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ACTIVITY GUIDE
Day 3
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COORDINATION 
MONITORING & EVALUATION

SP Line-Up
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Description generated with high confidence]

Purpose: Debate and exploration of controversial statements relating to SP to challenge current mind-sets and thinking

Preparation: Using a roll of masking tape, tape down a line onto an open area of the floor 10 meters long, and straight. Mark one side as ‘Strongly agree’ and one side as ‘Strongly Disagree’ (e.g. on a sheet of paper on the floor). 

Process: Explain to people that they will be ‘voting with their feet’ by moving along the line depending on their answer to each of the controversial statements presented (4 in total)… we will then ask a few candidates to understand why they have chosen to stand there.

Use these statements:
1. Social protection programmes should primarily target the poorest households
2. Over 10% of SP budget should be spent on a complaints and appeals and communications
3. If a country has the right infrastructure, they should always implement the most advanced technology available to administer Social Protection
4. If SP programmes are to have an impact on human capital, the best option is to impose conditionalities
 
Debrief: Debrief happens on an ongoing basis after each question. Invite sharing from a few of the people all along the line-up line – try to probe to better understand their position (why are you standing here?). Invite people to shift around if their opinions change once they have heard theyr colleague’s thoughts. Manage your time carefully - make sure you have enough time for all four statements.

Learning debrief (‘so what, now what’): this exercise is a great way to get a sense of the sentiment in the room and to clarify content from the previous two days (on S&I, role of conditionality, etc). Engage in constructive dialogue to debunk myths where needed, but also to share that every opinion is valid and comes from deep-seated motivations – dialogue and coordination will involve exploring those.




Stakeholder Mapping
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Description generated with high confidence]Purpose: To understand the complexity of SP coordination and the main stakeholders involved, including a focus on their interest and influence (i.e. how much and how should they be involved). It will also stress important actors that may have been forgotten.

Preparation: Explain matrix for stakeholder analysis on slide using slide notes...keeping it brief. Ask them to think about their country and brainstorm all potential stakeholders that ‘have a stake’ in social protection reform (government, private sector, civil society etc). Separate into table groups with flipcharts and cards. Ask to write their key stakeholders on cards and place them around the flipchart on their table where they will have drawn same graph as on the slide. 

Prepare one large flipchart for the wall by sticking four flipcharts together (each square is one square of the matrix) as per image below (but empty!).

Process: While teams are discussing and mapping at their tables walk round and make sure all is clear.

Debrief: ask each group to present in turn adding two-three stakeholders each to the large flipchart on wall explaining why they are placing them there. The next group adds two-three more and comments on whether previous were placed ‘correctly’ according to them (get debate going!). Continue going round the room till all stakeholders are finished 

Learning debrief (‘so what, now what’?): go to next slide - where are beneficiaries placed? And non-beneficiaries (very often these will be forgotten)? What about lower levels of administration? Discuss implications of positioning of each actor in terms of coordination efforts..and fundamental responsibility we have as programme implementers to enable a role for those actors with high interest but low influence.



Coordination: Application to home country

Purpose: Reflect on how SP Coordination processes in participants’ countries could be revised by seizing opportunities for SP Co-ordination and closing horizontal or vertical gaps.

	WHAT?
	WHY?

	Red
	Blue

	What?
· … does your SP Coordination system look like?
· … are the Coordination issues burning for attention?
· … coordination level needs most attention? … and which is missing?
· … effect does this Coordination system have on the ultimate impact of SP? 

	Why?
· … was the SP Coordination system built like this?
· … do these issues exist?
· … have previous efforts to solve not worked?
· … do we have less effective SP Coordination than we wish at policy-programme/ institutional/admin levels? 




Process: Invite participants to form small mixed (different country groups if applicable) groups (e.g. 5 people per group) and give each group the two WHAT and WHY cards to reflect on different elements, factors, and dimensions of coordination in their country. 
Give each group 15 min to explore the co-ordination questions using the cards provided – applying it to their home country. Specify that they don’t need to use every single question, but use them as thinking and discussion prompts, screening through them and working with the ones that seem most relevant to explore. 
Then give them 15 min to reflect on and brainstorm on their flip chart, how SP challenges could be addressed in their country: we do not want easy fix-ups (‘create a steering committee’) but thoughts/reflections on how to make any solution actually work in practice. 
Now give each team 5 min to pick their top three solutions, record one per card and prepare to present their three cards in plenary. 

Debrief: Invite each group’s spokesperson to present their group’s top three co-ordination improvement suggestions.

