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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The following represents a brief Executive Summary of the Final Report for the Feasibility Assessment on
Creating a Macro Results Framework for the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) Transition Fund. When the
Fund was established, its partners agreed that the possibility of designing an over‐arching results framework
would initially be considered after one year of operation. 1 Accordingly, in February 2014, the MENA Transition
Fund Coordination Unit (CU), per the request of the Steering Committee (SC), commissioned this assessment to
study: whether it would be reasonable and efficient to develop a Macro Results Framework for the Fund; if so,
what form this Macro Framework might take (i.e. the design and implementation implications of different
options). It should be noted that the current document does not provide detailed instructions on the development
of such a Macro Framework, but rather provides information to help decision‐making on the way forward.

Key Strengths, Opportunities and Challenges of the
Current Monitoring and Reporting System
The Feasibility Assessment first looked at and analyzed the current operational environment of the MENA
Transition Fund – with a particular emphasis on monitoring and reporting – with a view to drawing out some of
the key strengths and challenges of the current system. At present, the reporting system established for the Fund
operates at five levels: recipient entities (i.e. Transition Countries (TCs)), Implementation Support Agencies
(ISAs), Trustee, CU, and the SC. It covers both monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of the achievements of individual
projects (through ISAs own policies and procedures) and reporting on the overall portfolio (through a
standardized Progress Report template and audit reports from the Trustee).2 Key strengths and challenges of the
current system included the following:
Strengths and Opportunities:





1

The ISAs that collaborate with the MENA Transition Fund all possess internal policies,
procedures, structures and/or systems to support the M&E function of the projects they help to
implement in the TCs. Relying on these existing systems is perceived by many as a key aspect of
efficiency;
The ISAs show commitment to consistently and continually increasing their performance in
terms of results‐based management (RBM) and reporting;
Information is collected by the CU in a standard reporting template that each ISA completes
twice a year, which ensures that performance against the initial results framework for each
project is measured. This standardized reporting template also allows simple aggregation at the
Fund level on specific aspects such as disbursements and progress in implementation, which
could overtime provide an overview of key trends at the Fund level.

MENA Transition Fund. (2013). Middle East and North Africa Transition Fund Operations Manual. p.12, para. 23 (m).
MENA Transition Fund. (2013). MENA Transition Fund Annual Report December 31, 2013. p.24.

2
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Key Challenges:










Currently, there are no commonly used/standardized definitions for the terminologies used for
reporting at the Fund level. This creates difficulties in aggregating results across the projects
supported by the ISAs in the TCs;
The level of detail of the various project results frameworks varies by organization and by the
scope and scale of the intervention, even if all include the same basic components. The
weaknesses of some project results frameworks reduce the effectiveness of overall monitoring;
The current Annual Report (2013) does not depict substantial trends in the delivery of outputs
and progress toward outcomes. However, this could be considered normal and expected given
the current early stage of project implementation;
It is difficult to report on progress towards the overall objectives of the MENA Transition Fund as
a whole, since they are very broad and no indicators have been defined to track results at a
macro level;
The Fund has used project case studies to illustrate the different areas supported and the
progress being made to help address the gap in indicators at the Fund level. However, the
possibility of generalization from individual cases is not considered to be “strong enough” by
some partners in terms of showing results achieved by the Fund overall.

Stakeholder Motivations and Challenges for Creating
a Macro Framework
Amongst the stakeholders contacted during the assessment, opinions were mixed concerning the potential
relevance of an overall Macro Framework for the Fund. While 52% of respondents felt that such a Macro
Framework would be relevant, 24% felt that it would not, 19% were undecided, and 5% did not respond. With
regard to the feasibility of such a Macro Framework, only 29% of respondents were convinced of this, while 52%
felt that it might be possible and 14% that it would not be (with 5% no response).
Among those stakeholders who perceived an advantage in a possible Macro Framework, the following potential
benefits were identified:






Ensures that all participants have a common understanding of the Fund’s expected results,
activities, indicators, goals, and targets, and work together towards achieving these;
More precisely defines how to achieve development results and goals;
Helps relate specific outcomes to overall benefits generated or catalyzed by the Fund;
Helps harmonize efforts and ensure coherence and complementarity;
Identifies areas where additional projects/activities will be needed and ensures all pillars are
being addressed.

An additional important issue raised was the perception that such a Macro Framework is essential to some of the
Fund’s current donors; if support is to continue, scale up or expand (i.e. attract new donors), it was noted that for
some there is a critical importance placed on emphasizing evidence of results achieved. On the other hand, some
– mostly ISAs – regard the requirements of such a Macro Framework as burdensome, particularly when their
engagement with the Fund is likely to be relatively small‐scale and in particular given the current state, overall
size and nature of the Fund. Uncertainty about the longevity of the Fund also caused many stakeholders to hold
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reservations about the relative costs and benefits of a potential Macro Framework. In addition, some stakeholders
expressed the fear that defining results too strictly at the Fund‐level could result in a decrease in responsiveness
of the Fund to specific needs of individual TCs.
Trends are visible across various partners, as shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2 below, and serve to reinforce the
many perspectives and arguments both “for” and “against”.
Figure 1. Responses Regarding the Relevance of a
Macro Framework for the MENA Transition Fund
(Disaggregated by Type of Respondents)

Figure 2. Responses Regarding the Feasibility of a
Macro Framework for the MENA Transition Fund
(Disaggregated by Type of Respondents)
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Options for the Way Forward
The assessment reviewed the results frameworks and aggregation strategies of three funds with some similarities
to the MENA Transition Fund, as well as approaches already advocated or adopted by some of its stakeholders.
On the basis of this analysis, and combined with the assessment of the current monitoring and reporting regime
as well as the relevant points raised through the survey of motivations and potential challenges, the following set
of options for moving forward are presented for discussion purposes.


Option A: Continue with the Status Quo

The review team’s discussions with stakeholders showed that some are satisfied with the system in place and
believe that it meets their current needs, as well as those of the Fund overall. In support of this view, it can be said
that expenditure to date under the Fund is relatively modest, which enables a reasonable overall perspective to be
obtained from Progress Reports on the sum of the individual projects. However, as more projects are
implemented and if the Fund grows in size and complexity, this approach might eventually become ineffective
and cumbersome. In addition, a macro results Framework for the Fund is seen as something necessary by some ‐
mostly donors. Those who strongly advocate for establishing such a Framework mentioned a gap with regards to
assessment of progress at the Fund level. For these stakeholders, it is difficult to envision how a story might be
told over time about how and whether the Fund is achieving impact since the objectives of the Fund as a whole
are very broad and no indicators or targets have been defined to measure and assess results at a macro level.
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Option A1: “Enhanced” Status Quo

With relatively few modifications to the current system, it would be possible, to a certain extent, to move towards
meeting the preferences of those stakeholders who would like to see a more comprehensive system. In brief, an
“enhanced” status quo option suggests ways to:




Enhance the focal area/pillar portfolio reporting and let SC members look holistically across the projects
supported and better understand the portfolio’s strategic alignment and its potential to deliver expected
results;
Strengthen the overall portfolio performance reporting to derive more “aggregated” results at the Fund
level.

Specific additions that could strengthen the way data is aggregated still using the current reporting methods
could include:



Information about pillars to which projects contribute could be included in the Progress Report template
to facilitate focal areas/pillars portfolio reporting3;
Ratings and definitions for overall implementation progress could be added to the Progress Report
template. This would harmonize how ISAs report on this aspect and allow aggregation at the portfolio
level.

In addition, developing clearer results statements4 (particularly through the use of sub‐results categories) under
each pillar could improve the effectiveness of the reporting process in term of aggregating data; thereby
enhancing the range of performance data reported to SC members.5 However, this could take some time to
become effective, as all partners would need to agree on a set of results sub‐categories. As well, it is important to
note that this option is likely still not to be considered adequate for some stakeholders (mainly bilateral donors)
with regards to Fund level results reporting, especially those who want to be able to assess macro development
objectives through the use of indicators.


Option B: Variations on Creating a Macro Framework

A critical component of a results framework is a focus on measuring change and developing related tools to
accomplish this. In considering whether or not to move forward with the development of a Macro Framework at
the Fund level, the Fund can draw upon a body of work already completed by donors such as the United Kingdom
(UK) Department for International Development (DFID) and the Canadian Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade
and Development (DFATD). These two institutions have adopted different perspectives. Broadly speaking, DFID
has approached the issue from a “top‐down” approach while DFATD has done so from the “bottom‐up”. In
addition, lessons learned from funds with similarities to the MENA Transition Fund, including the Global
Agriculture and Food Security Program (GAFSP) and the Global Environment Facility (GEF), have been
incorporated to present a range of options for the SC to consider in moving forward. Drawing on the approaches
developed by these bodies, options for a Macro Framework are presented below, in preliminary form, for
consideration and discussion purposes.

3

Since the report was submitted, there has already been some movement along the lines suggested. Please refer to Annex 2.
Eventually indicators for these “results statements” could be developed to enhance the reporting process. However, at this
stage, developing such indicators and getting all partners to agree on these was not considered a priority under this “status
quo” option.
5
Examples for this are provided in the Appendix to this report.
4
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Option B1: Revise and Use a DFID‐based Logic Model

This variation for developing a results framework involves adapting a logic model and theory of change developed
by DFID. The following is the logic model for the MENA Transition Fund interventions as it appears in the business
case document for UK involvement in the Fund:
Intervention Logic – DFID Model6

As outlined in this DFID model, the Fund is primarily aimed at catalyzing institutional reforms that will enable
better policies and in turn drive improved economic performance. To measure these different articulations of
results, DFID proposes a “top‐down” approach and has defined indicators and sources to track such results at the
Fund‐level. The indicators used to track achievement of results are not derived from the project‐level results
frameworks (and indicators) already in use. Rather, the indicators for each results level have been defined
independently of the achievements of individual projects. This approach has the merit to be quite simple to
implement. However, it adds, even if in a limited way, another layer of results reporting on the Fund structure that
perhaps only a few stakeholders are interested in. Of note also is that with this model, the impact level is so far
from the original outputs that it may be difficult to trace the specific contribution of the Fund in the region. Many
of the proposed indicators in this model are so general that they could not be directly attributed to the success of
the Fund; therefore, the relevance of this approach for the SC members could be perceived as limited in terms of
assessing achievements of the Fund.


Option B2: Developing a Project Cluster/Nesting7 Model

In a model derived from DFATD8, the concept is to have two sets of results frameworks for monitoring and
reporting; one at the project level and the other one at the macro Fund‐level. The relationship between the two
follows a “nesting” model. Briefly, nesting refers to the process of creating detailed project level results
frameworks that sit within a larger macro Fund‐level results framework. Each nested project level results
framework depicts in greater detail a specific component that is part of a broader Fund‐level objective. The
expected outcomes in the macro Fund‐level results framework would describe broad changes for the entire Fund,
which would allow reporting on the “impact” of the MENA Transition Fund. This type of monitoring and reporting
is possible through the development of consolidated indicators. Consolidated indicators are project level
indicators that are clustered together with other related indicators to form one unit that will allow aggregation of
related data at the macro Fund‐level.
The main advantage of this option is its ability to build from the “bottom‐up”; thus, allowing ISAs to continue to
report their own indicators in the project results framework and not change the way they conduct the monitoring
and reporting for their projects. The main burden of this option would have to fall on a new structure created at

6

Department for International Development (DFID). (n.d.) Business Case and Intervention Summary. Middle East and North
Africa (MENA) G8 Deauville Transition Fund.
7
The terms “layering” and clustering have also been applied to this type of model.
8
This option is adapted from documents provided by DFATD and collected during the interview phase. To look at the
originally proposed DFATD model, please refer to the Appendix, Annex 5.
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the Fund‐level9, which would have to “map” the current project level indicators to the macro level and do the
same process for all newly approved projects to the defined consolidated indicators once these have been
defined. Donors such as DFID and DFATD mentioned that they would be willing to provide resources to help the
Fund to develop systems, which would enable systematic reporting on the monitoring of results at the macro
Fund‐level.


Options B3: Reporting Against a Hybrid MENA Transition Fund Theory of Change

This variation combines the DFID and project cluster/nesting approaches together to form a “hybrid” theory of
change. Both approaches focus on results, as well as themes in the realm of governance, capacity building or
institutional reform. Thus, it is possible to construct a combined “top down/bottom up” approach, focusing on the
intermediate outcomes related to capacity building, institutional reform and/or governance.
Revised Intervention Logic – “Hybrid” Option

In order to avoid the potential risk of over‐generalization of findings, a “layered” approach to developing a Macro
Framework for MENA Transition Fund could be adopted. This means that, instead of developing a single
overarching results framework, a series of results frameworks per work area is developed, to raise the specificity
of reporting and analysis. This option provides a solid framework to report on results at the macro Fund‐level.
However, it is by far the most cost and time extensive approach to implement and might not be considered
“realistic” given the present context.


Snapshot Overview of Potential Benefits and Burdens of Different Options

The following table provides a snapshot overview of the implications of the different options posited. In the table,
any additional “burdens” on those implementing the Fund’s monitoring and reporting are scored as negatives,
while potential improvements to quality and/or coverage of the reporting system are scored as positives. It should
be noted that scores are qualitative approximations and cannot simply be added for the “best” overall result.
Criteria
Options
Option
A:
Status Quo
Option
A1:
Enhanced
Status Quo

Additional
Work/
Burden

Additional
Resources
Required

Suitability for
Project Results
Reporting

Suitability for
Pillar Results
Reporting

Suitability for
Aggregate
Results at
TC/Country
Level

Suitability for
Fund Level
(Development
Outcomes)
Reporting

Time
Required to
Implement

0

0

2

1

0

0

0

‐1

‐1

2

1

1

0

‐1

9

The MENA Transition Fund Operations Manual (please refer to p. 12, para 23 (l)) provides the SC with the opportunity to
“establish any committees or working groups as desirable”. Alternatively, this task could also be delegated to the CU with the
provision that more resources would be necessary for the CU to complete this task. There would likely also be a need to revise
the Fund’s Operations Manual to ensure this more substantive and analytical role, if it is devoted to the CU, is properly
reflected, and ensuring there is no conflict of interest (e.g. potentially re‐positioning the CU to give it institutional distance
from the WB systems whilst retaining the WB as the institutional “home”).
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Criteria
Options
Option
B1:
DFID‐based
Logic Model
Option
B2:
Project
Cluster/Nestin
g Model
Option
B3:
Hybrid Model

Additional
Work/
Burden

Additional
Resources
Required

Suitability for
Project Results
Reporting

Suitability for
Pillar Results
Reporting

Suitability for
Aggregate
Results at
TC/Country
Level

Suitability for
Fund Level
(Development
Outcomes)
Reporting

Time
Required to
Implement

‐1

‐1

2

1

2

1

‐1

‐2

‐2

2

2

2

1

‐2

‐2

‐2

2

2

2

2

‐2

Scores: Additional Burden: ‐2 = high, ‐1 = medium 0 = low/nil
Results Aggregation Potential: 2 = high, 1 = medium, 0 = low/nil
In brief, the table above shows that for any other option preferred than the status quo, additional resources would
need to be allocated from the Fund to cover the time/cost of continuing with the status quo ‐ because of potential
inefficiencies and the cost of inaction ‐ or developing a Macro Framework. However, estimates of resources
requirements (and time needed to make functional) will depend on the option chosen.

Considerations for Moving Forward
The report provides details about strengths and weaknesses of the various options posited. The SC has to make a
decision as to whether the status quo is sufficient/acceptable or if its members want to move ahead in developing
a Macro Framework to enhance the results reporting on the overall Fund achievement. The tension seems to
reside in the following aspects:
 Uncertainty about the longevity/future of the Fund caused some stakeholders to hold reservations about
the relative costs and benefits of a potential Macro Framework. A shorter lifespan for the Fund casts doubt
on the cost/benefit analysis for moving forward with such a Framework.
 Without a Macro Framework, the MENA Transition Fund will likely experience problems in leveraging more
resources from some current or potential donors. There is a possible risk that some donors might reduce or
withdraw their commitments, if the Fund cannot provide a clear articulation of the results to which it has
contributed.
So, the assessment also raises the option of extending the initial one year period, during which no decision was to
be taken on a possible overall Macro Framework, for a few more years (perhaps to Year 3 or Year 5) to see how the
Fund develops. Given the current context, this option seems reasonable, although there is a danger that such a
delay would mean that a substantial part of the portfolio would already be under way before its inclusion in the
Macro Framework, which could require a major “retro‐fitting” exercise later.10 This could also risk a delay in the
scaling up of resources committed for future projects, while some potential donors wait to see to what extent the
contribution made by the Fund towards its objectives can be measured and reported. Again, in the absence of a
Macro Fund, further use of evaluation could be considered.
On the other hand, if the SC members decide to move forward with developing a Macro Framework for the Fund,
the real challenge will be to fashion an approach that stresses greater focus on results, without sacrificing the

10

This means that any new monitoring and reporting requirements would have to be added to ongoing activities to meet any
new system (retrofitting) or early projects would be simply be discarded/excluded.
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Fund’s commitment to decentralization/delegation and responsiveness to country needs and priorities. Such a
system, if this direction is taken, would need to be flexible and simple enough not to impose a major bureaucratic
burden on the CU, ISAs and TCs. Consultants would probably need to be commissioned to pursue this process,
which would take some time and resources (depending on the option chosen) to be developed. Broad
consultations would need to take place with all SC members to agree on the best solution and to generate support
in moving forward in implementing it. Some options posited do not entail change or extensive work for ISAs or
TCs in terms of ongoing monitoring and reporting but their involvement in the ‘design phase’ would likely be
crucial. It should also be kept in mind that a Macro Framework is not, and should not be a “static” entity. Thus,
stakeholders will need to commit to constantly readjust and learn from experience in order for it to become a
meaningful and useful tool over time. A staged approach to results reporting would therefore be necessary.
As a resource to help the SC in moving forward towards a decision, a SWOT analysis is provided in Annex 4,
presenting a quick overview of the key main points and findings.
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1. INTRODUCTION

T

his document represents the final report for the Feasibility Assessment on Creating a Macro Results
Framework (herein referred to as “Macro Framework” for brevity) for the Middle East and North Africa
(MENA) Transition Fund (also referred to as “the Fund” in this report). This document may be read in
conjunction with the Appendix which presents a more complete discussion on key aspects such as an overview of
the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) practices of the implementation support agencies (ISAs), detailed practices
of funds with similarities to the MENA Transition Fund, and a comprehensive discussion on options for the way
forward, including more detail on the variations on creating a Macro Framework for the Fund. These represent
important facets for understanding the context and making an informed decision on the feasibility of developing a
Macro Framework for the Fund. Some of these aspects are discussed in a summary fashion in this final report
whereas the Appendix provides some further detail and depth.

