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1 PURPOSE AND APPROACH

This M&E framework is infended to guide the provincial the municipality in
implementing the Integrated Development Plan and its strategic objectives, in
developing an M&E plan with subprojects, tasks and schedules.

Support for an integrated approach to planning, monitoring and evaluation.
Instead of proposing that the IDP have its own silo M&E processes, this M&E
framework is built on joint planning, monitoring and evaluation processes already
underway and aims to reinforce the strong move towards integrated planning
and M&E in the municipality. If supports channeling of resources towards existing
tools and mechanisms as far as possible.

Enabling strategic use of M&E resulls. If applied effectively, the M&E framework
should allow stakeholders to assess progress towards the fulfilment of the IDP’s
strategic objectives. This will enable:

- Informed decision-making, course-correction and learning

- Accountability (positive and negative consequences in line with
performance)

For this fo be possible, the right stakeholders need to engage with the results at
the right time. As per this M&E framework, the M&E UNIT will monitor progress with
the implementation of the planned activities on a quarterly basis. Additionally,
as custodian will ensure that those conducting relevant M&E do strategically
share their results with others as needed.

Monitoring and evaluation across the results chain. It is good practice to monitor
and evaluate not only what is within the operational control of those
implementing a strategy, but also outcomes and impacts which the
implementer seeks to cause, influence or contribute to. It is also important to
understand changes in the context and factors external to the strategy that may
affect it. This M&E framework proposes that the monitoring activities focus on
operational monitoring and monitoring of settlement-level outcomes, while
evaluations are used to assess the IDP’s performance across the full results chain.

2 SUMMARY PROGRAMME THEORY

National and Provincial government have adopted a programme-based
approach to monitoring and evaluation.! This approach involves the formulation
of a programme theory (also referred to as a logic model or theory of change)
as part of the planning of an intervention.

It can be summarised? as follows:

If provincial actors implement the provincial actions (with partners as
appropriate) then it should lead to the intended municipal-level outcomes. If
these outcomes are achieved at municipal level, then municipal-level actors
will implement the municipal actions (with partners as appropriate) which
should lead fo the infended settlement-level outcomes.



3 MONITORING

3.1 Infroduction

Two types of monitoring are proposed:

+ Process monitoring of implementation of the framework. The focus is on
whether actors implemented the actions agreed on as per the IDP, and
where possible ascertaining whether these actions led to the envisioned
municipal outcomes. Data is operational in nature.

» Ouvutcomes monitoring af the ward level. This is about understanding the
context within which the IDP is implemented, and trends in terms of
seftlement outcomes of interest to decision makers.

3.2 Process monitoring

Process monitoring can be used fo create a quarterly snapshot of progress in
implementing the IDP.

The appendixincludes a simple, resource-light mechanism for this purpose. It uses
what information is available to the team and requires approx. 150 minutes (10
minutes for each of the 15 strategies) to compile. It can enable the departments
responsible for driving implementation of the IDP to reflect among themselves on
the progress that the municipality has made in the last quarter. It also serves as
an opportunity for record keeping with respect to implementation, which may
support later implementation or impact evaluation of the Strategic Framework.

Based on internal discussion of the process monitoring report, the team may
decide whether specific issues should be escalated, or addressed with the
larger set of relevant internal stakeholders.

3.3 Outcomes monitoring: Monitoring Matrix

The following pages include a monitoring matrix with proposed datasets that can
be used to monitor outcomes related to each of the strategies.



3.3.1 Monitoring matrix roles and responsibilities

The M&E unit as custodian of the M&E framework will facilitate agreement on
how and when the data listed in the Monitoring Matrix is shared. Data is shared
between data owners and data users as described below.

Data owners

The following stakeholders “own" relevant data i.e. they collect it or commission
its collection. Some stakeholders own not only raw data, but also information in
the form of relevant research and reports. It is proposed that they make this data
and information available to data users.

All stakeholders responsible for implementing IDP. Each stakeholder responsible
for a particular activity in the IDP will have particular data and information on
implementation of their own activities.