Learning debrief (‘so what, now what’?): Try and untangle with the group what were the threads in terms of challenges faced and suggested solutions. Stress that creating additional coordinating bodies is often not the answer – there is much more need to untangle the complex incentives of different institutional actors to ensure they better align.




Cross Questioning Activity

Purpose: To assimilate M&E text to pave the way for engagement with its critical role right through SP, not just at the end, as an afterthought.

Process: All teams will work from pages 8-14 of the M&E base doc (Section 1 ‘Why M&E is important for effective social protection programming’ which covers ensuring both the supply of and demand for M&E data). 

Before starting, ask teams to create a team name, which you will place on the flipchart scoreboard. 

Afford the teams (15-20 min) to re-read the doc pages and to prepare their questions. The teams are now given 10 min each to create a set of 5 questions, to be asked of other teams in a round robin competition. Only 3 questions of each team will be asked, in case of identical or overlapping questions. 

This is an ‘open book’ quiz to allow maximum engagement with the material. Keep score and foster a healthy competitive spirit amongst the participants. Should there be spare time, these extra questions can be asked for bonus points.

Learning debrief (‘so what, now what’): pick up from the Q&A any important lessons emerging and ensure common ground is established in terms of a) key strengths and weaknesses of different data sources for SP M&E (e.g. cost-effectiveness of qualitative ad-hoc research; importance of fully leveraging MIS data; using other admin databases where possible); b) importance of triangulation as they all serve different purposes; c) each of these require establishing complex institutional arrangements that need cultivating over time e.g. with national statistics office.

M&E and Accountability Stakeholders
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Description generated with high confidence]
Purpose: To add M&E and accountability stakeholders to the stakeholder map created in case any of these had been missed! To realise we often overlook these fundamental actors (Statistics Office, Auditor General; Ministry of Planning, etc).

Process: Introduce referring to stakeholder map previously created… and say we are now filling gaps based on discussions we just had: what other actors may be involved in M&E and accountability? How? In plenary have people make suggestions and add these actors. while asking how their effect might be better leveraged, asking “what’s missing / what might work better in your context?”

Learning debrief (‘so what, now what’): briefly reflect on why we had forgotten many of these actors when we did the original stakeholder map – they do not have an immediate stake but are stakeholders than can greatly improve management of SP, enhance accountability and help achieve overall impacts.


M&E needs at three levels

Purpose: To ensure delegates critically think about how different information needs are at different levels – which is why it is important to build and M&E system in a participatory manner. It then pushes thoughts about challenges in operationalising an M&E system (best to go for simple and effective than complex and un-manageable/unrealistic).

[bookmark: _GoBack]Process: Ask participants to gather in three equally sized groups by interest (1: Central level strategic, 2: Central level managerial, 3: Local level) in each corner of the room (see more detailed description here below) and to nominate a ‘note taker and facilitator’ for the session. Hand over the relevant Handout to the ‘note taker and facilitator’ of each group.

1) Central level strategic stakeholders: e.g. Donors, Planning Ministry, Parliament. Those that are only interested in high-level indicators that are useful for planning and strategy
2) Central level managerial stakeholders: e.g. Programme managers in implementing Ministry. These are actors that need to be managing day-to-day operations and business processes effectively – across the country!
3) Local level stakeholders: e.g. local level implementers, NGOs/Civil Society etc. These are actors that need in depth knowledge of local level information
12’ - Delegates discuss in their groups and take note of key things they would need to know at that level (Information needs). Ask them to transform these into indicators, where possible.

18’ - Half way through the task is made more complex by adding a focus on further operationalising that ‘wish list’ of information needs and indicators: How can these be obtained in practice (data sources, actors, institutional arrangements)? Ask them to focus on 2-3 key indicators, breaking these down as per Table in Base Doc.

Debrief In plenary, ask each group to present what they have come up with (examples, not the whole thing) and what challenges they faced 

Learning debrief (‘now what, so what’): ask them to share any insight they may have had, or probe key insights yourself. Eg: 
· very different needs at different levels of administration and very often information flows up but not down again – essential to give sufficient support to local levels of administration
· best to go for simple and effective rather than complex and un-manageable/unrealistic when we break indicators down we really realise complexity of collecting these on regular basis
· we often focus on quantifiable indicators, but ‘perception’ indicators also important (need methods to address this)
· we often forget about ‘performance’ indicators. Comparing inputs and outputs to establish effectiveness and benchmark performance across locations to diagnose bottlenecks and replicate best practice
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