2. BACKGROUND

I

n May 2011, the G8 launched the Deauville Partnership (DP) as a response to the historical changes underway
in several countries in the MENA region. The DP set out to assist the Transition Countries (TCs) with their own
reform priorities categorized under four main pillars: Economic Stabilization; Job Creation; Inclusion and
Governance, and; Integration. To support the TC to formulate policies and programs and implement reforms, the
DP set up the MENA Transition Fund. The Fund became operational on December 11, 2012, and as per the last
Financial Report (December 2013) prepared by the Trustee, had mobilized donor commitments amounting to
US$203.2 million of which US$140.2 million had been transferred to the MENA Transition Fund.11 Over 40 projects
in Egypt, Jordan, Morocco, Libya, Tunisia and Yemen have received financial allocations from the Fund, totaling
just over US$138 million.12 These projects provide support in the areas of economic governance, inclusion and job
creation, sustainable development, and competition and integration – for example, helping develop laws and
regulations on access to information; empowering civil society organizations (CSOs) through awareness raising
and international best practice; enhancing opportunities for micro small and medium enterprises (MSME) access
to finance; reforming energy sectors; and, developing trade and logistics systems/networks across the
Mediterranean region. To ensure national ownership, the prioritization of reforms and initiatives are demand
driven by TCs and the activities funded are primarily country‐executed. On an exceptional basis, TCs may request
that specific projects, or components, be ISA‐executed. In broad terms, the Fund is a partnership between six TCs,
12 donors and 11 ISAs, as listed in Table 1 below.
Table 1. The MENA Transition Fund – Participants
TCs

Donors

ISAs

Egypt
Jordan
Libya
Morocco

Canada
Denmark
France
Japan

African Development Bank (AfDB)
Arab Fund for Economic and Social Development (AFESD)
Arab Monetary Fund (AMF)
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development
(EBRD)

11

MENA Transition Fund. Trustee. (2013). Financial Report.
The latest information on projects approved under the MENA Transition Fund instrument can be accessed at the following
website: https://www.menatransitionfund.org/content/portfolio.
12
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TCs

Donors

ISAs

Tunisia
Yemen

Kuwait
Qatar
Russia
Saudi Arabia
Turkey

European Investment Bank (EIB)
International Finance Corporation (IFC)
International Monetary Fund (IMF)
Islamic Development Bank (IsDB)
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD)
Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries
(OPEC) Fund for International Development
World Bank (WB)

United Arab Emirates (UAE)
United Kingdom (UK)
United States of America (USA)

2.1. Objectives of the Mandate
When the MENA Transition Fund was established, all of its partners agreed that the possibility of designing an
over‐arching results framework would initially be considered after one year of operation.13 Accordingly, in
February 2014, the MENA Transition Fund Steering Committee (SC) commissioned this assessment of the
Feasibility of Creating a Macro Results Framework (please refer to Annex 1 for the TORs for this assignment,
approved by the SC in December, 2013, in Brussels).
The objective of this Feasibility Assessment is to study whether it is reasonable and efficient to develop a Macro
Framework for the Fund. If so, what form this Macro Framework might take. As part of this process, the
consultants are to look more specifically at:





How the Fund currently works (e.g. the current project‐specific results framework);
The possible motivation and challenges for establishing a Macro Framework;
Best practices and/or lessons from among other funds of a similar nature to assess options,
challenges, and risks;
Comparison of options for the way forward.

The current report will be used as a tool for the SC members’ to make a decision as whether it is reasonable
and efficient to develop a Macro Framework for the MENA Transition Fund. As stated in the Fund’s Operations
Manual, the present document is an assessment as opposed to the actual design of a Macro Framework for the
Fund. Therefore, it provides perspectives pertaining to whether a Macro Framework would be relevant and
feasible and then analyzes the relevant implications as well as different options to consider in design, should the
SC wish to move forward in that way. However, it does not provide all the required detailed instructions on the
development of the Macro Framework itself for the Fund. Based on the decision made by the SC, it is understood
that consultants will be procured to design in detail the Macro Framework if that is the way forward.

2.2. Methodology
The two main data gathering methods for the Feasibility Assessment are document review and interviews with
key stakeholders. In a few cases, surveys have been sent to stakeholders who preferred this to an interview. All key
stakeholders were contacted, including those in TCs, donors, and ISAs. Those who responded included:

13

MENA Transition Fund. (2013). Middle East and North Africa Transition Fund Operations Manual. p.12. para. 23 (m).
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Nine out of 12 donor representatives;
Four out of the six eligible TCs representatives;
Coordination Unit (CU) staff;
Eight out of the 11 ISAs.

Though all stakeholders were contacted and followed up on regularly to emphasize the importance of the
opportunity to participate, not all did so. A complete list of persons interviewed during the Feasibility Assessment
can be found in the Appendix. In addition, gathering opinions, suggestions, and ideas from them proved to be very
time‐consuming given the short period allotted for this process.14 Nonetheless, overall, the engagement of
stakeholders was generally successful and this Feasibility Assessment integrates the great majority of
perspectives.

3. THE CURRENT PROJECT‐SPECIFIC RESULTS
FRAMEWORK

T

he reporting system established for the Fund operates at five levels: recipient entities (i.e. TCs), ISAs,
Trustee, CU, and the SC. It covers both M&E of the achievements of individual projects and reporting on
the overall portfolio.15 The roles and responsibilities of each partner are concisely presented in Table 2

below.

Table 2. Key Roles and Responsibilities for M&E ‐ MENA Transition Fund16
Partner
Recipient
(i.e. TCs)
ISAs

Trustee
CU

SC

entities

Key Roles and Responsibilities in M&E
All M&E of recipient entities is in accordance with the relevant Financial Procedures Agreement (FPA)
and legal agreement between the ISA and recipient entity.
Report on progress every six months including financial reporting obtained from the recipient entity as
per the ISA’s policies and procedures through the CU to the SC via a template outlining the reporting
requirements;
Annually report financial information in accordance with the FPA with respect to any funds received;
Undertake completion reporting at project closure;
Evaluate the overall project performance in terms of relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact, and
sustainability in accordance with its policies.
Provide semi‐annual reports and an annual single audit report to the SC on the financial status of the
Fund, in accordance with the terms set out in the Contribution Agreement.
Submit every year to the SC a report compiled from progress reports received from the ISAs;
Report on progress of the Fund in an Annual Report, based on information received from the ISAs and
the Trustee.
Oversee allocation, project activities and achievement of outputs and outcomes for Fund‐financed
activities;
Undertake a mid‐term review of the Fund at 18‐months of operation;
Undertake a full scale independent evaluation at completion to assess the quality of implementation
and results;
Undertake other periodic evaluations as it deems necessary.

14

The Feasibility Assessment had to be completed by the beginning of May, 2014 in order to be reviewed and then presented
for decision‐making during the SC meeting initially set to take place on May 12, 2014.
15
MENA Transition Fund. (2013). MENA Transition Fund Annual Report December 31, 2013. p.24.
16
MENA Transition Fund. (2013). Middle East and North Africa Transition Fund Operations Manual. p.24.
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3.1. Reporting at the Project‐level
One of the key features of the Fund is that the monitoring of projects is done in accordance with each of the ISAs’
own policies and procedures. Thus, the monitoring function at the project level is ISA‐oriented and they, in
collaboration with the TC, are primarily responsible for M&E of the overall project performance in terms of
relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact, and sustainability. During the preparation phase, each project
develops a results framework, which is submitted as part of the proposal documentation for SC approval. The
project results frameworks that have been developed to date by the ISAs for the projects approved under the Fund
present great diversity (please refer to Annex 3 for some examples). There seems to be insufficient guidance
provided and lack of standardized definitions among ISAs as to what such basic concepts as the Project
Development Objective (PDO) and “intermediate results” mean, or even a definition of what is intended by an
“indicator”. This has opened the space for different approaches. Since ISAs have interpreted key M&E concepts
differently in the results frameworks presented in their project proposals and progress reports, it is probable that
they are not all measuring the same elements under the basic concepts. This presents substantial challenges in
moving forward in terms of aggregation of information from individual project Progress Reports submitted by
ISAs to the CU for reporting at the Fund level.
In addition, the agreement between the ISAs and the Fund stipulate that ISAs use their usual policies and
procedures when reporting on progress of projects it finances. Under this system, the Progress Report that the
ISAs are required to complete to report to the Fund is generally not considered a burden as this requirement of the
Fund is perceived, in its current form, as minimal and usual procedure for Trust Funds. ISAs are allowed to report
on their own institutional key performance indicators (KPIs) or core indicators (where relevant) in the Progress
Report results framework.17 ISAs’ representatives interviewed were generally content with the requirements
currently imposed by the Fund, which do not require any major additional monitoring than that of their own
existing systems. According to this perspective, the current method is efficient and adequate for project reporting.

3.2. Reporting at the Fund‐level
At the Fund level, it is the task of the CU to report on progress of the Fund to the SC based on information received
from the ISAs and the Trustee. Information from the ISAs is collected by the CU every six months through a
standard Progress Report (please see Annex 2). Every six months, the CU submits to the SC a report compiled
from Progress Reports received from the ISAs during the reporting period; including a project summary with
information on financial and technical performance, milestones achieved, and follow‐up steps on issues facing the
project. The Trustee prepares semi‐annual financial reports and an annual single audit report. The CU also
produces an Annual Report, which presents the SC with data on allocation, project activities and achievements for
Fund‐financed activities.
The current reality is that the performance assessment is almost exclusively project‐based and there is little
information to date with regards to the reporting of progress achieved in terms of aggregate results at the Fund‐
level. This situation can be considered normal and expected given the current stage of implementation in TCs;
more encompassing and “higher‐level” results can only be attained and therefore reported on once project
implementation is more advanced and as project‐level results are then achieved. Nonetheless, it might be difficult
for the CU to report on macro results at the Fund level, even with the passage of time and as most projects are well

17

Please refer to the Appendix for more details on the M&E practices across the ISAs.
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underway and have started to achieve their stated results, if there is not a common understanding of key expected
results to be achieved in each area and associated indicators. However, because ISAs are required to provide
progress updates through a standardized Progress Report, simple aggregation to report on some aspects at the
Fund‐level can be done with regards to the achievements of individual projects and reporting on how the financial
resources are being used across the overall portfolio.18

3.3. Key Strengths and Challenges of the Current
Project‐Specific Results Framework
The following provides an overview of some of the key strengths, opportunities, and challenges in dealing with
monitoring and reporting at present.










 Strengths and Opportunities
The Fund requires a results framework for each project is developed and used to monitor progress. These
project results frameworks are key tools to measure and report on progress towards objectives in each
project under implementation and are a requirement for the allocation of funds;
Information is collected by the CU in a standard reporting template (i.e. the Progress Report), that each
ISA duly fills twice a year. This standard tool each ISA is required to complete allows simple aggregation
at the Fund level on specific aspects such as disbursements and progress in implementation, which
provides an overview of key trends at the Fund level;
Based on a quick assessment of current monitoring and reporting procedures among ISAs (please refer to
the Appendix for more details), it is evident that the ISAs that collaborate with the Fund all possess
internal policies, procedures, structures and/or systems to support the M&E function of the project they
help implement in the TCs. Although these vary greatly, it ensures that the tracking of the interventions
supported by the Fund is done systematically and cost‐efficiently. By relying on already existing systems
for project monitoring, the Fund made an effort to avoid unnecessary duplication. In brief, all these
agencies are committed to monitoring the use of funds received and the results achieved through their
projects, and have internalized the concept of “accountability”;
For some of the ISAs, it is clear that results‐based management (RBM) has been internalized through
many years of use and honing, while for others it is still a work in progress and an evolving practice. Even
though there are likely still some gaps and weaknesses in some agencies’ reporting (such as an over‐
concentration on inputs and outputs, rather than outcomes), evidence points to the fact that these ISAs
are committed to consistently and continually increasing their performance in terms of RBM and
reporting, which is promising for the future;
Given that the areas of support of the Fund are quite broad, there is an opportunity for ISAs to track the
achievement of results based on their own systems and there is the possibility to leverage the best
practices (and lessons) from different sectors in terms of implementation and tracking of the
performance of this diverse portfolio. Each ISA possesses expertise in a particular sector (or sectors) (e.g.
IFC in financial reform; EIB/IsDB/OFID/AFESD with infrastructure projects; OECD in areas related to policy
and research, EBRD in measuring transition impact, etc.) and has developed ways of working and
reporting that is adapted to that sector (or sectors) of intervention based on lessons learned and
experience.

18

For examples of the type of reporting which could be realized over time based on the current system, please refer to the
Appendix.
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 Challenges
As is evident in reporting, there are no commonly used/standardized definitions for the terminology
used (e.g. intermediate results, PDO, indicators, etc.) which allowed for a lack of consistency in
language across the ISAs. This non‐standardized terminology, when translated into operational terms
(such as monitoring and reporting) create real difficulties for the aggregate reporting at a macro level;
The level of detail of the various project results frameworks varies by organization and by the scope
and scale of the intervention, even if all include the same basic components. Since these project level
results frameworks are the main basis for reporting the progress on the Fund overall, the weaknesses of
some project results frameworks, which reflect to some extent the divergent RBM capacity across the
ISAs, reduce the effectiveness of overall monitoring.
Each ISA has, to some extent and with different levels of flexibility and rigor, defined internal reporting
procedures for its funded interventions. This means that most ISAs report both internally to their M&E
unit/departments/offices, and externally to the Fund partners through the Progress Report‐ though this
is acknowledged as being a “usual” practice for Trust Funds;
ISAs representatives interviewed were generally content with the current Progress Report. Now that ISAs
have experienced this “broader” approach, they may be resistant to any imposition of new standardized
processes that might not fit their internal systems and which could add to the cost of M&E 19, especially
given the process followed thus far.
The “success” of the Fund is to a great extent measured by the results from the individual projects
funded from the Fund. In this situation, it might be difficult to “tell a story” over time about how and
whether the Fund is achieving its overall objectives;
o Any system based on self‐reported data is fragile as it easily introduces bias. There are risks that
projects will “over‐report” until the last year, when achievements may be revised downwards or
that inconsistency is only reported at a later stage through evaluations;
o At present, the Annual Report (2013) speaks to aggregated country portfolio information. This
reporting gives a general picture of the totality of Fund support across TCs which can be useful
for decision‐making and may help to guide the process of allocation of resources in the future.
However, no clear depiction of the results achieved in terms of development objectives is
provided. This situation can be considered normal and expected given the current stage of
implementation. Nonetheless, it might be difficult for the CU to report on macro results at the
Fund level, even with the passage of time and as most projects are well underway and have
started to achieve their stated results, if there is not a common understanding of key expected
results to be achieved overall in each area and associated indicators.
o
As much as case studies help bring stories to life, the generalization from unique cases is not
considered adequate by some partners to show results achieved for the Fund overall. According
to opinions collected through interviews, the impact the Fund is having in the region cannot be
inferred solely through individual projects.

19

As mentioned previously, these internal requirements/systems for M&E in ISAs are briefly described in the Appendix to this
report as a key aspect to take into consideration if a Macro Framework is the way forward for the Fund.
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4. MOTIVATIONS AND CHALLENGES

I

n assessing motivations and challenges for establishing a Macro Framework for the Fund, data collection and
analysis focused both on assessing the “relevance” of having a Macro Framework for the Fund, and the
“feasibility” of designing and developing such a framework in the context of the Fund. Amongst the
stakeholders contacted during the assessment, opinions were mixed concerning the potential relevance of an
overall Macro Framework. While 52% of respondents20 felt that such a Macro Framework would be relevant, 24%
felt that it would not, 19% were undecided (and 5% (i.e. one respondent) did not respond).
Figure 3. Responses Regarding the Relevance21 of a Macro Framework for the MENA Transition Fund
5%
19%

Yes
No

52%

Maybe
N/A

24%

The main advantages perceived by stakeholders from such a Macro Framework are:







Could bring “clarity in purpose”;
Helps harmonize efforts and ensure coherence and complementarity;
Identifies areas where additional projects/activities will be needed and ensures all pillars are
being addressed;
Generate performance information (e.g. increase the visibility and transparency about the
reform process and the Fund operations) for accountability reporting to external stakeholder
audiences;
Could serve to promote a “results culture” in the region and builds awareness on the utilization of
RBM in TC who are looking forward to become more involved in the global market and become
more competitive.

