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1. Executive Summary

Introduction

In September 2022, UNICEF Zimbabwe commissioneeER&no conduct a nationwide summative
evaluation of GPE support to Zimbabwe covering the period 2024 (GPE II). The purpose of the
evaluation was to assess programme performance and impact, iddesi§pns learnt and provide
recommendations for future programming and its main objective was to assess the effect of GPE
support for education in Zimbabwe.

The evaluation had three groups of intended users namely internal users, external stakeholders and
beneficiariesInternal userdncluded UNICEF Zimbabwe, UNICEF ESARO and UNICEF headquarters;
external stakeholdersicluded the Government of Zimbabwe (GoZ), donors, development partners
and civil society organisations whiteneficiarieancluded learnes, teachers, schools, parents and
beneficiary communities.

Overview of GPE Il (204 2022)

Developed as a successor programme to GPE | {2013)the GPHI 2016-2022) was embedded
within the Education Sector Strategic Plan (ESSP)@2080 andsought to have an impact on equity,
efficiency, and improved learning outcomes in ZimbabWes 2014 2020 GPE support to Zimbabwe
sought to enhance equitable access to quality and relevant education to all children in Zimbabwe
within a conducive environ®y G ® LGa RSOSt2LIYSyld 202SO0AGS 4 ax
and Dynamic Policy Framework all children, particularly the most vulnerable, access quality and
NBf SO yi TeRppgraninie Zypdofed five priority programme components namély: (
providing strong policy, legal and regulatory framework; (ii) implementing the new curriculum; (iii)
equity and access in education; (iv) institutional strengthening and (v) programme support,
management and monitoring). To these five components, Acatld COVID 19 response was added

as a sixth component in 2020.

GPE support from 2017 to 2021 comprised $20.58 million (m) for the Education Sector Programme
implementation Grant (ESPIG) fixed tranche, $8.82m for ESPIG variable tranche and $10m for the
Multiplier fund. The ESPIG variable part was 30% of the total ESPIG fund while the Multiplier Fund was
a leverage fund for which the government had to demonstrate commitment to raise funds at the rate
of 1:3. In 2019, Zimbabwe received $2.8m additional iMax Country Allocation. In response to
COVID 19, GPE further awarded $7m as COVID 19 acceferatetd).

Method

¢tKS ONRGAOIT jdzSadAazy GKIFIG GKAA S@Fftdad GA2y &2 dzx
Ay G Sy RS RAcdudinglythelevdalidibn assessed the GPE programme within the context of the
broader education sector in Zimbabwe.

The evaluation was based on UNEG Norms and Standards aneD@&EQiDiteria, taking human rights,
gender and equity into consideration. The evaluation used a rihbased design and applied

1
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contribution analysis and value for money analysis to the assessment of effectiveness, efficiency and
impact. A mixed methods approach was adopted with data being gathered from both secondary and
primary sources. The evaluatiovas done in three phases: the inception phase; data collection and
analysis phase; and the reporting and dissemination phase.

To ensure validity and reliability of answers to evaluation questions, data collection and analysis were
guided by an evaluatiomatrix. The matrix served as analytical framework for the evaluation which
aligned evaluation questions, sufuestions, indicators, and data sources and collection methods.

Quantitative and qualitative data were gathered through an extensive desk reksywinformant
interviews with UNICEF representatives, government officials at national, provincial, district and
school levels; focus group discussions with programme beneficiaries and field observations. Field visits
were conducted to six provinces, gistricts, six secondary schools and six primary schools which
benefited from the programme. The evaluation team drew up an initial sample for field visits and
finalised the samplahrough discussionsvith UNICEF and the Education Coalition for Zimbabwe
(BCOZI) The six provinces included in the sample were Manicaland, Masvingo, Midlands, Mashonaland
East, Bulawayo Metropolitan, and Matabeleland South. Data analysis and reporting: Quantitative data
were analysed through comparative assessment of actualrattant against set targets, calculation

of change from baseline to endline, comparison of planned to actual expenditures and trend analysis
of indicator values while qualitative data were analysed through continuous reduction in thematic
categories. Evalumtn findings were presented in textual, tabular and graphical form, organised
around OECIDAC evaluation criteria.

Because the sample chosen was wrandom, it was not automatically representative of the
population. To mitigate this, evaluators used imgggfrom exploratory interviews with the ECG and
UNICEF, the evaluability assessment, and consultations with government officials to sample the most
representative respondents. Also, time was a constraint. The initial team lelefierand a
replacement wa found after three months. The ethical clearance took four months to be approved.
To mitigate this, a no cost extension was requested.

Findings
The key findings from the evaluation are as follows:

Relevance The GPE Il Programme 20% 72022 sought to address some of the most critical unmet
SRdzOF GA2y ySSRa Ay %AYOolosSQa SRdAzOFiGA2y aSoOd2NH
appropriate and sensitive to the country context and expected results. Howevere ttvas a
disconnect between expected outcomes and planned interventions for increasing access to and
retention in ECD. Also, while School Improvement Grants (SIG) were hajblant, SIG
complimentary had littleg if any¢ appropriateness to extremelygor satellite schools that could not

start any infrastructure projects due to lack of funds and hence had no stalled infrastructure
programme that could make them eligible to receive -8d@plimentary to finish up construction.
Further, GPE Il had someuss with its monitoring and evaluation. Targets for increased access to
ECD were overambitious and unrealistic. Also, the fact that GPE Il ¢aietbst entirely- on the
performance monitoring systems of the Education sector as a whole made inclussomefcrucial
indicators for tracking intermediate results of GPE impossible.
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CoherenceThe GPE Il Programme was aligned to Zimbabwe development goals and education sector
strategies. The programme budget allocations were designed to fit withiMBBSE budget structure

to optimise the coherence and linkages between MOPSE programme objectives and performance

targets of the GPE Il programme. The programme was well aligned to Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGSs), regional and global priorities.

Effediveness: The GPE Il Programme successfully supported the Government of Zimbabwe in
developing a strong policy, legal, delivery, and regulatory frameworks for the education sector
towards the attainment of quality, equity, and access to learning, aidethéymproved supply of
teaching materials, and books, and improved capacity of teachers, school administrators and
infrastructure. At output level, the GPE Il had an average performance of approximately 34% in 2020
across all planned deliverables mainlyedo the impact of COVID 19 on programming, and average
performance of 76.24% in 2021. On the other hand, on average, the programme performed at
outcome indicator level of 76.24% between 2017 and 2021. The two outcomes for which outcome
targets were missethcluded access to ECD and grade seven learner performance in mathematics.

Efficiency:TheGPE Il Programnueliverytowards agreed targets was generally achieved with value
for money, but not always according to agreed timeframes. In some cases, igmkgion
experienced undeutilization of released funds and inability to meet targets on schedule. Some
mitigating factors were responsible for inability of the gramme to deliver within schedule. Overall,
intervention inputs were converted to outputsithin acceptable levels and resource disbursements
were fully accounted forOut of the 100% released fund, only 78% was utilized, the rest (22%) was
unspent. 78% programme delivery of the fixed part in 2020 was effective because ofesplinse
mechanisn adopted in addressing negative effect of the COVID pandemic.

Economy: The GPE Il Programme resources (financial, human, and technical) were allocated
strategically to achieve programme outcomes. The programme presented great opportunities for
increasedeconomies of scale, that helped implementers to leverage other opportunities to save
resources and operate at much reduced cost, thereby making some savings. Programme economy
analysis confirmed the benefits and values of the initiatives undertaken. Itinevstrategies were
adopted by programme implementers to operate at low cost, including complementary interventions
by both Government and other partners to achieve desired programme outcohtesProgramme
ensuredgoodvalue for money.

Impact:GPE IIProgramme results will achieve lasting changes in the education sector. The Programme
contributed to increased access quality, inclusive, and relevant education for vulnerable girls and boys
in remote rural communities. The Programme had a positive leuwsgagffect on the development of
national sectoiwide policies (that is, the education sector policy, the school financing policy, and the
education Act), strategies (i.e., The Education Sector Strategy) and systems strengthening (such as
monitoring, secto financing, and leadership development). Additionally, the GPE Il Programme
instituted key policy and legislative provisioriacluding the Education Amendment Act (2020), with

the aim of rollingout Free Basic Education beginning 2023.

Sustainability: Some GPE Il Programme results have the possibility to continue without external
funding. Systems strengthening, capacity building of education administrators and teachers and
strategic partnerships have high sustainability prospects. Policy and legal foaksewill also persist
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after the programme, creating opportunitiésr a result based and policy guided education sector for

a long time to come. However, inadequate government capacity to absorb the changes that GPE I
contributed and high staff turnovetue to growing dissatisfaction with remuneration at various levels

in the Ministry of Primary and Secondary Education remain major threats to sustainability.

Lessons learnt

1

GPE 1l Programme support over the period 2Q12022 was boosted by lessons learnt and
recommendations from GRE2014¢ 2016) and the Education Development Fund (EDF) also
informed the GPE Il Programme design. This made GPE Il Education Sector Programme
Implementation Grant (ESPIG) a suitable vehicle for enhancing recovery and development of
the education sector.

Flexibility and adaptability of the GPE Il programme to respond to emerging issues were good
programme design features that need to be continuiedhe next programme. The GPE Il
Programme met its outcomes, and development goal, and was implemented flexibly and
innovatively to circumvent major negative factors influencing the-aohievement of outputs

and outcomes- including natural hazards, eaomic, operational, budgetary, and capacity
challenges.

Through the Education Amendment Act, the School Financing Policy, Inclusive Education
Policy, [though still awaiting cabinet approval], and several others such as the reviews and
roll-over of the edeation sector strategic plans, the GPE Il Programme helped to create an
enabling environment for fulfilment, promotion, and protection of the right to education in
Zimbabwe at all levels. Appropriate legal, policy and regulatory framework provides addition
momentum to the implementation of key interventions.

Direct disbursement of SIG from the grant agent to beneficiary schools heightens intervention
efficiency. It minimises transaction costs and the time from initial disbursement to final
beneficiary etity. It enhances value for money. As such, the SIG disbursement modality is a
good practice.

Where online resources and online learning systems are developed in response to
emergencies (such as cyclones and COVID 19), system resilience to future erasr@arme
learning resources,-8yllabi, administration manuals and other resources created and posted
on websites will continue to be available for access and use after the emergency and they will
not be drenched by floods when cyclones occur our coresiipy flames if fire breaks out.
Creating online resources in response to emergencies is that an avenue to system resilience
building and creating sustainability.

Conclusions

A. There was fit between most GPE Il interventions and the context in the edocaator. The

GPE Il design was adequately grounded in evidence gathered through a series of objective,
participatory processes such as the Education Sector Analyses and Education Sector

4
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Performance Assessments and fully embedded in the Education Sectag&t Plan 2016
2020. The GPE Il design, however, had some shortcomings.

B. GPE Il was designed and implemented in a manner that ensured great alignment-to sub
national, national and international regulatory, legislative and policy thrusts. The programme
was implemented in synergy and complementarity with EDF-EEID channelled through
CAMFED and Pldnternational as well as several other education sector grants. GPE was
largely coherent without any major shortcomings in coherence.

C. The Programme effestely met most of its expected outcomes and developmentgoal

D. Delivery ofagreed targets was generally achieved with much value for money in relation to
economy and equity, but not always according to agreed timeframes. In some cases,
implementation expeienced undetutilization of released funds and inability to meet targets
on schedule. Overall, intervention inputs were converted to outputs in resource
disbursements. Out of the released fund, 7&%¥re utilized, and22% were unspent.

E. The GPE is largely drack in attaining the desired impact as contained inTl€ to provide
equitable, quality, inclusive, relevant and competence driven infant, junior, secondary and
non-formal education (with the main shortcoming being in provision of infant educasibn,
ECD level). More importantly, the programme goal of having operational policy framework in
place wadargely achieved

F. Results of the GPE Il programme have high sustainability prospects. These prospects are
anchored in the careful choices of interventions that were made at programme design and
along the way. The choice of system strengthening, capacity building inclusirang drive
towards digitalisation and use of online platforms and infrastructure development (through
SIGs) was informed by a deliberate intention to have sterh investments that have long
lasting effects.

G. GPE Il Programme rightly targeted rural B3 and satellite schools as these are the settings
where education quality and outcomes have persistently been low in recent years. Resource
shortages, coupled with the inability of most parents to pay school fees in a context where
schools are now incesingly dependent upon user fees to meet operational and capital
expenditure, adversely affect quality and outcomes of education at these schools.

Recommendatiors

1. The next GPE programme should sustain good practices such as the SIG and the ECG, while
expanding and deepening data and evide#msed programming, and human resource

! Duty-bearers are identified in italics



unicef@

¥
for every child plan Gval

capacity development, including investing more substantively in skills and staff retention at
provincial, district, and school levélSoZ; UNICEF; ECG; ECOZI)

2. The next programm should consider funding more robust ICT, mobility and transportation
needs especially at provinces and districts to strengthen monitoring & evaluation functions
(GoZ; UNICEF; ECG; ECOZI)

3. The ECG should conduct a programmatic performance assessmenfptovanworkflow
systems, reduce bureaucratic delays, while increasing decentralization in the delivery of
planned activities and improve internal administrative and operational procedares
especially coordination with provinces, districts, and sch{eGg

4. The GPE support should consider including support for other subjects (commercials, arts),
sporting facilities, and specialised rooms such as libraries dedreing resourcegGoZ;
UNICEF; ECG; ECOZI; Donors).

5. The next programme should direct more fungito satellite (to facilitate the commissioning
of more registered schools) and rural schools to increase opportunities for access and inclusive
education to all childrefiGoZ; UNICEF; ECG; ECOZI; Donors)

6. Expand the provision of free education throughE=pport, especially to learners from very
poor backgrounds, so that no learner would fail to go to school because of lack of fees.
Collaborate with BEAM programme where poss{i@eZ; UNICEF; ECG; ECOZI; Donors)

7. Invest more comprehasively in quality, access, and inclusive education. Mainstream learning
needs of children with special neeff3oZ; UNICEF; ECG; ECOZI; Donors)
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2. Evaluation object

2.1. Introduction

Zimbabwe's education system has been characterized in recent decada®dnes towards the
achievement of access and literacy targéis.the time of independence in 1980, the Zimbabwean
government declared education free for all, abolished all forms of discrimination in education,
expanded access and developed teacher trainBygl990, the country had practically achieved the
initial Education for All (EFA) goal of universal access to primary educatioaported some of the
highest adult literacy rates in Africa until the early 2000s.

The growingnstitutionalization of the sector could be observed in the increase in the number of
primary and secondary schools, the number of teachers and the subsequent rise in pupil enfolment
However, the positive effects seen in the sector were undermined $yfficient funding from the

late 1980s to 2011, resulting in issues with the remuneration of teaching personnel, the maintenance
of infrastructure and the assessment of the quality of learning. Then, the CI3iBndemic created
additional challenges bynipacting apprenticeship levels.

As a result of these challenges, the education sector has undergone strategic reorientation since 2011,
with the MediumTerm Education Plan 202D15 (MTEP), followed by the development of the
Education Sector Strategic PiESSP) 2018020.upport from the Global Partnership for Education
(GPE) has beame of the pillars of this strategy

The Global Partnership for Education began assisting the Government of Zimbabwe (GoZ) in 2013 with
a programme referred to as GPE this report TheGPE | ran from 2013 to 2015. GPE I, a successor

to GPE Iwas in place betweer2016 and 2021 andwas extended to 2022t aimed to support
%AYOolLr0osSQa SRdzOF A2y &aSO0G2NJIoey

1 Complementing other policy programme activities to establish antpléement a
comprehensive robust and dynanpolicy frameworkn the educatiorsector.

1 Implementing anew curriculumfully and effectively, while ensuring access to the
necessaryearning materials, ensuringacher capacityand opportunities for professiai
development and access facilities.

1 Including all learners through support to those wibecific learning needs. This support
includes remedial, catebp and second chance non formal learnagportunities.

2 As stated in the Terms &®eferencethe number of primary schools increased by 88%, from 2,401 in 1979 to 4,504

in 1989. The number of teacheiscreasedand the quality of teaching improved considerably. In 2004, there were
4,779 primary schools. This figure rose to 5,690, including 78tellge schools " in 2006. By 2021, Zimbabwe will

have 6,671 primary schools and 2,954 secondary schools, with 139,616 teachers. (EMIS 2019). In 1982, net primary
school enrolment rates reached almost 100%. Between 1980 and 1989, secondary school ehintreased by

913%. However, in the early 1990s, this increase in enrolment became financially burdensome and began to
overwhelm the education system.
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1 Strengthening thdeadership and management the sector and providing good quality,
evidencebaseddataand research for decision making.

In September 2022, UNICEF Zimbabwe commissioned a summative evalu&iBg ofThe overall
objective of this evaluatiofis to examine the implementation of the GPEhroughout the country
and assess its impact on educatidb.provides an independent assessment of the programs'
performance, as measured by the results achieved agapianned targets and established
benchmarks at national and sutational levels.Furthermore, the evaluation also identified external
factors that influenced results and implementation.

This report is structured as follows: section 2 describes the programme; section 3 lays out the
evaluation approach; section 4 discusses the methods utilised; section 5 discusses findings; section 6
draws conclusions, lessons learned and recommendatiorbsaction 7 is a set of annexes with the
terms of reference, evaluation tools, sources, sampling frames and the value for money calculations.

2.2. Overview of the intervention

At the time of design of the GPE Support 26A@22, the education sector in Zimae was largely
funded by parents (more than 50%), government (about 45%, mainly covering recurrent expenditure)
and development partners (about 5%Yo date, the situation remains largely unchanged; a scenario
that has tended to perpetuate inequalitiess children of rich people access higyid, top quality,
expensive education services while the reverse is true for children froamniceme households.

The period 201-2021 coincided with the phasing in of the competei@sed curriculumincluding
continuous learning assessments. While the competdmsed curriculum has been lauded for its

bias towards STEAM (Science, Technology, Engineering, Arts and Mathematics) subjects, the modern
STEAM Kkits used to support effective learning in otteamtries are not available in Zimbabwe. Also,

while the introduction of continuous learning assessment is a positive development, the lack of
O2YYdzy AOF A2y FY2y3a GKS GSIFOKSNA | yR Chadtinhidas/ G 4 =
Assessments dfearning Activitie¢CALAled to misunderstandingmong teachers and parents.

The 2016 2022 GP#unded programme was embedded withilne Education Sector Strategic Plan
(ESSP2016 ¢ 2020 and sought to have an impact on equity, efficiency, and imprdeaahing

outcomes in Zimbabwe. It was structuredbinomponents with its thrust on equity, as showTiable
1below.

Tablel: Components of the 2012020 ESPIG Fixed Part

Programme Component Subcomponents of the Programme Component

1. Providing a Strong Policy, Le( 1.1 Legal and Polidevelopment.
and Regulatory Framework 1.2 Leadership and Management DevelopmeBthool Fhancing
1.3 Inclusive Education Policy.

3 GPE Programme documentdZrand, p. 35, lagparagraphe
8



unicef @&

for every child

plan-eval”

Programme Component

2. Implementing  the

Curriculum

3. Equity and Access in Education

4. Institutional Strengthening

5. Programme

Management and Monitoring

Component 6 COVHD9 Response
(component added in 2020 wit
approval of the GPE Secretariat)

Subcomponents of the Programme Component

New 2.1 Curriculum ImplementatiorSyllabus Interpretation and Training
2.2 Purchase Textbooks and Learning Mate(iEl$/)

2.3 Consolidate the Early Reading Initiative.

3.1 Children with Disabilities.

3.2 NonFormal Education/Out a$chool.

3.3 Reintegratd®erformance Lag Address ProgrammreAfyp
3.4 School Infrastructure Though SIG.

4.1 Guidance &ounselling

4.2 Leadership & Management Training
4.3 Planning & Management

4.4 Data systems

4.5 MathematicsEdication

4.6 CERID & research

ESSP

M&E

GA CostsHarare overheads
GA CostsStaff costs.

Suppori

COW2 Procurement of Hygiene Kits
COV3 Procurement of PPES/IPC supplies & equipment
COV4 T&L resources for alternative education programmes

Like the fixed part, the

Source: Plaival

2018 Variable Tranche and the Multiplier Fund Performance Tranche

Programme also had five components (as shownhaible2 below).

Table2: Components of the 2018021 GPE ESPIG Variable Tranche and Multiplier Fund

Programme Component

Subcomponents of the Programme Component

1. Equity and Improve( Subcomponent 1.1 Parental awareness (E&darning)
Access Subcomponent 1.2 Procurement of T&L materials
Subcomponent 1.3 School Infs&ructure (SIG)
2. Improved Learnin¢ 2.1 Establishing clustdrased support networks for mathematics teachers; g
Outcomes 2.2 Mathematics Teaching and Learning Resesifor the poorest pupils.

3. Efficiency and Improve
Retention

3.1 Strengthen implementation of career guidance apndnselling.

3.2 Community based Cressctional Platforms to address child protecti
issues and the strengthening of chjtbtection committees

3.3 Teacher capacity building on special needs and learning disability; ang
3.4 Teachingk learning materials% assistive devices to children with spec
needs.

4. Institutional Support

4.1 Subcomponent 4.1 Leadershipevelopment
Subcomponent 4.2 Planning and Monitoring, Data System
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Programme Component | Subcomponents of the Programme Component

5. Programme Suppor{ ESSP M&EPOP/DOP Review, ESPR/JSR

Management and Grant Agent costs
Monitoring Consultancies
COVIEL9 Responsg COV1 Emergency School WASH Support

(component added in 202 COV4 T&L resources for alternative education programmes
with approval of the GP| COV5 Programme Monitoring
Secretariat)

Source: Plan Eval

2.3. Objectives of the GPE Support

The 2017¢ 2020 GPE sought to enhance equitable access to quality and relevant educatithn to
children in Zimbabwe within a conducive environment. Its development objectivehaad¥ithin a
Comprehensive, Effective and Dynamic Policy Framework dlechiparticularly the most vulnerable,

I 0O0S&aa ljdz £ AGe& I FPuksuaNdhthiS developmers Bojitdiveittie pryggtatme had
four equity-centredobjectives(Figure 1):

Figurel: Objectives of the GPE 20L722020Support in Zimbabwe

/Ob'ective 1: Complementing other policy \
programme activities to establish and Objective 3: Include all children in learning
implement a comprehensive and robust and | including those with specific learning needs.
dynamic policy framework in the Education Provide remedial, catch-up and second
Sector (School Level Financing Policy and chance non formal learning opportunities.
Inclusive Education Policy);

Development Objective: ‘Within a Comprehensive, Effective and Dynamic Policy
Framework all children, particularly the most vulnerable, access quality and
relevant education.”

Objective 2: Implement the new curriculum
fully and effectively, including syllabuses, Objective 4: Strengthen leadership and
learning materials, ensuring teacher capacity | management of the sector and provide good
and opportunities for professional quality evidence-based data and research for
development and access to facilities decision making.

\ (laboratories and libraries) /

Source Plan Eval

2.4. Implementation Arrangements

According to theGPE programme documerginall, component specific task teams farogramme
implementation were established within MOPSE. For each component of the IGRih
implementation task team was establishedith UNICEF as the grant agent providing technical
support to task teams. Implementation plans for the programme were drawn upnatinddetails of
the implementation modalities.

10
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GPE Il and Education Development Fund 2 (EDF 2) support was targeted at both developing and
strengthening the education system and improving equity by targetingptberest primary and
secondary schools Adivities under the variable tranch€0192020) built on the initiatives and
outputs of the fixed tranch€20162022)with some of the funds under the variable tranche being
allocated upon attainment of set indicator®etails on programme partnership rétanships,
management, and funding are providadthe following suksections

2.5. Programme Funding

GPHI had US20.58 million for the fixed tranche (202922), USD8.8 million for the variable tranche
(20192020), and additiondlSD2.8 million Maximum Qmtry Allocationassignedn 2019. At design,
these were distributed as shown Table3 below.

There was no idect budget supporfrom GPE taMoPSEbut a grant was made througtUNICERN
harmony with financial support under the GPE framework globally, UNICEF servedenth&gent
(GA, assuming fiduciary role.

Disbursement schemes for GPE Il built on the arrangements usétgdGPE | usingrocedures
developed by UNICERdI 2 SNY SR o6& (GKS !'bQa | FN¥Y2yAT SR ! LILINE
recognizes the following types of paymentdirect transfersto implementing partnersdirect

paymentsto vendors and third partiese-imbursementto implementing partners andirect agency
implementation. In each case, paymentamein support of activities agreed to in the work plan.

The GPHI disbursement arrangements sought to ensure progressitegration with Mot { 9 Q a

t NPINFYYS . }Fa&aSR . dzR3ISGAY3T FTYyR GKS D2@SNYYSyi
management system capacity which, at the time of GB&sign, was being strengthened through the
multi-donor funded, World Banled, Public Finance Management Enhament Programme (PFMEP).

Table 3 presents GREProgramme costs at design.

Table3: Planned GPH Costs 20172020 in U® thousandgat design}

2017 2018 2019 2020 Total
A. GPE Fixed Tranche

1. Providingstrong policy, legal and regulatory frameworkl 675 525 0 0 1250
2. Implementing New Curriculum 5 587 3478 105 0 9170
3. Inclusive Education, Ndaormal Education, Accelerate| 1 205 1 805 1100 0 4110
Learning and PLAP
4. InstitutionalStrengthening 1800 1750 500 0 4 050
5. Programme Management and Monitoring 750 600 550 0 1900

4 ibid
11
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2017 2018 2019 2020 Total
Total GPE Fixed Tranche 10 017 8 208 2205 0 20 480
B. GPE Variable Tranche
2. Implementing the New Curriculum 0 0 2 668 2516 5184
3. Inclusive Education, Neformal Education, Accelerate 0 0 305 305 610
Learning and PLAP
4. Institutional Strengthening 0 0 1250 1250 2500
5. Programme Management and Monitoring 0 0 0 600 600
Total GPE Variable Tranche 0 0 4223 4671 8 894
Grand Total GPE Budget 10 017 8 208 6478 4671 29 374

Source: GPBrogramme document

2.6. Monitoring & Evaluation

GPE monitorings embeddedin the Education Sector Strategic Plan 2@18020 ESSPperformance
management systemThe performance indicators for GPEvere derived from the ESSP results
framework. The GPE M&E framework is designed arounithe followingactivities ECG decisions,
Donor Reporting(by Grant Agent) Joint Monitoring Visits, Annual Sector Reviews, as well as
independent evaluation througthe engagement of consultants.

