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1.
Background and Discussion
This report presents the experience of Mr. I.A. Naidoo, Deputy-Director General: Monitoring and Evaluation, at the 2009 International Programme for Development Evaluation (IPDET) held at Carleton University, Ottawa, Canada. Mr Naidoo participated in the week 4 programme. A full programme is attached to this report as Tag A4.

Mr Naidoo was contracted to participate in the IPDET programme, and required to present a guest lecture, serve as a resource person to workshops, act as a panellist and co-teach a 2 day course. This report presents an outline of each of these events, and highlights the observations made by participants on the work of the PSC and M&E in South Africa, and poses questions that need to be considered. 

The IPDET is the most high-profile and recognised M&E training programme in the world, and has now been in operation for 9 years. It offers participants an accredited qualification in M&E, and uses action-learning to draw on the rich experience of participants. Most of the participants are sponsored by their governments. There are various other international sponsors who offer scholarships for participation on a competitive basis, and these include the Canadian International Development Agency, the Department for International Development, the Norwegian Agency for development Cooperation, the International Development Research Centre, the Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency and the Commonwealth Secretariat. The core collaboration is between the World Bank and the Faculty of Public Affairs at Carleton University. 
2.
Report on participation at IPDET

2.1
Guest Speaker at IPDET Lunch

The IPDET lunch time guest speaker series is a highlight of the four week programme. It includes expert inputs from academia and agencies (government 
and non-government) and is aimed an enriching the experience of IPDET participants by providing narratives of M&E practice. The lunch time series is managed by the Dean of the Faculty of Public Affairs, Carleton University and the co-directors of the IPDET programme.  

Mr Naidoo delivered the 45 minute lecture and traced the evolution of M&E in South Africa, emphasising the Constitutional imperative for M&E, and indicating how democratic values resonate with M&E principles (Tag A1). He then spoke to the political and administrative initiatives around M&E, and showcased the work of the PSC by highlighting how through a differentiated  approach it had produced products and services addressing a range of evaluation needs at different scales. The work of the PSC in supporting M&E at various levels was highlighted, especially the contribution to the Association of African Public Service Commissions (AAPSCOMS), the African Evaluation Association in terms of the Director-General`s input in Cairo, and the PSC involvement in the Network of Network on Impact Evaluation (NONIE). An assessment was also provided of the concept of “impact’, which is currently a debate in the M&E community.

Mr Naidoo received over 15 comments and questions. These are summarised below. It should be noted that many of these questions were follow-up to responses provided. 
· How independent is the PSC?

· What is the funding source of the PSC, and do we have public processes to ensure that its independence and budget is maintained?

· What is the strategy for capacity building in M&E for government?

· How sure can the PSC be certain that it is making an impact on the quality of governance?  Who conducts such assessments, and are these findings publically debated?

· What has been the impact of the Hotline, and what are the indicators of its effectiveness?
· What are the challenges experienced when it comes to conducting participatory M&E, and has this practice genuinely taken root across government?

· What is the relationship between the PSC (as an independent entity) and the Presidency M&E function (which is political)? How will the PSC work within political structures yet retain its objectivity and independence?

· There has been a lot of focus on compliance. Has the organisation considered that it may be focusing more on accountability than learning, and how does it manage these challenges and tensions? (there was a long discussion on the latest book “Sticks, Carrots and Sermons” that was discussed in the previous weeks at IPDET – copy has been secured for the Office). 
· Have the various systems of M&E used by the PSC been subject to a critical review by M&E experts, to ensure that it measures the right things?

In general participants were highly complimentary of the work of the PSC, and stated categorically that they wished that they had a similar structure in their countries. Due to time constraints some of the questions could not be answered, and Mr Naidoo followed up over the week through bi-laterals with individuals and organisational representatives who posed questions.

The African participants in particular were aware of the PSC involvement AFREA due to their exposure to AFREA III (Cape Town, 2004) and AFREA V (Cairo, 2009) event. They were desirous of wanting to know more about AAPSCOMS, and what the linkages could be with the evaluation communities in these countries. There was a meeting of African participants on the margins of this event, led by Dr. Sulley Gariba, former AFREA President, where issues such as there were discussed. 