An additional important issue raised is the perception that such a Macro Framework is essential to some of the
Fund’s current donors, if they are to continue or scale up their support and that it might attract new donors, which
emphasize evidence of results as a key aspect of their funding decisions.

20

Based on the views of the 21 key stakeholders (i.e. nine donors; four TCs, and; eight ISAs) who shared their views and
participated in the Feasibility Assessment process.
21
For the purposes of this Feasibility Assessment, “relevance” is defined as “the usefulness of having a Macro Framework to
track progress and achievements of goals and targets at the Fund‐level in order to get an overarching picture of what the Fund
is achieving as a whole”. Thus, a “yes” to the whether such a framework would be “relevant” means that stakeholders see at
least some advantage, value, and/or strength in creating such a Macro Framework for the Fund; a “no” means that stakeholders
see no value in this endeavor and think that a Macro Framework is not useful/needed for the Fund; while a “maybe”
demonstrates no strong feelings for or against. The category designated as “N/A” includes stakeholders who did not wish to
answer this question.
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On the other hand, some existing or potential ISAs may regard the requirements of such a Macro Framework as
burdensome22, particularly when their engagement with the Fund is likely to be relatively small‐scale. Uncertainty
about the longevity of the Fund also caused some stakeholders to hold reservations about the relative costs and
benefits of a potential Macro Framework. Some stakeholders also voiced the opinion that the process of
developing a common M&E Framework would divert attention from more pressing issues that currently need the
attention, namely the transition and reforms in the TC, which the Fund is mandated to support. Given the fairly
discrete nature of the different projects supported and the type of support provided (i.e. technical assistance),
these stakeholders valued the project‐centered results framework (i.e. the status quo) more than any Fund‐level
Macro Framework, which was deemed sufficient for allowing them to see if each project is implemented according
to plan and delivering results as expected.
With regard to the feasibility of such a Framework, only 29% of respondents were convinced of this, while 52% felt
that it might be possible and 14% that it would not be.
Figure 4. Responses Regarding the Feasibility23 to Develop a Macro Framework for the Fund24
5%
29%

52%

14%

Yes
No
Maybe
N/A

Interestingly, among those who participated in the assessment, the category with the highest level of responses
for this question is “maybe”. This shows that even though stakeholders are aware of the benefits of Macro
Frameworks, they are not necessarily convinced that it would work, for a variety of reasons. These stakeholders
had difficulty conceptualizing how a Macro Framework could be developed to aggregate results from different
projects with such broad spectrum in a useful and meaningful way in order to tell a credible story about the Fund’s
overall impact or results achieved at the Fund level. Many do not perceive it as practical, especially at this stage of
the Fund’s lifecycle. For some 14%, the way forward in developing such a Macro Framework in terms of agreeing
on expected results, indicators and associated issues were seen as too much of a deterrent overall to deem the
process actually “feasible”.
On the other hand, among the 29% of stakeholders who advocated for the “feasibility” of the Macro Framework,
some had given some in‐depth thought about the aggregation process and had successfully categorized projects
already approved under the Fund into a preliminary Macro Framework, which reinforced their position on the
possibility to move forward with the idea. Some of their perspectives are presented below in section 6, which
presents preliminary options.

22

Many of those opposed (or undecided) to creating a Macro Framework for the Fund have voiced concern that a such
Framework would impose another layer of monitoring and requirements on ISAs and TCs and would add to the overall
complexity of management processes. From this perspective, some ISAs expressed the view that the development of parallel
structures or processes for M&E should be avoided.
23
In the present context, “feasibility” is concerned with the “degree of ease or convenience or even plausibility” of developing,
maintaining, and sustaining such a Macro Framework.
24
Based on the views of the 21 key stakeholders (i.e. nine donors; four TCs, and; eight ISAs) who shared their views and
participated in the Feasibility Assessment process.
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In the light of the mixed perceptions on the relevance and viability of a Macro Framework, the following
challenges and potential pitfalls can be identified:
















 Challenges
The sectoral diversity and widely varying nature of the projects that have been approved to date was
seen as something that could complicate the tasks of developing a Macro Framework for the Fund;
The flexibility of the MENA Transition Fund to respond to country needs makes it difficult to select
indicators and set milestones and targets in advance. This hampers the development of these aspects,
which some see as necessary as part of a Macro Framework at the Fund level;
Getting all partners involved to agree on specific results, indicators, and targets could result in a very
long process and given the life span of the Fund, this might not necessarily be efficient;
The Fund operates in a high risk environment, in which its contribution to progress might be hard to
reflect through simple indicators, which adds to the complexity of developing something relevant;
Developing/tracking key performance indicators (KPIs) for the Fund thematic areas could prove costly;
Attribution: the extent to which observed results can be attributed to a particular project may be difficult
to specify, especially where the Fund is a relatively small stakeholder;
ISAs have different reporting arrangements and very different M&E capability. Harmonizing how they
report to the MENA Transition Fund could prove very difficult and might produce tensions given the
agreement established at Fund inception, under which ISAs could use their own reporting procedures to
conduct monitoring and reporting of their projects financed under the Fund.
 Pitfalls
Promoting a “cookie‐cutter” approach by defining results too strictly at the Fund‐level, which is contrary
to the principles upon which it was established, and that emphasize country‐drivenness, with ISA support
in their specific areas of expertise;
Agreeing on key results and targets and building an M&E system could lead to considerable reshaping of
political relationships.
Diverting too much attention from the needs of the TC to the needs of the donors and their constituents,
which would compromise ownership, efficiency and potentially, effectiveness;
Creating additional layers of monitoring could be cumbersome and even costly. ISAs could perceive
themselves as potentially overburdened and with little additional benefit;
The extent to which the reporting on the macro level results of the Fund might be used by the different
partners. According to many interviewees, this Macro Framework will serve only a very small audience:
the donors.

5. REVIEW OF PRACTICES IN FUNDS OF
SIMILAR NATURE

T

his section provides a brief overview of other funds, which have some similarities with the MENA Transition
Fund and of their systems used for monitoring and reporting, which are relevant to the possible
development of a Macro Framework for the Fund. Full details of the analysis of results systems of these
funds are provided in the Appendix. The purpose of this review of funds is to examine them for lessons learned in
the context of assessing the possibility of developing a Macro Framework for the MENA Transition Fund. Each of
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the funds discussed in this section have strengths and weaknesses in terms of learning lessons for the potential
development of a Macro Framework for the MENA Transition Fund.

5.1. The Global Environment Facility ‐ Overview
The Global Environment Facility (GEF) is a financial mechanism for international cooperation, based on
partnerships, that provides new and additional grant and concessional funding to meet the agreed incremental
costs of measures to achieve agreed global environmental benefits in six focal areas25 in developing countries and
countries with economies in transition. The GEF addresses global environmental issues while supporting national
sustainable development initiatives.
Table 3. Overview of GEF26
Key Aspects

Description

Objective

Assist in the protection of the global environment and promote environmental sustainable
development.
Partnership involving 183 member countries, 10 Agencies (the WB, United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP), United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), the regional development
banks, Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), the International Fund for Agricultural Development
(IFAD), and the United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO)), recipient countries,
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), and the private sector.
Since 1991, GEF has provided $11.5 billion in grants and leveraging $57 billion in co‐financing for over
3,215 projects in over 165 countries. Through its Small Grants Program (SGP), the GEF has also made
more than 16,030 small grants directly to civil society and community based organizations (CBOs),
totaling $653.2 million.
The GEF provides assistance through its partner institutions in order to maximize the complementarity
of the Implementing Agencies by building on their comparative advantage and by emphasizing their
joint role in enhancing sustainable development within recipient countries.
Each Implementing Agency has its own system of governance and rules and regulations governing the
implementation of activities, as well as the M&E of these activities. However, the GEF requires minimum
standards and minimum procedures to be applied in activities that it funds.
Anchored by the GEF corporate and focal area results frameworks, monitoring reports include project
and program implementation reports (PIR), GEF Agency overview reports, and annual monitoring
reports.
The GEF is concerned with monitoring of environmental status; monitoring of environmental stress;
monitoring of progress toward project outcomes; and monitoring of performance in project, program,
and corporate portfolio implementation.
Within the context of the GEF, monitoring take place on three levels:
 Project and program level;
 Portfolio level;
 National and global level.

Stakeholders

Scope

Implementation
Arrangements

M&E

In addition, regular evaluation reporting includes all major evaluation reports with management
responses and reporting on evaluation follow‐up; the overall performance studies conducted every four
years prior to GEF replenishment; as well as all annual reports on performance, country portfolio
evaluations, impact evaluations, and thematic evaluations that include data from the project and
program levels.

25
These are: biological diversity, climate change mitigation and adaptation, international waters, land degradation, ozone
layer depletion, and persistent organic pollutants, with sustainable forest management cross‐cutting relevant focal areas.
26
Based on information gathered on GEF Website: www.gefeo.org.
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5.2. Global Agriculture and Food Security Program
The Global Agriculture and Food Security Program (GAFSP) is a multilateral mechanism to assist in the
implementation of pledges made by the G20 in Pittsburgh in September 2009. The GAFSP is a financial
intermediary fund (FIF) under external governance, established by the WB Group to support inclusive, strategic
and country‐led agriculture and food security investment plans in poor countries. GAFSP makes funding available
for countries that exhibit both need and significant readiness to use funds well for increased long‐term food
security.
Table 4. Overview of GAFSP27
Key Aspects

Description

Objective

Increase income and reduce hunger in low‐income countries by supporting country‐led efforts to invest
in sustainable agriculture and food systems.
The WB plays three roles: (1) Trustee, (2) CU, and (3) potential Supervising Entity (SE) of GAFSP funded
projects, if selected by the SC. IFC manages the Private Sector Window of GAFSP. Allocations are
determined by a SC composed of a balance of representatives from donor and recipient countries, CSOs,
and multilateral organizations, following advice from a technical committee of independent experts.

Stakeholders

Donors to date include: Australia, the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, Canada, Ireland, Japan, the
Netherlands, South Korea, Spain, UK, and the USA.
The SE are: AfDB, Asian Development Bank (AsDB), Inter‐American Development Bank (IDB), WB, IFAD,
FAO, World Food Programme (WFP), and IFC.

Scope

Implementation
Arrangements
M&E

27
28

GAFSP has allocated funds for the following countries: Bangladesh, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia,
Cote d’Ivoire, Ethiopia, Haiti, Honduras, the Gambia, Kenya, Kyrgyz Republic, Liberia, Malawi, Mali,
Mongolia, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Pakistan, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Tajikistan, Tanzania,
Togo, Uganda, Vanuatu, Yemen, and Zambia.
Grants focus on filling a specific need for the nation’s food security and agricultural growth. Investments
in four key areas support GAFSP’s efforts: 1) Raising agricultural productivity and improving resilience to
climate change; 2) Linking farmers to market and strengthening value chains beyond the farm gate; 3)
Leveraging private investments in agriculture, and; 4) Managing risks to improve food and nutrition
security.
Ten donors have pledged a total of US equivalent 1.4 billion to the Public and Private Sector Windows.
The resources received from the donors as of December 31, 2013 amounted to approximately US
equivalent $1.2 billion.
The design of GAFSP Public Sector Window stipulates that once investment or Technical Assistance
proposals are approved by the SC, the preparation and implementation – including M&E – of GAFSP
projects will follow established guidelines that already exist for the respective a SE.
M&E for the GAFSP includes the development of common indicators to enable monitoring of results
across projects and the widespread use of rigorous impact evaluations (IE) for all GAFSP investment
projects. For the Private Sector Window, annual development impact indicators for each investment are
compiled by the IFC based on its Development Outcome Tracking System (DOTS)28. This information is
compiled directly by the IFC, and submitted to the SC through the CU.
Key features of the M&E of GAFSP projects include ex‐ante Cost‐Benefit Analysis of GAFSP projects; a
baseline on which to assess progress on common indicators across all GAFSP projects, with regular
reporting of progress to the SC; project activities geo‐referenced on a map overlaid with sub‐national
development indicators; an independent evaluation of implementation at project completion; and a mix
of rapid and in‐depth evaluation for project impacts on the overall GAFSP objective of raising rural
incomes and food security.

GASFP. (2011). GAFSP Website. [online].
The IFC DOTS is briefly explained in the Appendix.
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5.3. Neighbourhood Investment Facility ‐ Overview
The Neighbourhood Investment Facility (NIF) represents a possible “counter‐factual” case to those discussed
above. That is to say, it is an example of a funding facility that does not have a Macro Framework. Launched in
May 2008, the NIF has been designed to finance capital‐intensive infrastructure projects in partner countries
covered by the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) as well as to support their private sector.
Table 5. Overview of NIF
Key Aspects

Description

Objective

Financing and implementing large infrastructure projects requires considerable financial resources. The
NIF aims to create a partnership, pooling together grant resources from the European Commission (EC)
and the European Union (EU) Member States and using them to leverage loans from European finance
institutions as well as own contribution from the ENP partner countries.
Eligible Finance Institutions include: EIB; EBRD; Council of Europe Development Bank (CEB); Nordic
Investment Bank (NIB); Agence Française de Développement (AFD); Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau
(KfW); Oesterreichische Entwicklungsbank AG (OeEB); Società Italiana per le Imprese all'Estero
(SIMEST); Sociedade para o Financiamento do Desenvolvimento (SOFID); Agencia Española de
Cooperación Internacional para el Desarrollo (AECID).
Projects supported by the NIF specifically aim at: establishing better energy and transport infrastructure
interconnections between the EU and neighboring countries and among neighboring countries
themselves; addressing threats to the environment, including climate change; promoting equitable
socio‐economic development and job creation through the support for small and medium enterprises
(SMEs) and the social sector.

Stakeholders

Scope

Implementation
Arrangements
M&E

For the 2007‐2013 period, the EC has earmarked a total amount of €767 million for the NIF, which are
complemented by direct contributions from Member States kept in a trust fund managed by the EIB. To
date, the NIF contributes €678.9 million to infrastructure and private sector projects, leveraging a total
project volume of more than €19.3 billion.
To benefit from the NIF, a project has to be submitted by one of the following European Public Finance
Institution recognized by the NIF Board as "eligible".
Project monitoring and follow‐up are delegated to the Lead Finance Institution.
Under the Joint management implementation modality, responsibilities for management and
implementation (and hence monitoring) are delegated by the EC to the Financing Institution, although
the EC maintains the “prerogative of control and verification”. Project monitoring is based on periodic
(annual) assessment of progress on delivery of specified project results towards achievement of project
objectives.
Project’s monitoring and follow‐up are delegated to a “Lead Finance Institution”, which the European
Finance Institutions designate between them.
NIF has not developed specific and harmonized procedures for monitoring the facility and has not
established a mandatory result‐based framework for following up the interventions. The mid‐term
evaluation conducted in 2013 recommended that a result‐based framework should be established for
NIF investments for all NIF projects, with harmonized impact and performances indicators.

5.4. Lessons and Opportunities
For the case studies that do have a Macro Framework (i.e. GAFSP and GEF), with respect to the governance of
M&E at fund level, the approaches are fairly similar but with different emphases. Both are similar in a sense that
results coordination function is filled by the provision of standards for reporting. They are different however in
how these aggregation strategies work (in addition to other aspects such as sectoral breadth). With respect to the
development of a Macro Framework, the GEF methodology of a “layered” approach to a fund‐level results
framework is instructive to capture results across vast sectors. Essentially, there is no overarching results
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framework; instead there is a series of results frameworks per work area. There are some lessons to be learned
from GAFSP strategy for results aggregation which involves requiring projects to choose from a “menu” of
outcome and intermediate results indicators specific to the area of work.
Beyond the lessons to be derived from the case studies with regards to the potentiality of developing a Macro
Framework for the Fund, the case studies also serve to highlight the important role of evaluations in assessing
results achieved and lessons learned.

5.4.1.