2.7. Programme Stakeholder€Country Partnership)

The GPE Programme stakeholdetsually referredo as Country Partnershifre identfied in the
Local Education Group. Thase organised in five mairategories

1. TheCountry LeadershipGovernment oZimbabwe.

2. Coordinating Agencied=CDO and the Ministry of Budget and Economic Planning supporting
the GoZ with programmanplementation.

3. Grant AgentsUNICEF and the Save the Childrenpported by the ECG
4. Civil SocietyOrganizations.
5. Programmebeneficiaries schoolsteachersandlearners

The figurebelow providesan overview of the groups of stakeholdensolved in themplementation
of GPETable23 of annex7.6 providesa full description of the different stakeholders, along with their
respective contributions and interests.

12
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Figure3: The GPE Stakeholder Map

Duty Bearer

GPE—

Rights Holders
Development
Partner

Non-State Actors

Source: Plan Eval

ThelLocal Education GrougEducation Coordinating Group (ECG)

¢tKS 9/ D Aa (GKS O2dzyiNBEQA [ 20t 9RdzOI GA2Yy DNRdzLI |
dialogue under government leadership. It provides for consultation and dialogue on education sector
development betveen the government and its partners. The government takes the lead in this forum

with the Minister of Primary and Secondary Education being the Chair and the Permanent Secretary
being the DeputyChair,while UNICEF maintains tecretariat. Other governnm departments and

portfolio members are the Ministry of Finance and the Ministry of Higher and Tertiary Education,
Science and Technology Development. From the partners for GPE prograthened(FCDO plays

the role of Coordinating Agency while UNICEResGrant Agent. Other members of the ECG are the

World Bank, UNESCO, CAMFED and the Education Coalition of Zimbabwe (ECOZI) representing civil
society organizations.

In the GPE, the ECG sabhas a major governing body in decision making and was extyawvolved
in the decision for the GPE grant application initiative. The EOthe lead in monitoring and
adjusting progress on the ESSP 22620 and organizetivo national sector reviews to ensure that
therewasoverall and consistent monitoring, and that changes and adjustmeatse made in a timely
manner.The ECG also engabj@ policy levelopicsrelated to educationgovernancen the country
and established arking groupdor the ESSP, particulaypportingthe school level financing policy
and the revisions to the Education Act.

13
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3. Purpose, objectives and scope of the evaluation

3.1. Purpose

The overallpurpose of this evaluation was to examine the implementation of the @Ritded
programme (20172021 - extended to 2022) throughout the country and assess its impact on
education in Zimbabwe. The evaluation is of a summative nature, i.e., it provides an independen
assessment and comprehension of the programs' performance, as measured by the results achieved
against the planned targets and established benchmarks at both national arthsiobal levelsThis
evaluation was done at the end of the programme to asse®sall effectiveness of the programme

and to determine whetheit achieved its goals. Furthermore, the evaluation also identified external
factors that influenced programme results and implementation.

3.2. Objectives

As stated in the ToRs, tleealuation sought to:

i. Assess the program designs outlined in the two programme documents (2016 and 2018),
as well as the GPE COVID fund, coordination, management, and administrative
structures.

ii. Assess the effect of GREmded interventions on education str performance and the
extent to which they have contributed to the national educatgystem.

iii. Evaluate the performance of the GREbded programme against outcome and impact
indicators and identified factors contributing thhange.

iv. Assessed the effectfdhe programme on the educational system's capacity at national,
provincial, district and schotgvels.

V. Examine whether, and how, financial resources were utilized to ensure best value for
money.

Vi. Review how GPE funds supported response to COVID andteitigarningoss.

Vil. Identify and document the innovations and critical lessons that can be learned from the
implementation of the GPE programme and its policy and programnmagiications.

viii. Assess the effect of contextual and organisational factors oreimghtation progress and
programmeeffectiveness.

iX. Evaluate whether the various components of the two programmes have been

implemented in a coseffective way to deliver value for money without compromising
the quality of interventions.

X. Identify the gaps tde filled for implementation of the sector plan (ESSP 28225) as
part of proposed GPE support.

3.3. Scope

Table4 below presents the summary of the evaluation scepkelineating the evaluation in terms of
timeframe, geographic coverage, evaluation critedad components of the GPE programme and
partners to be included.

14
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Table4 : Evaluation Scope

Programme and 1) GPE Education Sector Programme Implementation Grant (E&B&) Part

Programme 5 components:
Components Policy
Curriculum

Equity & access
Institutional strengthening
Management and monitoring
2) GPE ESPIG Variable Part and GPE Multiplier Fund Performance Part
5 key programmes:
Equity & access
Improved learning outcomes
Efficiency and improwkretention
Institutional strengthening
Programme management & monitoring
3) GPE COVID Accelerated Fund

Period Overall: 2016 2022
Programme level:
1) GPE Multiplier Furd=ixed Part: 20162022
2)  GPE Variable Part/GR&tiplier Fund Performance Part: 20£82022
3) GPE COVID Fund: 22021

Geographical Countrywide: please refer to: Table 9: Sestructured key informant interview samplin
coverage frame for the complete coverage.
National level data was collected from MoPSE, UNICEF, and the ECG. Field d
collected from 6 provincial offices, 6 district offs, and 12 schoolomprising 1 primary
and 1 secondary school from each district. Segregated samples of key responde
givenin annexTable22 Respondents Disaggregated Profiles.

Evaluation The six OEGDAC Criteria:

criteria Relevance,
Coherence,
Effectiveness,
Efficiency,
Impact, and
Sustainability

Other considerations are:

Human Rights Based Approach to Programming (HRBAP) is n
evaluation criterion but an important dimension for the evaluators
look at, including Child safeguarding, and Gender Equality
Empowerment of Women (GEEW)

Saurce: UNICEF

3.4. Recipients and use

There are both primary and secondary users of the evaluation categorised under internal, external
and beneficiary stakeholders, and each with its distinct purpose/use. The Primary users are UNICEF,
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GoZ, the Programme Donors and Development Partners. Befdihese intended users and uses are
provided on the table below:

Table5: Evaluation Users and Use

Stakeholder Stakeholder Type Use of the Evaluation
Category
Internal Primary Use the evaluation results to:
A 1 aasSaa i bL/ 9CQa
performance and results, for learning
UNICEF and accountability.
Zimbabwe A Inform future programmingunder
the next Pxycle.
A Support advocacy anfind-raising
for additional funds for education
Secondary Use the evaluation results to inform
UNICEF ESARO future programming at the regional
level.
UNICEF Secondary Use the evaluation results to inform futun
Headquarters programming at the global level.
External . Primary Use the results of the evaluation to
Zimbabwe . . S
inform future planning of similar
Government . .
interventions.
Programme Primary Use the evaluation results to inform strateg
Donors and investment decisions in the future.
Development
Partners
Secondary Use the evaluation results to assess f
Other : :
extent to which results were achieved, tH
Development .
effectiveness of the approaches used, 4
Partners S . .
the implications for future interventions.
Beneficiaries |Beneficiary Secondary Although thebeneficiaries will not have a
teachers direct use of the utilization, the lessong
Beneficiary Secondary learned, good practices and
Children recommendations identified during the
Beneficiary Secondary evaluation will benefit them indirectly,
schools through the improvements to be made tg
Beneficiary Secondary programme performance and results
Communities based on the results of this evaluation.

3.5. Evaluationframework

The evaluation framework sets out the plan for how to measure outcomes, as well as collect and
analyse data. For each level, it sets out the aim, outcomes, measures, and a plan for data collection,
analysis, and reporting. It provides guidance for evalddio (12 Sy adz2NB (GKIFaG GKS
design reflects and incorporates the originating motivations, principles, and context of thfuGdee
programme.For the evaluation framework se€able24 of annex7.7.
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Figure 2: GPE LIProgramme Theory of Change

Develop and| | Press in the new curriculum an Modalities agreed for early | MOPOSE establish a research a
make provide initial ancngoing training identification of children at risk | monitoring facility linked to the polic
operational the | | and monitoring for teachers both preschool and in schooll | dialog. Clarify and research all respects

school finance

develop new learningnaterials,

Provide specific services

of learning curriculum effectiveness

and the | | and provide free to poorer children and support to teachers | poverty and equity, accessjuality.
Activity inclusive children. Introducemonitor, and parents,and communities (social !
education adjust he assessment procedurey psychologicaknd pedagogical -
- Develop capacity of
. MoOPSE leaders an
\Stqff can be recruited or found frourrent T
cadre Communities work with Schools g P
Assumption for all External funder
Assumption continue to recognize the liked - — \¢
treasury resources and the systel All stakeholders agree on th¢ Well qualified researchl | Managers have
development will require long ter curriculum relevance, teacher staff @n be recruited and | | spaces to
maintenance support embrace the new way aforking. retained or capacitated for | improve and
research. managehange.
Measurable| : Quality & Relevance / / /
Policy + | Equi ; -
Outcomes GaiE ey ISupp_c»rts gele\{anlt and ?ualm ﬁd _— Evujence . Efficiency
framework (SChOOl learning ( urriculum re orm %(IHC usive Monitored and contlnually Professional Leaders an|
financing - teach(_er development and learnin| edtugatlon and support to| | from evidencebased managersComponent 4
education materials, assessment retain research (research GPE 3)Strong collective
Component 1 GPE Systems component 2 GPE goal| | Component3 GPEoal 2) capacity in MOPSE | partnerships  with all
objective\) Component 5 GPE goal 3 stakeholders
\ | (Component 5)
\ \ y y ;

GoZ adopt, makeoperational
and monitor policies and adjus
the education system based o
evidence throughesearch.

Ultimate goals
of GPE
Programme

More of children are entering ang
staying in schooB particularly the
mostvulnerable.

Children have core competencies and learni
skills which are regularlgssessed and accef
to further learning or the laboumarket.

To provide equitable, quality, inclusive, relevant and competence driven Infant, Junior, Secondary-BachiNdiEdcation

Impact

Source: UNICEF

UNICEF provided support to MoPSE throughout the GPE Il Programme based on the programme
Theory of Chang€ToC). The ToC provides an overview of how the different activities were set to
NBI OK GKS LINPINFYYSQa A ViitednyeiddePutdormdslan® baZed dnfaN& dz3 K 3
2F 1Se lFaadzvLliaAzyad ¢KS LINBINIYYSQa dzZ GAYFGS 321)
1. For the Government of Zimbabwe to adopt, make operational, and to mopdliciesand to
adjust theeducation systenbased on evidence through research.

2. For children to haveore competenciegnd learning skillswhich are regularly assessed and
for them to have access to further learning or to the labour market.

3. Formore/all children to enter and stay in schoda] particularly themost vulnerable

Through these three goals, the programme sought to contribute to an impact scenaguibéble,
quality, inclusive, relevant, and competenedriven Infant, Junior, Secondary and Ndarmal
Education.
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To reach these goals, tiprogramme focused on five sets of activities:

1) Develop and make operational tlsehool finance and the inclusive education poljcy

2) Phase in thenew curriculumand provide initial and ongoing training and mentoring for
teachers, develop new learning matedaand provide free to the poorest children, and
introduce, monitor, and adjust thassessment procedures

3) Agree on modalities foearly identification of children at risk Provide services to children
and support to teachers, parents, andmmunities (social, psychosocial, and pedagogical);

4) Establish aresearch and monitoring facilitjinked to policy dialogue (MoPSE). Carry out
research on all aspects of learning (curriculum effectiveness, poverty and equity, access);

5) Developcapacity of MOPSE leaders and manag&slan, review, monitor and adjust the
programme and provide resources for demaed equity responses at stimtional level.

Through these activities, the GPE programme aimed to achieve five intermediate outcomhes at
Policy; Quality & Relevance; Equity; Evidence; and Efficiency levels:

Policy:Have an operational policy framework in plaGofponent )}

Quality & RelevanceSupport relevant and quality learninGgmponent 2
Equity:achieve equality for atthildren (Component 3

EvidenceMonitored and continuously improved using eviderizased research

Efficiency: Professional leaders and managerSofponent 4 and strong collegiate
partnerships with all stakeholder€¢mponent §

To reach these intermediate outotes and in line with the ESPIG Programme document on Risk
Analysis, the GPE Il programme made some important assumptions which this evaluation sought to
review. These assumptions are discussetthénFindingsections and summarized below:

Table6: Assumptionsunderpinning GPE butcomes

Intermediate

Outcome Level Assumptions
All Assumption 1: External funders continue to recognize the limited treasl
resources and that system development will require long term maintene

support.

Quality & Relevance | Assumption 2:Stakeholders agree on the curriculum relevance and teacl
embrace the new waof working.

Equity Assumption3: Staff can be recruited or found from current cadre. Communil
work with the schools.

Evidence Assumption 4:Well qualified research staff can be recruited and retained
contracted for research activity.

Efficiency Assumption 5:Managers have space to implement & manage change.
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4. Evaluation design and methad

4.1. Overview

This evaluation was carried out between October 2022 and November 2023. The phases of the
evaluation procesareoutlinedin Table7.

Table7: Structure and phases of the evaluation process
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4.2. Evaluation Criteria
The evaluation team was guided by the following criteria:

Relevance: Appropriateness of the programme designs, objectives, strategies and
approaches, considering the context and expected reshitta the GPE ddaptedto different
dynamics in theountry over the periogdhow the interventions remained relevant.

Coherencein line with the 2030 OECD Agenda, focus was given on how well the GPE Il built
synergies (or tradeffs) with existing govemment policies, as well as building on other
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achievements and lessons from other related interventidegel of alignment between GPE
Il objectives, approaches, and interventions with the national education sector prigrities
ability to leverage internahnd external synergies of key stakeholders

Effectiveness:Extent to which the planned outputs and outcomes were achievedjor
factors influencing the achievement or nachievement of outputs were assessed.

Efficiency:Level of achievement of the aggd targets according to schedule and in economic
manner, ways in which the programme ensured best value for money.

Impact: Lastingchanges in the education system resulting from the implementation of the
GPE Il interventiongxtent to which the programmaeneets the objective and desired impact.

Sustainability: Ability of EDF and GPE components and results to continue without external
funding; aitical lessons to be learned from the implementation of the programme, especially
related to system strengtheningstrategic partnerships and improving learning outcomes
policy and programmatic implications of these lessons.

Transparency/Management:Level of transparency of the decisiamking processes,
including decisions about the use of fundstent to which ontextual (including political) and
organizational factors affected implementation progress and programme effectiveness
effectiveness and appropriateness of the coordination, management, and administrative
structures especially at ECG leaffect of the programme on the capacity of systems.

Human Rights Based Approach and Child Safeguardifgent to which the programme
embedded a human righisased approachesvays in which the programme addressed issues
related to child rights, gender, and childrevith disabilities as well as safeguarding and
WEEW effectiveness of GRfnded programme to address issues of equity. For detailed
evaluationcriteria seeTable24 in Annex7.7.

4.3. Evaluation Questions

Inline with the ToRevaluation questions were defined as folew

Table8: Evaluation Questions

Relevance Was the programme design for ESPIG Fixed part and Variable Part with the Multiplier|
programme documents as well as the GPE COVID Accelerated Funding appropriate fi
context and theexpected results?

Were the objectives of the programmes appropriate for the context?
Were the programming strategies and approaches sensitive to the context?

Coherence To what extent have the GPE grant's objectives, approachemtardentions been alignec
to national education sector priorities and managed to leverage internal and external
synergies and complementarities of key stakeholders (MoPSE, UNICEF, UNESCO, a
donors)?
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Impact

What changes in the education system have heslifrom the implementation of the GPE
SRdzOF A2y AYyGSNBSyiliAz2yaK ¢2 gKIG SEGSY
children, particularly the most vulnerable, access quality and relevant learning." Has t
desired impact been achieved?

Effectiveness

To what extent were the planned outputs and outcomes (see indicators in programme
documents, and proposal) of the respective programmes achieved?

What were the major factors influencing the achievement or 1aghievement of outputs?
What effect has the programme had on the capacity of systems?

Efficiency

Were the agreed targets achieved according to schedurd,with much value for money?

Were there alternate methods and modalities of implementation that could have delive
similarresults at lower cost?

How did the programmes ensure best value for money?

Sustainability

Will components or results of the GPE be able to continue without external funding?

What critical lessons can be learned from the implementation ofpfegramme especially|
related to system strengthening, strategic partnerships, and improving learning outcor|

What are the policy and programmatic implications of these lessons?

Transparency
and
Management

Have the decisiomaking processes, includingadsions about the use of funds, been
transparent?

To what extent did contextual (including political) and organizational factors affect
implementation progress and programme effectiveness?

How effective and appropriate were the coordination, managementi administrative
structures especially at ECG level?

Human rights
based
approach and
Child
safeguarding

To what extent did the programme embed a human righased approach?

How has the programme addressed issues related to child rights, gender, airémchiiith
disabilities as well as safeguarding?

How effectively did th&sPEunded programmeaddress issues of equity?

The Evaluation Matrix which forms the main analytical framework for this evaluation sets out how

Source: Plan Eval

each evaluation question and evaluation criterion has been addred#sedpresented inPAnnex7.7,
Table24: Evaluation Matrix

4.4. EvaluationResponsibilities

This external evaluation was conducted blaf® Eval, an independent evaluation practice. It was
commissioned by UNICEF Zimbabwe Country Office under the management of Rumbidza Tizora and

5Text in bold reflects adjustments made during the evaluability assessment (Section 3 below).
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supported by Violeta Andreia Leiva Milanca, Evaluation Section, UNICEF Eastern and Southern Africa
Regional Oftie (ESARO).

The external evaluation team was composed of

i) A Team Leader (Godwin Hlatshwayo), who carried oweison key informant
interviews, focus groups during the field mission and coordinated the preparation of
the finaldeliverables;

ii) A National Education Specialist (Farai Magombedze), based in Zimbabwe, who
carried out inperson key informant interviews, focus groups during the field mission
and contributed to the preparation of the findeliverables.

iii) A Budgetig Expert (Ugonwa Grace Okechukwu), based in Nigeria, who collected
aSO2YyRIFENE ljdzZ ydAdlrG6AGS REGE G2 FylfeasS LINE
conducted key informant interviews, and worked on the writing of draft of the final
deliverables.

Reports wergeer-reviewed by Magdalena Isaurralde and Fabrizio Rigout, evaluators.

4.5. Evaluation Management and Oversight

The evaluation was managed by the Research and Evaluation Specialist under the UNICEF Zimbabwe
Country Office of the Representative. An Evaluation Reference Group (ERG) comprising of key UNICEF
staff and Government counterparts was established to guide dheluation. The ERG provided
oversight, quality assurance and validation of evaluation findings and results. The evaluation team
reported to the Research and Evaluati®pecialist.

4.6. Evaluation standards

The evaluation followed the United Nations EvaluatidomM2 dzLJQ a NarrhsbafdD Standards for
Evaluation in the UN systeamd Ethical Guidelines fdEvaluatior §he Assessment was carried out
following UNEG Guidance brtegrating Human Rights and Gender Equality in evaluatidestifying

the underlying structures ahroot causes of inequalities, vulnerability, human rights violations, and
crises as applicable

4.7. Approach

Participation and focus on utilization

T2 SyadNB GKFd GKS S@lFfdz dAz2zy YSSGa | bL/9CcQa €S
fashion to inform future programming under the next GPE programihe evaluation was
participatory ancdutilization focusedThis was ensured in the following ways:

1 Theevaluation was undertaken for, and with specific primary and secondary users corgiderin
their expressed programmatic neéd&valuators ensured that the selected stakeholders and

6,8 GdzaSéx S dzy RSNRAGI YR K2g LIS2LX S FLWJXe GKS FAYRAy3Ia 27
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key respondents had a high level of involvement in the programme and during the evaluation
to the extent of their availability.

1 During the inception phas& segrate interviews were held with the members of the ECG
and UNICEF. Initial consultations were also held with provincial (6), and district (6) officials to
get agreement on the most appropriate sampling franieneline, logistics, and quality
assurance orthe data to be collected. Evaluators explained to key respondents that the
primary purpose was to assess programme performance, identify lessons learned, draw
conclusions, and make recommendations to improve programme quality and results. Details
of respandent profilesare given onTable20.

Gontribution analysis

The evaluation compared the Theory of Change underlying the GPE prognaenfaemance and
'bL/9CQa AYGSNBSyGAz2ya |3FAyad SOARSyOSe . FaSR 2
the underlying assumptions, namely in terms of its mechanisms for change, could be observed in
practice and to understand why certain rdtsuwere achieved in some cases but not in others.
Unintended results supported by evidence are also presented.

Initially, a qualitativecomparativeanalysis was proposed for this assessment, but this proved difficult
to undertake. As there were no suitabtonditions, the evaluation team carried out a contribution
analysisnstead.

Contribution Analysis is a theahased approach used to evaluate programmes in a complex and
dynamic context. In the Zimbabwean context, the contribution analysis aimedstsasiow the GPE
programme contributed ta but did not necessarily unilaterally cauaseghe achievement ofesults
thereby demonstrating how the combined effects of the programme interventions, the activities of
stakeholders, and interaction effects amotimpse parties resulted in observed outcomes given a set
of constraints (institutional, political, economic).

The approach consisted of contrasting the GPE programme's ToC hypotheses and assumptions on
which it is based with evidence. The goal was to fdataureasonable and verifiableontribution
stories It also elaborated how the programme contributed to policy change, as well as increased

7 At inception the evaluation team had proposexidonduct a Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) to explain why certain
results were achieved in some cases but not in others and to investigate what factors were necessary and/or sufficient for
the intervention to produce results. Once the Evaluators igothe field, they concluded that that it was not feasible to
conduct QCA. This decision was because QCA is-basse approach and inclusion of cases in analysis is contingent on all
required data being available for each case.

The delay irsourcing replacement expertise in QCA due to team turnover meant that it was not feasible to fully mainstream

QCA requirements into the initial data collection toolBhis, combined with a reduction in the time available for data

collection, and gaps irhé data available which could not be filled in the time available, significantly increased the risk of a

robust QCA analysis being deliverédK SNEF2NB X IA @Sy GKFd v/! glayQid 188 G2 NRO
it was decided to drop it andse the resources to strengthen the contribution and VfM analyses
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resource allocation to the education sector. Details of the analysis of changes in the education sector
budget/budgetary allocation can be found amnex7.10.

Value for Money analysis

The objective of the Value for Mondy¥/fM) Analysis was to measure howell the programme

performed in relation to key objectives within the earmarked or available resouxfésreflects not

only the cost of providing a service or good, but also the resultant effects/outcome of providing it.
provides answers teffectiveress, efficiency, economy, and equitydzS & (i A 2 y &). Tiee(fokirS & n 9 &
dimensions of Value for Monayere approached in the following manner

i. Economy assessed the degree to which programme inputs are being purchased in the right
quantity and at the right pce; actions taken to operate at lower costs and make savings. Data
for this analysis were distilled through a desk review, semi structured interviews, and
questionnaires for the purposes of triangulation. Much was drawn from a review of the
procurement pocedures, practices, and documents.

ii. Efficiency examined the extent to which the GPE Il delivered results in an economic and
GAYSte gled a902y2YA0¢ Ay GKAa NBIFNR SIIf dzt
time, etc.) into results, in themost costeffective and timely manner. In this regard,
O2yaARSNIGA2Y Ada 3IAGSYy (2 ailirayYSteée RStAODSNEE
due. It also looks at how well limited resources are used to achieve more, and what measures
were undertalen to achieve this. Three different efficiency analysis of the GPE Il were
conducted. (1.}the efficiency of fund releases and timeliness. Data provided by Chiredzi
District of Masvingo Province, and UNICEF were analg@sedable32 and Table34 of annex
7.9. (2.) Analysis ofash advance retirement ratio. This considers the time taken to retire
advanced fund/cash for programme implementation. Sesrof data for this analysis was
from the GPE accounts statement report sent by the UNICEF to d@w#Bable30 of annex
790 00 d0 ! yI f & aA Fayable raliokKThis |BokshthaquidklPtiePdryraimine
LI &8a 2F O2YYAlUYSyida G2 @Sy R2NE labosatRdindhbNI y S NE Q
31lof annex7.9.

iil. Effectivenessassessed the extent to which the intervention achieved, or is expected to
achieve, its objectives and its results, while cdagng the relative importance of the
objectives. The assessments tried to find out if the GPE achieved its objectives, by determining
the level of performance against set indicator targets at both output and outcome levels. The
effectiveness of the GPEAAs consequently used to measure the overall success of the GPE
programme. On level of programme achievement, scorecard tables with Red, Amber, and
Green (RAG) ratings were used to measure the programme performance in contributing to
the set output and otcome indicators. This analysis is elaboraiedables Table27 -30 of
annex7.9. of this report. RAG (stands for R&dhberGreen, also known asaffic lighting)
were used. They were used to summarize indicator performance values, whearedenotes
a ‘favourable’ valuered an 'unfavourable' value andmbera 'neutral’ value. Put in a more
direct way, RAG rating used to indicate if the progname/project is on track or at risk. Green

24



unicef @&

¥
for every child plan-eval

typically indicates normal levels of achievement/progress, amber indicates low, slow, or
average performance (or attention is needed), and red indicates no progress or poor
performance or the line is down.

iv.  Equity. considers the degree to which the results of the intervention are equitably distributed.
CKA&d 61a&a RSOGSN¥YAYSR o0é ail {SK2tRSNEQ 0SySTAOAX
model for determining programme beneficiaries, and in relation to thgioal programme
design plan. It is expected that the most deprived need to benefit more than the least deprived
for greater programme impact. This is further elaboratedhapter5.5.

4.8. Datacollection procedure

Mixed-methods

The evaluation approach was supported bygambination of quantitative and qualitative methods

which allowed evaluators to understand the magnitude of the observed effects, as measured by
monitoring data, as well as the processes that brought them about, as derived from the perspectives
of the involved parties. The principle déta triangulationinvolved bringing different points of view

to bear on the analysis to expose causal complexity, and actively searching several sources of
information to answer the same evaluation question, which reduced interpretation biases and
increased the validity ohferences.

In line with the proposed methodology, the evaluation team relied on different sources of primary
and secondary data to provide credible and reliable answers to the different evaluation questions.

Desk review

Areview of all relevant existing national and international reports and documentation related to the
GPHEunded programme were undertaken including programme documents and annual reports
(20172022)% Specifically, the evaluation data collection had tadne a focused light on the
LINEINI YYSQa GKNBS O2YLX SE Ayl SN Fiked payt: (iDGPELR Yy Sy
Variable Part and GPE Multiplier Fund Performance Part; and (iii) GPE COVID Fentewbevered

the five components of the &PMultiplier Fund; Fixed part, as well as the five key programmes of

the GPE Variable Part and GPE Multiplier Fund Performance Part.