It may be necessary to facilitate agreement between data owners and data
users to facilitate agreement about which specific aspects of the data will be
shared, with whom and in what format. This could potentially be done through
the WCG data governance forum. The monitoring matrix and evaluation
framework (see next sections) show what data is particularly relevant to which
aspects of the IDP and can serve as the basis for such agreement.

Data users

The stakeholders will need to use data and information to inform learning and
accountability. Mere sharing of data will not be sufficient if data users have not
clearly articulated what they will do with the data. To this end, the general
statements below need to be discussed, unpacked and agreed upon.

In general terms the municipality has an inferest in data and information
pertaining to all aspects of the IDP - from resourcing, to activities, outputs,
outcomes and impacts as well as contextual factors. The M&E unit should receive
all monitoring data shared among parties in order to support any potential future
evaluations.

Other departments will have an interest in data and information pertaining to the
continued relevance of their role with regard to the IDP; the efficiency of their
activities; the effectiveness of their efforts in producing the intended impacts in
the municipality and the extent to which the IDP actions and results influence
their own mandates. Depending on their role, they will also have further specific
data and information needs.

3.3.2 Ensuring data sharing is effective

The proposed approach to data sharing assumes that no further data processing
(collation, calculation, reformatting etc.) will be done, data owners and data
users will need to do this themselves. There is therefore a risk that, if
misunderstandings occur or if there is insufficient capacity to process the data



into a form that is useful for the data user, then data sharing will not fully support
the monitoring needs of stakeholders. To pick up any such issues, it is proposed
that the M&E unit administer a very brief questionnaire to the data user (or the
stakeholder forum using the data) whenever data is shared. See appendix.

3.3.3 Data gaps

The monitoring matrix shows what data is available and makes it clear where
data is currently not available or very partial. It also helps to identify areas where
data is available, but not in the format that is useful to stakeholders for the IDP,
‘and areas where data is not collected frequently enough to be sufficiently up-
to-date for the intended use. These occurrences, where stakeholders will not
receive useful monitoring data regarding a particular outcome, can be called
“data gaps”.

For each data gap, depending on stakeholders’ data needs, they may decide
on one of the following courses of action:

« Agree that the data gap will not be filled, or

« Use a proxy indicator that is available, or

» Generate or obtain the data, or perform the necessary calculations to get
it in a useable format or

» Qutsource collection of the data, or
+ Define the data sought and plan to include it in a future evaluation.

4 EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

4.1 Value of evaluation for the IDP

Monitoring the implementation of the IDP will give stakeholders a regular
indication of progress against key results. But there are some strategies that will
not be easily monitorable. Periodic evaluations will need fo supplement these,
providing the opportunity for periodic collection of results that are beyond the
scope of regular monitoring.

Furthermore, evaluations will provide for deeper analysis of the IDP itself. The IDP
has an underlying intervention logic which includes a particular understanding of
the problem; a particular understanding of what is needed to address the
problem and sector capacity; and a belief that implementing the strategies and
activities will result in efficient and adequate service delivery leading to a
municipal area that is livable, integrated, vibrant and resilient. Evaluations will be
crucial in answering the more fundamental questions of whether the IDP's design
remains relevant, whether it is being implemented as planned and efficiently,
and is having the intended impact.



4.2 Approach

4.2.1 Evaluation types

The National Evaluation Policy Framework (NEPF) (DPME, 2011) lists 6 types of
evaluation promoted in government. Five are shown in Figure 1 below; the sixth
is an evaluation synthesis which brings together the findings of more than one
evaluation on a particular programme/intervention. Realistically not all these
types of evaluations will be conducted, rather a few types may be considered
based on the needs, interests and capacities of stakeholders.

Impact evaluation

Has the intervention had

impact at outcome and
impact level, and why

Economic Evaluatior .

What are the

cost-benefits?

implementation
evaluation

What 'is happening
and why

Diagnostic i
What is the underlying
situation and oot
causes of the problem

Design evaluation
Assess the theory of
change

Figure 1. Types of evaluations (DPME, 2011)
4.2.2 Evaluation scope

The IDP is deliberately broad and multi-faceted; and it addresses a complex set
of challenges and opportunities. This may affect what is feasible in terms of the
scope of any one evaluation. For instance, the expertise required to assess
improved provision of basic services may be quite different from that required to
assess the impact of community capacity building initiatives or the impact of
infrastructure provision on a settlement's economic activity. The data required
and evaluation approach may also differ considerably.