Lessons from the GEF

M&E are a shared responsibility in the GEF. GEF Implementing Agencies are expected to use their own M&E
systems. Each GEF Agency has its own system of governance and rules and regulations governing the
implementation of activities, as well as the M&E of these activities. However, the GEF Council can decide on which
partners it collaborates with and can require minimum standards and minimum procedures to be applied in
activities that it funds.29 For example, aggregation at the project and portfolio level of the GEF requires the
completion of a PIR, which is very similar to the MENA Transition Fund Progress Report. Reporting of results is
based on a narrative and a self‐evaluation using a standard set of categories. The consequences to such a broad‐
based, generalized, subjective approach to results aggregation is that the discussion on results achievement at the
fund level is limited. Given the self‐evaluative nature of the ratings, there is also a risk that the results quoted could
be due to bias. To overcome this challenge, the GEF has established strong evaluation and quality insurance
structures. Secondly, the narrative approach to performance reporting contributes to the perception by key
informants that GEF imposes a reporting burden on projects.
Moreover, just like the MENA Transition Fund, the GEF work focuses on many vast areas: Biodiversity; Climate
Change (Mitigation and Adaptation); Chemicals; International Waters; Land Degradation; Sustainable Forest
Management / REDD +; Ozone Layer Depletion. To facilitate aggregation at higher levels, GEF has developed
performance tracking tools30 per work or focal area. Of course, the GEF has had both more time and more
resources for developing such tools for enhanced monitoring and reporting.
Based on the above, Table 6 below points to key strengths and weaknesses at the GEF with a view to derive
learning lessons for the MENA Transition Fund.
Table 6. Summary of Lessons from GEF
Lessons +

Lessons ‐

The decentralized approach to M&E is offset by: an
independent M&E function at the fund level; the distribution
of high‐quality M&E guidance regarding policy and technical
issues; as well as a focus on knowledge management.

The weakness of GEF is its performance reporting at project
level (e.g. PIR) which seems to yield a limited amount in the
form of aggregated results yet, perhaps because of the
narrative format of the PIR, is at the same time perceived as
imposing a reporting burden on projects.

Even though Implementing Agencies are expected to use
their own M&E systems, the GEF requires minimum standards
and minimum procedures to be applied in activities that it
funds (e.g. PIR).

In terms of value for money, a “top‐down”, central approach
where evaluation knowledge is produced at the fund‐level is
most likely costly and means increased administrative costs at
fund level with possibly only a ‘trickle‐down’ effect with
respect to sustainability and capacity of partners regarding
the conduct of M&E.
Compared to the MENA Transition Fund, GEF has a critical
mass of completed projects from which to draw conclusions

Conceptualization of a Macro Framework as composed of
“layers” of results frameworks per work area is key to GEF’s
29
30

Idem.
For more details on these tracking tools, please refer to GEF Website: http://www.thegef.org/gef/tracking_tools.

13

“Creating a Macro Results Framework for the Middle East and North Africa Transition Fund”
Feasibility Assessment Report

Lessons +

Lessons ‐

results aggregation. Basing fund‐level aggregation on focal
area results facilitates reporting at higher levels.
The GEF aggregation method uses both inductive and
deductive reasoning

about project commonalities through an impact analysis.

5.4.2.

Projects’ results frameworks and theory of change have to be
analyzed and, depending on analysis findings, redesigned
retrospectively. The approach is therefore time/cost intensive,
most likely requiring primary research.

Lessons from the GAFSP

The governance structure and implementation arrangements of the GAFSP are similar to the ones set out in the
MENA Transition Fund Operations Manual and this makes it possible to derive some more direct lessons, such as in
relation to M&E. With regard to monitoring, instead of imposing a tool for reporting, each GAFSP financed project
selects from a menu of core indicators at least one output or intermediary outcome indicator for the results areas
of focus of the GASFP project. These indicators are included in the respective project results frameworks. This
allows the SEs to use their own institution’s standard public progress reports on project implementation, which
include as well an updated status on the GAFSP core indicators for aggregation of results across projects.31 One
strength of GAFSP is the devolved nature of the M&E function from the “centre” (i.e. Fund Level). There is reason
to believe that the administration cost of the M&E function at fund level is less compared to a more centralized
approach such as that of GEF.32 However, this approach “pushes” M&E requirements to the project level and
imposes additional work on the implementing agencies. Thus, a solution is to make M&E systems development
and knowledge management a fundable program component. Therefore, the GAFSP approach to M&E is also
good value for money as M&E capacity development is not an administration cost (i.e. fund “overhead”) but part
of program spending.
With regards to evaluation, GAFSP SC selected the WB's Development Impact Evaluation Initiative (DIME) to
implement in‐depth IEs for certain GAFSP Public Sector Window projects. DIME is a global program hosted in the
WB's Development Research Group. Its purpose is to increase the use of IE in the design and implementation of
public policy and increase institutional capacity and motivation for evidence‐based policy.
Table 7. Summary of Lessons from GAFSP
Lessons +

Lessons ‐

The development of core indicators allow to assess
progress on common indicators across all GAFSP projects
while also allowing SE to use their own systems.

The development of core indicators is a process that needs time
and effort, but GAFSP was able to leverage on the work of
others (e.g. International Development Association (IDA) core
sector indicators and core indicators listed in the Global Donor
Platform for Rural Development (GDPRD/FAO/WB, 2008))
which probably diminished the burden of this task. The
selection of core indicators was a participatory process. After
compiling some core indicators, a draft was circulated to the SEs
and their comments have been incorporated. The core
indicators were selected in order to have “parsimonious but
wide applicability to GAFSP‐funded interventions”33, and not to
provide an added burden for individual project M&E
frameworks, rather provide indicators that would be included
anyway, but in a form that is readily comparable across different

31

GAFSP. (2011) Monitoring and Evaluation Plan.
DFATD. (2014). Op. cit.
33
GAFSP CU. (2011). Monitoring and Evaluation Plan.
32
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Lessons +

Lessons ‐

Devolved M&E function allows SEs to use their own
systems but with offsetting capacity development for M&E
“pushed” to country level via program spending; and
developing standards.
To report more fully on results/impact achieved, all GAFSP
projects will undergo an IE upon completion of project.

5.4.3.

GAFSP projects.
As projects are only required to select at least one core
indicator, these enable some level of aggregation of results
across projects at the program level, but it is not guaranteed
that all relevant result indicators would be covered as possible,
thereby potentially leading to less than ideal result reporting.
This could be particularly acute as aggregation occurs.
There are costs involved with this approach (i.e. program
spending; developing standards, etc.)

These types of evaluations are costly. GAFSP M&E Plan mention
that the cost of an in‐depth IE (experimental or quasi‐
experimental IE) is $800,000 for each IE, and $50,000 for each
34
rapid IE (e.g. non‐experimental IE).

Lessons from the NIF

NIF represents in many ways the status quo for the MENA Transition Fund. NIF has not developed specific and
harmonized procedures for monitoring. NIF mentions its intention is to avoid duplicating tasks already performed
by a Finance Institution for which procedures have been positively assessed. To measure the higher
results/impacts of its intervention, NIF relies on external independent audits and evaluation foreseen by the Lead
Finance Institution whenever it is appropriate. NIF commissioned a mid‐term evaluation in 2013. This mid‐term
evaluation conducted an analysis of “fit” between project results and retrospectively designed a logic model.
There are methodological weaknesses to evaluating projects using a retrospectively designed fund‐level logic
model. Given that the same researchers who designed the retrospective logic model were also the same ones
evaluating the projects for fit, there is a high risk of introducing bias. Another weakness to waiting for a mid‐term
evaluation to measure results is that there is no opportunity to make more swift corrections if results are not being
achieved by specific projects. Evaluators noted that in the long‐term, the lack of a fund‐level Macro Framework
could be less efficient. In conclusion, the mid‐term evaluation report seems to argue the point that, moving
forward, a Macro Framework is necessary to measure the impact of NIF and must be supported institutionally by
reporting coordination (“harmonization”) and an M&E system at the fund‐level.
Lessons +

Table 8. Summary of Lessons from the NIF
Lessons ‐

Delegating M&E to project implementers allows to reduce
cost and avoid duplication as project implementers where
chosen based on an assessment of their capacities to conduct
such functions.
Evaluations can be used to assess progress and measure
impact in the absence of a results framework.

Such a devolve approach hinders the aggregation and
assessment of results achieved at the Fund‐level.

In the long‐term, the lack of a fund‐level macro framework
could be less efficient as if there is a need to retrospectively
develop a fund‐level logic model and then evaluating projects
according to this model, this involves primary research. In
addition, this method can introduce bias.

The lack of a results framework fund‐wide seems to be a
tactical decision, perhaps reflecting a low maturity. Macro
results framework are considered/reveals a useful tool once a
fund moves forward to measure results and impact achieved
over time.

34

GAFSP CU. (2011). Monitoring and Evaluation Plan.
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5.4.4.

Opportunities for the MENA Transition Fund

In conclusion, with respect to applicability for the MENA Transition Fund, there are a few points to consider. Based
on GEF and GAFSP experience, the MENA Transition Fund could continue its “devolved” M&E function, but then
emphasize providing guidance and standards for M&E and building capacity in the ISAs and TCs, which would be
necessary to facilitate aggregation of results. Careful planning of the project‐level performance reporting regime
allows to avoid costly “re‐engineering” of Fund‐level aggregated results. ISAs could continue to use their own
systems, but the Fund could have a quality assurance and standards‐setting function to ensure these. To facilitate
aggregation of results, developing standards (such as a “menu” of indicators) could allow ISAs to continue to use
their own systems, but also to report, to some extent, at the Fund level as well. Making M&E a fundable
component of projects to ensure quality could serve to build sustainability and capacity. This would have the
added benefit of strengthening both project level results frameworks and M&E capacity in TCs. Alternatively, it
has been demonstrated that adopting a “layered” results framework approach allows to aggregate results from
diverse sectors and could potentially be of use in the present case.
Evaluations are useful tools to report on results achieved. The role of evaluation is to bring focused and
independent assessment on key issues and themes throughout the project cycle as necessary: formative, mid‐
term and final evaluations could all play an important role.
Finally, the development of a macro framework oriented towards results partly depends on the youth or maturity
of the fund. It is considered a “best practice” in the international development community and most funds tend to
develop such a structure to help them assess and measure their impact.

5.4.5.

Challenges for the MENA Transition Fund

There are also factors which militate against wholesale adoption of any of these M&E approaches by the MENA
Transition Fund.
Established 23 years ago, the scope, reach, and resourcing of the GEF means that it is possible to report frequently
and reliably on results up to impact level. However, the MENA Transition Fund is on the other end of the spectrum;
it is a facility barely out of the inception stage, with a fraction of funds in operations compared to GEF.
The “push” downward, as experienced under the GAFSP, and the development of core indicators were mainly
possible because the GAFSP focuses almost exclusively on one sector: agriculture. This means it is dealing with
one or two common ministries in each country, so lessons can be drawn out and economies of scale in analysis are
possible, since results chains of different projects may show similarities. There are also costs involved with the
development of core indicators, and for IEs to assess the contribution towards results at a macro level. In brief,
GAFSP is much larger and a more sector‐specific fund, which characteristics have facilitated the implementation
of the approach chosen.
Finally, since the impact of infrastructure activities is more straightforward to measure than technical assistance
for policy reform, it might make more sense for NIF not to have a results framework than for the MENA Transition
Fund.
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6. OPTIONS ON THE WAY FORWARD

T

he purpose of this mandate is to explore the feasibility of developing a Macro Framework for the MENA
Transition Fund. By definition, a Macro Framework can be used to track progress and to provide an
evidence‐based overview of what has been achieved at the Fund level. It could allow collation of
performance data across the six TCs, covering existing and potential projects by setting key indicators,
baselines and targets to be achieved in each of the pillar areas or overall at the Fund level.35 There are various ways
in which reporting could proceed for the MENA Transition Fund, including continuing with the status quo. The
arguments made against development of a Macro Framework at this stage should be carefully considered as an
important part of the process of taking a decision on whether or not to move forward with any new form of results
framework. The sub‐sections below will look at the different options in brief; for full details on these options
please refer to the Appendix. The potential options to consider have been developed by looking at the
opportunities and potential challenges in terms of ISA reporting procedures, and then the perspectives and
motivations both for and against feasibility and relevance (as referred to in section 4), and then drawing on lessons
from other funds with results frameworks (section 5), and generally the input of stakeholders met (as briefly
outlined in section 4).

6.1. Option A – Continue with the Status Quo
The discussions with stakeholders showed that some are satisfied with the system in place and believe that it
meets their current needs, as well as those of the Fund overall. It can be said that expenditure to date under the
Fund is relatively modest, which enables a reasonable overall perspective to be obtained from Progress Reports on
the sum of the individual activities. Therefore, Option A (continuing the status quo) is valid. However, as more
projects are implemented and if the Fund grows in size and complexity, this approach might eventually face
challenges, in particular with regards to aggregation and then providing an overview of results achieved at the
Fund level. Moreover, as reported earlier, some – mostly donors – consider that the current reporting
requirements produce insufficient information on results (notably on outcomes and impacts achieved) at the
macro Fund‐level. The strengths and weaknesses of the Status Quo were presented above in section 3.3, and the
advantages and disadvantages from various perspectives were mentioned in section 4. Thus, they won’t be
repeated here.

6.1.1.

Option A1 – “Enhanced” Status Quo

Over time and with relatively few additions to the current system, it would also be possible to move towards
meeting the requirements of those stakeholders who would like to see a more comprehensive system, without
substantially changing the way the monitoring and reporting is currently structured. These slight adjustments and
their potential benefits in terms of how the information currently collected by the CU, through the Progress
Report, could provide useful information over time at the Fund level are presented in full in the Appendix but in
short, this option suggests:

35

From the TORs.
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1.

2.

Enhancing focal area/pillar portfolio reporting to let SC members look holistically across the projects
supported and better understand the portfolio’s strategic alignment and its potential to deliver expected
results;
Strengthening the overall portfolio performance reporting to derive more “aggregated” results at the
Fund level.
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Steps Required in Moving Forward with this Option

There are some minor steps required in order to move forward this option and these mostly require only slight modifications to the current Progress Report
template, as depicted briefly in Table 9 below.
Table 9. Key Next Steps and Potential Approximate Cost/Level of Effort Required for this Option
Potential Cost/Level of Effort36

Steps for Moving Forward

37

1. Information about pillars to which projects contribute could be included in the
Progress Report template to facilitate focal areas/pillars portfolio reporting

Approximate level of effort/cost: not significant

2. Ratings and definitions for overall implementation progress (i.e. Satisfactory,
Moderately Satisfactory, Unsatisfactory, etc.) could be added to the Progress Report
template to harmonize how ISAs report on this aspect and allow aggregation at the
portfolio level.
3. Rolling up the information from the Progress Report to the higher portfolio level
and analyze the data for the Annual Report

Approximate level of effort/cost: 1 person/day(s) for template modification

No additional costs or burden, or very little given the aggregation work the CU already
performs for the Annual Report. However, as the Fund grows in size and complexity,
this method could lead to more time and efforts to be invested (thus increased costs
without more benefits necessarily being produced) to generate the Annual Report over
time.
Continuing with the status quo, even in an “enhanced” manner, also raises potential
challenges in scaling‐up of resources (i.e. donor commitment and expansion). The
price of inaction in this situation is hypothetical, but could be significant.

Optional Steps38
4. Developing clearer results statements (i.e. sub‐results categories39) under each pillar
could further improve the effectiveness of the results reporting process and assist the
work in term of aggregating data; thereby enhancing the range of performance data
reported to partners. However, this could take some time to become effective, as all
partners would need to agree on a set of results sub‐categories. Once these results
statements/sub categories have been vetted by stakeholders, they could simply be
added to the Progress Report template along with the information about pillars to
which projects contribute.

This work could be done by consultants or a temporary ad hoc technical group at Fund
level could lead this task. This temporary body could take the form of a Technical
Working Group which can be dissolved once its narrow mandate of developing/getting
all partners to agree on clearer results statements/sub categories is complete. Certain
donors are willing and able to lend their considerable expertise in M&E to do this.
Approximate level of effort/cost: 5‐10 person/days to develop “results statements”
that define more granularly each pillar. No additional costs or burden, or very little, for
the ISAs and TCs compared to the present as it is simply a matter of “ticking a box” to
show results to which the project contributes.

36

All approximated levels of effort are very approximate. Once more direction is chosen as to which option might be preferred, then further specificity can be added to the
approximated level of effort.
37
Since the report was submitted, there has already been some movement along the lines suggested. Please refer to Annex 2.
38
The following steps are optional but could assist in the process moving forward.
39
For examples of what these could look like, please refer to the Appendix.
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Steps for Moving Forward

Potential Cost/Level of Effort36

5. Given the fragility of any system based on self‐reported monitoring systems, it
could be useful to also consider how targeted mid‐term evaluations or even formative
evaluations (e.g. country, project, sector or thematic evaluations) might be used to
refine and calibrate the monitoring‐based system. The issue of the need to verify self‐
reported data through some system of cross‐checking/quality assurance should also
be given some further thought.

The SC may wish to consider country level or cluster evaluation to cover many projects
at once.

To ensure the integrity of individual project reporting, a “Quality Assessment Group”
could be helpful. This could either be done by a central M&E function40 or through
commissioned consultancy studies. In both cases, there are costs associated with this
oversight function.
6. For this type of portfolio reporting to be useful, it requires commitment by partners
to use this kind of information in management. A portfolio is not a static entity. Every
addition, accomplishment, challenge and change shifts the landscape. To maintain
control and balance, the SC members will have to regularly assess the portfolio,
identifying potentially challenged projects early enough to address issues, to update
partners, and to take appropriate actions.

Establishment of a “Quality Assessment Group”.