The more critical questions posed related to how the PSC measures its own impact. The strong interest in the impact question this year may be attributed to this being a key debate within evaluation networks. Many experts also pointed out that the current budget cuts could result in smaller budgets for M&E, which may not be seen as a key service. In this light participants at IPDET were implored to be more relevant, and not use independence as an excuse for not engaging with stakeholders. 

Questions were also asked about how genuine public participation mechanisms were. A caution expressed was that public participation tended to raise expectations, and if these were not met could result in a loss of credibility for M&E bodies. A further debate that was raised was whether the compliance driven by the PSC may be reasonably assumed to translate into better governance, or whether it simply leads to better compliance. There was lively debate on this question, with examples cited of how M&E could lead to perverse outcomes. 

The following PSC documents were made available at the guest lecture. 


· AAPSCOMS newsletters

· Closing Address of Director-General at the AFREA V, Cairo 2009, event 

· Labour relations Conference 2007 newsletter

· Inaugural SAMEA 2007 Conference Newsletter

· Basic Concepts in M&E
· 5th Consolidated M&E Report

· SOPS 2007 and 2008 report

2.2
Instructor for the workshop “The use of evaluations in public and international 
politics”

The purpose of this workshop was to provide participants with an overview, using case studies, of the relationship between evaluation and decision-making, in particular those relating to policy. Through the two case studies, one relating to the Global Environmental Fund, which funds research relating to environmental impact and monitors compliance of countries to environmental protocols, and the PSC, which is M&E of governments, participants were offered insight into how results are used in practice. The lecture notes of Rob van den berg and Mr Naidoo are attached at Tag A2.
After an introductory overview, participants were asked to share the mandates of their institutions and explain the decision-making trajectories. A key issue for consideration was causality, and the question posed was whether the M&E results of organisations are the primary source of information used by decision-makers. It was suggested that in a decision-making environment, one can speak of influence rather than direct impact, and that evaluators needed to recognise that decision-makers use multiple sources of information before arriving at a decision, and that many of these sources may not be rational or research based. 

Participants were then asked to critically appraise the reports and make a mock presentation to a Minister and a meeting of an evaluation association. The report chosen as a case study from the PSC resources were the:

· Fifth Consolidated M&E report

· Departmental M&E Report: Community Safety; Western Cape Provincial Administration.

This presentation allowed the class to respond in a lively manner to the concepts taught and provide their insights as well. The actual notes of the team that dealt with the PSC report is at Tag A3. In essence they pointed out the following: 
· The system was impressive in that it managed to concretise values and principles in indicators and measures, which over the longer term would promote a common discourse on what these values and principles mean for public administration. 
· The fact that there was a systematic review of departments meant that there was pressure to comply, and this in itself is a positive lever for promoting good governance. 
· The group was impressed by the process of M&E for the departmental M&E reports, and found it encouraging that through the process the PSC “got its foot into the corridors of power”. 

· The Consolidated report provided a god basis for comparisons, and the individual report was very departmental specific, amassing a huge amount of data and presenting this in a coherent manner. 

On the critique, the group noted the following:

· The executive summary was 17 pages, and not really an executive summary but rather a shortened version of the report. They were confused and not sure whether presenting high level findings and recommendations in a table format, which assume technical competency by the reader, was useful. They suggested that this be no more than 3 pages, and written in a narrative highlighting those areas which should be priority. It was not useful to restate everything in the report in the executive summary, as this made the document difficult to read.

· The Transversal Public Service M&E System is predicated on a set of indicators, which makes serious assumptions. It was not clear whether these had been adequately debated, and expressed in the report as an assumption.  