It may therefore be valuable for stakeholders to identify specific sub-
programmes, or clusters of strategies, and consider subjecting them fo
evaluation separately. For instance, it may be more affordable and feasible to
conduct an evaluation only of the strategies associated with tenure policy and
practice, or all those associated with municipal spatial development planning as
pertains to informal settlements, than to call for wholesale evaluation of all the



strategies. Another approach may be to delineate evaluations according o the
three Strategic Objectives.

While subdividing the IDP for evaluation may be beneficial in terms of scope, it
would still be important to recognise that many of the sirategies are
interdependent. Therefore, even if the evaluation focuses on a subset of them, it
would be necessary to articulate those interdependencies (perhaps as
assumptions or inputs) and confirm whether they have held true.

Furthermore, if stakeholders consider such “subdivision”, it would be
disadvantageous to delineate an evaluation fopic (evaluant) so narrowly that it
effectively focuses only on the work of DHS. The integrated approach to informal
settlements should not remain unexamined given its centrality to the overall logic
of this Strategic Framework.

4.3 Partnership approach

The NEPF stresses a partnership approach to evaluation, and this will be
particularly relevant given the interdeparimental and inter-governmental nature
of the IDP. To promote clarity and agreement about the goals of the IDP and to
broaden the utility of the evaluation findings, any evaluation should ideally be
conceptudlized and overseen not just by one department or sphere, but by the
broader partnership structure (steering committee or similar) that implements the
IDP.

4.4 Potential evaluation types for IDP

Table 1. Summary of potential types of evaluations for IDP

Potential Focus Type of data collection

evaluation type

Please note: These are options for consideration, not necessarily recommendations.

Diagnostic What is the Quantitative data on = Within first year
Evaluation current situation  departmental
and rootf causes  outcomes

of the problem? 4. & quant. data

on municipal

outcomes
Design Is the IDP logical  Secondary data After the IDP has
evaluation and sound? been designed
Implementation - What is Quantitative and After atf least a few
Evaluation happening and Quadalitative years of
why? Also relies on existing  implementation

monitoring data



Impact Is the IDP having = Quantitative and After at least a few

Evaluation an impact at Qualitative years of
settlement level, implementation, and
to what extent building on an
and why?¢ implementation
evaluation (or
component)

One can argue that the development of the IDP has, in itself, elements of a
diagnostic evaludtion. It was shaped by input papers noting the status quo as
well as potential approaches to addressing it; the findings of the Rapid Appraisal;
and broad consultation with experienced stakeholders. A formal diagnostic
evaluation could “fill out” the information gathered through these activities by:

1. Consolidating settlement-level data from all departments as per their
strategic objectives.

2. Establish a methodology for collecting municipal-level outcomes data,
especially on those outcomes that are harder to measure.

3. Study and document the provincial / institutional 'status quo in terms of
the factors the IDP seeks to change. (This would be a particularly valuable
in laying a foundation for an implementation evaluation.)

A design evaluation subjects the overall IDP to scrutiny to evaluate the theory of
change, inner logic and consistency of the approach, the qudlity of indicators
and assumptions. The NEPF recommends conducting such an evaluation using
only secondary data, in the first year after an intervention has been designed. In
addition to the IDP itself and data on how implementation is progressing, the
design evaluation would test the programme’s logic against what has proven
effective in South Africa and beyond. A literature scan (see appendix) did not
identify any comparable design evaluations already completed in South Africa,
however there are lessons to be drawn from literature and evaluations that shed
light on the appropriateness of some of the IDP’s assumptionsd and strategies.*

For most of its strategies, the IDP has a long "results chain”. In particular, the fact
that there are two levels of actions and outcomes (first provincial, then
municipal) creates risk for the strategy to be diluted, redirected, run up against
unanticipated factors, or produce unexpected results. For this reason, an
implementation® evaluation would be highly beneficial to understanding and
accounting for IDP success or failure.