8The key sector policies which have been guiding the development of the education sector over the past ten years were ECD
Policy (2004); the National Ngformal Education Policy (2018#)g Teacher Professional Standards (2015), the Minimum
(Functionality) School Standards (2018) and the Zimbabwe School Health Policy (2018). The core sector documents which
have guided the development of the education sector have been the Presidentiéyiinfo Education and Training (1999),

the Short Term Emergency Recovery Programme (2009), the Zimbabwe Medium Term Plan (2@015), the Education

Medium Term Plan (EMTP, 202Q15) with its operational plan, ZIMASSET (22088), the Education Sex Strategic Plan
2016-2020, the Education Sector Strategic Plan 22025, the National Development Strategy 1 (202025) and the

Ministry of Primary and Secondary Education Sector Strategic Plan (28235). The Shofferm Emergency Recovery
Progamme (STERP) prioritised the conditions of teacher service, the backlog of unmarked examinations and the shortage
of teaching and learning materials in schools
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Access to the relevant documentation and data was requested from the different stakeholders, with
support of the UNICERZlhabwe education team.

A full list of data sources is to be found in aniiex

Key informaninterviews and focus groups discussions

Primary data sources were frorkey informant interviews Kll9 conducted with UNICEF and
Implementing Partners, MoPSE, UNESCO, and ECOZI. Data was also derived from Klls held with
provincial and district education amagers, school heads, afimcus group discussion§GD3¥ with

teachers, learners, and parents.

A series of on®@n-one interviews with key informants was organized by the evaluagam. The key
informantsamongpartner and government institutionsere identified through purposive sampling

based on information provided by key stakeholders during exploratory interviews. Through these
interviews, evaluators souglt gain an iIlR S LJG K dzy RSNA Gl YRAY3I 2F GKS LINEZ
performance, from the persgrtive of its key stakeholders, as well as of some of the main roadblocks,
achievements and lessons learned.0 SNIDA Sga (221 LI I OS SAGKSNI Ay L
visits, or remotely (online).

At provincial and district levels, evaluators conducted key informant interviews with education
officials including Schools Inspectors, District Schools Inspectors, Provincial and Districts Accountants,
and Provincial Education Directors. At each of th&tedl schools and communities, evaluators
conductedFGDswith beneficiary teachers, students, and parents/guardians to gain an understanding

of their experience with the programme and their perception of the changes brought abdutisch

FGD brought tgether respondents with different origins and sociodemographic characteristics.
Participants in FGDs were selected with the support of the school heads/deputy heads and Heads of
Departments Composition of FGDs included girls, boys, female, and male teaéheluding people

with disabilities.

The collected data was disaggregated by sex and according to other relevant parameters such as place
of residence and disabilitiesThe table belowprovides descriptions and breakdowns of FGD
participant profiles

Table 9: Focus Group Discussisn

wSFSNByYyOS 5S3a0NA LI 2Y |
.SYSUOAFNE ¢SIFOKSNAR ¢K2 | LI ASR (S ORdeyE M M
LINEINI YYS g2N)lakKz2Lla Ay GSI OK;

FYR Y2yAdG2NBR aFFS € SENyAy3 §

.SYySUOALFNE !faYIFGS GF NBSGADtEURILIZBIGSIRA S\ M M
AYLINRE @S | O0Saa G2 ljdzrtAade | yR

.SYySUOAI NBE wSLINB&aSyay3d O2YYdzyAidée YSYoSI M M

EIdzI NR)\l{yéKzRSQszLJYsyu 2F Dt T qOKR2OA N

02YYAg S 6{5/0 OKIANLISNE2Y A
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Source Plaikval

Field visitdor observation

The evaluation team conducted field visits to a sample of provinces, districts and schools which
benefited from the programmeBased ordiscussionsvith UNICEF and ECOZI, evaluators sampled 6
out of 10 provinces of Zimbakey namely: Manicaland; Masvingo; Midlands; Mashonaland East;
Bulawayo Metropolitan; and Matabeleland South. In each province, the team conducted interviews
with education managers at provincial and district levels, including school inspectors, school
headgdeputies, heads of departments and teachers. Provincial and district officials approved sampled
schools and facilitated accesstteem.

The evaluation team sampled and visited a total of 11 schools and 1 special §€mapGeorge VI
Primary Schoal)Twoschools were selected in each Province, one Primary and one Secondary School.
The tablebelowshows the schools that were visited.

Tablel0: List of provinces, districts, and schools visited during fieldwork
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The evaluation team complemented the interviews and FGDs with observations at the school level.
Observation was in fact a key triangulation method for balancing data from testimonials or statements
from other reviewsources As part of the review processyaluators used noobstructive observation
in specific situations determined with provincial, district and school offickds. example, this
approach was used to observe the materials that were provided to the schools, as well as the
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infrastructure thatwas built with GPE funding. Where feasible, evaluators sought to observe
meetings, and any beneficiary school education/learning activities supported by GPE fukaling.
attachedannex7.13with a collageof pictures was prepared demonstrating what evaluators observed
in various schools visited during the field data collection phase.

4.9. Interviewee selectiorcriteria

The choice of intervieweegonsidered the diversity of stakeholde Profiles and locations were
collaboratively selected and agreed to with key stakeholders who had an interest in, and intimate
knowledge of the GPE Il at national, provincial, district an@dclkevels as well as of programme
design and implementation. In this regard, evaluators held consultations with UNICEF, representatives
of Civil Society Organizations engaged in education and as ECOZI; members of the Education
Coordination Group (ECG); rapresentative from World Vision, representatives from Save the
Children, and the representative from the Donor Coordinating agency (FCDO) in ECG.

The rationale in selecting the 6 provinces was largely that there were GPE Il interventions and
beneficiaryschools and communities in thoserritories. Together, the 6 provinces have substantial

and diverse activitieanderGPE landprovide a variety of interventions carried out at P1, P2, P3, and
satellite schools.

At national level, interviewees from adlvels of programme engagement were sampled, as follows:
Government (Policy); Government (Implementation); UNICEF; Other International Organizations;
National and International NGOs; Civil Society Organizations (CSOs); Donor Coordinating Agency. The
rationale for this sample was that they all had a significant stake in the programme, and all deeply
participated in its implementation. Specific key informants were provided by the heads of those
institutions during field visits.

For the Government of Zimbabwihe following were sampled with the help of UNICE&rmanent
Secretary MoPSE; Minister MoPSE; Strategic Planning Policy Research and Statistics director; Chief
director Primary, Secondary and N&ormal Education; Chief Director Curriculum Developmedt an
Technical Services; Chief Director Human Resources and Discipline; Chief Director Learner Welfare and
Psychological Services; Chief Director Finance and Administration; Director Finance; and Director
Strategic Policy Planning Research and Statif&spite several attempts to set appointments with

the help of UNICEF, evaluators were not able to secure appointments for data collection with most of
them, and others referred us to various reports which evaluators proceeded to reVahiel 1 below

provides samples of specific institutions and key responderite participated in Klls and FGDs.

Tablell: Kllinterviewee profiles
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4.10. Ethical Considerations

This evaluation was governed by UNICEF Procedures on Sthiedards in Research, Evaluation and
Data Collection and Analysis, as well as national regulation on ethical research. These guided the
design and implementation of the study. Consideration was also given to basic ethics in researching
human subjects suchs consent to participation, confidentiality, disclosure of the purpose of the
research and potential advantages/disadvantages of participation, and how the collected information
will be used.

Practically, the evaluation team complied with ethical stawidan conducting the evaluation exercise,

and aligned evaluation procedures with UNEG Ethical Guidelines, by paying particular attention to the
do no harmprinciple and ensured that participation in the evaluation process caused no negative
consequences fothe involved stakeholders. Interpretation and sign language were used where
needed and primary data collection was conducted using English, Ndebele, Shona, and Tonga as
required.

Evaluators ensured that participants received information on the aim of @ha&luation at the
beginning of each data collection exercise, and data management procedures were clarified. During
this initial conversation, the evaluation team collected verbal consent at the beginning of each data
collection session.

Interview record stored and exchanged online was only accessible to evaluation team members and
evaluation managers and will be deleted within three months after evaluation completion. There were

y2 SELBOGIGAZYA 6002YLISYAal (2NBO theieyauitien. Gpmiond K S NB :
expressed during each conversation and the conduct of the evaluation itself have no direct
implications on the likelihood of future projects being implementethmarea. The evaluation report
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does not reveal respondents' identiand any quotes (where applicable) are not directly attributed to
recognisable individuals (unless explicitly requested so by the relevant participants).

t NA2NJ G2 Fye AYyUSNBASGgS GKS O2yadzZ lFyda 200G AyYyS
with the Ethical Procedure described above. The focus groups that involved children sought to balance

the aims of the research, rights of the children, their wellbeing, and their safety. Evaluators used
UNICEF guidelines for research with children. Formestawhere infants were involved, evaluators

requested their teachers to be present and that gave respondents confidence and a sense of comfort

and safety to respond to external evaluators they were not familiar with.

4.11. Dataanalysisprocedure

To produce adgical flow of findings, lessons learnt and conclusions, a combination Contrilaunibn
Value for Money Analyswasdone across the OECD evaluation criteria stated in the previous section
alongside the criteria of transparency, human rights, and chilelgesfrding.

Evidence in support of answers to evaluatgrestionswas organized in an evaluation matrix

Triangulation

Data was triangulated to ensure that the evaluation findings and conclusions stand on more than one
source of empirically verifiable &\RSy OS @ {LISOAFTAOLEt&@Y RIFEGF LINR DA
NBLZ2NIa ¢1a&a O2YLI NBR gAGK GKS FAYRAYy3Ia FNRY (KS
financial statements, reports, implementation plan, and the data in the Zimsat relatirffgetoesult
framework. Details on the findings on actual performance of the programme in relation to targets sets
against the indicatorare detailed in theTable25to Table29. Also, data obtained from the field on

the efficiency of the programme delivery in enswiValue for Money was triangulated with the actual

data obtained from the analysis of the quantitative data from the different financial
records/statements provided to the ET, as welltasfield data.Details of these analysis are contained

in the chaper 5 under Programme Efficiencyand in the Annex 7.9 Value for Money
Summaries/Analysis

Analysis procedure

To produce findings from the evidence mattixe evaluationteam:

1) assessed the level of implementation of activities and level of achievement of outputs and
outcomes

2) assessed actual achievements against targets set at programme design stage and conducted
a trend analysis of indicator values where this provided valuable insights into programme
performance.

3) identified other factors that might have contributed to certaintcomes in eaclesontext.

4) NBO2yaiaNHzOGSR GKS LINPINIYYSQa ¢KS2NB 2F /[ Kly
desk review, further consolidated and tested the fitness of the ToC within the programme and
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country context with the relevant stakeholdersaded on the results of the Contribution
Analysis.

5) calculated the cosbenefit ratio as part of the Value for Money (VFM) determination process,
and efficiency in response to the Covi® pandemic;

6) held team meetings to discuss the findings;

7) drew conclusons,lessons learnedand a first set of recommendations to be discussed with
stakeholders in a validation seminar.

The Value for Money analysis assessed the effectiveness of the programme in delivering what it set to
deliver and timeliness in both furalzailability and programme delivery. Two different efficiency ratios
(analysis of cash advance retirement ratio, and the GPE Outstanding Commitment ratio) were used,
as well as the analysis of the fund release and utilisation ability, to determine eficiProgramme
economy was derived from analysis of qualitative data such as GPE Il reports and Klls.

4.12. Limitations

Because the sample chosen was siandom, albeit intentionally designed with quotas to ensure
diversity, it was not automaticalkgpresentative of the larger population. Also, there was a small risk
of certain profiles not being reached. The sampling at national level targeted high level policy officials
some of whom were not available during the time for data collection. To mitijase constraints,
evaluators used insights from exploratory interviews with the ECG and UNI@E®nsultations with
provincial, district, and school officials to sample the most representative key respondents at national
and subnational levels.

Another limitation was time constraint. The evaluation was supposed to be conducted over a period
of six months, beginning 2 January 20Bat the application for a Research Clearance Certificate with
the Research Council of Zimbabwe took 4 months to be ajgprov

To mitigate the limited time available to do researdenior evaluators were split and deployed in
different data collection sitesAn additional3 research associatesere hiredto help with data
collection. One senior evaluation team member conadctirtual interviews to help cover all samples
in a timely fashion.

5. Findings

5.1. Relevance

The extent to which the programme design matched the context, the needs and vulnerabilities of target
populations and expected results.

31



unicef @&

plan-eval”

for every child

Finding 1:GPE IProgramme 20172022 was catalytic and transformative in addressing some of the
most critical unmet education needs in Zimbabwe. Its programming strategies and approaches were
sensitive to the country context. The programme design for ESPIG Fixed péerefde Part with

the Multiplier Fund programme as well as the GPE COVID Accelerated Funding were appropriate for
the context and the expected results.

The GPE Il came at a time whenoRISEhad negligible resourcefor non-employment recurrent
expenditurep | f 1 K2 dzZ3K G KS YA Y kamBNGB @ilion & R0SYtREBYO RillishlinR  NJR & ¢
2015, noremployment recurrent expenditure had fallen from $9 million to $7.5 million (fig 5), and

99% of the spending was on salaries. At school levelsatary ependiture had to be met from user

fees, whichgin poor settingg parents couldnot afford. In the circumstance<;PE Il Programme

support, targeting nossalary items was critically necessaBjigure 3aptlyillustrates this.

Figure2: MOPSE SPENDING for 2009 & 2015, Source: Data from GPE Il programme document, Plan
Eval Analysis

MoPSE SPENDING FOR 2009 and 2015

H Non-Salary Spending H Total Spending

Y1 05 NN 65,000
900
Y2000 |y 17,600

0 20,000 40,000 60,000 80,000 100,000
x 10000

Source: Plan Eval

Finding 2:The GPE Programme objectives directly addressed the urgent and critical needs of the
Zimbabwe education sector. The Programme was developed through robust participabry
consultative processes. The Government of Zimbabwe (GoZ) did not only pariicifmatded, the
programme planning and design processes.

GPE 11 2022020 and 2012021 programme designs were based on tangible evidence of the nature

2F AdzLILI2 NI %AYOolo66SQa SRdzOFGA2y aSOG2NI ySSRSRo 9
Education Sector Strategic Plan (ESSP) 20&0. In turn he priorities in theESSP 201%020were

based on robust evidence gathered through tBEducation Sector Performance Revi€@ctober

2014), the Education Sector Analys¥ESA(June ¢ Sept 2015) and anber Education Sector
Performance Review in July 2015; the School Improvement Grant (SIG) was informed by ESA 2015
evidence that 13% of primary and 5% of secondary schools needed major repairs and maintenance
while more than 2,056 new schools were needgd 2922 (Table12°) .Evidencefor the need for

support to development of an Inclusive Education Policy and design other measures for inclusive

9 http://mopse.co.zw/blog/ministryprimary-and-secondaryeducationdevelopsl6-early-literacy-books
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access to quality education was again provided by the 2015 Hf@Astudynoted that less than 10%

of Children wih Disabilities were attending scho#igure3). ESPIG over the period 2072022
supported selected priority responses to key problems and needs in the Education Sector that
analytical and diagnostic studies haentified.

Tablel12: Key Infrastructure Needs that were Existiag the Time of GPE Il Design

Indicator Value

1. Percentage of Primary Schools that needed major repair and maintenance 13%

2. Percentage of Secondary Schools that needed major repair and maintenance | 5%

3. Projected number of schools that would be needed2622 2056

Figure3: Restricted Access Education among CwD at the Time of GPE Il Design
Proportion of CwD in School at the Time of GPE Il Design

Est.No. of CwD in sch. in 201- 3

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
x 10000

Source: MOPSE ESA, 2015
Finding 3:Suitability of the GPE 20172022 Programme Targeting and Design

From equity and quality perspectives, GPE Il ProgrammecZ?2 targeted rural P3, S3 and satellite
schools as these are the settings where education quality and outcomes have persistently been low in
recent years. The SIG modality that was developeéithe EDF was well designed and targeted, and

a readily available tool for interventions that helped to reduce inequalities in the quality of education
received at P3, S3 and satellite schooltherone hand and P2, S2, P1 and S1 schools on the other.

Context P1, P2, P3 and S3 are per capita grant classification categories of schools in Zimbabwe.
According to the EMIS 2021 Annual Education Statistics report: (i) P1 and S1 schools are schools in low
density residential areas and some elite boarding sthoegardless of location and these receive the

lowest per capita grant from government; (i) P2 and S2 schools are schools in urban high density
areas, including government schools and chtsaled schools located in rural areas; and (iii) P3 and

S3 schols are rural schools which tend to be the poorest and receive the highest per capita grant
FNRY (KS 3I20SNYYSyiliod Ly GKAa OFasS (KS wtQ ail yRa
79.9% of primary schools were in the P3 category while%3o2 Secondary schools were in the P3

category. Satellite schools are established as an extension to an existing school on a new site. Many
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satellite schools are in the more remote areas (especially resettlement areas) and lack infrastructure
and learningnaterials. In 2021, 28.6% of secondary schools in Zimbabwe were satellite schools while
15.4% of primary schools were also satellite schd®tsifce: EMIS 2021 Annual Education Statistics
Repor).

From an equity perspective, GPE Il Programmigletly targeted rural P&3and satellite schools as

these are the settings where education quality and outcomes have persistently been low in recent
years. Resource shortages coupled with inability of most parents to pay school fees in a context where
schools are now increasingly depending on user fees to meet operational and capital expenditure
adversely affect quality and outcomes of education at these schools. Infrastructure, furniture,
textbooks, stationery, and other teaching and learning materdaésinadequate; where available.

WASH facilities are scarce and, in most cases, not adapted to the needs of Children with Disabilities
(CwD). Literacy and numeracy attainments are low. Many teachers at these schools are not qualified,
as competent teachertransfer to better resourced schools. Ironically, these are the settings where
most of the extremely poor children attend school. While education should serve as an equaliser, an
avenue for upward socieconomic migration, attending school at P3, S3 saillite schools would

not serve such a purpose as the quality of education is typically deplorable and educational
attainments far lower than at more resourced schodtgure4 shows the disparity of educational
attainments between the least resourced (P3) schools and better resourced schools that justifies
targeting of P3 schools from an equity perspective. Also, the Education Sector Analysis (2015) had
concluded that the probability of dropping out was twice as high in P3 schools compared to P1 and P2
schools, and girls were twice as likely to dropout as boys in Form 3 and Form 5. This evaluation learned
that this trend and probability persist even today.

Figure4: Disparity in 2015 Grade 7 Pass Rates for P3, P2 and P1 Schools

Disparity in 2015 Gr 7Percentage pass rates among P1,
P2 and P3 schools
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Source: Independent Impact Study of the School Improvement Grant in Zimbabwe, UNICEF 2021

Without intervention, children attending such schools would be left behind. Equity imperatives
required intervention in these settings to raise them to a stage where the gap between access, quality,
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and outcomes in education at these schools and schooleiter (e.g., urban) settings would be
reduced. Thus, in targeting these schools, the GPE Il Programme supported those furthest behind to
draw them closer to those ahead, in harmony with the spirit of the SDG Glegviig no one and no

place behindThe high variation in pupil achievements in rural and urban areas and funding that
supports CwD was also ample justification for a focus on resolving these systemic equitj’issues.

A substantial proportion of GPE Il Programme funding went towards Sthpobvement Grants

(SIG), riding on a model developed during the Education Development Fund (EDF). The SIG came in
three variants: Sl@&egular, SIG complementary and SMASH. Under SIG, direct transfers of fugds

in United States Dollars from UNICEFotschools were done for specific purposes based on donor
3dA RSt AySa 2y WSt A3IA6tS yR AyStAaaaotsS SELISYRAG
whose parents could not afford to pay fé&sthese direct cash injections were very relevand
appropriate as they constituted a key source of funds for the purchase of furniture, textbooks or other
teaching/learning materials, completion of classroom blocks that had remained incomplete for many
years, conversion of some classrooms into ndtacéence laboratories, construction of ramps and
establishment of Cwiiriendly sanitation units, rehabilitation of improved water sources and drilling

of boreholes at schools where access to safe drinking water was restricted. These interventions were
critically necessary as they met needs that schools could not have, otherwise, met. Disbursement of
SIG funds in United States Dollars was a crucial feature of the design as the USD is a more stable
currency than the Zimbabwean dollar whose value has contislyodeclined rapidly in recent years.

As further discussed in section 3.2 and 3.3 below, the SIG interventions helped improve the quality of
education accessed by children from poor seed@nomic backgrounds at target schools. There was,
however, concernover targeting of SKBomplementary> among Teachersy Charge (TICs) for
extremely poor satellite schools which had not been able to initiate any infrastructure development
projects due to lack of funds. The TICs felt the requirement that a school shavida project that

has stalled for some time due to lack of funds discriminates against the poorest of the poor schools
since they did not have any funds to initiate infrastructure development projects (and as such would
not have any stalled project begse no project would have been begtin)

10UNICEF. Education Development Fund: Stronger systems, better outcomes. Sixth Progress Report. Harare. UNICEF,
2014.

11In Zimbabwefiscal constraints have seen schools rely mainly on user fees as opposed to allocations from the
national budget. Heads of rural schools visited during this evaluation indicated that the fees are usually collected in
Zimbabwe dollars which are fast logiwalue due to inflation and that fees collection rates at the poorest schools
rarely reaches a quarter of the expected amounts as parents fail to pay, with some taking advantage of the
government policy that children should not be sent home to collecsfee

12 5|Gcomplimentary is a school improvement grant that was disbursed to satellite, P3 or S3 schools with
infrastructure projects that had been stalled for more than two years due to lack of funds. The grants were provided
to finish off stalled infragucture development projects, complimenting school efforts in providing infrastructure at
schools.

Bthis paragraph is discussing the relevance of&l@plimentary to the needs dfatellite schools, considering both
satellite schools that are benefiting from the SE®mplimentary and those not benefiting. One reason why some
satellite schools are not begfiting from SlGcomplimentary is that they do not have any stalled infrastructure
development project that they stated. This design feature of&@plimentary encouragesatellite schools to

start infrastructure projects. Unfortunately, wheresatellie school is located in a community where the poorest of
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Dt 9 LL tNRBINIYYS adzLll2NI O2AYOARSR gAl-Kased KS LIKI
curriculum (CBC) whose development was finalised in 2015 and phased implementation began in
20174 In the circumstaces, financial, technical, and material resources for syllabus interpretation
workshops, teacher capacity building, syllabi printing, and publication were needed at national,
provincial, district, cluster, and school levels. Accordingly, the GPE Il Prograrat this need by

supporting implementation of the new curriculum, purchasing textbooks, and learning materials for
marginalised schools attended by the most vulnerable children as well as supporting the Early Reading
Initiative (ERI).

Dt 9 LL t N@®®B Nt credtiddgaiconducive environment for enhancing access to relevant

quality education for all children through providing a strong policy, legal and regulatory framework

was timely and relevant. The design of GPE Il Programme came five yearsvditdnie had adopted

a new constitution in 2013. The Education Act of 1987 was not in sync with the new constitution, a
A0SYIFNA2 gKAOK RAR y20 Fdz3dzNJ ¢St F2N) FdzLf € NBI .
Programme rightly supported In@onisation of the Education Act with the New Constitution. In

addition, the programme came at a time when Zimbabwe was increasingly emphasizing ensuring
inclusive access to quality education &drlearnersg including those with special needsand hene

supportedthe preparationof the Inclusive Educatiowhich is currently awaiting cabinet approval.

Strengths of GPE Il Programme Design

Finding 4:GPE Il Programme design objectives, strategies and approaches were sensitive to the
BAYOlL06S O2yGSEG® ¢KS LINE 3 Nkoayss tekatiorsiapdzttiveenitte S O G A ¢
different levels of the objective systemlogically leading to theattainment of the development

objective®.

The four specific objectives of GPE Il Programme demonstrated internal linkages within the GPE.
Objective one (establish a comprehensive, robust, and dynamic framework for education) sought to
create a conducivenvironment for attainment of the other three objective®. (mplement the new
curriculum; 3. include all learners in learning processes; and 4. strengthen leadership, management
and evidencdased decision making of the education sect@reating a condiive environment for

the attainment of inclusive education, efficient and effective implementation of the new curriculum
and strengthening leadership, management and evidevased decision making was a necessary but

not sufficient measure for attainmentfothese objectives. Accordingly, GPE Il Programme was
designed not only to create a conducive environment for occurrence of expected outcomes but also
directly to support the attainment of the specific desired outcomes.

The evaluation also assesseatlhere was clear alignment between the components of GPE Il fixed
and variable parts. Forethought about the variable part was made during the design of the fixed part.
Deliberate linkages were made between components of the fixed and variable partsEoR2 GP

the poor live, thatsatellite school will continually fail to start any infrastructure project. Consequently, it may never
benefit from SIG complimentary unless the design of that particular St®dsgied.
14 http://mopse.co.zw/infographic/understandingnew-competencebasedcurriculum
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Components of the variable part served to deepen and widen intermediate outcomes of the fixed

plan-eval®

part. Components of the variable part built on the foundation laid by the fixed(patilel3).

Tablel3: Internal Consistency between GPE Il Fixed and Variable Parts

(component 3 of fixed
part & component 1 of
the variable part)

B. Institutional
Strengthening
(component 4 of both
fixed and variable parts)

Relntegrate Performance La
Address Programme

School Infrastructure (Scho
Improvement GrantSIG)
Guidance and Counselling
Leadership & Managemer
Training

Planning & Management

Data Systems

Maths Education

SubComponents under Variablg

Component Sub Components Under Fixed Part Part
Children with Disabilities
: . Parental Awareness (Ear
A. Equity and Acces Non-formal Education .
Learning)

Procurenent of Teaching &
Learning materials
School Infrastructure (SIG)

Leadership development
Planning and Monitoring
Data Systems

Centre for Educational Researc
Innovation and Development ¢

Research
ESSPM & E
C. Programme Support Supportimplementation Provincial Operational Plar
Management and Education Sector Strategic Pl: and District Operations Plar]

Monitoring and Evaluation (ES¢
M & E)

(POP & DOP) Review
Education Sector Performand

Monitoring (component 5
of both fixed and variable

part) ESSP Annual Reviews (ESPR) Review (ESPR); Joil8ector
Review (JSR)
Procurement of hygiene kits Emergency School Wate
Procurement of Persone Sanitation and Hygien
Protective Equipment \ (WASH support
D. COVIELY Response PPEs/IPCs) supplies a Teaching and Learnin
equipment. Materials  for  alternative
Teaching &L earning fo learning Programmes

alternative learning Programme Programme Monitoring

Performance tracking system of theesults framework andtargets.