Approximate level of effort/cost for a country evaluation (assumes 6‐8 projects per
country):
o 20‐25 person/days

Approximate level of effort/cost:
o 15‐20 person/days per year per group member (1‐2)41
Approximate level of effort/cost: 10‐15 person/days per year42

Table 10 briefly summarizes the advantages and disadvantages of this option.
Table 10. Advantages and Disadvantages of the “Enhanced” Status Quo Option
Advantages

Disadvantages

With Regards to Reporting on Macro/Aggregated Results at the Fund Level






The Progress Report, as a standard tool each ISA is required to complete, allows
simple aggregation at the Fund level on specific aspects such as disbursements,
and progress in implementation, which provides an overview of key trends at the
Fund level.
Focal Areas/Pillars portfolio reporting provides detailed knowledge of projects
and how they align with the mission of the Fund.



40

How well projects under each pillar and in each country are advancing (by the
aggregation from the Progress Report ratings) is only a “proxy” of whether the
Fund is making a difference or achieving key results or not under the different
areas and does not provide a clear picture of the transitional impact achieved, if
any.
Focus is on performance monitoring of projects, aggregated to the Fund level,

The MENA Transition Fund Operations Manual (please refer to p. 12, para 23 (l)) provides the SC with the opportunity to “establish any committees or working groups as
desirable”. Alternatively, this task could also be delegated to the CU with the provision that more resources would be necessary for the CU to complete this task. There would
likely also be a need to revise the Fund’s Operations Manual to ensure this more substantive and analytical role, if it is devoted to the CU, is properly reflected, and ensuring
there is no conflict of interest (e.g. potentially re‐positioning the CU to give it institutional distance from the WB systems whilst retaining the WB as the institutional “home”).
41
Given the small size of the Fund, this could be managed by one or two additional persons (or 1‐2 persons taking on this additional role), and use of consultancy panels of
perhaps two persons for projects selected for assessment. This could follow the model of the former WB QAG.
42
This could be done by setting aside another half day of the SC per meeting to cover a few projects selected by the CU. CU or someone would have to prepare a briefing note,
which could take one day per project, assuming depth is not extensive.
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Advantages




Disadvantages

A view of portfolio performance at the macro level enables SC members to not
only pinpoint possible challenging areas, but also allows for an assessment of
what approaches or interventions might be contributing most effectively to
achieving specific development objectives, which could then also allow TCs and
ISAs to share best practices and lessons.
Could illuminate the selection of the highest‐priority projects by having a
snapshot of “underserved” areas or those perceived as a priority by TCs and give
them oversight and resources they might require.





and not results achieved, which is not considered adequate by some partners to
show results achieved for the Fund overall.
Progress towards outcomes achieved is based on subjective evaluation (i.e.
Satisfactory/ Unsatisfactory). The entire system for macro/aggregate data is
based on the basis of self‐reported data; thus, there is a risk that a project
manager may “over‐report” until the last year, when achievements are revised
downwards or that this inconsistency is reported at later stage through
evaluations. There is also a risk of bias with this kind of “self‐reporting” on
progress and achievements43.
As more projects are implemented and if the Fund grows in size and complexity,
this approach might eventually become ineffective and cumbersome.

With Regards to Addressing Different Stakeholders’ Needs and Priorities








Responds to the needs, desires, and expectations of some partners who see the
current situation as adequate. For example most ISAs representatives
interviewed which are generally content with the current reporting, and some
partners (e.g. TCs and donors as well) also mentioned during interviews that they
were ok with the current situation. Reporting procedures will not change – or very
minimally – which would not disturb the current reporting system and satisfy
those who feel strongly attached to it (e.g. the ISAs).
Tells a performance story at the Fund level, which might attract more donors
(that is, if results are positive and they can actually be used for marketing) or
serve some donors’ needs to report to their constituents.
ISAs, and mostly TCs representatives, demonstrated interest in the sharing of
lessons learned and best practices in order to derive key success factors in
implementing/supporting reforms in the MENA region and learning from the
constraints that affect the process. Using portfolio reporting is a way to make
better use of the scarce resources when the time comes to approve new projects
in the region and learn from experience throughout implementation.



This is likely still not to be considered adequate for some stakeholders with
regards to Fund level results reporting, especially those who want to be able to
assess macro development objectives through the use of indicators. However,
evaluations (which are planned for in the Fund Operations Manual (p.13)) could be
conducted on specific aspects and requiring the use of contribution analysis,
which could serve to answer some donors requirement.
The development of results frameworks is a standard and prerequisite for
assistance in some donor countries such as Denmark, Canada, the UK, and
Germany, among others. Continuing the status quo then raises a two‐fold issue:
a) how to ensure that donors who already committed resources continue their
support by answering their requirements, and b) how to scale‐up the resources
and attract more donors for which a Macro Framework is a prerequisite for
assistance.

43
The “enhanced” status quo option (as the status quo option) has the problem of being entirely dependent on self‐reported data, which characteristically over‐report
achievement and potential achievement until the last possible moment, when they are revised downwards. This type of system needs consistent quality
assessment/verification. It also needs an institutionalised quality assessment function.
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6.2. Option B ‐ Variations on Creating a Macro
Framework
In considering whether or not to move forward with the development of a Macro Framework, the Fund can draw
upon a body of work already completed by donors such as the UK Department for International Development
(DFID) and the Canadian Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development (DFATD). These two institutions
have adopted different perspectives. Broadly speaking, DFID has approached the issue from a “top‐down”
perspective while DFATD has done so from the “bottom‐up”. In addition, lessons learned from other relevant
funds including GAFSP and GEF (as discussed above in section 5) can be incorporated, to present a range of
options for the SC members to consider in moving forward. Drawing on the approaches developed by these
bodies, options for a Macro Framework are presented very briefly below and in full in the Appendix, for
consideration and discussion purposes.

6.2.1.
Option B1 – Revise and Use the DFID Logic
Model
This variation for developing a Macro Framework involves adapting a logic model and theory of change developed
by DFID. The following is the logic model for the MENA Transition Fund interventions as it appears in the business
case document for UK involvement in the Fund.
Figure 5. Intervention Logic ‐ DFID Model44

As outlined in this DFID model, the Fund is primarily aimed at catalyzing institutional reforms that will enable
better policies and in turn drive improved economic performance. To measure these different articulations of
results, DFID proposes a “top‐down” approach and has defined indicators and sources to track such results at the
Fund‐level, as displayed in Figure 6 below. The indicators used to track achievement of results are not derived
from the project‐level results frameworks (and indicators) already in use, which means that there would be no
changes to the actual reporting ISAs and TCs conduct. Rather, the indicators for each results level have been
defined independently of the achievements of individual projects and would be collected through secondary
sources by a structure created at the Fund level.
As visible below, the logical framework developed by DFID focuses mainly at the output level and on “process” (i.e.
on activities and speed of disbursement) and is very “high‐level” and broad at the outcome and impact levels.

44

Department for International Development (DFID). (n.d.) Business Case and Intervention Summary. Middle East and North
Africa (MENA) G8 Deauville Transition Fund.
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Figure 6. Preliminary Logical Framework ‐ DFID Model45
Indicators
Annual real GDP growth in priority
countries

IMPACT

Inclusive and
sustainable growth
in transition
countries

Unemployment (and female
unemployment) rate
Percentage of population living on less
than $2 per day (2005 prices)

Government Effectiveness Score

OUTCOME

Effective policies
and institutions

Foreign direct investment (BOP,
current $) total of all positive flows
Open Budget Index
Volume of funds leveraged directly as
a result of technical assistance ($m)

Effective technical
assistance which
meets country
needs

Sources
IMF Regional Economic
Outlook (projections for 2012
and 2013)
IMF Regional Update 2011;
Government statistics or World
Bank Development Indicators
(latest available data)
World Development Indicators
(latest year available)

World Bank Governance
Indicators: Government
Effectiveness Score (annual)
World Bank, World
Development Indicators
Open Budget Index
WB Coordination Unit Six
monthly report

Volume of technical assistance
provided ($m) disaggregated by
Implementing Support Agency (ISA)

WB Coordination Unit Six
monthly report

Average percentage progress against
agreed work plan (disaggregated by
ISA)

WB Coordination Unit Six
monthly report

Client's imprression of technical
assistance effectiveness (based on
Client survey, average rating on a
scale of 0-10, 10 being very
favourable)

WB Coordination Unit Six
monthly report

Average time from approval to first
disbursement (Number of months from
approval to first disbursement)
disaggregated by ISA

WB coordination unit six
monthly report

Number of countries receiving at least
10% of cumulated allocated technical
assistance (over achievement will be
regarded as anything over 10%)

WB coordination unit six
monthly report

Percentage of allocated technical
assistance being managed by
Regional ISAs

WB coordination unit six
monthly report

80%

OUTPUTS
World Bank
coordination unit
working effectively

20%

45

Idem.
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Table 11 below highlights the key next steps and potential costs required for this option.
Table 11. Key Next Steps and Potential Approximate Cost/Level of Effort Required for this Option
Steps for Moving Forward
1. Indicators would have to be developed and vetted by partners.

2. Revise the roles and responsibilities for M&E reporting in the Fund Operations
Manual to fit the new “system”

3. Collect/retrieve data on indicators selected for reporting to SC members

4. The lower level (i.e. output) of this framework uses the current Progress
Report as a basis. Again, given the fragility of any system based, to some extent,
on self‐reported monitoring systems, it could be useful to also consider how
targeted mid‐term evaluations or even formative evaluations (e.g. country,
project, sector or thematic evaluations) might be used to refine and calibrate the
monitoring‐based system. The issue of the need to verify self‐reported data
through some system of cross‐checking/quality assurance should also be given
some further thoughts.
To ensure integrity of individual project reporting, a “Quality Assessment Group”
could be helpful. This could either be done by a central M&E function (i.e. the

Potential Cost/Level of Effort
A temporary ad hoc technical group at Fund level could lead this task. This temporary body
could take the form of a Technical Working Group which can be dissolved once its narrow
mandate of developing/getting all partners to agree on indicators is complete. Certain
donors are willing and able to lend their considerable expertise in M&E to do this.
Approximate level of effort/cost: 20 ‐ 30 person/days
A temporary ad hoc technical group at Fund level could lead this task or this could be
delegated to the next consultancy (to be engaged if the Macro Framework option is
selected). Requires consultations with all SC members.
Approximate level of effort/cost: 10‐20 person/days
Low additional burden and cost since indicators are collected through secondary sources,
and provided that the approach is implemented with a recognition that higher‐level results
cannot and should not be measured frequently.
Slight additional burden to retrieve outcome/impact indicator data from additional data
sources identified for the Fund‐level indicators. This could be done by a small committee
created by the SC specifically for this purpose or delegated to another party as decided by
46
the SC members in step 2. Donors such as DFID and DFATD mentioned they were willing
to commit resources to help with the reporting at the Fund level and these could be used for
this purpose.
Approximate level of effort/cost: 10‐15 person/days per year to retrieve data from
secondary sources
The SC may wish to consider country level or cluster evaluation to cover many projects at
once.
Approximate level of effort/cost for a country evaluation (assumes 6‐8 projects per country):
o 20‐25 person/days

Establishment of a “Quality Assessment Group”.

46

The MENA Transition Fund Operations Manual (please refer to p. 12, para 23 (l)) provides the SC with the opportunity to “establish any committees or working groups as
desirable”. Alternatively, this task could also be delegated to the CU with the provision that more resources would be necessary for the CU to complete this task. There would
likely also be a need to revise the Fund’s Operations Manual to ensure this more substantive and analytical role, if it is devoted to the CU, is properly reflected, and ensuring
there is no conflict of interest (e.g. potentially re‐positioning the CU to give it institutional distance from the WB systems whilst retaining the WB as the institutional “home”).

24

“Creating a Macro Results Framework for the Middle East and North Africa Transition Fund”
Feasibility Assessment Report

Steps for Moving Forward
CU) or through commissioned consultancy studies. In both cases, there are costs
associated with this oversight function.

Potential Cost/Level of Effort
Approximate level of effort/cost:
o 15‐25 person/days per year per group member (1‐2)47

Some of the key advantages and disadvantages of this option are summarized in Table 12 below.
Table 12. Advantages and Disadvantages of DFID's Option
Advantages

Disadvantages
With Regards to Reporting on Macro Results at the Fund Level




Provides a depiction of higher‐level results at the Fund‐level based on a theory
of change/logic model.
Given the above, it is possible to coherently describe and provide evidence for
MENA Transition Fund Results Management.





In practice, the Fund is likely to support many projects in a variety of sectors within
each thematic area; thus, the impact and outcome level of this proposed results
framework might be too general and broad to give an accurate picture of the
contribution of the Fund in the region. The gap between outputs and impacts
might be too vast given the contribution of the Fund in the region and the large
diversity of projects it funds. This model does not include a contribution analysis,
which would be essential to place results of the Fund in the broader framework of
development activities in the region. This analysis would examine reported
changes and assess the relative contribution of MENA support and of all other
stakeholders operating in the same field (e.g. Government Agencies, other
donors), so that the contribution of MENA can be realistically determined.
Does not take into account the Fund project practices with respect to results
development/achievement/measurement or priorities.

With Regards to Addressing Different Stakeholders’ Needs and Priorities



Provides a way to measure/assess higher‐level results at the Fund‐level, as
required by some donors
Retains business‐as‐usual scenario for the way the ISAs conduct their
monitoring and reporting



47

Capturing macro results through high level indicators, which are far higher than the
scope and beyond the reach of individual projects, could erode trust (for example in
TCs) by demonstrating that little has been achieved overall.

Given the small size of the Fund, this could be managed by one or two additional persons (or 1‐2 persons taking on this additional role), and use of consultancy panels of
perhaps two persons for projects selected for assessment. This could follow the model of the former WB QAG.
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6.2.2.
Option
B2
‐
Cluster/Nesting Model

Developing

Project

In this model derived from DFATD48, the concept is to have two sets of results frameworks for monitoring and
reporting; one at the project level and the other one at the macro Fund‐level. The relationship between the two
follows a “nesting” model. How this model could function is described in detail in the Appendix, but briefly, nesting
refers to the process of inserting/creating detailed project level results frameworks that sit within a larger macro
Fund‐level results framework. Each nested project level results framework conveys its respective results and
output information (based on what ISAs and TCs agreed to report on and in accordance with the existing systems)
as a contribution towards the macro Fund‐level results framework. Basically, each project level results framework
depicts in greater detail a specific component that is part of a broader Fund‐level objective. This model can be
seen as following a “bottom‐up” approach, because to measure the results at the macro Fund‐level, the indicators
would come from the individual project results framework through the creation of “consolidated indicators”49;
thus, not changing the way the current project level reporting is done at present. This model therefore recognizes
that it is not the ISAs’ role to monitor and report on the progress towards or on the achievement of the “pillars” or
the intermediate and ultimate outcomes of the macro Fund‐level results framework, but their project level
reporting can be aggregated and categorized accordingly for this type of reporting at the higher levels.
Figure 7. Nesting Model ‐ Linkages

48

This option is adapted from documents provided by DFATD and collected during the interview phase. To look at the
originally proposed DFATD model, please refer to the Appendix, Annex 5.
49
Consolidated indicators are project level indicators that are clustered together with other related indicators to form one unit
that will allow aggregation of related data at the macro Fund‐level. For concrete examples, please refer to the Appendix.
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The expected outcomes in the macro Fund‐level result framework would describe broad changes for the entire
Fund which would allow reporting on the “impact” or at least the “intermediate outcomes” of the Fund. Reporting
on the immediate outcomes would reflect the result areas/pillars of the overall Fund. Table 13 below outlines key
next steps required in developing this option along with potential approximate costs.
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Table 13. Key Next Steps and Potential Approximate Cost/Level of Effort Required for this Option
Steps for Moving Forward

Potential Cost/Level of Effort

1. Project clusters would have to be developed and vetted by partners to develop
the Fund logic model. Alternatively, an even simpler way would be to decide that
the “cluster” simply reflects the “pillars” defined by the Fund as each project is
already required to identify a “pillar” for which its project align in the Fund
proposal form.

A temporary ad hoc technical group at Fund level could lead this task or this could be
delegated to the next consultancy (to be engaged if the Macro Framework option is
selected).

2. Consolidated indicators would have to be developed and vetted by partners.
These consolidated indicators could later be added to the proposal template for
future projects to select from (the latter is optional).

3. “Map” the current project level indicators to the macro level and do the same
process for all newly approved projects to the defined consolidated indicators once
these have been defined.

