paper available on the OECD/DAC Results Community Workshop website by 18 March. 

Format: Panellists will provide insights on the potential usefulness of guiding principles for RBM in development 
co-operation based on recent evaluations of RBM systems and work related to policy influencing and public service 
leadership and capability. Table discussions will feedback in a final plenary.   
 

20-minute coffee break at 16:00 

17:45 - OECD/DAC Results Community picture 

18:00 – 19:30 Drinks reception at the OECD Chateau (G. Marshall room)  
 

Friday 5 April 2019 

09:00 – 09:30 Coffee 
 

09:30 – 12:15 Session 3: Learning from practice – beehive breakout sessions 
 

This session is an opportunity to learn from each other and stimulate improved practice through interactive 
exchanges on practical issues related to the six following topics: 

1. Monitoring results from climate finance 

2. Use of standard indicators versus locally differentiated indicators 

3. Communicating results for multiple people and purposes 

4. Ensuring consistent results approaches in fragmented systems 

5. Making good use of performance measurement systems 

6. Measuring results of the nexus linking humanitarian, development and peace activities 

Chair: Rahul Malhotra, Head of Reviews, Results, Evaluations and Development Innovation Division, DCD/RREDI 

Format: The session is made up of three consecutive breakout sessions. Four topics will be discussed in each 
breakout session. Each participant will participate in three topic discussions, based on the preferences they will 
have indicated in the pre-meeting survey. A final 45 minute plenary session will allow facilitating teams to 
provide feedback on the six topic discussions. 

20-minute coffee break at 11:10 

12:15 – 12:30 Conclusions and next steps for the OECD DAC/DCD Results Community  

Concluding remarks by Rahul Malhotra, Head of Reviews, Results, Evaluations and Development Innovation 
Division, DCD/RREDI.  
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ANNEX 2: Links to workshop presentations 

 

Session 1 

Session 1 - Using the SDGs as a framework for shared results 

 

Session 2 

Session 2 – Learning from evaluations and reviews of RBM approaches and systems – development of 
guiding principles 

Evaluation Results in the management cycle – Enabel Belgium 

Leadership and Capabilities for RBM – Public Governance Directorate  

Developmental Evaluation of Results-Based Management - UNFPA 

Finland Presentation 
 

https://www.slideshare.net/secret/K1zviEqWWNZd9X
https://www.slideshare.net/secret/3NoI0NScsojcLT
https://www.slideshare.net/secret/3NoI0NScsojcLT
https://www.slideshare.net/secret/KecOJA3QlkAEo6
https://www.slideshare.net/secret/cw7qbBL7F8dl97
https://www.slideshare.net/secret/x8q4V2ybXg7s9U
https://www.slideshare.net/secret/FeHXoyTUpqGJbQ
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