An implementation evaluation would likely employ a process tracing approach,
using qudlitative and quantitative data to assess whether implementation took
place and whether the envisioned results unfolded. If the proposed process




monitoring tool (see appendix) is applied, it would assist in creating data on
implementation over time. Regular use of the process monitoring tool would also
hone the logic underpinning the strategy, which would be valuable for framing
such an evaluation.

To assess whether coordination and cooperation among provincial government
stakeholders was effective, as is required for many of the strategies, an
implementation evaluation may specifically study the implementation
mechanisms aimed at achieving this, e.g. joint performance management
mechanisms; a provincial steering commitiee; a forum where provincial
government engages municipdlities; etc. Implementation mechanisms can be
assessed in terms of their appropriateness to the strategy, their functionality, and
effectiveness.

Itis likely that an implementation evaluation would seek to go beyond provincial
activities and outputs to study preliminary outcomes at municipal level. This
would benefit from baseline data on municipal outcomes (e.g. as proposed
above in the diagnostic evaluation). Rather than a “shallow” sampling of a large
representative set of departments, purposive sampling of a few diverse
departments may assist in ensuring the evaluation can help to explain instances
of both success and failure of provincial strategies.

An implementation evaluation would be appropriate after the IDP has been
implemented for a few years, and especially in preparation for a major planning
process, such as a new planning cycle. It would also be essential as preparation
for an impact evaluation, as discussed below.

An impact evaluationé would focus on the extent to which the IDP is actuadlly
proving effective in achieving its settlement-level outcomes, and more broadly,
the impacts articulated in the wording of the three Strategic Objectives. A first
prerequisite would be data on settlement level outcomes, Potentially a follow-up
Rapid Appraisal (see discussion of Diagnostic Evaluation above) could
contribute to the needed data, but there are several settlement-level outcomes
for which evaluation data collection strategies sfill need to be devised. The
monitoring matrix identifies several other existing, high quality data sources on
settlement-level outcomes. It diso proposes some examples and approaches for
consideration by those who would plan the settlement-level data collection.

An experimental or semi-experimental evaluation design (such as randomised
controlled trial, RCT) is not feasible for the strategy as a whole since most of the
strategies seek to affect the municipality as a whole. At best a small subset of
strategies can be subjected to such an approach. Such an approach would
require an impact evaluation that spans several years so that purpose-built
baseline and endline surveys can be undertaken, including a comparison group.

The main impact evaluation methodology would most likely be contribution
analysis. A contribution analysis approach for the IDP would use quantitative and
qualitative data to study the process from the provincial actions fo the observed
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setflement-level outcomes. It would dalso seek to disprove alternative
explanations for what is observed.

The NEPF stresses that an impact evaluation should have an implementation
evaluation component, so that it does not just show impact, but also explains
how the intervention works and what is needed to make it work better. Again,
considering the scope of the IDP, it is likely to prove more feasible to separate the
implementation and impact evaluations into two separate, consecutive projects
and/or to focus the evaluation on a smaller sub-set of strategies.

-11 -



5 APPENDIX

5.1 Process monitoring tool

This is a proposed desktop exercise to be undertaken quarterly, internally by a
member of the M&E unit responsible for driving the implementation of the
Strategic Framework, and then to be tabled for discussion with the other
departments {or a fransversal Work Group focused on implementation of the
strategy). It is not intended as an objective assessment tool, but a framework for
drawing together the information, feedback and results available and for
reflecting on progress.

The proposed tool relies on an annual or quarterly plan agreed to among the
provincial departments that have a role to play in implementing the Strategic
Framework.

The tool requires that the designated M&E team member review information
available to the team regarding departments’ implementation of the actions
under each strategies. Such information may be drawn from various sources
including verbal reports, written reports, email correspondence, meetings with
other relevant departments, etc. He/she would then complete the strategy
implementation rating fool for each of the strategies (this should take no more
than 10 minutes per strategy). Ratings would be copied to the 1page summary
report and tabled for discussion.

To support later review or evaluation, if there is capacity, a portfolio of evidence
may be collected and attached to the report.