In the GPE Il design, however, there were some disconnects between actual interveanins
expected outcomes in early childhood education. The GPE Il performance matrix included tracking of
changes in Net Enrolment Rate at ECD level as well as targets for increased ECD net enrolment rate,
yet there were inadequate interventions that couldreatitly or indirectly lead to increased Net
Enrolment at ECD level. Further, GPE targets for ECD enrolment were over ambitious. For instance, at
design in 2015 ECD A total net enrolment rate was 15% (according to EMIS data), yet the target ECD
A net enrolmet rate set for GPE Il was 40% by end of the year 2020 (a 167% increase). Similarly, from

a baseline of 0.66% in 2015, the target for the percentage of CwD enrolled in ECD A and ECD B was set
at 35% by 2020argets like these are ambitious, unrealistiausually unattainable even if the
programme had adequate interventions that directly talk to increased ECD enrolment. They miss the

37



unicef @&

¥
for every child plan-eval

SMART criteria and weaken programme desighis could best be interpreteddm the belef that
realisation of these targets not just dependent on the GPE solely, especially asptbgramme
shares the same resglframework with the entireESSPto which several other programmes and
actors contribute.

Also, GPE ii¢lied¢ almost entirelyg on the performance monitoring systemstbe Education Sector,
tracking the selected indicators from the ESSP Performance Framewottke Ome hand this was a
strength, considering that it was fully embedded in the ESSP 2026. On the other, some crucial
intermediate results tracking, which could have been included on a GPE Il specific performance
framework were not visible on the performance framework in the GPE Il performance matrix that was
included in the programme docume Further, the performance framework had only quantitative
indicators, neglecting the fact thaibt everything that can be counted counts and not everything that
counts can be counted-or example, tracking of performance against specific objectiveiltl t@ve

been done using qualitative indicators without any numbers to shegeTablel4 below.

Tablel4: lllustrative qualitative indicators forperformanceassessmenbf Specific Objective 1

Indicator 2015 Baseline 2020 Target Actual
Specific Objective 1. Complementing other Policy Programme Activities to establish and implemsd
robust and dynamic policy framework in the Education Sector (school level financing policy, Incl
Education Policy)
Education Act Aligned to the ne| Education Act not irf Amended Education Ac

constitution of Zimbabwe harmony with new, enacted
constitution
Inclusive Education Poli¢ No inclusive Educatiol Inclusive Education Polic
Promulgated and implemented Policy Developed and pending
approvalby Cabinet
School level Financing Policy No School Financin| School level Financing Poli
Policy developed and pending

approvalby Cabinet

GPBEProgramme Flexibility Adaptability

Finding5: The GPE Il Programme was sensitive to shifts in the Zimbabwe context, and exhibited high
levels of flexibility and relevance, especially when evidence of shifts was available and adaptation of
initiatives to changes in the context became necgssehat flexibility enabled it to be innovative and

fit for purpose.

The GPE Il Programme was flexible and adaptable. It successfully adapted toespecially during

the cyclone Idaand Covidl9 pandemic.The programme provided a USD2.5 million disaresponse

grant with Save the Children International as the Grant Adarhg the cyclone IdaThe grant helped
renovate affected classroom blocks, establish temporary learning spaces, provided mental health and
psychosocial support for the childraaffected by the disaster, among other emergency and early
recovery responses. Also, in the face of C@GMIDboth the fixed and variable parts of the GPE I
demonstrated flexibility and adaptability by reallocating USD4.4 million to respond to the pandemic
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and re-adjusting education delivery processes in view of the lockdowns that had rendered continued
faceto-face teaching and learning impossible. In addition to allowirgregramming of funds in the
fixed and variable parts of GPE Il it also providetd$ for the accelerated COVID Response
Programme which was implemented with a sgdant to UNESCO in the sum of $400,000.00.

In view of the devastating effects of COVID, GPE COVII® Accelerated funding (to the tune of USD
7million) was provideda support (i) continuity of learning through alternative learning programmes;
(i) safe return to school; and (iii) system and capacity strengthening for delivery of remote learning.
In addition, GPE policy adapted to the COWzontext by allowing parer countries to reprioritise

and reprogramme existing ESPIG in response to the GO¥tontext. This policy adaptation enabled
GPE Il to undertake a material revision bypregramming USD4.4 million towards the onslaught of
the COVIEL9 context®. Conglering that COVID 19 had rendered school attendance impossible for a
protracted period, GPE supportédpen Distancelearning (ODL). Investments related to alternative

f SENYAY3AZL AyOf dZRSR NBFAdINDBAAKYSY:G>X FyR dzLJANY RAY 3
distributing solar radios, producing, and broadcasting TV and radio lessonsng other
interventions.In addtion, where initially GPE 1l had Si@mpkementary only, SIGVASH was added
when evidence from joint monitoring showed the need for rehabilitation or establishment of new safe
water points at schools to ensure that schools are safe environments for ahildre

When variable programme targets could not be met in a timely manner due to bureaucratic delays

and other contextual factors, time targets were changed and deliverablesmigured. For instance,

the original target of having submitted the School FRitiag Policy to cabinet by December 2018 was

revised (reconfigured) to two suliargets: endorsement by ECG by December 2020 and submission

to cabinet by December 2021. Further, in view of the complexities and inefficiencies resulting from
interaction of afluid macresS 02y 2 YA O SYy@ANBYYSyYy(d |yR | Ydzt GAL}X AO
extension of GPE Il to December 2022 was approved. Itis, thus, clear that the GPE Il Programme was
flexible as it easily adapted to changes in the environment.

GPE IProgrammeCoherence

Finding 6:GPE Il Programme objectives, approaches and interventions were aligned to national
education sector priorites and manage leverage internal and external synergies and
complementarities of key stakeholdel(®10PSE, UNICEF, UNESCO, ECOZI, and.donors)

Evaluation Areaextent to which the GPE grant's objectives, approaches and interventions been
aligned to national education sector priorities and managed to leverage internal and external
synergies and compleméarities of key stakeholders (MoPSE, UNICEF, UNESCO, and donors

The GPE Il Programme was aligned to Zimbabwe development goals and education sector strategies.

The programme budget allocations were designed to fit within the MOPSE budget structure to
optimise the coherence and linkages between MOPSE programme objectives and performance
GFNBSGad ¢KS tNRBINIYYS Agenda for SustanhlieBociae@nomich YO I 0 &
TransformationZIMASSET 2012018). Accordingly, the programme included SIG vdstions that

16 UNICEF, 2021. MOPSE GPE Il Annual Report for 2020. Harare; UNICEF
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supported completion of school level infrastructure projects, building of laboratories and conversion

2F a2YS OftlaaNez2y o0ft201a Ayd2 yI (dzNT f a0OASyOS
meaningful adoption of Science, TechnologygiBeering and Mathematics (STEM) in basic education.

GPE Il was also fully aligned to the Education Sector Strategic Plan (ESS®R@206Beyond
ZIMASSET and ESSP 22020, GPE Il remained aligned to the Zimbabwe National Development
Strategy 1 (ND$) 2021-2025 and ESSP 2022025, both of which emphasize provision of quality,
equitable and inclusive education.

Donor support to the education sector comginented GoZ efforts and priorities

Since UNICEF was the main Grant Agent the GPE Il, theprogramme benefited from
complementarity with programmes in other sections within UNICEFWSAGH benefited from the
presence of WASH specialists within UNICEF; psychosocial support, guidance and counselling and
other learner welfare interventions beneéitl from Child protection expertise in the Child Protection
Section of UNICEF, and the accelerated CQVIDesponse enjoyed complementarity with
AYGSNBSyGA2ya NRffSR 2dz2i GKNRBdAAK ! bL/9cCcQa ISt
opportunity to benefit from technical expertise, synergy, and complementarity among at least three
sections within UNICEF (Education, Child ProtectdSHand Health). GPE Il Programme benefitted

from the different capacities of MDAs (other than just the MOPSE) ueimfing delivery of outcomes

There was complementarity between GPE Il and the Education Development Fund (EDF) in supporting
the priorities of the Education Sector Strategic Plan 2(@20.

Cohererte with Education Sector, National, Regional and Global Priorities and development
strategies.

Finding 7:The GPE Il Programme was aligned to the Zimbabwe development goals and education
sector strategies. The programme budget allocations were designegdviiahin the MOPSE budget
structure to optimise the coherence and linkages between MOPSE programme objectives and
performance targets and the GPE Il programme. The programme was aligned to regional and global
priorities.

TheGPE Il Programmeas alignedi 2 %A Y0l 0 6 SQa -econiubid develgpinenFa2tNd & 2 OA 2
time of its design. The blueprint was the Zimbabwe Agenda for ®ecieomic Transformation
(ZIMASSET 201:32018). ZImASSET realised the need to build and equip schools especially in
resettlement areas.

These priorities are aligned to SDGs 4 (quality education) SDG5 (gender equality) SDG 6 (clean water
and sanitation), SDG 10 (reduced inequalities) and SADC pridsBE&s|l support to education is in

sync with provisions relating to child®@® NA I K (G2 | 00Saa SRdzOFGA2y GKI
global legal and policy frameworks that Zimbabwe has acceded to (e.g., the African Charter on the
Rights of the Child, the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, and the $#&doal Pr

on Education and Training, 1997).

Synergy and Complementarity with other Initiatives.

Finding 8 Donor support to the education sector compented GoZ efforts and priorities.
Government remained the main provider for funding for education, although the bulk of government
funding covered employment related costs. GPE Il and EDF remained the biggest external funds that
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compkmented government foding. Collaborative, synergistic efforts of the MOPSE, UNICEF, Donor
agencies, civil society organizations and other stakeholders were harmonised through the oversight,
decision making and coordination efforts of the Education Coordination Group.

Since WICEF was the major Grant Agent (GA) for GPE Il, the programme benefited from
complementarity with programmes in other sections within UNICEFWSAGH benefited from the

presence of WASH specialists within UNICEF; psychosocial support, guidance antirgpamsk

other learner welfare interventions benefited from Chittbtection expertise in the Child Protection

Section of UNICEF, and the accelerated CQVYIDesponse enjoyed complementarity with
AYGSNIBSyGA2ya NRff SR 2 dzi HavikgNINWZARKas GA [irdvife@ aduable S £ G
opportunity to benefit from technicakxpertise,synergy,and complementarity among at lea&iur

sections within UNICEF (Educatidfash,Child Protection and Health).

The GPE Il Programmmade use ofthe capacities of governmentlinistries, Departments and
Agencies NIDAs) (other than just the MOPSE) in influencitige delivery of outputs. Under the
efficiency and improving retention pillar, for instance, GPE interventions incorporated an array of
stakeholders in child protection (Zimbabwe Republic Police, Traditional Leaders, Ministealbh,

and Child Care) with facilitation of the Department of Social Servitks Ministry of Public Services,
Labour,and Social Welfare (MOPSLSW). LinkageshétMinistry of Health and Child Care (MoHCC)
were alsousefulduringthe COVIBL9 response. The capacities of the Department of Civil Protection
and local authorities (District Coordinators, Rural District Councils) weresdsioluring response to
cyclme ldai. Thus, GPE Il managed to deliver more outputs and achieve greater outcomes and impact
through leveraging capacities of various MDARis contributes to good value for money.

There was complementarity between GPE Il and the Education DevelopaedtEDF) in supporting

the priorities of the Education Sector Strategic Plan 2@20. UNICEF was fund manager for both.

GPE Il and EDF have been running concurrently over the years supporting the Education Sector. Both
provided SIG and supported ingphentation of the new curriculum. For instance, of the 6D

science kits distributed to schools in 2019, GPE funding procit88@ Rits and the rest were peored

through EDF supparfThe SIG component of GPEnHde use oflisbursement and implementatn
principles and modalities developed during the EDF. School and System governance, teacher
professional development and ZELA that were initially developed under EDF were further developed
and implemented under GPE Il. Complementarity between GPE |IDdnhtd&s enabled support from
development partners to reach more schools and ultimately benefit a higher number of vulnerable
girls and boys. While complementarity clearly enhanced outcomes and impact, it has given rise to
challenges in attributing impact.eBond complementarity with EDF, GPE Il also leveraged on the
FOKAS@SYSyG 2F C/5hQa /FYLIAIY F2NI CSYFES 9RdzOF
districts of the countryAlso, under the COVII® accelerated response radio lessons producti®ifE

enjoyed complementarity with the Educati@annot Wait programme. Furthethe development of

the Inclusive Education Policy and the School Financing Policy under GPE Il enjoyed complementarity
with the World Bank funded development of an ICT polléys complementarity helped to enhance,
access to quality education for children.
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Tablel5- lllustrative complementarity of Resource Flows to the Education Sector (22024)

Programme/ Funding Source Amount

GPE I¢ Multi-Donor through UNICEF (202022) uSD42 200 000
GEQ; FCDO through CAMFED and World Vision (22021) £29 800000

GEGQ; FCDO through Plan International (202824) £12 100 000

EDF TEAGHunder FCDO grants through UNIGEIL92024) uUsSD40 206 547.30

Source: Plan Eval

GPE Il Management, Administrative and Coordination Mechanisms

Finding 9:.GPE Il Programme Management, Administrative and Coordination Mechanisms were based
on GPE Policy on Education Sector Programme Implementation Grants. All activities, outputs, and
outcomes of the programme were consistent with the overall national prio@iproved by the GoZ.

The GPE Il Programme policy provides for a framemarkagement, administration and coordination
around the followingsThe Local Education Group (LEG) that serves as thebaggxfor planning,
decision making andversight body for the programe; the Education Coordination Group (ECG)
serves as the LEGthe beneficiary Government partnecomprising of the Ministry Primary and
Secondary Education (MOPSE), Ministry of Higher and Tertiary Education, Innovatioce Soidk
Technology Development (MHTEISTD) and the Treasuvgs as the programme implementahe
(donor) Coordinating Agencthé FCDQ)the Grant Agency (UNICEF) with fiduciary responsibilities
and theCivil Society Organisations (particularly thei€dtion Coalition of ZimbabweECOZI) played

a watch dog role.

5.2. Effectiveness of the GPE Support Programme

Evaluation Areaassesses how the programme performed on set targets as contained in the
LINE 3 NJ Y Y SfamewdtBniAdrexi.8 (Table25 ¢ Table26, andTable29 of annex7.9) of this
report. It also presents the budget performance of tH8PE programme asit relates to
absorption/utilisation capacity that is, budget effectiveness of the programme

Amidst the2020pandemic, through programme flexibility and adaptationtbhe emerging contet

the programme made some remarkable progress as detailéde 20202022 annual reports of the

GPE llApart from thosedirect programme deliveblesand accomplishmenighe effectiveness of

the programme was measured by tlamalysisof the scorecargerformance of the GPEbasedon

indicatorsA Y G KS LINPINF YYSQa NBadzZ G FNI YBedaNI7-Thell 02 (K
Performance Scorecard of the GPE at Output level as at Decembera2@PTable29, these were

measured based on the result framework in aniied).

GPE Performance Scorecard Against Set Targets and Indicaadrsutput and outcome levels
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Finding 10The GPE Il Programme planned outputs moderately achieved planned @8aits 2020

and 76% in 2021 but were negatively affected by delays, disruptions, and constrained budget
allocations especially between 2018 and 2020t at outcome level5% was achieved on the average
between 2017 and 2022

The GPE Il Programme was negatively affected by implementation delays, natural and biomedical
disruptions, and constrained budget allocationsigthaffected its performance scorecard against set
targets and indicators, resulting in moderate achievement on planned results. From¢22d20,

there were major delays in the commencement and delivery of most of the planned programmes for
the first two years (2017 2020). In 2020 COWD® pandemic hit unexpectedly, with devastating
effect across the education sectofhe resultant aftesshocks invariably undermined income and
employment prospects, exacerbating inequalities, for vulnerable groups. Rgcoame from the
COVIBEL9 Accelerated Funding support, covering the period 202021.

When variable programme targets could not be maetschedulelue to bureaucratic delays and other

contextual factorstime targets were changed and deliverablescaanfigured. For instance, the

original target of having submitted the School Financing Policgatonet by December 2018 was

revised (reconfigured) totwo subtargets: endorsement by ECG by December 2020 and submission

to cabinet by December 2021. Further, in view of the complexities and inefficiencies resulting from
interaction of a fluid macr@conomic environment and a multiplicity of natural haz&dsmH Y 2 y i K & C
extension of GPE Il to December 2022 was approvéElis also attests to the flexibility of the
programmeto changes in the environment.

The performance scorecarddapturedfor the following:

1) The Performance Scorecard of the GPE at Ougudlfor 2020 and 2021tlfe Programme
EndYear 202). (No data to analyse for 2018019 as nothing much was done)

2) Performance of the GPE Il and ESSP Sector Performance Framework showing performance in
2017¢ 2021 on set outcome indicators.

3) GPE Il Perfornmze on the GPE Il & ESSP Sector Performance Framiev2ik8¢ 2020at
output level
The resuls framework of the GPE IIProgrammeat output level vas set and recorded at nen
cumulative basis yearly from 208021 (seeFigure5 and Figure6 below anddetailed in Table25 -
The GPE Il Results framewpriith the 2021 data as the ergkar. Also, some data were not available
to establish actual performance of the indicator at the reporting period. Consequently, the
programme scorecard is pgented accordingly to articulate progress along the value chain.
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Figure5: GPE Performance on Output Indicator as at 2021.

Non-cummulative Performance on set Target (Output level) as at Dec

2021
100%
80%
60%
40%
0%
Transition rate Gr 7to. % of primary school % of schools that received% of School Financing
Form 1 for 17 lowest = teachers (G1-G7) that Curriculum Development Policy submitted to
Districts have participated in the (CD) package Cabinet
in-service training
program using a new
training package for
Mathematics
Equity Learning Efficiency
Source: 2021 Annual Report RegtitmeworkAnnex
Figure6: GPE Performance on Output Indicator @s2020
GPE Performance on Output Indicator as at 2020
100%
80%
60%
40% 82%
E3
0 24% 29%
o0t [=7]
Textbooks purchased and (ISCED) 1 Lower Secondary (ISCEDQJassrooms rehabilitated
distributed using SIG top-
up/complementary funds
Proportion of textbooks Proportion of teachers trained through GPE grants, &ubportion of classrooms
purchased and distributed of the total built or rehabilitated
through GPE grants, out of through GPE grants, out of
the total the total planned

Source: 2020 Annual Report RegtiihmeworkAnnex

From 2017 2020, in general terms, there were major delays in the commencement and delivery of
most of the planned programmes for the first two years (2Q122020). A major part of the activities

in that period targeted at contributing towards the actual target which was eventually realized in
2021-2022 both on financial and programme initiatives. Hence, in terms of delivery within schedule in
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relation to meeting planned targets on that aggregate, the programme performed poorly; however,
at the end of the year, (2021) many of the planned outputs and targets were met, and many with over
50% progress as shown in the 2021 scorecartiainle27 and Table29 of annexValue for Money
Summaries/Analysrs9.

On the TransitiorRate Gr 7 to Form 1 for 17 lowest Districts indicator set toward equity, the
programme achieved 65% of the set target (as target was met in 11 out of 17 didtictsg year
2021.0nly40% targetwasmet on the target set against the indicator on number of primary school
teachers (GA57) that participated in the #service training programme using a new training package
for Mathematics. The indicator was brought forward from the 2019 and further chover t02020
andrevised in 2021. However, only 2 teachers trained per school in all the outstanding 5 districts as
of 2021.Schools confirmed to evaluators that low budget allocations and scheduling were hindrances.
On the average, the output performaman 2020 across all deliverables in that year was approximately
34% (33.75%), while in 2021 it rose to 76.24%.

Performance of the GPE Il and ESSP Sector Performance Framework showing performance in 2017
¢ 2021 on set outcome indicators

Finding 11 GPEIIProgramme met its outcomes, and development goal, and was implemented flexibly
and innovatively to circumvent major negative factors influencing theaatievement of outputs and
outcomes- including natural hazards, economic, operational, budgetarg, @pacity challenges.

Analysis of delivery of the GPE on set indicator targets at education outcome level showed very good
performance over the evaluation period, except for 2020, during the Et®idandemic. Table6of

annex 13presents detadd education performance scores at outcome levédn the average, the
education outcome indicator during the period 2017 to 2022 performed as follows: 89%, 87%, 78%,
19%, 89%, and 86% in 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021, and 2022 respettieeigh the planned
output targets of theGPE Il Programnfer the years 2018 2020 could not be met (performed below
average) and against planned schedule/timeframe, the outcome indicators for the 20022
performed at between at 89% in 2017, 87% @18, 78% in 2019, 89% in 2021 and 86% in 2022, with
the only poor performance in 2020 due to the Covil pandemici(e., 19%). That is to say that the
education sector outcome still performed well even when the GPE at output level within the planned
years for the variable partcould not meet targets due to several circumstances that delayed
actualization of the planned iyear output targets).

The programmewvasable to deliver high impact initiatives under the Fixeairt Multiplier fund within
the same priod. This proves the fact the several otHactors determinécontribute to the realisation
of education outcomes beyond just one single input or programimeddition, here were several
other inputs aside thesPE 1l Programmsuch as the efforts of #h Government, and other donor
activities that geared towards attainment of the overall education outcome.

The GPE Il Programnmade significant contribution in 2020 despite tkBvid-19 challenges that
restricted physical activities, and movemengnd in 2021 and 2022 when most of the planned
programmes were implemented and programme targets met. For instance, the programme across
just 12 indicatorsattained 86% performance in 2022, unlike the other years that have 32
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indicators contributing to theecorded performance respectively in the yeafsom 2021 down to
2017. On the average the programme performed 76.24% on all outcome Key Performance Indicators
from 2017¢ 2021.

On budget effectiveness at the end year (2021), 98.96% of the planned budgeteffectively

AYLX SYSYGSRd 1 26S@PSNE GKS LINPINIVYYSQa o0dzNYyAy 3 NI
implementation.From tablel5 below, andfigure 9 the utilization capacity of the GPE Multiplier Fixed

Part fund was 60%, 74% and 78% respectively in 2018, 2019, and 2020. This is a moderately good
performance, unlike that of the variable part and multiplier fund for the same period which is%%, 1

and 3% for 2018, 2019 and 202QseeTable16 and Figure?, Figure8Figure9 below). This was

attributed to some administrative bottleneckand bureaucrag at both UNICEF and the Ministry

(MOPSE)

Tablel6: In-yearanalysis of fundutilization capacity of the GPExed andvariable parts

Programme Released Actgal % ofl_:und % of Unspent
Year Component Amount ($) Spending on | Utilisation on | Unspent Amount to total sum Remarks
/Initiative Released fund | released fund released
Dec18 The GPE 20,066,400 12,073,064.21 | 60 7,993,335.79 40
Multiplier
Fixed Part
Dec19 The GPE 22,226,400 16,397,371.29 | 74 5,829,028.71 26
Multiplier
Fixed Part
SCI60641
Decemb | The GPE 22,226,400 17,322,240.07 | 78 4,904,159.93 22
er, 2020 | Multiplier
Fixed Part
Year GPE 0 0 0 0 0
Ending Variable
Decemb | and
er 2018 | Multiplier
Fund
Year GPE 8,843,703.01 87,464.91 1 8,756,238.10 99
Ending Variable
Decemb | and
er 2019 | Multiplier
Fund
Year GPE 16,506,737.53 | 6,194,992.11 38 10,311,745.42 62
Ending Variable
Decemb | and
er, 2020 | Multiplier
Fund

Source: ESPIG Il AnnBabgress Report (Final Report)
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Figure7: Percentage ospending 2018¢ 2020

% of spent amount to total sum released on the GPE from 202820
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Source: ESPIG Il Annual Progress Report (Final Report)

Figure8: Percentageof unspent funds: 2018¢ 2020

% of unspent fund to total GPE fund release
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B % unspent to total Variable and Multiplier Fund released

SourceESPIG Il Annual Progress Report (Final Report)
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Figure9: GPE Fund Utilisation af Dee@mber2022

End Year Perfromance on Budget for the FP and VP of the GPE Fund

Utilization
41.76
42
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m Cumulative Financial Absorption = Approved Budget Milions

Source: ESPIG Il Annual Progress Report (Final Report)

Details of the overall accomplishments/achievements of @RE 1| Programnage provided irannex
7.11

Performance of the GPE Il and ESSP Sector Performance Framework showing performance on set
output indicators duringthe Covid19 pandemic 02020

In 2020,the initial target set for purchase of 1,486,216 textbooks, and the distribution of the entire
2,483093 (incluling those procured under the EDF) could not be met. However, the procurement
commenced in the reporting year, but data was not provided on the number of purchases made so
far to ascertain actual level of achievement againgtéirget. The Mirstry also developed a calendar

of implementation of the new curriculum to show determination towards meeting the target in the
coming year.

Onthe proportion of teachers trainedhrough theGPE Il Programnggants- out of the total planned,

only 24%of the target set for Primary school (ISCED1) in 2020 were achieved due to the negative
effect of the pandemic, the outstanding 76% was moved to the 2021 target, and 82% achieved against
the target set forsecondary schoal (ISCED 2). Finallgn the target sé for the proportion of
classrooms built or rehabilitated through GPE grants, out of the total planned byl GiaEts, only

29% of this target was met. 188 classrooms rehabilitation from 2019 target were moa&2€oyet

could not be completed in the new year due to the negative effect of CI®iith 2020A kesson from

this is that no one anticipates the sudden occurrence of disaster or pandemic, so it is necessary that
every bureaucracy and other mitigating factors tmély implementation o programme according

to schedule, need to be addressed to avoid the negative effect of some major socioeconomic
incidences that could halt the entire programme in the future, such as the @8vjghndemic. In
addition, the high inftion rate caught up with the programme delivery, as well as high interest rate
regime, thereby creating widened resource gap on the value of the planned fund to meet initial
programme cost. In all only one out of the 4 planned deliverables in the y@a@r@iuld be actualized,

and at 82% performance for the-year target. The rest were within zero (0) and 29% performance.
See the Analysis of the GPE Performancenditators a®f 2020 inAnnex7.9.

Finding 12The GPE Il Programme successfully supported the Government of Zimbabwe in developing
strong policy, legal, delivery, and regulatory frameworks for the education sector towards the
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attainment of quality, eqity, and access to learning, aided by the improved supply of teaching
materials, books, capacitation of teachers and school administrators and infrastructure.