4. Revise the roles and responsibilities for M&E reporting in the Fund Operations
Manual to fit the new “system”

5. Annual reporting

Approximate level of effort/cost: Depends greatly if new categories are to be developed or
if “pillars” are used as “clusters”.
A temporary ad hoc technical group at Fund level could lead this task or this could be
delegated to the next consultancy (to be engaged if the Macro Framework option is
selected). Requires extensive analysis and comparison of the projects approved to build
from these the Fund‐level consolidated indicators. In addition, the issue of different
definitions/understanding of what PDOs, intermediate results, and indicators are as per
the current results framework that have been developed at the project level will
complicate this task and most probably make this task time consuming. Certain donors
are willing and able to lend their considerable expertise in M&E to help in this process.
Approximate level of effort/cost:15‐20 person/days
A temporary ad hoc technical group at Fund level could lead this task or this could be
delegated to the next consultancy (to be engaged if the Macro Framework option is
selected), at least for the initial mapping (not the ongoing for newer projects as they
emerge). Requires extensive analysis and comparison of the projects approved to build
from these the Fund‐level consolidated indicators. Certain donors are willing and able to
lend their considerable expertise in M&E to do this.
Approximate level of effort/cost:10‐20 person/days for the initial mapping; 0.5‐1
person/day per project as new projects emerge:
A temporary ad hoc technical group at Fund level could lead this task or this could be
delegated to the next consultancy (to be engaged if the Macro Framework option is
selected). Requires consultations with all SC members.
Approximate level of effort/cost: 10‐20 person/days
Over time, this option should not increase the burden greatly to report Fund‐level results
in the Annual Report, but in fact streamline it. Initially, there may appear to be some
increase in the reporting burden as new indicators for the Fund are being utilized and
would need to be aggregated. Certain donors are willing and able to lend their
considerable expertise in M&E to do this.
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Table 14 summarizes the key advantages and disadvantages of this option.
Table 14. Advantages and Disadvantages of the Project Cluster/Nesting Model Option
Advantages

Disadvantages
With Regards to Reporting on Macro Results at the Fund Level







Helps to organize the different results expected by the Fund and then achieved
by the individual projects in a common expected result area. This facilitates
results‐based monitoring and reporting – and the requested aggregation – at the
Fund‐level.
The kind of changes expected at each level of the results framework (both the
macro Fund‐level and the project level) are clearer and more easily understood by
everyone than in a cascading macro Fund‐level results framework (such as DFID’s
model).






“Attempting to aggregate results across the broad expanse of governance
activity risked under‐emphasizing specific results; missing the point of tailoring
intervention to context; and stretching out global commonalities to the point of
50
banality.”
A “bottom‐up” approach risks under‐emphasizing “catalytic effects”, i.e. results
that are not just the sum total of project effects, as in the case of institutional
reform or governance projects.
The consolidated indicators will likely not cover the whole of the intervention51,
see point above.
Therefore, this method is not exhaustive and higher‐level results, especially those
which are slow‐changing (and will have the most impact) will not be reported on
at the Fund level.

With Regards to Addressing Different Stakeholders’ Needs and Priorities







It is possible to report on the results at the macro Fund‐level
No imposition of a major burden on the ISAs. No required change in the way they
conduct their monitoring and reporting at the project level. In addition, the work
on standardized indicators could even serve ISAs as they strive, through the
International Financial Institutions (IFI) Coordination Platform, to harmonize their
practice for better efficiency.
TCs have the flexibility to propose projects grounded in their reality, while at the
same time ensuring a clear linkage and alignment between the outcomes in the
macro Fund‐level results framework and the project result framework.

50

Resources will need to be invested to develop and sustain this monitoring and
reporting process overtime, which could be seen as an unnecessary “waste” of
already scarce funds by some stakeholders.

DFID. (2011). Briefing Note Indicators and VFM in Governance Programming.
Trying to capture all results of the different interventions supported through the Fund, would mean defining very broad categories, which could rapidly become meaningless.
Some judgement calls will need to be made.
51
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6.2.3.
Option B3 – Reporting Against a MENA
Transition Fund Theory of Change – A “Hybrid”
Option
This variation combines the DFID and project cluster/nesting approaches together. Both approaches focus on
results, as well as themes in the realm of governance, capacity building or institutional reform. Thus, it is possible
to construct a combined “top down/bottom up” approach, focusing on the intermediate outcomes related to
capacity building, institutional reform and/or governance.
Figure 8. Revised Logic Model for the MENA Transition Fund

Given the revised (albeit provisional) model, the proposed logic model and theory of change portrayed in Figure 8
can be summarized as follows:






Technical assistance from the Fund increases beneficiary countries’ institutions (specifically line
ministries) capacity for administrative reform such as: M&E, Knowledge Management,
Information Management, Public Financial Management, Policy and Planning and Grants and
Contributions Management;
More efficient line ministries affect the ability of national government to implement reforms in
the key areas of a) increased service delivery in social and economic sectors and b) governance
(anti‐corruption justice, etc...);
Such key institutional reforms lead to full participation of national country citizens in the
economic and social life of the country (i.e. economic and social inclusion), which in turn yields
sustainable (i.e. broad‐based) economic growth.

In order to avoid the risk of banality mentioned based on the nesting/cluster model, a “layered” approach to
developing a Macro Framework for Fund could be adopted. This means that, instead of developing a single
overarching results framework, a series of results framework per pillar/work area is developed. This should provide
a certain level of specificity that would address the risk of an overly‐generalized Macro Framework. Table 15
provides key next steps and potential approximate costs required to implement this option.
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Table 15. Key Next Steps and Potential Approximate Cost/Level of Effort Required for this Option
Steps for Moving Forward
1. Refine/elaborate logic model and theory of change

2. Categorization of current Fund project results, using the new logic model
and theory of change to provide “bottom‐up” validation.

3. Define/build consensus on indicators for each level of results in the logic
model and theory of change

4. Develop pillar/area of work results frameworks

5. Revise the M&E reporting structure/arrangements to fit the new “system”

6. This approach relies to some degree on self‐reported data; thus, it could
be useful to also consider how audits and evaluations might be used to refine
and calibrate the monitoring‐based system. The issue of the need to verify
self‐reported data through some system of cross‐checking/quality assurance

Possible Cost/Level of Effort
A temporary ad hoc technical group at Fund level could lead this task or this could be delegated
to the next consultancy (to be engaged if the Macro Framework option is selected). Requires
analysis and research.
Approximate level of effort/cost:5‐10person/days
A temporary ad hoc technical group at Fund level could lead this task or this could be delegated
to the next consultancy (to be engaged if the Macro Framework option is selected).
The issue of different definitions/understanding of what PDOs and intermediate results mean in
the current results framework that have been developed at the project level will significantly
complicate this task Certain donors are willing and able to lend their considerable expertise in
M&E to do this.
Approximate level of effort/cost:5‐10 person/days
A temporary ad hoc technical group at Fund level could lead this task or this could be delegated
to the next consultancy (to be engaged if the Macro Framework option is selected). Requires
extensive analysis and comparison of the projects indicators approved to potentially build from
these the Fund‐level indicators. Again, the lack of standardized definition for indicators in the
current results framework that have been developed at the project level will significantly
complicate this task. Certain donors are willing and able to lend their considerable expertise in
M&E to do this.
Approximate level of effort/cost:10‐15 person/days
A temporary ad hoc technical group at Fund level could lead this task or this could be delegated
to the next consultancy (to be engaged if the Macro Framework option is selected). Requires
extensive analysis and comparison of the projects approved to build from these. Certain donors
are willing and able to lend their considerable expertise in M&E to do this.
Approximate level of effort/cost:20‐25 person/days
A temporary ad hoc technical group at Fund level could lead this task or this could be delegated
to the next consultancy (to be engaged if the Macro Framework option is selected). Requires
extensive consultations with all SC members.
Approximate level of effort/cost: 20‐30 person/days for existing projects and then 1 person/day
per project as new projects emerge
The SC may wish to consider country level or cluster evaluation to cover many projects at once.
Approximate level of effort/cost for a country evaluation (assumes 6‐8 projects per country):
o 20‐25 person/days
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Steps for Moving Forward

Possible Cost/Level of Effort
52

should also be given some further thoughts.

The SC may also wish to take the Review of Outcomes to Impacts (RoTI) approach.

To ensure integrity of individual project reporting, a “Quality Assessment
Group” could be helpful. This could either be done by a central M&E function
(i.e. the CU) or through commissioned consultancy studies. In both cases,
there are costs associated with this oversight function.
7. Annual reporting

Establishment of a “Quality Assessment Group”.
Approximate level of effort/cost:
15‐25 person/days per year per group member (1‐2)53
Over time, this option should not increase the burden greatly to report Fund‐level results in the
Annual Report, but in fact streamline it. Initially, there will be some increase in the reporting
burden as new indicators are being utilized and would need to be aggregated and reported on
by the ISAs.
Approximate level of effort/cost:15‐20 person/days annually depending on the number of
projects

Table 16 below summarizes the advantages and disadvantages of this option.
Table 16. Advantages and Disadvantages of this Option
Advantages

Disadvantages
With Regards to Reporting on Macro Results at the Fund Level



A fully developed and tested logic model and theory of change against
which to assess Fund Performance



Donors better able to make business case for increasing Fund
commitments, if information collected is positive.



With Regards to Addressing Different Stakeholders’ Needs and Priorities




(Short‐term) There will likely be objections from TCs and ISAs to change drastically the
current monitoring, evaluating, and reporting system. These objections could be
offset/overcome by funding earmarked specifically for M&E for each ISA and TC, as
well as to the entity undertaking the aggregation analysis.
Resources will need to be invested to develop and sustain this monitoring and
reporting process overtime, which could be seen as an unnecessary “waste” of already
scarce funds by some stakeholders.

52

Please refer to GEF EO. (2009). The RoTI Handbook: Towards enhancing the impacts of environmental projects, Methodological Paper #2.
Given the small size of the Fund, this could be managed by one or two additional persons (or 1‐2 persons taking on this additional role), and use of consultancy panels of
perhaps two persons for projects selected for assessment. This could follow the model of the former WB QAG.
53
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6.2.4.
Overall Considerations on Option B –
Creating a Macro Framework
Moving forward with developing a Macro Framework for the Fund, whichever the option chosen (i.e. B1,
B2, or B3) will likely require extensive consultation with all partners involved. The process will need to be
inclusive to ensure that partners (especially the ISAs) are on‐board. Some options posited do not entail
change or extensive work for ISAs or TCs in terms of ongoing monitoring and reporting but their
involvement in the ‘design phase’ would likely be crucial.
If the option of the Macro Framework is selected for moving forward, then a staged approach to results
reporting should likely be implemented. This means that the focus of macro Fund‐level results reporting,
given the early stage at which most projects of the Fund are, be on intermediate outcomes, and then
moves slowly to higher level (i.e. impact). For the Fund, these intermediate outcomes are defined as
results related to capacity building, governance and/or institutional reform.
There are many advantages, from the perspective of the Fund, to focusing on intermediate results:










It is appropriate to the stage of the Fund lifecycle. As pointed out by key informants the level of
commitment by donors and the early stage at which the Fund is would make it highly unlikely
that the effects of the Fund can be measured at the impact level just yet;
Using RBM terminology, intermediate outcomes are catalytic effects. In other words, capacity
building, institutional reform or good governance are preconditions to successful achievement
of impacts (inclusive, economic growth). It is therefore important and appropriate to measure
these, given the objectives/mission of the Fund;
Administrative reform has a direct influence on the operations of the Fund as it speaks to
national institutions’ (specifically line ministries’) ability to absorb and distribute MENA program
support;
Capacity building and institutional reform is a declared priority on the part of donors as declared
in the High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Busan in 2011 and the Cairo Consensus on
Capacity Building in 2011;
Capacity building, institutional reform or good governance all have a degree of (but not perfect)
comparability across TCs and pillars, as these are cross‐cutting themes.

In addition to the above, the SC may wish to consider the creation of a temporary ad hoc technical group
at Fund level to manage Macro Framework development54. This temporary – discussed above in the
various options – body could take the form of a Technical Working Group which can be dissolved once its
narrow mandate of developing a Macro Framework is complete. As alluded to above, certain donors are
willing and able to lend their considerable expertise in M&E to developing a Macro Framework. This
group could guide the consultant that would be engaged to develop the Macro Framework. The group
could then assist at fund‐level for coordination effort required and to conduct knowledge management
functions.

54

The team is aware that there is likely to be little support for this moving forward, but felt it would be useful to
mention the idea nonetheless.
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If the Fund moves forward with the development of the Macro Framework and engages a consultant to
guide this process, the CU may wish to consider the following tasks to be part of the consultants’ TORs55:








Coordinate the development of a Macro Framework and results aggregation strategy among
donors/ISAs and TCs;
Address the “structural” issues as defined above;
Coordinate the expertise and knowledge of donors and other stakeholders regarding M&E to
develop a Macro Framework and results aggregation strategy;
Manage the possible changes to reporting lines for Fund‐level M&E functions brought about by
a Macro Framework;
Develop the needed guidance for mapping to categories, developing indicator (or consolidated
indicator) lists, suggesting specific revisions to existing tools etc.
Facilitate possible changes to roles and responsibilities, such as the delegation of impact
analysis to an entity external to the Fund and;
Manage possible changes to program design in order to facilitate Macro Framework
implementation.


Feasibility and Resources Implication (human and financial)

Given the relatively light M&E function at the Fund level undertaken at present by the CU, administrative
resources allocated to date seem to be sufficient for this task.56 However, if any other option than the
status quo is preferred, additional funds would need to be allocated from the Fund to cover the cost of
developing the Macro Framework or additional time would be expected of the CU. Estimates of
resources requirements will depend on the option chosen and other factors. It is worth reiterating that
some donors have mentioned that they may be willing to commit resources to help develop the process
of reporting results at the macro Fund level. However, the level and coverage of such support has not
been specified and while much of the additional effort could fall to the CU (or to the consultants that they
engage), it is likely that such an exercise would make some additional demands on the ISAs and TCs,
which would not be covered by the donors. Further, it could be seen as a reform of procedures driven by a
minority of stakeholders, with specific interests, rather than by those at implementing and country
levels.


Quality Aspects

Whatever option is preferred, developing guidance to strengthen progress reporting in the future and
ensures these are respected in project approval should be a priority. All this is important because in all
options posited, the Progress Reports are the main basis for aggregating results at the macro Fund level.
Any deficiencies with regards to this will mar the whole process. As alluded to in section 5, there is
precedent, for example in the GAFSP, for enhancing the capacity of TCs to develop M&E and knowledge
management systems by making these activities fundable by the project or programs. Doing so means

55

This consultant could work with and/or report to a Macro Framework or M&E Working Group. Perhaps ideally this
list could be the role of a Working Group, but given the low appetite level around this issue, the SC may prefer to go
another route, such as using the consultants and leveraging existing resources. A Working Group is also posited
below.
56
According to information found in the Annual Report (2013), administrative costs for financing the Trustee and the
CU amount to US 1.8 million, which represents only 1% of currently allocated funds. This shows that administrative
costs are at a low level and increasing them slightly might not be unacceptable. This of course is a decision to be
made by the SC members.
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that M&E is not part of fund overhead (contributing to the “light M&E footprint” at Fund‐level) but part
of the project/program budget.

6.3. Considerations for Moving Forward
The report has provided some details about strengths and weaknesses of the various options posited.
The following table provides a snapshot overview of the implications of the different options posited. In
the table, any additional “burdens” on those implementing the Fund’s monitoring and reporting are
scored as negatives, while potential improvements to quality and/or coverage of the reporting system
are scored as positives. It should be noted that scores are qualitative approximations and cannot simply
be added for the “best” overall result.
Table 17. Burdens and Benefits of Different Reporting Options
Criteria
Options
Option
A:
Status Quo
Option A1:
Enhanced
Status Quo
Option B1:
DFID‐based
Logic Model
Option B2:
Project
Cluster/Nesti
ng Model
Option B3:
Hybrid
Model

Additional
Work/
Burden

Additional
Resources
Required

Suitability for
Project
Results
Reporting

Suitability
for Pillar
Results
Reporting

Suitability for
Aggregate
Results at
TC/Country
Level

Suitability for
Fund Level
(Development
Outcomes)
Reporting

Time
Required
to
Implement

0

0

2

1

0

0

0

‐1

‐1

2

1

1

0

‐1

‐1

‐1

2

1

2

1

‐1

‐2

‐2

2

2

2

1

‐2

‐2

‐2

2

2

2

2

‐2

Scores: Additional Burden: ‐2 = high, ‐1 = medium 0 = low/nil
Results Aggregation Potential: 2 = high, 1 = medium, 0 = low/nil
In brief, the table above shows that for any other option preferred than the status quo, additional
resources would need to be allocated from the Fund. However, estimates of resources requirements (and
time needed to make functional) will depend on the option chosen.
The SC has to make a decision as to whether the status quo is sufficient/acceptable or if its members
want to move ahead in developing a Macro Framework to enhance the results reporting on the overall
Fund achievement. The tension seems to reside in the following aspects:
 Uncertainty about the longevity/future of the Fund caused some stakeholders to hold reservations
about the relative costs and benefits of a potential Macro Framework. A shorter lifespan for the
Fund casts doubt on the cost/benefit analysis for moving forward with such a Framework.
 Without a Macro Framework, the MENA Transition Fund will likely experience problems in
leveraging more resources from some current or potential donors. There is a possible risk that
some donors might reduce or withdraw their commitments, if the Fund cannot provide a clear
articulation of the results to which it has contributed.
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So, the assessment also raises the option of extending the initial one year period, during which no
decision was to be taken on a possible overall Macro Framework, for a few more years (perhaps to Year 3
or Year 5) to see how the Fund develops. Given the current context, this option seems reasonable,
although there is a danger that such a delay would mean that a substantial part of the portfolio would
already be under way before its inclusion in the Macro Framework, which could require a major “retro‐
fitting” exercise later.57 This could also risk a delay in the scaling up of resources committed for future
projects; while some potential donors wait to see to what extent the contribution made by the Fund
towards its objectives can be measured and reported. Again, in the absence of a Macro Fund, further use
of evaluation could be considered.
On the other hand, if the SC members decide to move forward with developing a Macro Framework for
the Fund, the real challenge will be to fashion an approach that stresses greater focus on results, without
sacrificing the Fund’s commitment to decentralization/delegation and responsiveness to country needs
and priorities. Such a system, if this direction is taken, would need to be flexible and simple enough not
to impose a major bureaucratic burden on the CU, ISAs and TCs. Consultants would probably need to be
commissioned to pursue this process, which would take some time and resources (depending on the
option chosen) to be developed. Broad consultations would need to take place with all SC members to
agree on the best solution and to generate support in moving forward in implementing it. Some options
posited do not entail change or extensive work for ISAs or TCs in terms of ongoing monitoring and
reporting but their involvement in the ‘design phase’ would likely be crucial. It should also be kept in mind
that a Macro Framework is not, and should not be a “static” entity. Thus, stakeholders will need to
commit to constantly readjust and learn from experience in order for it to become a meaningful and
useful tool over time. A staged approach to results reporting would therefore be necessary.