Note: the above proposed tool may be obsolete if the same purpose (periodic
monitoring of progress on the strategy; generating a brief report that can be
tabled for discussion; and collection of a portfolio of evidence) can rather be
served by projectising ISSF on the BizProjects system.

5.1.1 Process monitoring summary report

[ c e
2 |85
e [}
s 128 ¢
rr o
it
Strategic g -
Objective| Strategy =
1. Prioritise emergency and basic services e.g. 2 4
I
: 2. Strengthen planning for neighbourhood development 2 3 3
3. Unlock public and private land assets that are suitable
for development and serving the livelihood needs of the
community | efc.
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4. Enable alternative forms of tenure security

5. Resetile people selectively with appropriate choices
within a municipal wide development framework

6. Support incremental and affordable housing
opportunities for people living in informal seltiements

7. Support local entrepreneurism and livelihood strategies

8. Promote youth development and social cohesion

9. Support and enhance citizen capability in planning
decision making, implementation and monitoring

10. Shift mindsets in government and society towards
recognising community agency and civic responsibility

11. Make adequate and appropriate financial resources
available for informal seftlement upgrading

12. Expand the role of micro-finance and community
finance for housing consolidation

13. Initiate partnerships between public-private-NGOs and
3 civil society organisations

14. Improve municipal capability for coordinating and
implementing a programmatic approach to informal
settlement upgrading

15. Enhance provincial capability for monitoring,
oversight, technical guidance, learning and support.

5.1.2 Sirategy implementation rating tool

One such a tool should be completed for each of strategies. Once the
designated official has reviewed any information available to the team
regarding the implementation of the planned actions, it should take no more
than 10 minutes per strategy.

Strategy: E.g. Strategy 1. Priorifise emergency and basic services provision
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Summary of actions planned for this quarter, with explanation of how they were intended
to further the goais of the strategy:

This can be copied from the planning document that provincial departments agreed to
at the start of the quarter/year. E.g.

....... fo propose service ratio targets at District Forum. This is a step towards
setting in place agreed fargets for municipalities, to promote prioritisation of
service rafios in municipal IDPs.

......... DEADP_tg_conducf research on... in order to...

Implementation

Did department implement the planned actions under this strategy?

Rating Standard
[circle/tick) N
1. Well The planned actions under this strategy were all well implemented

implemented

and appear effective. Based on performance, it is likely that the
goals related to this strategy will be achieved this year.

2. Implemented

Most of the planned actions were implemented, with only
insignificant delays. Achievement of goals for the year is on track.

3. Partly
implemented

Only some of the planned actions were implemented, or there were
significant delays. There is a risk that goals for this year will not be
achieved.

4. Not
implemented /
poorly
implemented

There was no action on the strategy, or the action was ineffective. It
is unlikely that the goals for this year will be achieved without urgent
changes.

Partnership approach

Were the actions implemented with effective involvement of those whose cooperation is
important for success?

1. Effective
partnership

For the vast majority of the implemented actions, the provincial
department(s) implementing the actions succeeded in involving the
identified strategic stakeholders as intended. Involvement was at the
infended level e.g. information sharing, consultation, co-planning or
co-implementation of the action. Stakeholders have clarity about
and agreement with their role.

2. Parinership

Most of the implemented actions featured involvement of the
identified strategic stakeholders, and mostly at the intended level of
involvement.

Most stakeholders have clarity about and agreement with their role,
with only a few expressing ambivalence, reluctance or limitations
that needs to be addressed.

-14 -



3. Insufficient
partnership

Only some of the implemented actions featured involvement of the
identified strategic stakeholders, or several stakeholders were not
involved at the intended level.

Several stakeholders show a lack of clarity or agreement about their
role.

|
4. No parinership
or problematic
partnership

The implemented actions were carried out without involvement of
the identified strategic partners. There were no efforts or failed efforts
to involve them.

|

| Relevance

Based on what we are learning, do we sfill think these actions are the most appropriate |
for ochlevmg the goals of the strategy?

| nghly relevant

Recent information, feedback or results have underscored the |
appropriateness of the actions. Forinstance, there is some indication

that the action is starting to promote the intended outcome, or is
preventing a risk associated with this strategy

| Relevant

Stakeholders still express agreement that this remains the appropriate
course of action, even if no recent information, feedback or results
affirm this.