These include:

1. The Education Amendment Act
2.The School Financing Poljcy

3. Inclusive Education Policy.

Performance on Transparency and Programme Management

Finding 13:GPE Il Programme management, coordination, administrative structures, and decision
making processesspecially at ECG level, including decisions about the figgds, were transparent

YR AyOf dzAA@S (GKSNBoe SyadNAy3d | O0O02dzyial oAt Aie
education.

The evaluation assessed that GPE Il Programme management, coordination, administrative structures,
and decisiormakingprocesses were well designed and implemented. The management of the ESPIG
included the MoPSE, the ECG, the CA (FCDO) and UNICEF playing a critical role in the fiduciary
management of the GPE grant as the GA. The GA observed all the normal channels aficationu

as well as internal and external practices in managing the Grant and in offering technical support to
MoPSE. Weltoordinated, collaborative efforts of the partner government MDAs, the grant agent, the
coordinating agency, civil society organieat and communities (parents) enabled delivery of most
planned outputs despite the drawbacks of (i) a challenging, unstable, inflationary fee@nomic
environment, (i) frequent droughts, (iijyclone Idai and (iv) the COVID pandemicProgramme
implementation and delivery of outputs was generally satisfactory.

This therefore meant that there was effective accountability and transparency of programme
implementation internally, with the MoPSE as well as in the Education Coordination Ghicip is

the LEG in Zimbabwe. The GA also reported to the GPE secretammatuailly for quality assurance

and the secretariat offered a technical support including country visits by the country lead. Some of
the challenges encountered included:

A Implementation delays; Delays were experienced because of the challenges in the Ministry,
absences of critical staff between July aAdgust2019 due to the census exercise. As
mitigation, the GA had to follow up the different MoPSE departments to ensure
implementation was done and was reported in the ECG.

A The implementation of the Variable Part, being new was quite complex. This was also added
by having too many indicators. In mitigation the GA always sought technical support from the
GPE secretariat and madesgentations in the ECG.

5.3. Programme Efficiency

Finding ¥: GPE Il Programnueliveryof agreed targets were generally achieved with value for money
in terms of economy, effectiveness, and equiyt poorly as itrelates deliveringwithin agreed
timeframe In some cases, implementation experienced uwuatiézation of released funds and
inability to meet targets on schedule.
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Evaluation areahow well resources are being used. The extent to which the intervention delivers or
is likely to deliver @sults in an economic and timely way. "Economic" is the conversion of "inputs
(funds, expertise, natural resources, etc.) into outputs, outcomes and impacts, in the most cost
effective way possible, as compared to feasible alternatives in the contexteRTidtelivery is within

the intended timeframe, or a timeframe reasonably adjusted to the demands of the evolving context.
Thisalsoinclude assessing operational efficiency (how well the intervention was managed).

Efficiency of th&SPE Il Programmig a ley element in determining how well the programmeas able

to deliver resultdy assessing how the programndeliveredits outputs, considering the rate at which
intervention inputswere converted to outputs within shorteed time and resources. Several mets

can be used to determine the efficiency ratio of a programme in relation to the nature of
activities/business involved. In relation to tPE Il Programmihe efficiency of the programmaas
analysed on the following grousd

Efficiency of Fund Releases/availability for programme implementatiotime. Looks at
how funds are released on schedule and at the agreed sum.

Cash Advances Retirement ratio. This looks at the time taken to retirexdaahces ohave
the cash advancecleared in the accounts statement.

Accounts payable ratio of th@PE Il Programnwd the GPE. This looks at time taken to clear
pending payments/commitments of the programme such as payments to vendors,
undelivered purchase orders, payment commitmerds implementing partners and travel
advances approved but not yet paid.

Analysis of cash advances retirement ratio

In the business world, Accounts Receivable turnover ratio is determiiyethow long it takes

customers to pay back credit sales on averagel that information, in turn, reveals a lot about how

financially stable the business or company is and how well its cash flow is managed. The ratio

OFf OdA F1Sa | O2YLIlyeqQa ONBRAG alfsSa o& AdGa I+ @SN
turnover ratio indicates that a company collects its receivables quickly and efficiently. A low ratio
indicates that the company is not managing its receivables on time. In relation t@GRE I

Programme the Accounts Receivable ratio is considered from thespestive of cash advance
retirements made over requirederiod. Accounts cash advance retirement ratios in this regard, are
AYRAOFG2NAR 2F GKS LINBINIYYSAQ FoAftAGe G2 STFFTFAOAS
programme partners and staff retire off their outstanding cash advances. A good cashcadvan
retirement turnover ratio will be a higher value, showing how quickly advances are retired within the

period. It means the Programme is collecting its cash advance retirements more quickly.

Data sources are from the Global Partnership for EducatiokYGBnor Statement report by activity
for the following period:

i.  GPE Fixed part: SC160641 From 09 December 2016 to 31 December 28D®lilard
i. GPE Fixed Part: SC160641 From 09 December 2016 to 31 December 20R0llars
iii. GPE VP and MP: SC180783 foiSeptember 2018 to 31 December 2018 Bbllars
iv. ~GPE VP and MP SC180783 for 01 September 2018 to 31 December 26Roliang.
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The implication of this is that analysis is made based on the figure contained in the 2018 financial
record as cash advancadivalue showing in the 2020 report as cash advance for the fixed part and
variable parts respectively. Data was not disaggregated to show advances for each year, since it is only
for two period reports (2018 and 2020 financial reports) that were providéwre is no record for

2017, 2019, 2021 and 2022 cash advances. It is therefore assumed that the cash advance amount
showing in the 2020 report is the total unretired advance on tBREund as at the reporting period.

For instance The Cash advancetbie GPE Fixed part a§December 2018 wab382,408.08.

The Cash Advance sum for same componemif 8§ December 2020 wa$28,506.44 This implies

that over theperiod between December 32018,and December 31, 2020, the cash advance yet to
be retired has reduced to $28,506.44, meaning the sum of $353,901.64 was retired within the two
years period. The number of times the retirement was made was not provided, hence the efficiency
ratio shows rerement was only done once in two years.

The Calculated efficiency ratio is given below as:

The Average Advance Retirement Turnover Ratio is calculated by dividing net retired advance by
outstanding retirement. Net retired sum is calculated as total ade&(minus) retired sum. Average
advance retirement is calculated as the sum of starting and ending retirements overparssd
(generally monthly, quarterly or annually), divided by two.

Average Advance Retirement Ratio = net retired advance + AvAameints Receivable (in this case,
the average outstanding retirement).

Average Accounts Receivable (in this case, the average outstanding retirement) = sum of starting and
ending receivables (advance retirement) over apiod (example: 1 month, quaerly, biannually
(6 months interval such as the UNICEF remitter system), or annually.

Where net retirement advance = total cash advances at the beginrim@us) retirements made so
far on the cash advanc&he average accounts receivable (that isdkierage outstanding retirement)

In this regard it is summation of the first retirement and the last retirement made.

The Value for the retired sum was obtained from the difference in the cash advance in 2018 donor
report and the value of the cash advande®020. That i$382,408.08 $28,506.44 = $353,901.64.

Therefore, the Net Advance Retiremen882,408.08 353,901.64
(353,901.64 + 0)/2

Zero is added because the record did not show how many times the cash advance was retired, so
calculation was made based on the understanding that the retired advance was once between 2018
and 2020 (the reporting periotl) See the UNICEF Donor source. Details of the data used for the above
analysis obtained from theeviewed literatures provide in Table 30: Analysis ofCash Advances
Retirement Ratio.

17Source is the UNICEF other Resources Contribution Received from the Global Partnership for Education Donor
Statement by Activity (Uncertified) from 9 December 2016 to 31 December 2018 olli#Bs;and same report for 9
December 2016 to 31 December 2020.
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Accounts payable ratio of th6&PE Il Programmef the GPHI.

The Accounts Payable in this regi@onsiders the total amount the programme held as commitments
to vendors for suppliers or services and other pending payments to be made. The outstanding

W/ 2YYAGYSyGaQ NBFSNER (G2 Fff dzyRSt AGSNBR LIJzZNDOKI &

partners and travel advances approved but not yet paid as at when Talgle 26(Annexed)shows
the value of the commitment as at the date each of the financial reports were made.

The figurebelow shows The GPE Fixed Part Unpaid Commitments by the é&adaminting Period in
2018, 2019 and 2020 The GPE Fixed Part Unpaid Commitments by the end of Accounting Period in
2018, 2019 and 2020.

FigurelO- The GPE Fixed Part Unpaid Commitments by the end of Accounting Period in 2!
2019 and 2020

e Sum of the Outstanding Commitment
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Figure 11: The GPE Fixed Part Unpaid Commitments by the end of Accounting Period in 2018, 2019
and 2020
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As goods are received and commitments in respect of implementing partners and travel advances
were paid the commitment amounts were added"iacurred expenses in the subsequent reporting
period. The above data showed some administrative bottlenecks need to be addressed to ensure all
outstanding payments are made as at when due, ané oegular basis. The sum above represents
payments that wee not made as at when due or time. The most efficient measure will be a-short
term programme liquidity. The liquidity ratio could not be calculated to determine the exact number
efficiency ratio on the GPE Accounts payable turnover ratio because daimfweate the analysis was

not available to complete the average accounts payable. In this case, a higher efficiency ratio means
the programme regularly pays off its creditors and thus has a reasonable working capital gap. A lower
efficiency ratio means thahe programme may be struggling to pay off creditors and could end up
imperilled by high interest rates. Accounts payable turnover ratio is given as = net credit purchases /
average accounts payable. Average accounts payable is the sum of accounts pharebleeginning

and end of an accounting period, divided by 2. Evaluators do not have details on the specific
repayment pattern of the Commitments, except the lump sum data shown in the Donor Statement of
report by UNICEF. However, the above data prest@n is sufficient to show some gaps in the finance

and administration procedures that causes delays and catalogue of unpaid commitments.

A. Analysis of Key Informant Interview on GPE Il Programme Efficiency.
The Evaluation Questions being addexbare:
i. Were the agreed targets achieved according to schedule, and with much value for money?

ii. Were there alternate methods and modalities of implementation that could have delivered
similar results at lower cost?

iii. How did the programme ensutbe best value for money?
KIl Responses to the above questions

i. Were the agreed targets achieved according to schedule?
Total Number of Respondents: 15

Tablel7: Kll Responses

Kll Responses Number of Responses Synthesis of Responses/Explanation Provided
Yes No

Agreed Targeti 6 6 out of the interviewes believe theGPE Il Programm
the annual met the target on schedule especially as it relates
process fund releases by the Donor, and UNICEF, excepl
indicatort® were occasions when there was little delay on fund releg
Achieved on especially on the variable parts. This was attributed
Schedule several factors such as:

a. Late Request byhe Ministry

b. Where there is error in bank details submitte

by the school

18 See annek.8for the process indicator level resdfamework.
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Agreed Targetin
the process
indicators set
annually  were
Achieved, but not
on Schedule.

c. Lateness with the remittal clearanbecause of]
unclearedadvances and other administrativ
processes.

9 out of the interviewees are of the view that targe
were achieved, but not on schedule due to same reas
provided by others above and below. They also shg
similar viewthat view that theGPHI programme would
have performed better in terms of efficiency

programme delivery if certain conditions were in pla

The challenges were attributed to administratig
bottlenecks with programme management system
UNICEF, progmme implementation challenges wit
the Ministry, and strict criteria on utilization of th
donor complementary fund.

Targets were not 0

met due to

several mitigating

factors on both

programme

management and

implementation

side factors

Total Number 15

Source: Plan Eval

Fund Availability and Disbursements on or Against Schedule

The analysis compares expected fund inflow to the actual amount released over a given period for
programme implementation. That is, comparison of dggeed/approved programme fund with the
actual amount released at the agregeériod. It measures the efféiveness of fund releases, which
impacts overall fund availability for delivering of planned activities as at when due, and the
smoothness of operations.

Table34 - Analysis of the GPE Fund Release to UNICEF, Timeliness of Releases, and Fund Utilization
Capacityconstitutes the sample data available for the analysis of fund availability and timeliness in
fund releases to the implementing partners.

To determine the eftiency of fund releases for programniraplementation whendue, three key
factors were considered:

1) Comparison of total amount released to the implementing partner with the agreed/approved
sum.

2) Comparison of the actudime funds were made available,and the required time fund was
expected based on work plan/schedule.

3) Gross analysis of the GPE fifitmlv (releases to UNICEF) and analysis of the fund
utilization/burning rate by UNICEF and the implementing partners.

Table32: Analyses of fund release and timeliness: Chiredzi Didiiesyingo Province (20212023)
shows that fundwere made available to the district according to the agreed suma@mntme.

Details of this analysis is presentad Annex 7.9 under efficiency in Value for Money Summary
Analysis. Sample from MoPSE of Clar&dstrict, Masvingo Province data for 2622023 shows that
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there was no difference in the actual amount that was released to the district and the
agreed/approved sum. This means that the exact amount of fund anticipated was what was released.
However,there are some controversy/contradictions in the response provided by the Ministry on
releases within schedule. This is because some funds were still released up till 2023 when the phase
of the programme was meant to end in December 2021 and 2022. This #fficiency gap in delivery
within planned schedule, though the approved sum was released, but not on schedule. In terms of
fund availability for programme delivery the programme performed well. However, data could not be
accessed to determine efficiepdn theutilisation of the released funds. No document was provided

for analysis of the procurement procedures and processes. Alternatively, qualitative data obtained
from the interview the relevant Kll respondents provided some insights on few lapsesdaro
procurements and commaodity pricing at the school levels.

Timeliness ofachievingplanned Outputs

Timeliness in delivery of planned outputs is a functén

A Availability of fund on due time.

Ability of the implementing partners such as the MoPSE to iniatend request at the
appropriate time. This has been identified as a major challenge in the ability of the programme
to meet targes of planned activities on schedule. Another consequdrefgect of this is that

the remittal system of accounting in UNICEF would block further processing of accounts after
six months, so any incomplete accounting process would not be cleared. This in effect,
increases the number of accounts payable of thegpaonme (debt to the programme), and
haltsimplementation of planned activities.

A The COVID 19 pandemic, whose effects and devastation have been felt across all parts of the
world, hindered the ability of the programme to keep to pace wiith planned schedule.

A On the average, the programme delivery within scheduls tieen relatively low given the
afore mentioned challenges, even when furhve been released on time.

Except for the two DistrictsfMutoko in Mashonaland East &ince and Chiedzi in Masvingo
Provincé with evidence on timely release of fusdntime, the rest of the provinces could not provide
responsaon the data request to support the analysis. This could be because the districts obtain their
funds directly from UNICEF aod time. Gther delivery at the Ministry level have been relatively
behind schedule based on the analysis of fund utilisation conducted.

Implication on Programme Delivery and Outcomes

The exact amount of funds anticipated was in accordance with the abhmeleased Data was not
provided on the expected period of fund release and whenftirels were to be made availablso
timeliness could not be established. The same case of efficiency of resource utilization applies to the
district as in the previous atysis.

No data was provided on fund disbursement ddiewever, response from Kll confirmed that fund
releases to UNICEF were made on schedule. Reasonyfeaimunderutilisation of fund is provided in
the analysis of KlI in the next section.
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In 2018 &counting year, at 90% fund release, only 60% of the GPE Multiplier Fixed Part could be
utilised, and 40% unspent. This means that inability of the programme to effectively deliver planned
outputs is not necessarily a function of fund availability

By Deember 2019, all the expected funds under the Fixed part were released, but only 74% of the
fund could be utilised. 22% of the fund could not be spent within the planned period. The trend
continued even in the next year (2020) to a much worst state, wighcthvid19 pandemic. Out of the

100% released fund, only 78% was utilized, the rest 22%umspent. The 78% programme delivery

of the fixed part in 2020 was effectilmcause ofmulti-response mechanism adopted in addressing

the negative effect of the patemic. There were other complementary interventions as well as
increased collaboration and coordination with other partners such as UNESCO, Satédren and

the Government. Though the response by UNESCO was towards the end of the accounting year, the
earmarked sum was utilized within schedule, and with much effectual outcome.

The Variable and Multiplier part administratively commenced in September 2018, but no fund release
was made by that year, and so no implementation took place. No fund waseelemder the Variable
Multiplier fund in 2018partly due to administrative processes involvedorogranme kick-off.

Though there was increased fund utilisation and spending under the fixed part component of the GPE
fund in year 2020 (78% utilisation), the variable part fund performance utilisation was at 38%. This
could be associated with the interruption in the genesakioeconomic activities around the globe

due to covid19 pandemic.

Consequently, programme delivery in effect is affected by the above circumstances given the link with
fund utilisation.

5.4. Programme Economy

Finding B: The GPE 11 Programme resourcegafftial, human, technical support) were allocated
strategicallyand cost effectivelyo achieve the programme outcomes. The programme presented
great opportunity for increased economies of scale that helped implementers to leverage other
opportunities to ave resources and operate at much reduced cost, thereby making some savings.
Programme economy analysis confirmed the benefits and values of the initiatives undertaken.
Innovative strategies were adopted by programme implementers to operate at low cdat]ifng
complementary interventions by both the Government and other partners to achieve desired
programme outcome

In general terms, economy assess the degree to which programme inputs are being purchased in the
right quantity and at the right pricé he focus is osavings along the result value chain.

Definition of Concept

The focus is on where the programme made savings. grbgramme presentedyreat
opportunity for increased economies of scale that helped implementersake use obther
opportunities to save resources and operate at much reduced.c&bgrammeeconomy
analysis focusedn identifying and analysing the benefits and values of the initiatives
undertaken to operate at lower cost. Considerations were also given to other non GPE paid
servicesthat benefitedfrom the GPH Programmeand their monetary values).
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Strategies Adopted to Operate at Low Cost

Several strategies were adopted by the programme implementers to operate at low cost. These are
enumerated below:

A Savings madbecause otollaboration, use of unpaid facilities or services of other partners,
and other shared costs.

A Deliberateactions optiongaken by the implementing State Body to operate at reducest
or shorten the process of getting tasks delivered.

A What the Government were able to do on their own without cost on @Bl Programme
(list of Government contributions (monetary and noronetary) €.g.,these include training
hall facilities that are owed by the Government or other partners which were not paid for by
the GPE Il Programme

A Several unpaid mahour services given for the benefit of the programinethe GoZ through
the MoPSE and others

A Several alternative measures adopted by the programimelementers and partners to
operate at minimal cost.

There are several lists of such initiatives undertaken by the Government which resulted in lovger cost
to both the Government and the Ministry in tli&PHI Programmethe major challenge ithe inability

of the implementers to document and quantify thesstiativesin monetary terms. There were also
some challengem getting respondents to provide details when it had to do with financial figures,
because othe perceptionson evaluation which most times comes with sceptical response, as people
perceive it as if its auditing, and so shy awfgm providing financiahnswers

Leveraged Opportunities and Savings
Some of the leverage opportunities for programme econ@rgstated below.

There was emplementarity with other sector programmes such as in the Scimpetovement Grant
There were several contributors to this cause which in effect increased the delivery outcome.
Examples are:

i. The EDF programme €onded by KW and FCDO

il. The Governmeninfrastructuralinvestment Plan

iii. Increased state treasury funding to the sector

iv. The ECG as a very effective sector governing body in the Country

V. Existence of sectdvased civil society organisations whose wizkf direct link to the
focus of the GPE result areas.

Vi. Other INGOs in the Country working in the result area provides great opportunity for rapid
response in terms of emergency just astie tase of Covidl9.

Value of Complementary Interventions and Collaborations

There were several other complementary interventions by both the Government and other partners
to achieve desired programme outcome. Hence the GRENd was not solely resporide in the

delivering of the entire sector outcomes. While there was list of several complementary efforts
especially by the Government, many of them were not matched with monetary value to quantify the
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financial value of such input. Howevéine complemertary efforts contributed to greater value for
money and increased economy of scale for@RHI Programme Some complementary interventions
weredirect while some were indirect complementary initiatives.

In 20202021 during the COVIDO pandemic, UNICERdertook a programme criticality exercise to
facilitate the activity prioritization and integration of COMI® into other existing programming.
Working through the Development Fund Steering Committees to engage partners, UNICEF ultimately
reprogrammed oer US$10 million acrossll Development Funds to respond to the COVID
pandemic in the Country. This effort amplified results for children through CO¥I@sponse
activities across all fund board, and gristing programming, with donor angartner flexibility
allowing for early implementation of lifeaving interventions.

Working with and through partners helped to achieve great rasalgradually restoring the state of
socioeconomic activities in theountry. In addition to the above, UNEF partnered with the UNESCO

and WHO to share a joint advocacy statement on school reopening. Further to this, UNICEF and
UNESCO worked together toward the development of recommendations on school reopening and
evidencebased strategies to address leargilosses.

5.5. Programme Equity and Inclusiveness

Finding B: TheGPE Il Programme addressed issues of equity, access, and inciessgndents

pointed out that programme support upheld issues of gender equity, access, and inclusivity and this
was manifested in its various interventions. School authorities in Klls, and FDGs with teachers and
learners revealed that gender equity and inclusiveness were exhibited in several ways including access
to the textbooks, furniture, ablutions, classrooms, waad sanitation facilities and other learning
materials, Access to learning materials and learning environment for both boys and girls was based on
availability not sex differences or daility.

The first programme aspect of the Variable Part fund isitgand Access andcomprisesof
programmes geared toward promotion of access and equity in the education outcome.

The GPE Multiplier Fund Fixed Tranche was allocated through -afbb@p up to the School
Improvement Grant (SIG) for ti€000 pooresP3Wa I (i S f AS&l&ctibn wad Kaedl dndagdreed
criteria and approval by the EDF PrograetSteering Committee.

This was to ensure access to funds for the poor schools to complete classrooms and equip the learning
environment so that the neweurriculum can be delivered effectively. The prograeensured that

all construction takes account of children with disabilityensure letter learning and equipped
accommodation.

Programme Effect on Children with Special Needs

a. Under the SI@ 2022,836 disadvantaged schools received GPE SIG complementary funding:
of which 691 schools received US$5,000 for either completiaonstruction project or/and
rehabilitation of some classrooms, and 145 schools received US$10,000 and constructed
scence laboratories or converted classrooms into laboratories reaching out to 347,398
learners (173,200 girls and 174,198 boys). As a result, enrolment in these schools increased.
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However, whilst support was extended towards assistive devices nationwides sonools
such as King Georgenlith children with disabilitieglid not enjoy that benefit9.

b. For Open and Distance Learning, a total of 210,000 copies of NFE modules in three subjects,
namely English, Mathematics and Combined Science (70,000 copiescfosgbject), were
distributed to 1,294 targeted disadvantaged secondary schools largely in the rural
communities benefiting 640,000 learners.

5.6. Programme Crosscutting Effects, Inclusio@ender, and Human
Rights €.g.,Child Rights)

Finding I7: GPE IProgramme effectively embedded a human righased approach and addressed
issues related to inclusion, gender, and children with disabilities, as well as child safegaacdiing
gender equality and empowerment of women.

This section presents findings on imstreaming/incorporation programme crosscutting issues in the

GPE Il Programmimterventions. The evaluation sought to assess whether the programme was
aSyaridAagsS (2 OKAf RNBSgv@dssuedvaié Braught up By thg RspenSeNts ik a & dzS 2
all the six districts that suggette LINR ANJ YYSQa aSyairdAgaite G2 GKS C
empowering the girl child through education of the boy child about critical issues that affect the girls

such as menstruation. Results indicate the ftiscrimination nature of the delivered interventions

FYR FoAfAdGe G2 FdZ FAE{ | bL/9CQa SyRSI@2dzNJ (12 LINRY
from disadvantaged backgrounds. However, although happy and grateful of the support, King George
VIschools are of the opinion that the GPE Il grant should have incorporated assistive flavibes
learner(s)with disabilities.

A total of 5,225,584 children directly benefited from t&@&HI Programme out of which 2,453,440
FNBE JANI &> YR uHXnpoXnnn o02@ax az2tsSteée 2y Dt9 Tdz
presents the data as lifted from the 2022 final report of the GPE by UNICEF.

Cumulative Beneficiary Children

19 Procurement processes for assistive devices were delayed, and some suppliers took long to detliffarém items.
MOPSE head offided fully received devices by end of June and delivery was scheduled to begin July 2023 and be completed
end of September 2023 after schools have opened for the third term.
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Tablel8: Presents the cumulative beneficiary children in the GPE Il Programme

% attributed to
this grant (for
co-financed
grants

Description d Social
Classification of Pre-primary Primary Secondary Total
beneficiary

Number of children
who directly benefited | 1,473,774 2,676,485 | 1,075,325 5,225,584° 100
from the project so far:

Of which, girls: 908,771 1,329,894 | 533,479 2,772,144 100

Boys 565,003 1,346,591 | 541,846 2,453,440

Source: Plan Eval

The table above presentse cumulative beneficiary children in the GPE Il programme, with data only

F@F ATl o0fS F2NJ ydzyoSNI 2F 62eaQ FyR FANI aQ OKAf RNE
evaluation period. Data was not available for children with disabilitiugee children, Internally

Displaced (IDP) children, oat-children in school age or children from marginalized ethno
cultural/linguistic minorities.

GPHI Programmesupport consideration for gender equity/inequity

The Global Educatidvionitoring report(2017) notes that in a secure learning atmosphere, both boys
and girls must feel acceptédFor instance, at Msipani primary schoNbn-Formal Education (NFE)

is being extended to learners who are not in the mainstream of regular education. Somerchilthre
disability are also accommodated in this approach to learning. Two learners with disability are enrolled
in the NFEThe programmeupported effortsfor gender equity/inequity with morenarginalisedjirls
benefiting in theGPHI Programmethan boys This is presented graphicallytive figure below.

20 There was miscalculation in the data submitted by UNICEF. The data in thiatemaheport is the accurate
summation of the data for the pr@rimary, primary and secondary school children reported in the UNICEF 2022 GPE
report.

21The Global Education Monitoring Repo@ender equality through school: providing a safe and inclusive learning
environment- UNESCO
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Figurel2 - Cumulative beneficiaries of girls to boys
Cumulative beneficieries of Girls to Boys
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Assessmenicross thesix districtsvisitedrevealed that theGPE Il Programmeok into consideration
gender equity in its delivery. All respondents pointaat that the support upheld issues of gender
equity and this was manifested in various interventions. Interactions with school authorities in Kills,
and FDGs with teachers andleers revealed that gender equitnd inclusiveness wemxhibited in
several wayincluding access to the textbooks, furniture, ablutions, classrooms, water and sanitation
facilities and other learning materialShe evaluation found oubhat access todarning materials and

the learning environment for both boys and girls was based on availahilitty sex differences.
Learners in all the six provincgmth girls and boyconfirmed they were equally enjoying the benefits

of the GPE Il Programmas thee was no preferential treatment when it comes to distribution of
learning resourceskor instance,darners at Insindi Secondary School (Matabeleland Sokthy
George Vkecondary schoolBulawayo Metropolitan) Mudzonga Primary School, and Mudzonga
Secondary School (Mashonaland East Provinogjirmed that both boys and girls took part in making
sanitary pads, a project funded through GQPfEnding.