· It was not clear what the system seeks to do, and what the methods are for gathering and analysing data. This was highlighted as a “glaring omission”, and the group felt that the PSC could have its good work undermined if it failed to present a defensible methodology upfront. 
· There was a poor depiction of the scoring system. What was proposed as a methodology, was actually a research process, and this needed to be more clearly delineated. The group advocated for a report which had much of the detail in an annexure, with a well-written narrative in the report. The group could not see the points being made, or where the arguments were leading. 

· The formulation of recommendations was inconsistent and problematic. There tended to be too many, and many were too generalised (all of these were cited). There should be a clear management letter in the report, which includes the management response, which can then become the basis of assessing compliance or impact. This would demonstrate the accountability value of the instrument, which could become devalued overtime as it fails to retain its “innovation, freshness and relevance”.
· The limitations of the methodology were not expressed adequately, and this conveyed the message that the system was irrefutable. 

Fifth Consolidated M&E report 

· The report could have been packaged better, and the lack of an executive summary made it dense reading. 

· One needs to demonstrate how the issues raised relate to the area of good governance

In essence, the group indicated that whilst critical, the fact that such a system was implemented over an entire Public Service bureaucracy, regularly and over a long time, is a major achievement. They did not know of similar examples elsewhere, and this was commendable. They expressed a view that given that the system has reached a state of acceptance, the bar needs to be raised, as this system could be “manipulated”. There was a concern expressed that the PSC made too many assumptions, and tended to be too compliance and accountability focused. They felt that more thought needed to be put into helping supporting the learning aspects, otherwise the PSC would not be able to distinguish itself from central oversight agencies. 
2.3
Resource person

Mr Naidoo served as a resource person on various workshops and provided insights into how the matters under discussion were addressed by the PSC. There was a lot of interest in how the PSC used inspections for making observations and reporting on service delivery sites. 
2.4
Panellist

Mr Naidoo participated on a panel with the heads of evaluation agencies of DANIDA, the New Zealand Agency for International Development, the Ministry of Planning and Implementation of Sri Lanka, and SIDA. After an introductory input on the roles of each agency, the participants posed questions to the panel on how to institutionalise M&E, ensure that findings are used, address issues of institutional politics, deal with budget cuts in light of the global recession etc. The lively discussion indicated that M&E practitioners the world over are challenged with the same issues, and for them and their organisations to be successful, there must be political support for M&E. Capacity building was cited as vital for M&E practitioners who often find themselves alienated within their departments as they tend to be viewed as police, and not as persons who facilitate better management and governance and promote institutional learning. 

The head of evaluation at DANIDA, Neils Dabelstein, recommended that the PSC consider developing an evaluation guideline, which could be used to explain to stakeholders and clients how the institution went about conducting its evaluation. He suggested that it was also important that the evaluation principles and protocols be included in such a document. He would be willing to advise on any drafts should the PSC consider such a document. The DANIDA document is attached as tag A5. 
3.
Way forward

3.1
Purchasing books for the PSC
As per agreement in terms of participation in this programme, the latest M&E books and guides will be purchased from the funds generated. The amount of R7335.26 was paid to the Office for purchase of M&E books. The DDGs will be afforded the opportunity to select books. As was the arrangement last year, these will be housed in the library and a notice sent out to staff and Commissioners of their availability. 

3.2
Taking forward observations made at IPDET and incorporating into the work of the PSC

There were several pertinent comments and questions asked, and these should be considered as the PSC moves forward in its work. It is proposed that briefing sessions be held, so that staff get an idea of the broader debates and issues relating to M&E. The more specific comments that have been made on the consolidated and individual M&E reports will be used with the Branch: M&E.

4.
Conclusion 

Mr. Naidoo would like to thank the PSC for affording him the opportunity to share the work of the PSC at IPDET, and can report that its work is acknowledged as being of high quality and relevant, and supportive of the discipline of M&E. The IPDET community is highly influential, and will benefit from receiving further presentations of this nature. It would be important for staff to be offered exposure to such events, and ways should be found to expose PSC officials to such high quality training.  It is encouraging to note that plans are advanced to replicate a programme similar to IPDET on the continent, and the PSC needs to be a part of these discussions. 
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