Parﬂy relevant

There is some doubt among stakeholders about the continued
appropriateness of the action, or, some recent information,
feedback or results have drawn it into question.

[ Irrelevanf
|

Most stakeholders share the view that the action is no longer
relevant, in light of recent information, feedback or results, or some
other change in the context.

Comments on the ratings assigned:

5.2 Data use monitoring tool

The municiplaity may use the results of this brief proposed survey to identify data
sharing issues that the municipality, as custodian of the Strategic Framework and
M&E framework, needs to address.

Within 2 weeks after data is shared between a data owner and a data user, the
municipality may ask the data user to complete the following brief survey. Once
a particular data sharing arrangement becomes standardised, this survey might
be administered less frequently.
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Type of data:
Data received from (department):

Data received by:

Criterion Agreement - mark with| Comment
X

Neutral
Strongly

Strongly
Disagree
Agree

Disagree

Agree

Relevance. The potential
usefulness of this kind of data is
clear; it addresses a question
that we need answered in
order to plan, implement or
report effectively on our own
work.

Format. The datais in such a
format that we can analyse it
to get the information we need
from it.

Credibility. While no datais
perfect, we consider this data
a sufficiently credible
indication of the situation it is
infended to measure, to be

| useable for our purposes.

Timeliness. The information
gives a recent enough picture
of the situation, and is made
available to us in time to inform
our planning, implementation
and reporting cycle. J

Do you plan to take any action to address any challenges regarding format, credibility,
timeliness and relevance with the data owner?

5.3 Matching the IDP to elements of a Programme Theory

The National Evaluation Policy Framework (Presidency, 2007) proposes that M&E
in the South African public sector be based on inputs, activities, outputs,
outcomes and impacts as shown in the diagram below. It also proposes adding
a “design” component as the base of the pyramid, which is the means by which
the intervention/programme responds fo the problem statement.

-16-
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What we wish to achieve?

The final products, o goods. and
servicas produced for dalvery
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Mat we dao?.
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he produckion and delivery of

-
oulpuls
Whiit we use &t do tha work?

Figure 2. Results chain (Treasury, 2007)

For purposes of applying this M&E Framework it is useful to state how the IDP
articulates each of the components:

The input papers developed as part of the process have framed specific
aspects of the problem statement - the challenges and opportunities to
which the IDP responds. The Rapid Appraisal and various other sources
have been taken into account as they describe further aspects of these
challenges and opportunities.

Some of the assumptions about the context within which the IDP operates
are articulated as part of the input papers and discussion of the
Framework.

One of the input papers specifically focused on one of the inputs, i.e.
public finance, for the IDP. Other aspects of the inputs and resources
available for the IDP are addressed throughout the document.

The activities to be implemented are labelled “provincial actions” and
grouped into three overarching strategic objectives.

The outputs to be produced through the activities are currently implied in
the activities, and will need to be made more explicit by the implementing
provincial partners, as part of operationalizing the IDP.

The first set of intermediate outcomesis labelled “intended municipal-level
outcomes” on the diagram. These are expected to occur because of
provincial actions and outputs. A further set of intermediate outcomes are
labelled *municipal actions”. (It is important to stress that these are not
within the operational control of the provincial stakeholders that own the
IDP.)

The long-term outcomes and are expressed as ‘“settlement-level
outcomes” on the diagrams.
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The intended impacts are expressed in the vision, and in the wording of Strategic
Objectives 1, 2 and 3. Some settlement-level outcomes contribute to, and others
partly constitute, the achievement of the infended impacts.

1.POLICY ADOPTION

The accounting officer will be the accountable custodian of this policy and
must ensure that this policy is submitted to the council for consideration and
adoption.

2.POLICY REVIEW

This policy must be reviewed at least annually to ensure that it is adaptable to operational
changes and it is aligned with the legislative environment.

When deemed necessary on ad hoc basis, the Accounting Officer must submit proposals
of amendments of the policy to the Council for consideration and adoption.
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