Evaluators learnethat lack of information on sexual and reproductive health rights, which dedu
inadequate and insensitive sanitary products and menstrual health managementcpsated to

affect most girls from disadvantaged backgrounds. However, this is now a thing of the past, thanks to
GPE lprogrammeQ d &t y A i NB LI R Ziallyinh §edoyidary schodlsi A | G A @S S & LIS

Theevaluation confirmedhat in generalboth boys and girls suffer the same challenges regardless of
their sex?, gendef?®, or disability Some of these challenges include transport challenges, walking long
distances to school, nepayment or late payment of school fees, inadequate learning resources such

22 Sex is usually categorized as female or male but there is variation in the biological attributes that comprise sex and
how those attributes are expressed.

23 Gender refers to the socially constructed roleghaviors expressions and identities of girlspmen, boys, men,

and gender diverse people.
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as books, school uniforms, shortagenon-availability of ICT infrastructure, poorags grounds,and
hunger among other things. Theshallengeswere confirmed by parents However, parents also
confirmed thattheir children were not denied access to support, they benefited equally. Resources
are distributed according to availability nbased on se)gender, ordisability.

In all capacity development initiatives, the programme was well targeted in selection and training of
staff at provincialdistrict,and school levels. FGDs with teachers confirmed that comparable numbers
of female andnale staff participated on all formal capacity development initiatives of the programme.

¢ KS Dt 9 {dzLJLl2 NI LINE I NJprdtectdn F YR OKAf RNBy Qa NAIKG &«

This evaluation assessédie extent the programme addressed issues of child rights, gender, and
children wth disabilities as well as safeguarding. Interviews at the school fevebled that the
programme paidonsiderablettention to the rights of girl children and those with special needs. The
rights oflearners wereaddressed by promoting their educatianneeds, angrovision of sanitary
pads and panties for the girl child. Learners and parents from the surveyed instit(ticit#) largely
(83%) confirmed that they were informed by the headmaster, deputy head and/ or SDC Chairman
when the schools received help (whethextbooks science equipment, money, building matésia
etc). Unfortunately, 17 % (n=2 institutions) expressed concern they were not informed of help
coming through nor the sources from where the help was extend&hrents argued thatt iis
important that such information is transmitted to beneficiaries so that when projects are evaluated
the primary beneficidesare awae of such help rendered and the sourcesathhelp.

Enquiries on whetheearners are consultesthen leaders of schoolgere planningo decide what to

do to develop the school or improve their learniognditionsshowed that only 17 % (n=2) of the
institutions solicited learner views on development programmes or matters affecting treeimitey

The rest(83%)of the schools indicated that there was no involvement of the learners in decision
making process of school development mattédParents were unanious that communication with,
and nclusbn of the learners in decision makiibg improved so thathe voiceof childrenis taken into
consideration in issues pertaining to their learninglfare,and school developmenBarents further
argued that incluise approacleswill ensure thatnone of theirchildren would bdeft behind. The
evaluation assessed thamdlusivenessould improve targeting of limited resources and improve
efficiency in the delivery of critical issues affecting the primary beneficiaries.

Further probesinto the mechanisms of involving the pupils in decision making platforms of the schools
revealed that ony 25% (n=3) of the institutionsonsulted have groups of pupils in the form of
interaction or child protection clubs that represent their peers in taking part in making decisions and
planning the development of their respective schodlse resif the inditutions 75% (1¥9) lack such
representativegroups. There is, however, scope to consider formation of such clubs/ groups or making
use of prefects who are common to most schools but whose duties have largely been limited to
extending order and disciplinat schools and transmitting information from school authorities to
peers more like a unidirectional flow of information. Interviewed learners expressed interest in the
formation of groups of pupils/or students to represent them when school authoritiedasitn to
deliberate on decisions made planning of the development of the institutionghey argued thatttis

would enhance interaction between learners and authorities as well as consideration of their views
when decisions on development planning of th&hools and/ or welfare are made.
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Assessment acrodhe six provincewisited revealedhat GPHI Programmesupport contributedto
promoting the rights of the girl child. It provided sanitary pads and pants for girls which reduced
absenteeism for girls during the time they are having their monthly period. It also emerged that boys
were participating in sewing sanitary pads. This waen as a major step towards eliminating
discrimination of the girls by boys. For example, the school headirey George V(Bulawayo
Metropolitan) echoed the sentiments that since the boys started taking part in making sanitary pads,
they now show aetter understanding of menstrual cycles and have stopped laughing at girls who
accidentally mess their uniformd.eaners at Insindi secondary schogMidlands Province) and
Mudzonga Secondary School (Mashonaland East Prowdismshared the same stor§00% of the

girls interviewed in the schoslcommended the initiativeand wished it to continue School
respondentsalso indicated thaGPE Il Programmsipport contributed towards the construction of

girl friendly toiletsat Insindi Secondargchool (Matabdeland Southand Mudzonga Secondary School
(Mashonaland East Provincé) addition, with the help of GAEundinglnsindi Secondary schoalit

up an incinerator to disposef used pads. Girls are now able to attend school even when they are
experienciig the menstrual cycle All these initiatives were said to have contributed towards
improving creating a conducive learning environment for the girls and ultimately the right to
education. In FGDs with teachers and learnerSlatabelelandSouth, Midlands and Mashonaland
Eastalthough respondents were happy with these initiatives, theyfstiiithere is a lot to be done to
improve the learning environment of the girl child and promote the right to education. For example,
schools are still exp@ncinga shortage of relevant textbook$urniture, and potable water among
other things. Learners who fall pregnant are not able to go back to school amilstyake care of

the child. Thisviewpoint was coffirmed by parentswho regetted that when thegirl child gets
pregnantparentsmustraise the childusually withinadequate resources to look after the child while
the mothergoesback to school.

Mainstreaming of Human Rights and Inclusion of children with special needs

Evaluators assessed thdtere wasan apparent awareness of parents in communities with schools
supported by the UNICEEPHI Programme toallow children with disabilities to attend classes as
their basichuman right The welfare of children with special needsslieen consideredn some
institutions with GPEl support either under nodormal education or at special schools that give
special attention to those with disabilities. For examplethsMidlandsprovince Msipani primary
school enrolled two children who amheelchaibound and have special learning needs. The learners
with disabilities are enrolled in the mainstream/inclusive education and attend lessons in the same
classes with other community children. Utongani High School has two learners with disabilities a boy
and a girl. The girl in form 1 has hearing impairment and the boy in form 2 is handicapped with a
malfunctional hand. Unfortunately, both learners with disabilities have not received any support
related to their disability from GPIE although they are atteding school. The girl with the hearing
impairment has no hearing aids, the teachers at the school have no special training in sign language.
Thisbadlydisadvantages the girl and limits her learninmgludingreading what is on the chalk board.

If she d@s not understand some of the things, then communication in terms of seeking clarity from
the teachers is a big challendeis noteworthy that these 2 schools are rural where poverty is most
apparent.
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The girl, however, received support in the form ahgary pads and pants as received by other girls

who have no impairments. King George VI Primary school and King George VI Secondary school are
institutions that cater for children with special needs. However, the support that they have received
did not consider their special needs foe.g., wheelchairs walking crutches noramps. School
authorities cital a case where they bought computers with @Pfiands and they were ordered to

LI & 6101 GUKS TdzyRal (iQ@2vHézi 8NIS&2 TOKELt RNBY éaAiliK R.
Thus,inclusion in education of children with disabilities is compromised when they cannot access aids
and provisions that calighten their learning and/or otherwise improve their learning environment.

The observations from this evaluation demonstrate that whilst enrolling students with disabilities
contributes to the GPE and ESSP Sector Performance Framework indicdt@swmber of enrolled

students with disabilities, it does not ensure providing necessities that make such children competitive
with their colleagues who have no disabilities. Inclusiveness, therefore, in this regard is not enough as

it continues to leave thoseandidates with disabilities behind regardless of them being present at the
learning facilitiesThis is a limitation to the School Improvement Grant which has utilizatideria

defined and approved by ECG members. The abovesodgll within the ireligible lists.

Inclusive education

The entire resultérameworkof the GPHI Programmewnasgearedtowards widening the space for all
inclusive education. This summedup in the legacy policy and legal framework mentioriadhis
chapter, with specific emphasis on the Inclusive Education Policy. Inclusive education in terms of
genderparity inschoolattendance wasbserved to bdargelyupheld in most of the schools reegig

GPHI funding thatevaluatorsvisited The challenge appears to be in equal opportunity to compete

for children with special needs with those that have no disabilities. According to school authorities,
GPHIfunds to a large extent catered five purchase of books, renovation of buildings, sanitary pads

but was very limited in covering the needs of children with special needs. King George Schools (both
Primary and Secondary) hawst oftheir candidates being learners with special neetsl they dck

the most basic support to learn with disability.

Evaluators observed that CwD at some schools havdenefitted from items such asheelchairs

crutches, hearing aids €2d. yet they learn with children with no disabilities in the same classrooms

and are expected to compete with such childréer instance, at Utongani High School a girl in form

one has hearing impairment but does not have hearing aids. She is taught bgreadio have no

training on sign language and the girl is expected to understand all her learning through reading what

is inscribed on the chalk board and that which is in the books. If she fails to comprehend what is written

or what is in the books therd & y 2 OKIyOS 2F KSNJ 3ShGdAy3a Of I NR
communicate in sign language. The school authorities requested hearing aids on her behalf from GPE
funds, unfortunately to date the aids have not yet been providede school heador Mudzong

Secondary Schodamented thata G K S Il Pragéamme which wasdesigned to be inclusivand

24 As mentioned aboveissistivadevices were procured in 2022 but there were several delays particularly with dispatch by suppliers. ltems
such as wheelchairs were only received in country in July 2023, the mdmith distribution to schools was scheduled. MOPSE is in the
process oflistributingto provinces. The schools are anticipated to collect by the end of September 2023 when schools open.
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empowering is inadvertently discriminatory to childrenth special need&ho need the most critical
help and tloseleanerskexperience at schoollisnited YR O2y a i N} A Y SR$

The GPE and Croessctors Development

Education outcomesanbe realised when other enablers are in place, and some of these enablers cut
across other sectors such as WASH, health, infrastructural dewelttpInformation, Communication

and Technologies. A combinationtbEmaticconnectivity across other sectonssa chance to boost
outcomes and otheenablers ofthe educationsector. This intethematic effect played out mostly
during the covidl9 respmse under the GPE funBxemplars are WASH and WiScussed below

The WASHsector

The WASH sectavas an enabler of quality and equitable educatishich kenefited the education
sector, especially during the COMID response initiative of GREMost notable was the ddition of
the School Improvement Grant (Si@) WASH to respond to the need for rehabilitation of new safe
water points at schools to ensueesafe environment for school children.

At Msipani (Midlands Province)Mudzonga Primary $ool, and Mudzonga Secondary School
(Mashonaland East Provincethe GPHI Programme supporprovided water points antbuilt toilets
with ramps and toilet seatto servechildren with disability Solar pumps wereinstalled to pump
borehole water that mad it easy to access clean safe drinking water at the scpbgd improved
hygiene by hand washing after using toilet facilities.

At Utongani and Msipan{Midlands Province) and Mudzonga Primary School, and Mudzonga
Secondary School (Mashonaland East Ro®)i GPHEI Programme supportunder the COVID
purchased sanitisers arfdce masks to reduce/prevent spread of tiisease.

Information Communication and Technology

Duringdisbursement othe QOVID19 response fund, some investments wergannelledtowards
developmentolL / ¢ ® Ly @SadGdyYSyida AyOf dzRSR NBFdz2NDAAKYSYyd |
ProductionStudio, distributing solar radioproducing,and broadcasting TV and radio lessons, agno
other interventions. To complement this initiative, UNI@kFked throughGiga®, a global initiative

with the International Telecommunication Union to connect every school to the Internet and the
Learning PasspariTo facilitate thisa key global dital learning partnership between UNICEF,
Microsoft and the University of Cambridge focused on reducing education barriers for vulnerable
children.This effort is still nascent, and the ICT needs are huge and expdn&ivmation technology

is stilllaggngat all the rural schoolgisited during the evaluation exercisko start with, mosschoo$

need a computer lab as well as computdfsr instance, le net effective of pooiCTespecially for

rural schoolscaused a huge blow to the pass rakorexample, at Msipani primary schodhe pass

rate dropped from 70% in 2019 to 48 % in 202Racerbated by the onslaught of COMHD

25Giga is a UNICHFU initiative to connect every school to the énhet and every young person to information,
opportunity, and choice.
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5.7. Impact and Sustainability of the GPE Interventions

Impact of theGPEunded programme

Finding B: GPE Il Programnresults have achieved lasting changes in the education system through
the implementation of education interventions through the 2 components and the €OWRd. The
Programme met the critical objective of including many vulnerable children to accéisg quausive,

and relevant learning.

The evaluation found out thathe GPEI Programmehad a positive effect on the development of
national sectotwide policies (that is, th&hoolFnancingPolicy, and theeducationAmendmentAct),
strategies i(e., The Education Sector StrategyPlar) and systemstrengthening(such as monitoring,
sector financing, and leadership development).

Additionally, he GPEIl Programmeinstituted key policy and legislative provisieriscludingthe
Educatbn Amendment Act (2020), with the aim of mtkout Free Basic Education beginning 2023.
Sanitary wear and other menstrual health facilities for girls in schools, as well as putting an emphasis
on the need to ensuréhat all schools have infrastructure ahaccommodates teachers and learners
with disabilitieswere also measurably successfilihesewere essential elements in the attainment of
broader education outcomes, as well@ssuringsustainability of theesultsof the programme.

The School FinancinPolicy(SFP), which outlines the building blod¢&s basicstate-funded (free)
education clearly provided a framework for further investment in the sector, and resource
commitment towards meeting the international benchmadn education financing.

The programme was able to influence the review of the enabling legislation (Lawguarghtly
finalisingpolicies that guaranted equity and access to education as a socioeconomic,ridbngside
the SchoolRnancing Policywhen approvedvould charta positive path for resourcdeploymentfor
delivery of education outcomes. However, budgetary allocation to tlotosés stillway below sector
demands despite the slight progress made in the sector resource allocation over time.

Improved Policy and Regulatory Environment for Fulfilment of the Right to Education

GPE Il has contributed to improving the conduciverds %A Yol 646SQa Stz LI2f
environment for rightshased, equitable access to quality education in Zimbabwe. The alignment of

the Education Act to the new constitution of Zimbabwe made the right to free (state funded)
education from ECD tbugh primary to lower secondary a clear, raontradictory right that children

AY WBAYOlI66S FNB SyGAadftSR G2 Syez2e FyR aLlr1a 0
providing for the provision of sanitary pads to girls. Tdtéer is crucial as it contributes to increased
school attendance and participation in sport by vulnerable girls through enabling them to attend
school even during menstrual periods. The Education Act has outlawed corporal punishment, further
elevating a humamights-based approach to education. This is laudable. However, this outlawing of
corporal punishment has gone controversial and there are dissenting voices within Zimlusdspie

being in line with the constitution of Zimbabw&he outlawing of corporalunishment at a time when

child delinquency and drug abuse are becoming increasingly rife has been challenged by stakeholders
within MOPSE, with some learners, teachgegents,and school administrators consulted during this
evaluation advocating for rertroduction of corporal punishment. Beyond the MOPSE, there are also
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other voices at high levels within government in favour of corporal punishment. More research may
be needed to establish how the issue of corporal punishment abolishment may be made non
controversia] or possibly by introduction of positive disciplifidhelnclusiveEducationPolicy provides

a framework for improved access to education to a diversity of children with special educational
needs. The needs of children witlisabilities, phyigal, mental, or other are provided for. Coupled
with the comprehensive National Disability Policy that Zimbabwe finalised in 2021, this qanicy
contribute to creation of an environment in which early identificatiassessmentgdetermination,

and suppat for children with functional challenges will be treated with the urgency they deserve.

Increased Access to Education (including CwD)

Through delivery of tailemade capacity building support initiatives of the MoPSE the capacities of
over 500 parentsand teachers were strengthened to support children with physical and learning
difficulties. This helkpd to increase the access of Children with Disabilities to education as the care
givers and teachersouldtailor communication to them at their level oérd.Partnership orParental
Engagement in Early Learning, where UNICEF worked with CARITAS Zimbabwe (CZ) and MoPSE to
promote foundational literacy and numeracy skills to childreb years using story bookgas good
practice A 3month programme was degned to support parents and caregivédrslp their children

in literacy and numeracy. A training manual was developed and used to support the trafing
parents. 478 out of the 500 registered parents from 5 Provinces were trained to suggbacation

for children with disabilitiesUNICERacilitatedthe development of ECase/Client Data Management
System, repair of braille machines benefitting 9604 lear(®@99 boys and 4595 giy/procurement

of assistive devices and distrilbon to 77,000 CWDs (42,000 boys, 35,000 girls).

Improved Quality of Education

The evaluation confirmedin the analysis of the Key Performance Indicator (KPI) in tablea? &t
the outcome level, thenet effect of the entire syster@ strengthening,and capacity bilding for
administrators at provincial and district levetsachers and parentat school levetranslated into
increased education outcons@ndimprovedthe quality of educatiorat over 100%See the KPI table
in annex 5.11 table 27 for detail@nanannual basis, success stories that accompattie GPE annual
reports titedW | dzY | y L y {jafelNdBod df thi§ impadtdd proving education qualifhe

Improved Academic Achievements for Learners

The evaluation assessed that there wasgress ashown in the outcome indicator for the GRE
Programmen 2017, 2018, 2019, 2021, and 20%2eTable29 of annex7.9.

Strengthened Education Institutions and Systems

The GPE Il helped to strengthen education institutions and systems by increasing the resources for
education andstrengthening capacities of both teachers and the Coordinating Minigtng MoPSE.

26 On the basis of the KPI indicators at output level performance as ceuatamTable28 - Analysis of the GPE
Performance on Output Indicators as at 2020
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Increased Resources for Education

TheGPE IProgrammehelped tomobilisemore resources for the sector both for emergency response
mechanisns and programme initiativesThe resource allocation to the MOPSE increased at 50% rate
between 2019 and 2022 above the initial rate in 20Al60,between 20D and 2021, there has been
progressive increase in budgetary utilization for Learner Support Services from 26% to 39%, which is
a key funding for critical social investment in the educasentor andprovide direct benefit to the

poor and vulnerable learnerdPetails of the changes in the budgetary allocation to education is
contained in annex4 under contributory analysisummaries irtable 37 and figure B and 19. The
Government also througthe Infrastructural Investment programme made significant commitment
towards funding the education semtdetail of these commitments is contained in therastructure
Investment Programme of 2022 and 2023

Sustainability of the GPE Interventions

Finding19: ManyGPE Il Programme results have the possibility to continue without external funding.
Critical lessons have been learned from the implementation of the programme, especially related to
systems strengthening, capacity building of education administrators taagdhers, strategic
partnerships, and improving learning outcomes. Policy and legal frameworks witicaisoueway

after the programme.

Strategic mechanisms for programme sustainability that were built into GPE Il include:

i. embedding of the GPE Il Progmme within the policy/legal framework systens
strengtheningandbureaucraticprocesses of th&oZ

ii. budgetary allocation antbngterm fiscalplanning. With theGPE Il Programmedready tied
to the ESSP and sector policy, it is expected that these are adequately factored into the
Medium-Term Sector Strategy of the Country, and adequate resoaitoeationdone onan
annual basis to guarantee sustainability of the initiative beydoor funding.

iii.  System capacity strengthening for relevant progra@management in the central Ministries
and associated Agencies will help to deepen and broaden capacidyownershipfor
sustainability.

iv.  Incorporaing a phasedexit strategyfor the Ministries and their agencies to gradually wean
them awayfrom dependence on development assistance.

v. The policy and legal framework already established through the GPE such as the Education
Amendment Act, thelnclusive Education Policyand the SchoolFinancing Policyvhen
approved by the cabinet would provide strong framework for the GPE program sustainability.

Challenges in GPE Il programme implementation

GPE Il programme implementation suffered from numerous complex challenges. That contributed to
the underutilization of funds and inability to meet targets on schedule. Top among the challenges
that had measurable negative effects originated from the economic downturn, bureaucratic delays:
COVIBEL9 pandemic, and capacity deficiencies among somesiakeholders. Most of stakeholders
generally concur with the summary of challenges as:

A Unstable economic occurrences such as very high inflationary rate
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Covid19 pandemic
Bureaucratic systems at UNICEF around fund administration and approvals.
Bureaucracy at MOPSE

> > > >

Linear nature of programme implementation at the Ministry level, with no clear work plan to
guide operations/activities petime.

A Inability of MoPSE to submit fund request on time due to crowded schedules and
commitments with other doors.

Other areas that were ineffectual, thereby bringing complexity to programme implementation were:

a) inadequate capacity in the partner government, where the GPE |l programme required close
monitoring by government, while government lacked mobility owses. The GPE I
programme provided fuel, but most districts did not have the vehicles suitable for the rough
rural terrain to be navigated to get to target schools, as a result, there were cases where
schools supported with Si@mplimentary funds proaded with their construction work
without any supervision from the relevant inspectors within MOPSE. In some cases, a District
Schools Inspector had never been to some of the schools in their district even once over the
past two years. The need to suppdOPSE with mobility resources (beyond just fuel) if
support, supervision, and monitoring are to be effective was clear.

In addition, limited fiscal space has meant siimal remuneration and conditions of service for
teachers. As a result, most teachers arid many district S @Sy 2 G KSNJ 2FFAO0Sa | yR
are not adequately motivated for their work. Thiashled to limited commitment to work and staff
attrition, especially for STEM subjects, threating sustainability of all the system strengthening efforts.

From the analysis of fund utilization in the table above, there is general underutilization ofedlea
funds, even when lesser sum is released, lower percentage of the released fund is still utilized.

However, in 2020 during the Covi® pandemic, the programme was still able to implement 38% of
the funds.

i. Response to Kll Question on alternate methadsl modalities of implementation that
could have delivered similar results at lower cost, and responses to the question on

ii. how the programmes ensure best value for money are presented in the table below:

6. Lessons LearnConclusionand Recommendations

The GPE Il programnealuation conclusiondessondearned, andecommendationsare presented

in this section. Recommendatieto UNICEF, the government and other organisations are also given
under this section.Conclusions and lessons learned are linkedevaluation criteria and cross
referenced to findingsThen a matrix of conclusions, lessons learned, and recommendations is
presented at the end of report for easy referencing.
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6.1. Lessondearnt Fromthe GPE Support programme.

Lesson Learnt trossreferenced to Finding 1

GPE Il Programme support over the period 2@12022 was boosted by lessons learnt and
recommendations from GPE 1 (20§42016). Accumulated learning from the Education Transition

Fund (ETF) later renamed the Education Devatamt Fund (EDF) also informed the GPE Il Programme
design. This made GPE Il Education Sector Programme Implementation Grant (ESPIG) a suitable vehicle
for enhancing recovery and development of the education sector which had been initiated by earlier
phasesof multi-donor pooled funds for supporting education in Zimbabwe. It also helped close gaps

left open when the former endede.g., ESPIG 20£2022 supported alignment of the Education Act

G2 w%AYolowsSQa O2yadAddziazy o

Lesson Learnt 2 croseferencedto Findings 2

Flexibility and adaptability of the GPE Il programme to respond to emerging issues were good
programme design features that need to be continued in the next prograriime GPE Il Programme

met its outcomes, and development goal, and was imy@ated flexibly and innovatively to
circumvent major negative factors influencing the rachievement of outputs and outcomes
including natural hazards, economic, operational, budgetary, and capacity challenges.

Another important lesson to this is theead to address and eliminagvery bureaucracy develops
resilient systems and surge capacity that anticipate natural disasters and biohazendsading
cyclones, pandemics and socioeconomic meltdowns to avoid the negative effect of some major
incidenceghat could halt entire programmes in the future. For instance, Cyclone ldai and CX3YID
while very destructive provided an overall opportunity for promoting the building back better concept
and strengthening the disaster risk reduction and resilience,this time with a stronger focus on
building a resilient education system using a much more comprehensive approach that prioritizes
education investments in specific forms of school infrastructure such as construction of classrooms
and hygiene facilities

Lesson Learnt 3 croseferenced to Findings 3, 4, 5.

Data generation and evidendmsed planning are key to the success of GPE Programme
implementation. To achieve that requires capacitation of the whole value chain in the sector,
especially districand school administrators. Evaluators could not get [complete] financial data from
4 out of 6 districts visited. Also, qualitative evidence from key stakeholders indicated that processing
and use of data generated at school level (for instance through teifap of ED 46 forms showing

sex disaggregated data on enrolment, staffing and other variables) has had a-édglele effect on
relevance of the ESSP 26A@20 and its successor, ESSP 2325 as well as the GPE Il Programme
support.

Lesson Learnt drossreferenced to Findings 10, 14, 16.

Through the Education Amendment Act, the School Financing Policy, Inclusive Education Policy,
though awaitingcabinet approval, and several others such as the reviews anevell of the
education sector strategiglans, the GPE Il Programme helped to create an enabling environment for
fulfilment, promotion, and protection of the right to education in Zimbabwe at all levels. Appropriate
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legal, policy and regulatory framework provides additional momentum to the imeteation of key
interventions.

Lesson Learnt 5 croseferenced to Findings 15, 17.

The entire results framework of the GPE Il Programme was geared towards widening the space for all
inclusive education using a human rights approach. This is summedthe legal framework, with
specific emphasis on the Inclusive Education Policy. Inclusive education in terms of gender parity in
school attendance has been largely upheld in most of the schools receiving GPE Il funding. The
challenge is an equal opportuypito compete by children with special needs with those that have no
disabilities. Schools confirmed the GPE Il funds largely catered for the purchase of books, renovation
of buildings, and sanitary pads but were limited in covering the needs of childtierspecial needs.

Lesson Learnt 6 croseferenced to Findings 12, 15, 18.