57

This means that any new monitoring and reporting requirements would have to be added to ongoing activities to
meet any new system (retrofitting) or early projects would be simply be discarded/excluded.
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ANNEX 1. TERMS OF REFERENCE
Terms of Reference
Feasibility Assessment on Creating a Macro Results Framework
for the Deauville Partnership’s Transition Fund
Introduction to the MENA Transition Fund
The powerful socio‐political shift that began in 2010/2011 in the Middle East and North Africa
(MENA) remains fluid and has touched the entire region, deeply affecting daily life, dampening
growth and investments, and increasing the fragility of transition countries. The Deauville
Partnership was launched as a response and as a long‐term initiative to provide transition
countries support to strengthen governance for transparent, accountable governments, and
to provide an economic framework for sustainable and inclusive growth. To support the six
transition countries through means of grants for technical cooperation/assistance to
undertake required reforms over a period of years, the Deauville Partnership set up the MENA
Transition Fund. Given the diversity and fluidity of the transition process, and the extent of
the potential reforms to be undertaken, the objectives of the Transition Fund were necessarily
broad.
The Transition Fund is a partnership between six Transition Countries, eleven Donors and
eleven Implementation Support Agencies (ISAs), as listed in the Table below. It is a
Financial Intermediary Fund with the World Bank as Trustee and also as Coordination Unit (i.e.
secretariat).
Table: The MENA Transition Fund – A Unique Partnership
Transition

Donors

Implementation Support Agencies

Egypt

Canada

African Development Bank

Jordan

France

Arab Fund for Economic and Social Development

Libya

Japan

Arab Monetary Fund

Morocco

Kuwait

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development

Tunisia

Qatar

European Investment Bank

Yemen

Russia

International Finance Corporation

Saudi Arabia

International Monetary Fund

Turkey

Islamic Development Bank

United Arab Emirates

Organization

United Kingdom

OPEC Fund for International Development

United States

World Bank
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The Transition Fund became operational on December 11, 2012, and as of November, 2013,
had mobilized donor commitments totaling US$202 million. Twenty‐eight (28) projects in
Egypt, Jordan, Morocco, Libya, Tunisia and Yemen had received commitments from the Fund
as of November, 2013, totaling just over US$101 million. These 28 projects provide support in
the areas of economic governance, inclusion and job creation, sustainable development, and
competition and integration – for example, helping develop laws and regulations on access to
information; empowering CSOs through awareness raising and international best practice;
enhancing opportunities for MSME access to finance; reforming energy sectors; and,
developing trade and logistics systems/networks across the Mediterranean region.
Currently, each project must complete a detailed individual results framework
(standard template, provided in the Annex to this TOR).
These individual results
frameworks include annual project development outcome indicators and related targets
as well as intermediate outcome indicators and targets. Each individual ISA, working with
the respective transition country, is responsible for project results monitoring, collection, and
reporting back to the Transition Fund, using their respective systems.
Motivation and Objective for the Feasibility Assessment
When the Transition Fund was established, all partners involved agreed that given the
potential complexity and time that could be required in developing an aggregate results
framework for the entire Fund, that the initial calls for proposals would proceed, and that the
possibility of designing an over‐riding results framework would be considered after one year of
operation – i.e., after December, 2013:

“after the first year of experience of the functioning of the
Transition Fund, the Steering Committee (in consultation with the ISAs)
will commission: (i) an assessment of the feasibility of designing an
overall results framework for the Transition Fund; and (ii) if judged feasible
by the SC at that stage, the design of such a framework, including related
institutional dimensions, resource implications, quality aspects, etc.
(Operating Manual, paragraph 23(m), January, 2013).”
The objective of this Feasibility Assessment is to carefully study whether it is reasonable and
efficient to develop a macro results framework for the MENA Transition Fund. By
definition, such a macro results framework would aggregate data across the six countries and
all existing and potential projects, setting baselines and targets to be achieved. Those targets
would be more than just an aggregation of individual project results: they should reflect the
Steering Committee's overall definition of what constitutes success or failure for the
Transition Fund. The Feasibility Assessment should also provide options on the nature of
results frameworks, with assessments of resources required (costs, time, staffing) to
develop and implement the framework proposed under each option.
The Feasibility Assessment will not provide detailed instructions on the development of the
results framework. As stated in the Operations Manual (see above), this first stage is an
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assessment, and therefore is to provide clear and convincing evidence whether a macro
results framework would be feasible and if so, relevant implications. This Feasibility
Assessment will be presented to the Steering Committee for a Decision Point: whether to
go forward, and if so, what option(s) would be preferred. Based on this Decision Point, a
separate set of consultants will be procured to design in detail the aggregate results
framework.
Scope of Work
1) Describe, analyze and assess the current project‐specific results frameworks being
used by the Transition Fund. This will help provide a picture of the differences in
articulation of results to be measured, as well as data collection, monitoring and
evaluation practices across the different implementing agencies (ISAs) – an important
baseline for developing an aggregate macro framework for the Transition Fund:




What are the results that are currently targeted and measured through the
Transition Fund? How and when is data collected by the Transition Fund Coordination
Unit?
Is there any form of results aggregation currently used by the Transition Fund?
Do the annual reports/progress reports provide a picture of results/progress?
How and when is project data collected by individual ISAs? How are indicators
defined, and does this vary between ISA? Do definitions vary by country? How
do individual ISAs and transition countries use the results data in their respective
work programs and strategies? How do the results influence policy decisions/actions?

2) Outline, analyze and assess the motivation and challenges for establishing a
macro/aggregate
Transition Fund results framework:
 Outline and assess the objectives of the Deauville Partnership (which created the
Transition Fund).
What are the overall objectives? Are there targets set for the DP? Do they vary by
stakeholder? How are they being measured? Are they being quantified and
analyzed, and if so, how? In short, would it be possible to derive an overall results
framework for the Transition Fund from an overall results framework for the DP?


How will the results generated from a macro/aggregate results framework be used?
What are the results reporting needs and expectations of various partners? Would
the results influence –and how most directly— policy decisions/actions of the
Deauville Partnership? Would they influence – and how most directly—the policy
decisions/actions of the individual transition countries? Donors? ISAs?

3) Review Funds of similar nature to the MENA Transition Fund to assess options,
best practice, challenges, risks:


Develop a basic understanding of a handful of similar trust fund‐type
arrangements and outline what are the most prevailing options/forms of
macro/aggregate results frameworks used, if they are being used. In particular,
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review the GEF and the CIF/CTF facilities and at least one other. In order to assess
value for money, review the size of the funds, and the administrative costs incurred
for monitoring and evaluation.


4)

Using best practice experience from similar institutional and policy circumstances,
provide rationale and evidence as to why establishing an aggregate macro results
framework could be helpful. What are the risks? Main challenges? How is the
Transition Fund similar/different?

Outline the main steps required for creating a macro/aggregate results framework for
the Transition Fund, given the understanding of the existing results/data situation across
the ISAs. If relevant, explain any special sequencing/ordering required, and describe how
and when consensus (in the SC, and across ISAs from whom the data would be
collected) would need to be sought on the specific aspects of results framework design
and operations.
Topics will include (but not be limited to):


What level of results to be measured (impact, outcome, output)? Are there other
types of results that could be measured and aggregated efficiently? (Consider an
initial deployment of a quick and simple survey in order to capture the responses of
this over‐riding question from all the Transition Fund members most consistently.)



Data requirements (baseline, other)



Data collection rules and procedures



Data consistency and quality requirements/safeguards



Data aggregation across sectors, applicability and possibilities



Reporting procedures, systems required



Evaluation, analysis and dissemination of results expected



Maintenance and monitoring of the system

 Institutional arrangements/requirements (e.g. where does the results framework
“sit” and who implements/maintains it, and who evaluates it?)
5)

If there is more than one feasible option of a macro/aggregate results framework for
the Transition Fund, describe the options, and explain how they are different in terms of
the parameters described in item 4 above – i.e. data and system requirements, level of
reporting, and depth of possible evaluation and analysis etc.


Provide the costs related to each option: to design; to develop and implement; to
maintain. Please make explicit if these costs are dependent on the institutional
arrangements chosen, and how.

 Provide a recommendation on the best one or two options for the MENA Transition
Fund
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Timeline and Costs for this Feasibility Assessment
1. Draft report covering Scope of Work items #1‐4 due to Coordination Unit 8 weeks
after award of Consultant contract.
2.

Revised report covering Scope of Work items #1‐5 due to Coordination Unit 10
weeks after award of Consultant contract.

3. Submission to Steering Committee for review and comments
4.
Finalization of document responding to SC comments 2 weeks after receipt of
comments.
5. Decision point by Steering Committee: […]
Expected Costs (to be financed from the Transition Fund):
 Labor: 1‐2 results experts for a total of about 50 man‐days
 Travel: minimal travel expected depending on consultant location
 Other: ICT, printing/copying
 Total: US$60,500 ‐ $65,500

Reporting Procedures and Modus Operandi
The Consultant will be procured by the Transition Fund’s Coordination Unit, housed in the
World Bank, and therefore will report directly to the Coordination Unit’s Program Manager.
Procurement will follow World Bank rules, and will be initiated once the Steering Committee
has agreed on the ToR for this Feasibility Assessment.
The Consultant will be provided with a key focal point in each country and at each ISA with
which he/she should communicate for the required information –keeping the Transition Fund
Program Manager informed/involved.58

58

Although focal points are already designated for each SC member and ISA in the Transition Fund, these may not be
the best point of contact for the Consultant, who will need to be regularly in touch with results monitoring experts
within each stakeholder.
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ANNEX 2. PROGRESS REPORT TEMPLATE59
Progress Report Instructions
Submission Required in English by Implementation Support Agencies
Important Note: For projects with two or more ISAs, only one consolidated progress report is required. ISAs
are requested to collaborate on the preparation of the progress report to ensure progress on activities
supervised/implemented by each ISA are accurately reflected in the progress report. Both ISAs involved,
should coordinate and submit one joint Progress Report. For regional or multi‐country projects, separate
Progress Reports are required for each Transition Country.
Ratings and ratings definitions are provided below:
 Satisfactory: The project is likely to achieve almost all or exceed its major objectives efficiently without any
significant shortcomings.
 Moderately Satisfactory: The project is likely to achieve the majority of its major objectives efficiently with
moderate shortcomings.
 Moderately Unsatisfactory: The project is not likely to achieve at least half of its major objectives efficiently
with moderate shortcomings.
 Unsatisfactory: The project is not likely to achieve most or any of its major objectives efficiently.
A. Basic Project Information
Activity Name: Enter activity name
Country Name: Enter country name

Name of Implementation Support Agency(ies): Enter ISA
name(s)

Name of ISA Project Leader: Enter project leader
name(s)

Email of ISA Project Leader: Enter project leader email
address(es)

Recipient Entity: Enter TC Recipient Entity
Total Amount Approved by the
Transition Fund (US$): Enter total
amount approved including direct
and indirect costs

Additional Funds Leveraged and
Source(s), if any (US$): Enter co‐
financing amounts and sources of these
funds

Total Amount Disbursed (Direct
and Indirect in US$): Enter total
amount of Transition Fund financing
disbursed including direct and
indirect costs

Steering Committee Approval
Date: Select date of SC approval

Project Implementation Start Date:

Project Closing Date:

Select date of project implementation
start

Select project closing date. Indicate if
the closing date has been revised
since the approval of the project

59

Version updated in May 2014.

42

“Creating a Macro Results Framework for the Middle East and North Africa Transition Fund”
Feasibility Assessment Report

Pillar(s)
to
which
Activity
Responds (as per the proposal
approved
by
the
Steering
Committee)

Primary Pillar (select only one):

Choose an item.

Secondary Pillar(s) (select as many
as applicable):

Choose an item.
Choose an item.
Choose an item.

B. Summary of Project Implementation Progress and Key Issues
Project Development Objective: Enter the project development objective

Rating for progress towards achievement
of objective:

Selecting a rating is mandatory for all projects except those not yet
effective. The PDO rating is forward‐looking, in that it assesses the
likelihood that the PDO will be achieved. For projects in the early stages
of implementation, for which intermediate outcomes are not yet
observable, the PDO rating is based on: (i) implementation performance
ratings and achievement of scheduled outputs; and (ii) judgments about
the likelihood that major risks ‐ factors outside the control of the project
‐ can jeopardize the achievement of the project’s outputs and/or
outcomes.

Rating for
progress:

Selecting a rating is mandatory for all projects except those not yet
effective. This rating should reflect the current status of the project
(compared to the objective rating which is forward looking). It needs to
strike a balance between recent progress and overall progress.

overall

implementation

Brief Summary of Project Implementation Status: Enter overall implementation status and any key issues (i.e.
reasons for implementation delays, implementation challenges, funding status, and other relevant information as
applicable) to raise to the Steering Committee’s attention (include any information related to comments made previously
by the Steering Committee on this project). Please note, this section is meant to provide a summary. Detailed updates on
specific activities can be provided in Section C below as appropriate for each component.
C. Implementation Status of Components 60
Component 1: Enter name and brief description

Previous Rating: Choose an item.

Current Rating: Choose an item.

Cost (US$): Enter cost of component

Sub‐component 1.1: Enter name and brief description
Status of Implementation: Provide update on implementation status
Sub‐component 1.2: Enter name and brief description

60 Include for each component: (i) qualitative achievements, (ii) key milestones (current or future), (iii) any significant changes in
project components or budget reallocations, and as applicable (i) reasons for implementation delays, (ii) implementation
challenges, (iii) funding status, and (iv) other relevant information.
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Status of Implementation: Provide update on implementation status
Sub‐component 1.3: Enter name and brief description
Status of Implementation: Provide update on implementation status

Component 2: Enter name and brief description

Previous Rating: Choose an item.

Current Rating: Choose an item.

Cost (US$): Enter cost of component

Sub‐component 2.1: Enter name and brief description
Status of Implementation: Provide update on implementation status
Sub‐component 2.2: Enter name and brief description
Status of Implementation: Provide update on implementation status
Sub‐component 2.3: Enter name and brief description
Status of Implementation: Provide update on implementation status

Component 3: Enter name and brief description

Previous Rating: Choose an item.

Current Rating: Choose an item.

Sub‐component 3.1: Enter name and brief description
Status of Implementation: Provide update on implementation status
Sub‐component 3.2: Enter name and brief description
Status of Implementation: Provide update on implementation status
Sub‐component 3.3: Enter name and brief description
Status of Implementation: Provide update on implementation status
[add rows as needed]
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D. Commitments and Disbursements of Transition Fund Funds for Direct Project Activities61
Country‐Execution (US$)

Direct Cost62 for ISA‐
Execution (US$)

Total (US$)

(y)

(x)
Approved
Amount
for Direct Project
Activities (a):

Enter the total approved
amount for country‐ execution

Enter the total Direct Cost
approved for ISA‐execution

Enter total, i.e. [x + y]

Amount
Received
from Trustee (b):

Enter the amount received
from the Trustee for country‐
execution

Enter the amount received
from the Trustee for ISA
Direct Costs

Enter total, i.e. [x + y]

Actual
Amount
Disbursed (c):

Enter amount spent on
country‐executed activities

Enter Direct Costs spent on
ISA‐executed activities

Enter total, i.e. [x + y]

Committed
(d):

Enter committed amount for
future payments, e.g. funds
tied up in signed contracts, for
country‐executed
activities
(not including disbursements
under c)

Enter committed Direct Cost
for future payments, e.g.
funds tied up in signed
contracts for ISA‐executed
activities
(not
including
disbursements under c)

Enter total, i.e. [x + y]

Enter amount available for
country‐execution, i.e.

Enter Direct Cost available
for ISA‐execution, i.e.

Enter total, i.e. [x + y]

[ a – (c + d) ]

[ a – (c + d) ]

Amount

Uncommitted
Amount (e):

E. Disbursement Forecast of Funds for Direct Project Activities by Calendar Year (US$)63
Year

61

Jan‐June

Jul‐Dec

Total by Year End

2013

Enter amount in US$ (a)

Enter amount in US$ (b)

Total amount in calendar
year US$ (a+b)

2014

Enter amount in US$ (a)

Enter amount in US$ (b)

Total amount in calendar
year US$ (a+b)

2015

Enter amount in US$ (a)

Enter amount in US$ (b)

Total amount in calendar
year US$ (a+b)

2016

Enter amount in US$ (a)

Enter amount in US$ (b)

Total amount in calendar
year US$ (a+b)

2017

Enter amount in US$ (a)

Enter amount in US$ (b)

Total amount in calendar
year US$ (a+b)

Funds for direct project activities should include approved allocations for both country‐ and ISA‐executed activities.