The evaluation learned that in general, both boys and girls suffer the similar challenges regardless of
their sex, gender, or dis/ability. Some of these challenges indhaghsport challenges, walking long
distances to school, nepayment or late payment of school fees, inadequate learning resources such
as books, school uniforms, shortage or rarailability of ICT infrastructure, poor sports grounds, and
hunger among othethings. These challenges were confirmed by parents. However, parents also
confirmed that their children were not denied access to support, they benefited equally. Resources
were distributed according to availability not based on sex, gender, nor digabili

Lesson Learnt 7 croseferenced to Findings 7, 11, 17.

The net effect of the institutional and systems strengthening, and capacity building support to
administrators at provincial and district levels, teachers and parents at school {¢xaatslated into

increased education outcomes and effectively and efficiently improved the quality of education. On

an annual basis, success stories that accompanied the GPE annual report¥fitlddY  y Ly & SNB
{ ( 2 ad@pedof of this impact in improving educatiquality. Appropriate legal, policy and regulatory
framework provides additional momentum to the implementation of key interventidist is also to

say that the apacity development in training teachers on the new curriculum enabled them to better

deliver the teaching objectives and this needs to be considered and deepened in the next programme.

Lesson Learnt 8 croseferenced to Findings 6, 10, 19.

The GPE Il Programme results in creating a conducive environment for equitable access to quality and
relevant education produced long lasting effects. Sustainable change has been made in the legal,
policy and regulatory frameworks. The GPE Il successfully supported capacity development and
systems strengthening, and the alignment of the Education Act t&€thestitution of Zimbabwe. The

SIG results produced lodgsting potential in Zimbabwe with education infrastructural improvements
made in the sector, thereby strengthening the foundation for accessing education as a human right.
Emphatically, the School provement Grant was a good practice that need to be sustained in the
next phase of the GPE programme.

Lesson Learnt 9 croseferenced to Findings 18, 19.

The GPE Il support helped strengthen the governance structure of the Education Sector. The sector
approach introduced management, coordination and administrative structures and gradually become

71



unicef @&

plan-eval”

for every child

institutionalised with more collaborative efforts within MDAs, development partners and civil society.
The ECG has transformed from more/less a technical groap &xtive platform for systematic sector
wide coordination, bringing together critical players in the whole sector with clear demarcation of
roles. This is not a sheterm change. It will far outlive the GPE Il Programme. Additionally,
strengthening ingtutional coordination and harmonization of all emergency responses improves
targeting of the most deserving groups and ensure that the few available resources are put to
maximum use to enhance equity and inclusion.

Lesson Learnt: 1@rossreferenced toFindings 11, 16.

Decentralisation of the procurement process of e.g., textbooks, and other learning materials to
districts and schools shortened the procurement process and cut down a lot of costs.

Lesson Learnt: 1krrossreferenced to Findings 18, 19.

Teachers got motivated by skills improvement through attending capacity building programmes.
However, there is need to incentivise them in the remuneration area so that they focus on delivering
teaching to learners than looking for alternative sources oénee to sustain their families.

Lesson Learntl2 crossreferenced to Finding3, 8The coherence of the programme in building upon

the successes and lessons from the previous phases of the Programme, as well as the integration of
the GPE Il within the existing state sector policies and plans was strategic and effective in avoiding
wasteand duplication of effort.

Lesson Learnt7, 11, 17 The programmegport on STEM Subjects and teacher and management
(heads) capacity developmeptogrammes developed good practices and improved the equity and
access to education by learners.

6.2. Conclusims

A. RelevanceCrossreferenced to Finding 1

1. There was indisputable fit between most GPE Il interventions and the context in the education
sector. The GPE Il design was adequately grounded in evidence gathered through a series of
objective, participatory prcesses such as the Education Sector Analyses and Education Sector
Performance Assessments and fully embedded in the Education Sector Strategic Plan 2016
2020. As a result, the GPE programme was a large extent; relevant to the education
sector contekand the needs and vulnerabilities of gpeimary, primary and secondary school
girls and boys (including those with disabilities).

2. The GPE Il design, however, had some shortcomings. First, the GPE results framework
revealed that at design there was an intention to improve access to early childhood education
(ECD). However, the programme design did not include sufficient strategiesafization of
(KS aFYSd ¢KAA WRA&ZO2YyYSOGQ 080688y AyiSyRSR
outcomes later culminated in missed outcomes in the ECD domain. Second, while the GPE
performance matrix was fully embedded in the Education Sectfopmance matrix, it
largely comprised quantitative indicators without qualitative indicators for intermediate
changes in some crucial domains like legislation and policy. In this regard the results matrix
misses the reality that not everything that cosrdan be counted and that not everything that
can be counted counts.
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School Improvement Grants (SIGSIGregular, SiI&omplementary and SHB/ASHg were

timely and appropriate. Being denominated in United States dollars, the SIGs constituted a
source @ crucial resources for meetiriy O K 2n2efdsi ddnsidering that funds raised through
school fees and levies or received from the Basic Education Assistance Module (BEAM) were
often rendered valueless by inflation as they were denominated in the highétileolocal
currency. The SIG became a lifeline for school, a stream of funds that contributed to improved
guality of education at school level. However, for extremely poor satellite schantsstly in
extremely poor communities of resettled farmers irydtistricts like Chiredzjthe design of
SlIGcomplementary made it inappropriate. These extremely poor schools s the
yearsq repeatedly failedo access SKeomplimentary as they have not been able to start any
infrastructure projects due to &k of funds and hence do not have any stalled infrastructure
projects that SIG complimentary can support. A SIG that supports infrastructure projects from
scratch for carefully selected extremely poor satellite, P3 and S3 schools would have been
more appr@riate to these extremely poor schools.

CoherenceCrossreferenced to Findin@ and 4

GPE Il was designed and implemented in a manner that ensured great alignment-to sub
national, national and international regulatory, legislative and policy thruses pfigramme

was implemented in synergy and complementarity with EDF-REEHIO channelled through
CAMFED and Plan international as well as several other education sector @Biisvas
largelycoherent without any major shortcomings in coherence.

Effectiveness: Cros®ferenced to Findings 1,110

The GPE Il Programme effectively met its outcomes as set out in the programme result
framework in table Z of annex 13, and development goal, implemented flexibly and
innovatively to circumvent major negative factors influencing the-aohievement of outputs

and outcomes- including natural hazards, economic, operational, budgetary, and capacity
challengesHowever, planned output targets of the GPE Il variable part and multiplier fund
for the years 2018 2020 could not be met (performed below average) and against planned
schedule/timeframeNotwithstanding the outcome indicators for the 2012022 performel

at 89% in 2017, 87% in 2018, 78% in 2019, 89% in 2021 and 86% in 2022, with the only poor
performance in 2020 due to the Cowvit® pandemic (i.e., 19%). iElmeanghat the education

sector outcome still performed well even when the GPE Il Programmebl@part multiplier

fund at output level within the planned years could not meet targets due to several
circumstances that delayed actualization of the plannegldar output targets). See table 28

of annex 13. Notwithstanding, the GPE Il Programme miggh&fisant contribution in 2020 in

the average, despite the Covi® challenges that restricted physical activities, and
movements, and in 2021 and 2022 when most of the planned programmes were implemented
and programme targets met. For instance, the peogme across just 12 indicators attained
86% performance in 2022, unlike the other years that have 22lindicators contributing to

the recorded performance respectively in the yeaftom 2021 down to 2017.

At output level, the GPE Il had an averagef@mance of 34% (33.75%) in 2020 across all
deliverables, and average performance of 76.24% in 2021, while at outcome level, the average
performance was at 76.24% on the Key Performance Indicators (KPI) between 2017 and 2021.
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7. However, GPE Il did not seed in increasing access to Early Childhood Education. Design
weaknesses including too ambitious targets alongside inadequate interventions to increase
access to, and retention in EGQRontributed to missing targets, an issue that points to the
need foradequate forethought of interventions at design stage to enhance the probability of
4dz00Saa Ay FOKAS@GAy3d GFNBSGad Ly OASeg 27
importance of ECD in early stimulation of children more investment in ECD woulddi& cr

8. While GPE Il had a thrust on improving Gr Mathematics pass rates at Grade taegets,
were missed in this regard.

D. Efficiencyand EconomyCrossreferenced to Findings 1415

9. GPE Il Programme delivery of agreed targets was genawetigved with much value for
moneyin relation to economy and equitput not always according to agreed timeframes. In
some cases, implementation experienced undélization of released funds and inability to
meet targets on schedule. Overall, interviam inputs were converted to outputs within
acceptable levels in resource disbursements2018 accounting year, at 90% fund release,
only 60% of the GPE Multiplier Fixed Part could be utilised, and 40% unspent. This means that
inability of the programméo effectively deliver planned outputs is not necessarily a function
of fund availability. By December 2019, all the expected funds under the Fixed part were
released, but only 74% of the fund could be utilised. 22% of the fund could not be spent within
the planned period. The trend continued even in the next year (2020) to a much worst state,
with the covid19 pandemic. Out of the 100% released fund, only 78% was utilized, the rest
22% were unspent. The 78% programme delivery of the fixed part in 202@ffeasive
because of multresponse mechanism adopted in addressing the negative effect of the
pandemic. There were other complementary interventions as well as increased collaboration
and coordination with other partners such as UNESCO, Save the Chillrdnthe
Government. Though the response by UNESCO was towards the end of the accounting year,
the earmarked sum was effectively utilized within schedule.

10. The GPE Il Programme resources (financial, human, technical support) were allocated
strategically to achieve the programme outcomes. The programme presented great
opportunity for increased economies of scale that helped implementers to use other
opportunities to save resources and operate at much reduced cost, thereby making some
savings. Programme @tomy analysis focused mainly in identifying and analysing the
benefits and values of the initiatives undertaken to operate at lower cost. Considerations were
also given to other non GPE paid services that were benefited by the GPE Il Programme (and
their monetary values)Several strategies were adopted by the programme implementers to
operate at low cost. There are several lists of such initiatives undertaken by the Government
which resulted in lower cost to both the Government and the Ministry in the GPE
Programme. There was complementarity with other sector programmes such as in the School
Improvement Grant Initiatives funded through other parthd?sbgrammesuch as the FCDO
and KFW EDF suppofthere were several contributors to this cause which ffea,
collectively increased theoverall educationdelivery outcoms. Also, working with and
through partners helped to achieve greatresults in gradually restoring the state of socio
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economic activities in the Country. In addition to the above, UN\&tfered with the
UNESCO and WHO to share a joint advocacy statement on school reopening.

E. Impact

11. The GPE is positively on the track in attaining the desired impact as containedTioGlie
provide equitable, quality, inclusive, relevant and competence driven infant, junior, secondary
and nonformal education. Most importantly the programme goahaiving operational policy
framework in place such as the school financing inclusive education policy, the GoZ will adopt
and make operational and monitor policies and adjust the education system based on
evidence through research. The annual education@gmeérformance review report serves as
a great mechanism in actualising this. Performance at outcomédeké&llshowed that core
competences and learning skills of the school children has been enhanced. However, the
causakelationship of this performancefahe GPE Il at output level between 2018 and 2020,
and the sector outcome in the same period proves that other elements are responsible in
realising this impact.

12. The School Financing Policy and the Inclusive Education Policy championed by dénel&yPE
no doubtfoundation for attainment of the desired sector outcomes at impact level

F.Sustainability

13. Results of the GPE Il programme have high sustainability prospects. These prospects are
anchored in the careful choices of interventions that were matlpragramme design and
along the way. The choice of system strengthening, capacity building including a strong drive
towards digitalisation and use of online platforms and infrastructure development (through
SIGs) was informed by a deliberate intentiorhve shoriterm investments that have long
lasting effects. This loAgrm focus has had impressive consequences with district, provincial
and national planning, monitoring, review and evaluation systems strengtheteedher
capacity developed, a Centreorf Educational Research, Innovation and Development
established, a broadcasting studio digitised, classroom and laboratory blocks constructed,
boreholes drilled, and WASH facilities established at deserving schools.

14. There are, however, clear threats to sustainability for which Government and partners may
need to consider measures to address. A key threat to gains in teacher capacity is staff
attrition. Teachers trained in the Early Reading Initiative or Mathemateshieg may leave
the ministry as dissatisfaction with remuneration and other conditionseofice is at an all
time high (in which case capacity gains will be reversed). Lack of fiscal space to absorb
interventions that will require recurrent funding &so another threat for which MOPSE and
MoFED (treasury) will need develop measuemitigate.

G. Transparency and ManagemenCrossreferenced to Finding 914, and 15

15.¢ KS 9RdzOF A2y [/ 22NRAYFGA2Yy DNRdzZL) 69/ D0 @6 KA OK
(LEG) plays oversight role in the programme management, while the beneficiary Government
partner, comprising of the Ministry Primary and Secondary Education (MORBIEStry of
Higher and Tertiary Education, Innovation, Science and Technology Development (MHTEISTD)
and Treasury, serves as the programme implementor, with the Coordinating Agefecyed
to as donor (FCDO), thérant Agent (UNICEF), Ci8ibciety Organizations and other
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development partners together forms part of the ECG. This rev&l stakeholders and
oversight bodyensures good programme management, accountability and transparency. The
Civil Society Organizations (particularly teéucation Coalition of ZimbabwéCOZI) played

a watch dog role.

H. Human RightsEquity Gender Inclusiveness, and Child Safeguardi@gossreferenced to
Findings 2, 312.

16. GPE Il Programme rightly targeted rural P3, S3 and satellite schools as these setihgs
where educatiorguality and outcomes have persistently been low in recent years. Resource
shortages, coupled with the inability of most parents to pay school fees in a context where
schools are now increasingly dependent upon user fees to ropetational and capital
expenditure, adversely affect quality and outcomes of education at these schools.
Infrastructure, furniture, textbooks, stationery, and other teaching and learning materials are
inadequate. WASH facilities are scarce and, in moség;anot adapted to the needs of
Children with Disabilities (CwD). Literacy and numeracy attainments are low. Many teachers
at these schools are not qualified; competent teachers transfer to better resourced schools.
Ironically, these are the settings wleemost of the extremely poor children attend school.

17.Dt 9 LL tNRAINIYYSQa F20dza 2y ONBFraGAy3a I O2yR
suitable quality education for all children through providing a strong policy, legal and
regulatory framework. GPE Il Programme rightly supported harmonisation of thextitrtuc
Act with the New Constitution. In addition, the programme came at a time when Zimbabwe
was increasingly emphasizing ensuring inclusive access to quality educatidiidarnersg
including those with special needsand hence supporting the subrsisn of the Inclusive
Education Policy to the cabinet.

18. The Programme effectively and accurately targeted a substantial proportion of GPE Il
Programme funding towards SIG, adapting a model developed during the EDF.

19. The GPE Il Programme provided strong gyolilegal and regulatory frameworkihat
adequately propelled th@ducation sector towards the attainment of equity and access to
learning. To this end, the programme successfully supported the GoZ in developing the
following legacy policies Law and PeliciThe EducationAmendment Act ;the School
Financing Policfpending cabinet approvglthe Inclusive Education Policy

Human Rights, Equity, and Inclusivene§sossreferenced to Findings@, 17.

The GPE Il addressed issues of equagcess, and inclusivity. Respondents pointed out that
programme support upheld issues of gender equity, access, and inclusivity and this was manifested in
its various interventions.especially through th8IG

Human Rights, Equity and Inclusivene§&oncusion 22: Crosseferenced to Findings 1

The GPE Il Programmseda human rightdbased approach and addressed issues related to inclusion,
gender, and children with disabilities, as well as child safeguarding. A total of 5,225,584 children
directly benefited from the GPEProgramme, out of which 2,453,440 are girlsj @y453,440 boys,
aztSte 2y Dt 9 ¥dzy RA yhaut Tha grdgranginde subpbied affortsfolNgéndeés NB Q
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equity/inequity with more marginalised girls benefiting in the GFEogramme more than their male
counterparts. Access to learning matesiand learning environment for both boys and girls was based
on availability, not sex differences. WASH seatas an enabler of quality and equitable education
which benefited the education sector, especially during the Ca9lBesponse initiative of [FE 1.

Most notable was the addition of the School Improvement Grant (SIG) for WASH to respond to the
need for rehabilitation of new safe water points at schools to ensure safe environments for school
children.

6.3. Recommendations

Recommendations were develeg by the evaluation team in close consultations with the programme
partners and stakeholders. These recommendations will be presented in a workshop for validation,
discussion and adjustments. Below is a summary, followed in the next page by a compidiergss
references with findings and conclusions.

1) The next GPE Programme should sustain good practices such as the SIG and the ECG, while
expanding and deepening data and evideta@sed programming, and human resource
capacity development focused on $kihnd retention at provinciatlistrict, and school levels.

2) The next Programme should consider funding more robust ICT, mobility and transportation
needs especially at provinces and districts to strengthen monitoring & evaluation functions.

3) The ECG should conduct a programmatic performassessment ahe programme delivery
systems and processésimprove workflow and reduce bureaucratic delays in the delivery of
planned activities and improve internal administrative and operational prooes ¢
especially coordination with provinces, districts, and schools.

4) Lessons from COVII® and Cyclone Idai call for strategic/deliberate mainstreaming of early
warning systems and preparedness, and surge capacity in future programme designs.

5) The GPE syort should consider including support for other subjects (commercials, arts),
sporting facilities, and specialised rooms such as libraries d@areing resources.

6) The next programme should direct more funding to satellite (for more registered sclaools)
rural schools to increase opportunities for access and inclusive education to all children.

7) Use the next phase of the GPE to create a framework for free basic edycegjpecially to
learners from very poor backgrounds, so that no learner woulddagbtto school because of
inability to payfees.
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Tablel19: Cross referenced, prioritized recommendations, targeted owners, and priority rating.

plan-eval®

Reference

Conclusion 3: Cros®ferenced to Findings 2

The GPE Programme was responsive to, and its objectives directly addressed the urgent and th
needs of the Zimbabwe education sector and the Government fully embraced the programm
Programme was developed through robust participatory, cordivie processes. The Government
Zimbabwe (GoZ) did not only participate in, but led, the programme planning and design proc
The Ministry of Primary and Secondary Education (MoPSE) played a pivotal role in programme
ensuring that the prognmme was rooted in MOPSE priorities. Education Coordination Group (
Civil Society Organisations (Education Coalition of Zimbabwe), bilateral/ donor agencies (e.g., F
well as UN agencies (UNICEF, UNESCO) and other multilateral agencies (. @ak¥pparticipatec
in consultations and programme development processes. These inclusive consultative prc
ensured that a diversity of professionals with clear understanding of the education sector in Ziml
identified and prioritised pressing eds for GPE Il Programme intervention.

[ Saazy [ SNERFENBYORRaAa&a2 CAYRAYIEA c3X MnI MpP
¢KS Dt9 MM tNRINIYYS NBadzZ Ga Ay ONBFGAYy3D |
NEBf SGIyild SRdzOI A2y LINERHOSBER S I S

FYR NB3IdzZ Fi2NBE FNFYSE2N] ao
deaidsSvya aGNBy3IlGKSyAy3ds |yR :

{LD A& AWVNAAKSENEAS adAYA LRYISydAal ¢
AYLINR@SYSyida YIRS Ay GKS &aS0G2NE
KdzYly NAIKG D

Lesson Learnt 9 crogeferenced to Findings 17, 19.

The GPE 11 Programme support helped strengthen the governance structure of the Education
The whole sector approach introduced management, coordination and administrative structure
graduallybecome institutionalised with more collaborative efforts within MDAs (particularly MO
MOHTEISTD and Treasury), development partners and civil society. The ECG has transforn
more/less a technical group to an active platform for systematic sewide coordination, bringing
together critical players in the whole sector with clear demarcation of roles. This is not atshor
change. It will far outlive the GPE Il Programme. Additionally, strengthening institutional coordil

Recommendation

Owner

1) The next GPE Programme sho| GoZ;

sustain good practices such | UNICEF;
the SIG and the ECGwhile | ECG; ECO:

expanding and deepening dal
and evidencebased
programming, and  humat
resource capacity developmen
including investing more
substantively in skills and sta
retention at provincial, district,
and school levels.

Priority
High
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Reference Recommendation Owner Priority
and harmonizatiorof all emergency responses improves targeting of the most deserving group
ensure that the few available resources are put to maximum use to enhance equity and inclusic
Condusion 6: Crosseferenced to Findings 2, 3. 2) The next programme shoul Goz; High
Dt 9 LL tNR3INIYYSQa F20dza 2y ONBILGAYy3 | O2yF consider funding more robus UNICEF;
educatiort’ for all children through providing a strong policy, legal and regulatory framework ICT, mobility and transportatiol ECG; ECO:
timely and relevant. GPE Il Programme rightly supported harmonisation of Education Act with th needs especially at provinces al
Constitution. In addition, the programme came at a time when Zimtzavas increasingly emphasizi districts to strengthen
ensuring inclusive access to quality educatiorafblearnersg including those with special needsnd monitoring & evaluation
hence supporting the promulgation of The Inclusive Education Policy was relevant. functions.
Lesson Learnt 1 crogeferenced to Finding 1
GPE Il Programme support over the period 2012022 was boosted by lessons learnt a
recommendations from GPE 1 (2042016). Accumulated learning from the Education Transition F
(ETF) later renamed to Education Development Fund @&dnformed the GPE Il Programme desi
This made GPE Il Education Sector Programme Implementation Grant (ESPIG) a suitable vi
enhancing recovery and development of the education sector which had been initiated by ¢
phases of multdonor pooled funds for supporting education in Zimbabwe. It also helped close
left open when the former endede.g., ESPIG 2072022 supported alignment of the Education A
G2 %AYOolLosSQa O2yaiAddziazy Fa GKSonig2z2 6SNB
Conclusion 7Crossreferenced to Findings 3, 4 3) The ECG should conduct Goz; High
The four specific objectives of GPE Il Programme were coherent and had a sound vertical logi programmatic performanceg UNICEF;
was clear alignment between the components of GPE Il fixed and variable parts. Objecti assessment to improve workfloy ECG; ECO:

(establish a comprehensivepbust, and dynamic framework for education) sought to creats
conducive environment for attainment of the other three objectiv@sifnplement new curriculum; &
include all learners in learning processes; and 4. strengthen leadership, managementdamtes\
based decision making of the education sect@reating a conducive environment for attainment
inclusive education, efficient and effective implementation of the new curriculum and strengthe
leadership, management and evidenbased decisiormaking was a necessary but not sufficie
measure for attainment of these outcomes. Accordingly, GPE Il Programme was designed not

systems, reduce bureaucrat
delays, whie increasing
decentralization in the deliven
of planned activities and improv
internal  administrative  anc
operational procedures ¢

27 Quality education in this context, meamslucation that equips children to succeed in school, perform productive wake care of themselves, lead fulfilling lives and contribute

to their communities.
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Reference
create a conducive environment for occurrence of expected outcomes but also to directly suppc
attainment of thespecific desired outcomes. Attainment of the four specific objectives could log
lead to the attainment of the ultimate development objectivé2 A G KAY |/ 2 YLINB K
dynamic policy framework all children, particularly the most vdhkr, access quality and releva
SRdzOL GA2Y Q
Lesson Learnt: 1@&rossreferenced to Findings 11, 16.
Decentralisation of the procurement process of e.g., textbooks, and other learning materials to di
and schools shortened thgrocurement process and cut down a lot of costs.
Lesson Learnt: 1krossreferenced to Findings 19
Teachers got motivated by skills improvement through attending capacity building progran
However, there is need to incentivise them in the remunerativea so that they focus on deliverir
teaching to learners than looking for alternative sources of revenue to sustain their families.
Conclusion 7Crossreferenced to Findings 5
The GPE Il Programme was flexible and adaptable. It successfully adapted to shocks. When cy:x
affected education service delivery, the programme provided a USD2.5 million disaster respons
with Save the Childreimternational as the Grant Agent. The grant helped renovate affected class
blocks, establish temporary learning spaces, provided mental health and psychosocial support
children affected by the disaster, among other emergency and early recoegppnses. Also, in th
face of COVI9, both the fixed and variable parts of the GPE Il demonstrated flexibility
adaptability by reallocating USD4.4 million to respond to the pandemic asdijtesting education
delivery processes in view of the laldwns that had rendered continued fate-face teaching anc
learning impossible. In addition to allowingpeogramming of funds in the fixed and variable parts
GPE I, it also provided funds for the accelerated CQ9IResponse Programme which w
implemented with a suklgrant to UNESCO in the sum of $400,000.00.
Conclusion 5: Crog®ferenced to Findings 2, 3.
From equity, quality, and access perspectives, GPE Il Programme effectively and accurately ta
substantial proportion of GPE Il Programme funding towards School Improvement Grants
adapting a model developed during the Education Development KEDF). The SIG comprehensiv
came in three variants: Si@gular, SIG complementary and SMASH. Under SIG, direct transfers
funds ¢ in United States Dollarsfrom UNICEF to schools were done for specific purposes base
R2y 2 NJ 3dzx Ryble angiSehgibl2 gkpedtBure. For targeted rural poor schools serving chi
whose parents could not afford to pay fees, these direct cash injections were very relevar

4)

5)

Recommendation
especially coordination  witt
provinces, districts, and schools

The GPE support should consic
including support for other
subjects (commercials, arts
sporting facilities, and specialise
rooms such as libraries and -
learning resources.

The next programme shld
direct more funding to satellite
(to facilitate the commissioning
of more registered schools) an
rural  schools to increas
opportunities for access an
inclusive  education to al
children.

Owner

Goz;
UNICE;
ECG; ECO:.

Donors

Goz;
UNICEF;
ECG; ECO:.

Donors

Priority

High

High
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appropriate as they constituted a key source of funds for purchase oftfmenitextbooks or other
teaching/ learning materials, completion of classroom blocks that had remained incomplete for
years, conversion of some classrooms into natural science laboratories, construction of ram
establishment of Cwiriendly saritation units, rehabilitation of improved water sources and drilling
boreholes at schools where access to safe drinking water was restricted. These intervention
critically necessary as they met needs that school could not have, otherwise, nietrdeimient of SIC
funds in United States Dollars was a crucial feature of the design as the USD is a more stable |
than the Zimbabwean dollar whose value has continuously declined rapidly in recent years. Spe
the SIG interventions helped prove the quality of education accessed by children from poor sc
economic backgrounds at target schools.
Lesson Learnt 7 croseferenced to Findings 7, 11, 16.
The net effect of the institutional and systems strengthening, and capacity building suppc
administrators at provincial and district levels, teachers, and parents at school {éxatslated into
increased education outcomes and effectively anccedfitly improved the quality of education. On ¢
annual basis, success stories that accompanied the GPE annual report&titlezY I y L y §
are proof of this impact in improving education quality. Appropriate legal, policy and regul
framework provides additional momentum to the implementation of key interventions. Suc
framework serves as a reference point for all advocacy efforts and provides justification for inves
choices by players in the education sector. The signing of the Bdadanendment Act, for instance
gave impetus to the development of thepgbint Safe to Learn campaign. The endorsement of
{OK22ft CAYylFIyOAy3d t2fA0& 060& 9/ D &dzZLlLR2NISR D:
future.
Conclusion 1: Croa®ferenced to Finding 1
The GPE Il Programme was relevant to the education needs and context of Zimbabwe. The pro
results contributed to the desired changes in the education sector and addressed contextual
highlighted in the relevant baseline literatures, such asB&SP 20162020 performance, obtainec
through desk review of programme documents, and triangulated with findings from the
Informant/Semistructured Interviews with stakeholders involved in the programme design.
programme was catalytic and transfoative in addressing some of the most critical unmet educat
needs in the Zimbabwe context and the education sector. Its programming strategies and appr:
were sensitive to the country context.
Lesson Learnt 5 croggferenced to Findings 15, 17.