62 ISA direct costs are those costs related to the ISA’s direct provision of technical assistance within the project. Please
also refer to Paragraph 47 of the Operations Manual at (http://www.menatransitionfund.org/content/apply‐funding)
63

Enter actual disbursements for years past.
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F.

2018

Enter amount in US$ (a)

Enter amount in US$ (b)

Total amount in calendar
year US$ (a+b)

2019

Enter amount in US$ (a)

Enter amount in US$ (b)

Total amount in calendar
year US$ (a+b)

Commitments and Disbursements of Funds for Indirect Costs (US$)

Committed

Disbursed

Available

Total

Enter committed amount for
future payments, e.g. funds tied
up in signed contracts (a)

Enter amount spent (b)

Enter amount available,
i.e.

Enter
total
amount
approved for indirect costs
US$ (c)

[ c – (a +b) ]

G. Results Framework and Monitoring
Using the results framework provided in the proposal submitted to the Steering Committee for approval, please update
the cumulative target values section of the results framework as appropriate.

46

Results Framework and Monitoring
Project Development Objective (PDO):

Cumulative Target Values**
PDO Level Results Indicators*

Unit of
Measure

Baseline

Data Source/

YR 1

YR 2

YR3

YR 4

YR5

A

F

F

F

F

Indicator One:
Indicator Two:
Indicator Three:
Indicator Four:

INTERMEDIATE RESULTS
Intermediate Result (Component One):
Intermediate Result indicator One:
Intermediate Result indicator Two:
Intermediate Result (Component Two):
Intermediate Result indicator One:
Intermediate Result indicator Two:
Intermediate Result (Component Three):
Intermediate Result indicator One:
Intermediate Result indicator Two:

** Indicate ‘A’ for ‘Actual’ and ‘F’ for ‘Forecast’
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Frequency

Methodolog
y

Responsibility
for Data
Collection

Description
(indicator
definition etc.)

ANNEX 3. PROJECT‐LEVEL MONITORING
The Fund M&E mechanisms revolve around the ISAs and their support to the recipient entities in the TCs. While
M&E for each project is undertaken as part of the ISAs’ own processes and procedures, it is also done against a
results framework developed as part of the funding proposal. The standard project results framework that ISAs are
required to develop as part of their monitoring and reporting for the Fund is shown above in Annex 2.
Based on a quick assessment of the project results framework developed by ISAs to date, it is evident that the
project results frameworks that have been developed for the projects approved under the Fund present great
diversity. To illustrate the potential challenge this situation poses moving forward in terms of aggregation, some
examples have been extracted from the Fund Project Progress Report (2013) compiled by the CU. These examples
below help to demonstrate how the lack of clear guidance and standardized definitions for the key concepts in the
project results framework (i.e. PDO, intermediate result, indicator) poses a potential challenge to “roll‐up”
information from the project Progress Report at the Fund‐level.

Example #1
The following examples are taken from AfDB’s project results framework submitted for the project in Tunisia
“Leading the Way Program: Developing Leadership Capacity”64:
PDO: The development of leadership capacity and synergies between key stakeholders will lay the foundation for a
new momentum in Tunisia.
If we posit that the PDO in the project results framework should actually be understood as an “outcome”65, then
RBM theory states that an outcome is not about a process; it is about achieving (or affecting) a particular “state”.
However, in this example, the PDO indicates not so much which state will be achieved but what the project
intends to provide (i.e. support for development of leadership capacity and synergies). This is not a desired state: it
is a means to an end. However, if we take the second part of the statement as the intended change the project
wants to achieve, then it is not clearer what the exact benefits of the intervention are: “lay the foundation for a new
momentum in Tunisia” or even how this could be measured, practically and specifically.66
In this project results framework, the intermediate results seem to be understood as “outputs”67, though the
second, third, and fourth intermediate results in this case could also be closer to what is considered an “activity”68:
Intermediate Result 1: Consolidation of the program delivery consortium
Intermediate Result 2: Design of the program architecture, development of the content and delivery platform
Intermediate Result 3: Pilot delivery of the program Tier 1
Intermediate Result 4: Evaluation of the pilot project
Regarding the indicators, in this AfDB’s project results framework, indicators at the PDO level are closer to the
usually recognized definition of outputs than what is usually understood as an “indicator”69.
64

MENA Transition Fund. (2013). MENA Transition Fund Project Progress Report.
Please refer to the Glossary of Terms provided in the Appendix for a definition.
66
It is generally recognized that results statements (i.e. impact, outcome, output) should be SMART, a mnemonic acronym
which stands for “Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, and Time‐bound/Trackable.”
67
Please refer to the Glossary of Terms provided in the Appendix for a definition.
68
Please refer to the Glossary of Terms provided in the Appendix for a definition.
65
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PDO Level Results Indicators



A consortium is operational
The curriculum is developed

Intermediate Results Level Indicators



The governance structure of the program is established
Delivery arrangements are determined and available

The lack of standardized definitions for the terminology used in the project results framework (e.g. PDO,
intermediate results, and indicators) to be used by the ISAs to report to the Fund lends to some confusion when
trying to understand what the intervention is about. In this case, the monitoring and reporting is focused on
“process” instead of “change”, which could pose a problem when the CU will want to generate data on the results
achieved by the Fund in its Annual Report based on the information found in the individual Progress Report.

Example #2
Given EBRD’s experience and focus in recent years in dealing with “transition impact”, the project results
framework developed for the Fund for EBRD’s project “MSME Support Program in Egypt and the Social Fund for
Development” seems to align with the suggestion that the PDO should be understood as an “outcome”. However,
and as opposed to the previous example based on one of AfDB’s project results framework, the intermediate
results in this EBRD’s project results framework are also reflective of what can be considered as “outcomes”, but at
a lower level than the PDO. Some agencies define theory of change for their interventions (in different ways, as
argued here) and therefore make a distinction in the level of results of their intervention. Table 18 below
demonstrates what a results chain70 implies (i.e. the articulation of different level of “results”):
Table 18. Definition of Terms in the Results Chain/Theory of Change71
Results level

Definition

Impact/Ultimate
Outcome

Higher‐order objective to which a development intervention is intended to
contribute.

Intermediate/

Intended or achieved short‐term and medium‐term effects of an
intervention’s outputs. Represent changes in development conditions which
occur between the completion of outputs and the achievement of impact.

Immediate
Outcomes
Outputs

Products and services which result from the completion of activities within a
development intervention.

Activities

Actions taken or work performed through which inputs, such as funds,
technical assistance and other types of resources are mobilized to produce
specific outputs.

For example, the PDO defined for this project clearly mentions the desired state that will be achieved for the
beneficiaries after the project (i.e. strengthened capacity to support MSME sector and particularly for women
entrepreneurs):
69

Please refer to the Glossary of Terms provided in the Appendix for a definition.
Please refer to the Glossary of Terms provided in the Appendix for a definition.
71
The definitions given in this table are taken from: OECD. (2002). Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results‐Based
Management. Note that this terminology varies between donors and aid agencies.
70
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PDO: Strengthen the capacity of the Social Fund for Development (SDF) to support the MSME sector in Egypt with a
particular focus on promoting women entrepreneurship72
As noted below, the intermediate results in this project results framework are also “changes” expected to be
delivered (as opposed to outputs which are just direct products or services produced/rendered) like the PDO
results statement, but the difference is that they are more granular and will all contribute to the achievement of
the higher‐level PDO:
Intermediate Result 1: Strengthened SFD advocacy and policy formulation capacity to support the MSME sector
Intermediate Result 2: Strengthened women entrepreneurial activity and strengthened capacity of the SFD to
support and promote women entrepreneurship
Intermediate Result 3: Enhanced targeting and monitoring mechanisms of the SFD for Service Delivery
It is evident that there is already a challenge regarding how to reconcile one project’s reporting on “outputs” as
intermediate results (i.e. AfDB) and another reporting “outcomes” at the same level (i.e. EBRD), as they refer to
different categories of results that are not focused on the same aspects (i.e. process for the former and
development outcome/benefits for the latter).
Then with regards to the indicators, the lack of standardization is clear as in the same results framework, wherein
“indicators” speak of “outputs”, or even “targets” in the case of the second indicator, and then specific “indicators”
are mentioned as sub‐bullets under indicator 2:
PDO Level Results Indicators




Indicator 1: A functioning and recognized advocacy and policy formulation role of the SFD as
seen by:
o New law on the SFD adopted
o White Paper on the operational environment for MSME endorsed by all stakeholders
(including public administrations concerned)
Indicator 2: Impactful business advisory services for MSMEs delivered by the SFD as seen by:
o Improved performance of 60 assisted women owned/managed enterprises as by:
 % of assisted enterprises to increase turnover/productivity after completion of
the project
 % of assisted enterprises to increase employment after completion of the
project
 % of assisted enterprises to access finance after completion of the project

This situation is reflective of varying understandings and applications of key terminology and implies variances in
how results will be monitored and measured throughout the project.

Example #3
In EIB’s results framework for the project “Regional Integration through Trade and Transport Corridors
(TRANSTRAC): Egypt Activities”73, the PDO is also an outcome, but indicators are written as “targets” as visible
below:

72
73

MENA Transition Fund. (2013). MENA Transition Fund Project Progress Report.
MENA Transition Fund. (2013). MENA Transition Fund Project Progress Report.
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PDO: Promote reduction of trade and transport barriers along the priority trade corridors of the country and in related
border crossing
PDO Level Results Indicators


About 100 transport staff (from different sub‐sectors: roads, maritime transport, railways, ports,
logistics) trained: in Public Private Partnership (PPP) aspects and techniques, road safety analysis
and management, maritime transport and logistics, technical control and supervision of works,
management of fleet of construction equipment, and construction project

Intermediate Results Level Indicators




Technical assistance to transportation (i) training for techniques for planning and financing of
logistics facilities; (ii) training of all training agencies in different PPP aspects and techniques; (iii)
analysis of options for implementation of road asset management in Road Authority and training
in project and construction fleet management.
Description (indicators, definition, etc.): Quantitative – number of participants who have
successfully completed the training.

In addition to the fact that EIB’s indicators do not align with the usual definition of an indicator74, they also focus
on measuring the “number of people trained” during the intervention which is usually a process indicator and not
something that shows a change in state or even capacity per se and is most often associated with either the
activity level or at most the level of outputs; thus are not appropriate to capture the change of state/capacity at
the PDO level. The problem this poses is that if indicators are not properly defined, there are no way to track and
report on these “targets” (or results) during the course of the project which annihilate the chance later on to
aggregate any kind of information about results at an higher level.

Example #4
As visible from information extracted from the Yemen “Enterprise Revitalization and Employment Project”
supported by the WB, indicators are relevant to the associated level of results (i.e. output indicators75 for project
activities and project management and outcomes indicators76 for the project’s development objectives), selective
and practical, with both quantitative and qualitative measures used to track these results.77
PDO: To improve individual employability and SME capabilities for graduates and firms participating in a job‐intensive
SME support pilot scheme and to inform related policies and programs.78
PDO Level Results Indicators ‐ Sample



Participating youth employed (percentage women)
Participating firms with improved capabilities after completion of services

Intermediate Result 1: Successfully facilitate internships and business services to private enterprises
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Indicators are usually defined as a neutral qualitative or quantitative measure that allows the verification of changes in the
development intervention.
75
Please refer to the Glossary of Terms provided in the Appendix for a definition.
76
Please refer to the Glossary of Terms provided in the Appendix for a definition.
77
Quantitative indicators are measures that are objectives such as: a count (existence of one or more), time (frequency, delays),
cost (planned, actual, variance), proportion (percentage, ratio), etc./ Qualitative indicators are measures that are subjective in
nature such as a judgment, a perception, a measure of congruence with established standards, a presence or absence of
specific conditions, etc.
78
MENA Transition Fund. (2013). MENA Transition Fund Project Progress Report.
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Intermediate Results Level Indicators ‐ Sample




Number of firms requesting business services
Number of youth completing internships (with percentage of women tracked)
Percent participating youth with improved employability upon completion of the internship (with
percentage women tracked)

This could represent a case of best practice and a model to potentially follow.
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ANNEX 4. SWOT
Monitoring, reporting and data collection in the context of a Fund with a very wide scope poses considerable
challenges in terms of processes employed in measuring results. As evidenced above, most of the challenges are
due to: a) the fact that many people and organizations contribute to the achievement of various type of projects at
national and regional levels; b) the number and diversity of actors involved through the Fund that may or may not
share commonalities in terms of procedures, systems, needs, priorities and capabilities; and c) the need for
flexibility in the context of the transition taking place in the MENA region and to accommodate differing
situations. However, various options exist as demonstrated above with different level of efforts and time required.
With a view to assisting the SC in moving forward with a decision, the diagram below represents a snapshot view
of the key strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats (SWOT) that influence the decision as whether or not
the Fund should move ahead in developing a Macro Framework.
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Table 19. SWOT

STRENGTHS





WEAKNESSES

Each project is required to develop a clear results framework that links to at least one of the
MENA Transition Fund pillars, with robust indicators to track and assess progress. In
addition, ISAs that collaborate with the Fund all possess internal policies, procedures,
structures and/or systems to support the M&E function of the project they help implement
in the TCs. This ensures that the tracking of the interventions supported by the Fund is
done systematically.
The Progress Report, as a standard reporting template each ISA is required to complete,
allows some kind of aggregation at the Fund level.
There is good expertise inside the CU to extract key data and generate useful information
for the SC members.










OPPORTUNITIES










The success of the Fund is to a great extent measured by the results from the
individual projects funded from the Fund which makes it difficult to tell a story about
the overall Fund impact.
ISAs report very differently in the Progress Report – there is no harmonization at the
moment, which presents substantial challenges in moving forward in terms of
aggregation of information from individual project Progress Reports submitted by
ISAs to the CU for reporting at the Fund level.
Aggregation of data from varying sources, geographies, sectors could prove difficult.
Uncertainty about the longevity/future of the Fund caused some stakeholders to hold
reservations about the relative costs and benefits of a potential Macro Framework. A
shorter lifespan for the Fund casts doubt on the cost/benefit analysis for moving
forward.
In a “devolved approach”, quality control is an important aspect. This function is
minimally set up/undertaken in the current project‐specific results framework.

THREATS

Given that ISAs track the achievement of results based on their own systems, there is the
possibility to leverage the best practices (and lessons) from different sectors in terms of
implementation and tracking of the performance of this diverse portfolio. Some
consideration should be paid to ISAs reporting systems and in trying to develop coherence
with them.
The majority of Fund partners are open to consider this idea of the development of a Macro
Framework if a valid and simple option was to be proposed, unless such enterprise would
impose an additional burden on TC and ISAs, which was a common issue for almost all
stakeholders.
Some donors expressed willingness to contribute resources to sustain the process of
collecting and analyzing data at the macro Fund level.
The IFI Coordination Platform provides a forum to harmonize procedures and M&E
requirements among ISAs
A Macro Framework is particularly useful for learning and improvement, accountability,
and synergies and can be developed to “fit” the current reality and not overly impose on the
partners involved in data collection and implementation.
Some advocates for a Macro Framework have given some in‐depth thought about the
aggregation process and successfully categorized projects already approved under the
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Various partners have different reporting needs and expectations that could be hard to
reconcile. In the mind of various stakeholders, it might be counterproductive to go
ahead with a Macro Framework. In addition, stakeholders who will derive most
“benefits” from more refined monitoring (and eventually evaluation) are not
necessarily those who will bear the burden of implementing them. This implies an
intrinsic tension among stakeholders involved in the process, which will require specific
measures to alleviate or overcome. The issue of a Macro Framework approach implies
the need to support it and presently there is only weak buy‐in to the approach.
Sacrificing the Fund’s commitment to decentralization/delegation and responsiveness
to country needs and priorities and diverting attention from pressing issues (i.e. the
needs of the TCs)
Sacrificing scarce resources to satisfy a bureaucratic burden which might be passed on
to the ISAs and TC
Without a Macro Framework, the MENA Transition Fund will likely experience
problems in leveraging more resources from other donors. There is even a risk that
some donors withdraw their commitments if the Fund doesn’t provide a clear
articulation of the results achieved.
In moving forward in time, most funds tend to develop a Macro Framework to help
them assess and measure their impact. If the status quo remains for the MENA





Fund into a preliminary Macro Framework, which reinforced the feasibility of this option.
Other funds with similarity to the MENA Transition Fund have succeeded in developing
Macro Frameworks adapted to various sectors and various needs of the partners involved.
These approaches can be regarded to derive lessons learned and best practices in
developing a MENA Transition Fund‐adapted Macro Framework, but in general, they prove
that there are various possibilities to aggregate results at the Fund‐level and to adapt to
differing realities.
Any option moving forward would benefit greatly from the use of evaluations (at mid‐term
or for specific themes) to give some substance to the monitoring data. Evaluation could be
used creatively to verify monitoring trends, to assess specific issues or themes, and at mid
term for projects to revise approaches. Even specific small studies could give some
"ground‐truthing" to the mass of self‐reported "data" of potentially varying quality at
different degrees of substantiation.
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Transition Fund, this could represent an important gap.
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