Recommendation

6) Expand the provision of fre

educatian through GPE suppor
especially to learners from ver
poor backgrounds, so that n
learner would fail to go to schoc
because of lack of fees
Collaborate with BEAN
programme is possible.

¥*
plan-eval
Owner Priority
Goz; High
UNICEF;
ECG; ECO:.
Donors
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The entire results framework of the GPE 11 Programme was geared towards widening the spa¢
inclusive education using a human rights approach. This is summed in the legacy policy ar
framework, with specific emphasis on the Inclusive Educa®olicy. Inclusive education in terms
gender parity in school attendance has been largely upheld in most of the schools receiving
funding. The challenge is in equal opportunity to compete by children with special needs with
that have no diabilities. According to school authorities, GPE Il funds largely catered for the pur
of books, renovation of buildings, and sanitary pads but were very limited in covering the net
children with special needs.
Conclusion 4Crossreferenced to Findings 2, 3.
From equity, quality, and access perspectives, GPE Il Programme rightly targetee &maldsatellite
schools as these are the settings where education quality and outcomes have persistently beer
recent yearsResource shortages coupled with inability of most parents to pay school feesinac
where schools are now increasingly depending on user fees to meet operational and ¢
expenditure adversely affect quality and outcomes of education at thekedds. Infrastructure,
furniture, textbooks, stationery, and other teaching and learning materials are inadegquatgere
available. WASH facilities are scarce and, in most cases, not adapted to the needs of Childr
Disabilities (CwD). Literacy andmeracy attainments are low. Many teachers at these schools are
qualified, competent teachers transfer to better resourced schools. Ironically, these are the se
where most of the extremely poor children attend school. Thus, in targeting theseolsciEPE |
Programme supported those furthest behind to draw them closer to those ahead, in harmony wi
spirit of the SDG Goals of leaving no one and no place behind. The high variation in pupil achiey
in rural and urban areas and funding thaapports CwD was also ample justification for a focus
resolving systemic equity issues.
Lesson Learnt 6 croggferenced to Findings 12, 14, 19.
The evaluation learned that in general, both boys and girls suffer the same challenges regarc
their sex, gender, or dis/ability. Some of these challenges include transport challenges, walkir
distances to school, nepayment or late payment of school fees, inadequate learning resources
as books, school uniforms, shortage or rrailability ofiCT infrastructure, poor sports grounds, a
hunger among other things. These challenges were confirmed by parents. However, paren
confirmed that their children were not denied access to support, they benefited equally. Resc
were distributed acording to availability not based on sex, gender, nor disability.

7

Recommendation Owner

Invest more comprehensively i Goz;
quality, access, and inclusiy UNICEF;
education. Mainstream learnin| ECG;
needs of children with speci¢ ECOZI,
needs Donors

Priority

High
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Conclusion 10Crossreferenced to Findings 7. 8) Lessons from COWD® and Goz; Medium
The GPE Il Programme was coherent with Education sector strategies and national devel Cyclone Idai call fo, UNICEF;
strategies at design and remains coherent with them today. These priorities are aligned to £ strategic/deliberate ECG; ECO:
(quality education) SDG5 (gendequality) SDG 6 (clean water and sanitation), SDG 10 (red mainstreaming of early warninj Donors

inequalities) and SADC prioritieehe programme support to education is in sync with provisi
NEfFdAy3 G2 OKAfRNBYyQa NAIKG G2 | O00SaandpRidy
frameworks that Zimbabwe has acceded to (e.g., the African Charter on the Rights of the Ch
United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, and the SADC Protocol on Education and ’
1997).

Lesson Learnt 4 crogeferenced toFindings 10, 13, 16.

Through the Education Amendment Act, the School Financing Policy, Inclusive Education Pol
several others such as the reviews and-oslér of the education sector strategic plans, the GPE
Programme helped to create an enadg environment for fulfilment, promotion, and protection of th
right to education in Zimbabwe at all levels. Appropriate legal, policy and regulatory frame
provides additional momentum to the implementation of key interventions. Such a frameworkss
as a reference point for all advocacy efforts and provides justification for investment choices by
in the education sector. The signing of the Education Amendment Act, for instance, gave imp
the development of the foint Safe to Learn capaign. The endorsement of the School Financ
t2f A08 0@ 9/ D &dzZLIRNISR D2%Qa O2YYAGYSyd i

systems andpreparedness, anc

surge capacity in  future
programme designs. Th
programme should leverag

capabilities across the region ar
globally, including tapping thi
UN system

Source: Plan Eval
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7.2. Terms of Reference

TERMS OF REFERENCE
SUMMARY

Title Summative Evaluation of GPE Support to Zimbabwe

Purpose To evaluate the extent to which the GPE support for education in Zimbabwe
contributed to meeting education sector goals, document lessons learned from
programme implementation, and propose recommendations for future policy and
programmatic interventions.

Location All provinces in Zimbabwe

Duration 5.5 months

Estimated Start Date January 2022

Reporting to Niki Abrishamian

1. BACKGROUND

1.1 EDUCATION SECTOR IN ZIMBABWE

In the 1980s, Zimbabwe’s education system earned a reputation as one of the best in Africa.
By 1990, the country had virtually met the original Education for All (EFA) target of universal
primary access and was able to report among the highest adult literacy rates in Africa well
into the early 2000s. At Independence in 1980, the Government of Zimbabwe (GoZ) declared
education free for all, abolished all forms of racial discrimination in education, widened access
and expanded teacher education. As a result, the number of primary schools increased by
88% from 2,401 in 1979 to 4,504 in 1989. The number of teachers increased and the quality
of education improved dramatically. By 2004, there were 4,779 primary schools. This
increased further to 5,690, including 701 “satellite schools”1 in 2006. In 2021, Zimbabwe has
6,671 primary schools, and 2,954 secondary schools with 139,616 teachers. (EMIS 2019). By
1982, primary net enrolment rates were at almost 100%. From 1980 to 1989, enrolments at
secondary level increased by 913%. By the early 1990s, however, this surge in enrolments
became financially burdensome and began to overwhelm the education system.

Despite the increasing demand for education, systematic underfunding for the sector
beginning in the late 1980s has continued, with negative effects on access, quality, equity and
learning outcomes. The fiscal challenges experienced between the late 1980s and 2008-2011
reduced the GoZ's capacity to provide adequate remuneration for staff, to plan and
implement policies, and to assess learning in schools. Infrastructure deteriorated and schools
experienced severe shortages of materials. Among the recent challenges faced by the
education sector is the impact of COVID on learning, which has caused the sector to face
fragility.
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In 2015, Ministry of Primary and Secondary Education (MoPSE) made a strategic decision to
continue with and to capitalise on the education development that had taken place during
the 2011-2015 Education Medium Term Plan (EMTP). MoPSE decided to prepare the
Education Sector Strategic Plan (ESSP) 2016 — 2020 and undertook a series of activities to
inform the detailed planning and writing. These activities included conducting an Education
Sector Performance Review (ESR) in October 2014, an Education Sector Analysis (ESA) from
June to September 2015, holding national consultative meetings on sector priorities for 2016
to 2020 (August 2015), and conducting another ESR in July 2015. The 2016—2020 ESSP was
completed through a highly consultative process and the operational planning has been
initiated using a similar consultative but focussed approach. The move from the Short Term
Emergency Recovery Programme (STERP) to the ESSP has revealed a number of practical and
resource challenges which will be addressed as part of the continuing ESSP development that
will be monitored during an annual sector review, which is programmed for November each
year. MoPSE considers the ESSP as a dynamic planning tool which will need to be adjusted
and updated in the light of implementation experience, on evidence resulting from improved
data collection and analysis and the establishment of a research capability in MoPSE.

1.2, GLOBAL PARTNERSHIP FOR EDUCATION 2017-2020 & 2018-2021
Support from the Global Partnership for Education (GPE) began in 2013 and served to
complement the Education
Development Fund (EDF) in implementing the MTSP (2013-2015). In 2013 Zimbabwe received
a grant from the
Global Partnership for Education (GPE) of US$23.6million for 2014-2016. In 2018, UNICEF
received an additional $18.8 million for GPE Multiplier fixed tranche and variable tranche and
multiplier fund performance tranche. Of which 30% is performance/incentive (variable)
element. In 2020, due to challenges posed by COVID to implementation of the programme, it
was agreed to extend the GPE grant to 2022 to ensure full completion of agreed activities.

The 2017-2020 GPE fixed part support the following priority components:

Programme component Sub-component

Component 1: Providing a strong policy, legal
and regulatory framework 1 Legal and Policy Development Work

1.2 Leadership and management development for school
support and school leaders 1.3 Inclusive Education
Policy

Component 2: Implementing the new
curriculum 2.1 New curriculum implementation

2.2 Purchase textbooks and learning materials
2.3 Consolidate the Early Reading Initiative
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inclusive education, non-formal education,
accelerated learning.

Component 3: Equity and access in education:

3.1 Special Needs Education, School Psychological

Services
3.2 Non Formal education
3.3 Integrate PLAP into curriculum

3.4 Provide learning facilities for the most disadvantaged
districts

Component 4: Institutional strengthening.

4.1 Demand led response to national and sub national
leadership, management and capacity development

4.2 Establish CERID and undertake research on education
needs and response

Component 5: Programme support,
management and monitoring.

5.1 Support implementation, consistently and regularly
monitor and evaluate the programme

5.2 ESSP annual review
5.3 ESSP monitoring and evaluation

The 2018 Variable Tranche and the Multiplier Fund Performance Tranch programme are as

follows:

GPE VARIABLE TRANCHE and MULTIPLIER FUND PERFORMANCE TRANCHE

Program 1: Equity and Improved Access

Sub-component 1.1 Parental awareness training Sub-
component 1.2:Teaching and Learning materials
for most disadvantaged children

Sub-component 1.3: School infrastructure

Program 2: Improved Learning Outcomes

Sub-component 2.1: Establishing cluster based support|
networks for mathematics teachers

Sub-component 2.2: Mathematics teaching and
learning resources for the poorest pupils
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Program 3: Efficiency and Improved Retention Sub-component 3.1 Strengthen implementation of|
Career, Guidance and Counselling

Sub-component 3.2: Community based cross-sectoral
platforms to address child protection issues and
strengthening of child protection committees
Sub-component 3.3: Teacher capacity building on
special needs and learning disability

Sub-component 3.4: Teaching and Learning material
and assistive devices for children with special needs

Program 4: Institutional strengthening Sub-component 4.1:  Capacity and
leadership development

Program 5: Programme Management and Monitoring

2.0 PURPOSE

The 2017-2020 GPE programme development objective states that: “Within a comprehensive,
effective and dynamic policy framework all children, particularly the most vulnerable, access
quality and relevant learning.”* The specific objectives of the GPE Programme in Zimbabwe
take as their main thrust, an emphasis and a desire for equitable distribution of resources and
services in Zimbabwe and to this end, objectives centre around this main focus on equity:

+ Complementing other policy programme activities to establish and implement a
comprehensive and robust and dynamic (that is, regularly reviewed, updated and
adjusted) policy framework in the education sector: School level financing policy and
inclusive education policy

+ Implement the new curriculum fully and effectively, including syllabuses, learning
materials, ensuring teacher capacity and opportunities for professional development
and access to facilities (laboratories, libraries etc.).

+ Include all children in learning through support to those with specific learning needs.
Provide for remedial, catch-up and second chance non formal learning opportunities.

+ Strengthen the leadership and management of the sector and provide good quality,
evidence-based data and research for decision making.

With Zimbabwe now being eligible for the multiplier and system capacity grant under the
new GPE strategic plan (2021-2025), it is timely to reflect and carry out an evaluation of the
of the GPE support to the education sector from 2017 to 2021, and identify key lessons
learned and recommendations that can inform the planning for the next application to GPE,
and ways to improve the education sector especially in light of COVID challenges.. The critical
question to be answered is, did the GPE supported education interventions (Fixed, variable,

V' UNICEF (2016). Global Partnership for Education Support Programme — Programme Document. P.32
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multiplier funds), achieve the intended results? This question, and the associated questions
that it raises, are best answered by a summative evaluation.

The findings will also provide critical information to the MoPSE as it strategizes on how to
ensure the education system delivers quality services with limited resources. It will also hold
significant lessons in how the MoPSE can collaborate with the development partners and
donors. These development partners and donors, including UNICEF, will benefit from a
rigorous analysis that can definitively speak to the extent to which results were achieved, the
effectiveness of the approaches used, and the implications for future interventions. Most
importantly, direct programme beneficiaries at school and community levels will contribute to
and learn from the results. Finally, the results will be critical to future programming including,
but not limited to, a continuation of the EDF and the GPE.

These Terms of References provide the framework for the evaluation. It sets out, among other
things, the objectives of the study, the questions to be answered, the criteria to be used, a
proposed methodological approach, and outputs expected from the process.

3.0. OBJECTIVES
The main objective of this evaluation is to assess the effect of the GPE support for education in
Zimbabwe. It will:
i. Assess the programme designs in the two programme documents (2016 & 2018) as well as the GPE
COVID fund, coordination, management and administrative structures; ii. Assess the

effect of GPE funded interventions on education sector performance and the extent to which

they have contributed to the system

iii. Evaluate performance of the GPE against outcome and impact indicators and identify

factors contributing to change;

iv. Assess the effect of the programme on capacity of the education system at national,
provincial, district and school levels;

V. Examine whether, and how, financial resources were utilized to ensure best value for
money;

vi. Review how GPE funds supported response to COVID and mitigate learning loss

vii. Identify and document innovations and critical lessons that can be learned from the
implementation of the GPE and its policy and programmatic implications;

viii. Assess the effect of contextual and organisational factors on implementation
progress and programme effectiveness; and,

ix. Assess whether the various components the two programme have been

implemented in a cost efficient way to deliver value for money without compromising
quality of interventions.

X Identify gaps to be filled for implementation of the sector plan (ESSP 2021-2025) as
part of proposed GPE support

Users and Intended Use of the Evaluation
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User Intended use

UNICEF Country Office To take stock of UNICEF’s GPE performance and results, for learning and
accountability

To inform future programming under the next PD cycle

To support advocacy and fund-raising for additional funds for education

The Zimbabwe Government To inform future planning of similar interventions

Donors To inform strategic investment decisions in the future

4.0 SCOPE OF EVALUATION

The evaluation will examine implementation of the GPE 2017-2021 throughout the country.
The design of the evaluation should allow for examination of the major interventions
supported by the GPE Multiplier fund Fixed Part (2017-2021) with 5 programme
components: Policy, curriculum. Equity & access, institutional strengthening, and
management and monitoring, and the GPE Variable Part and Multiplier Fund Performance
part with 5 key programmes: Equity & access, improved learning outcomes, efficiency and
improved retention, institutional strengthening and programme management & monitoring
with their related components. The evaluation should also look at the GPE COVID fund as
well.

Given a significant proportion of GPE resources invested in the curriculum and the
complementary funds for infrastructure through School Improvement Grants (SIG) and the
potential it has to transform schools, it is important that the design of the evaluation allows
for deeper and closer assessment of these two components. The evaluation also needs to
explore how the GPE variable tranche and Multiplier Fund performance tranche performed
and what challenges were faced.

Since education sector support for Zimbabwe, by UNICEF, is national in scope, it is expected
that the evaluation will take a similar approach. While not intended as an evaluation of the
national education system, it should assess those aspects of institutions, processes and/or
mechanisms that had a significant role in the implementation the GPE funded interventions.
The evaluation is expected to consider the intended and unintended effects of the
interventions.

5.0. EVALUATION CRITERIA AND GUIDING QUESTIONS

The evaluation will assess education programme within the broader Zimbabwe education
sector based on the following criteria and suggested questions. Institutions bidding for this
consultancy are encouraged to suggest further refinement in their interpretation of the criteria
and questions.

Criteria Guiding Question / Description
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Relevance Was the programme design for 2017-2020 and the 2018 programme documents as well as
the GPE COVID fund appropriate for the context and the expected results? Were the
objectives of the programmes appropriate for the context? Were programming strategies
and approaches sensitive to the context?

Coherence To what extent has the GPE grant’s objectives, approaches and interventions aligned to
national education sector priorities and managed to leverage internal and external

synergies and complementarities of key stakeholders (MoPSE, UNICEF, UNESCO and
donors)?

Impact What changes in the education system have resulted from the implementation of the GPE
education interventions educations? To what extent did programme meet the objective of
“...all children, particularly the most vulnerable, access quality and relevant learning .” Has
the desired impact been achieved?

Effectiveness | To what extent were the planned outputs and outcomes (see indicators in programme
documents, and proposal) of the respective programmes achieved? What were the major
factors influencing the achievement or non-achievement of outcomes? What effect has
the programme had on the capacity of systems?

Efficiency Were the agreed targets achieved according to schedule? Were there alternate methods
and modalities of implementation that could have delivered similar results at lower cost?
How did the programmes ensure best value for money?

Sustainability | Will components or results of the EDF and the GPE be able to continue without external
funding? What critical lessons can be learned from the implementation of the programme
especially related to system strengthening, strategic partnerships, and improving learning
outcomes? What are the policy and programmatic implications of these lessons?

Transparency | Have the decision making processes, including decisions about the use of funds, been
/ transparent? To what extent did contextual (including political) and organizational factors
Management | affect implementation progress and programme effectiveness? How effective and
appropriate were the coordination, management and administrative structures especially

at ECG level?
Human To what extent did the programme embed a human rights-based approach? How has the
Rightbased programme addressed issues related to child rights, gender and children with disabilities as
Approachand | el as safeguarding? How effectively did GPE address issues of equity?

child
safeguarding

6.0. METHODOLOGY

Bidding institutions are expected to propose an appropriate methodology that will effectively
achieve the stated objectives (Section 3) and answer the questions set out in Section 5
(Evaluation criteria and guiding questions). While UNICEF foresees a mixed methods study, it
is expected that the proposed methodology includes a strong quantitative component. Some
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methods are suggested below but bidders are not restricted to these suggestions. Actually,
bidders are encouraged to propose the use of research methods that go beyond the basic ideas
set out below. It is critical that bid documents propose a robust methodology and related
methods that clearly illustrate how programme effects will be measured, are explicitly aligned
to the TOR and allow for clear understanding of the analytic strategies to be used.

i. Desk Review: A substantial amount of documentation on the GPE exist and are
available. Similarly, a lot has been written on education in Zimbabwe, the context and
the challenges faced by the sector in recent times. A list of documents to be
considered and a link to some of them is provided in the Appendix.

ii. Analysis of existing data: Datasets are available for MICS (2019), Education
Management Information
System (EMIS) for 2012-2016, the Teacher Development Information System (TDIS)
and ZELA (2012-2016). These can provide data for use in a range of quantitative
analyses and can be a significant part of establishing programme effects.

iii. Surveys: The evaluators should identify areas of the evaluation that can benefit from
surveys of beneficiaries and other stakeholders. Surveys should be designed and
administered with appropriate attention to the respondents’ profile (age, literacy
level, SES etc). Surveys should be rigorously designed with appropriate sampling
methods and expectation of acceptable response rates.

iv. Interviews: Evaluators should consider using structured and semi-structured
interviews to get detailed inputs and perspectives from key informants and other
stakeholders. These will help to answer questions regarding process and deepen
understanding of how and why things happen (or didn’t). Data collectors should be
ready to switch between remote data collection and face-to-face in light of COVID
pandemic and country’s regulation at the time of conducting the evaluation

V. Focus Group Discussions: These should be used to gain a deep understanding of the
experiences and opinions of stakeholders and beneficiaries and help with
triangulation. Data collectors should be ready to switch between remote data
collection and face-to-face in light of COVID pandemic and country’s regulation at the
time of conducting the evaluation

vi. Observations: These should be considered in order to ensure the evaluators
understand the issues they are studying as well as confirm or challenge other data and
interpretation of data. Evaluators should design observation schedules and apply
approaches that minimize disruption.
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6.1 Data Analysis

Bidders should propose clear analytic strategies that set out specific methods/approaches
suitable for analysis of the quantitative and qualitative data. The expectation is that the
analyses will take advantage of the most current approaches to analyzing quantitative and
qualitative data in order to show a linkages between the programme and claimed effects. This
should include analysis of the EMIS, the ZELA, MICS, TDIS and other relevant existing data sets.
Techniques should ensure sufficient attention to issues of equity including dimensions related
to gender, geography and wealth.

6.2 Stakeholder Participation

Bidders should design creative opportunities for contributing to, reflection on, and validation
of, the evaluation’s findings by stakeholders including children. The evaluators will facilitate
the sharing of findings and provide space for meaningful feedback which validates findings
(data and interpretation).

6.3 Ethical Considerations

In developing its proposed methodology, bidders should be mindful of the need to be governed
by UNICEF Procedures on Ethical Standards in Research, Evaluation and Data Collection and
Analysis, as well as national regulation on ethical research. These will guide design and
implementation of the study. To ensure that the key ethical principles for the conduct of
evaluation involving human subjects are followed, the selected bidder will be required to get
clearance to conduct the research from a national ethical review board. The work plan should
reflect this aspect of the process. Consideration should also be given to basic ethics in
researching human subjects such as consent to participation, confidentiality, disclosure of the
purpose of the research and potential advantages/disadvantages of participation, and how the
collected information will be used.

The consulting firm shall not make use of any unpublished or confidential information, made
available in the course of executing this consultancy, without written authorization from
UNICEF. The products of this consultancy are not the property of the consulting firm and cannot
be shared without the permission of UNICEF.

6.4 COVID considerations: Given the current context of COVID-19 and its uncertainties over
the next months; the bidding firm is expected to provide a detailed methodology and data
collection methods and tools with Options or Scenarios to allow for flexibility and adaptability
within the COVID 19 environment. Scenario 1: Access is not restricted; and/Scenario 2: Access
is restricted. A detailed budget for each of the scenarios should be presented.

7.0 EXPECTED DELIVERABLES
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Tasks and Deliverables Timeframe

Inception Report: The institution will prepare an inception report which will outline how the
evaluation will be carried out, bringing refinements and specificity to the terms of reference,
and preparing an evaluation work plan to operationalize and direct the evaluation. The report | TBA
should be informed by a review of programme and sector planning documents that will provide
background, programme goals, objectives and performance targets. At a minimum the
evaluation inception report should also include the following:

i. Interpretation of the evaluation objectives ii.
Roles and responsibilities of team members iii.
Evaluation Methodology iv. Draft tools for Data
Collection v. Detailed plan for analysis vi. Work
Schedule

Interim Report on progress: Prepare periodic reports on progress against the agreed plan after | Fortnightly
completion of the inception report. This should include update on progress, challenges and
suggested modifications to the methodology or other aspects of the process.

Draft Evaluation Report: The evaluators will prepare a draft analytic report that puts forward | TBA
the findings and responds to all aspects of the evaluation. It should contain an executive
summary, strategic recommendations, documentation of good practices and lessons learned,
and a plan for follow-up to the findings (indicating by whom and specifying where necessary).
This will be revised based on feedback from stakeholders to form the final report. This draft
report should conform to the UNICEF-Adapted UNEG Evaluation Reports Standards and will be
evaluated using the Evaluation Report Quality Assessment Rating Sheet.

Summary Report and PowerPoint Presentation: The institution will prepare a non-technical | TBA
summary of the report. It should take the form of a policy note that is accessible policy makers.
This should also be accompanied by a PPT presentation on key findings and recommendations
which will be presented to the Education Coordination Group (ECG).

Final Evaluation Report: Prepare final comprehensive report which reflects feedback to the | TBA
draft report. The report should be accompanied by final data collection tools and datasets used
and/or developed in the process. The final report should conform to the UNICEF-Adapted
UNEG Evaluation Reports Standards and will be evaluated using the Evaluation Report Quality
Assessment Rating Sheet.

8.0. REPORTING, MANAGEMENT AND SUPERVISION

The evaluation will be conducted over a period of six months, beginning 2 January 2022. The
consulting firm will be directly supervised by UNICEF through the Chief of Education or her
designee with support of the Research and Evaluation Group (TREG). The ECG selected
representatives comprising representatives of MoPSE, UNICEF, FCDO and other donor partners
will serve as a technical review committee. The Committee will provide oversight to the process
and be responsible for providing feedback on and approving all submissions by the consulting
firm.
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9.0. PAYMENT TERMS AND SCHEDULE OF DELIVERABLES
UNICEF reserves the right to withhold all or a portion of payment if performance is
unsatisfactory, if outputs are incomplete, not delivered or for failure to meet deadlines.

Payment | Deliverables Amount
12 Inception Report (inclusive of detailed methodology, 15%
work plan and draft data collection tools).
Draft final report reflecting feedback from verification 40%
2nd meetings and responding to all the review questions.

Final Comprehensive Evaluation Report incorporating | 45%
3 feedback to the draft report, together with the Summary
Report and PowerPoint presentation.

10.0 REQUIRED QUALIFICATIONS, BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE

Institutions must provide details of qualification, samples of reports on similar evaluations, and

a work profile of the team leader and other team members. For institutions/teams not based

in Zimbabwe, they will be required to partner with a local consultant/team. Any local

consultant/team will be a reputable professional or firm based in Zimbabwe.

The team should meet the following minimum criteria:

* Atleast 15 years’ experience in education research, five of which should be in international
developing country context;

* Ateam leader with at least a Master’s Degree in education, the social sciences, or research
and demonstrated expertise in programme evaluation;

* Strong track record in evaluating complex national level education programmes in
developing countries;

* Proven experience in the use of participatory, qualitative and quantitative assessment and
analytic methods;

* Proven technical competence in quantitative and qualitative data analysis;

* Knowledge of the Zimbabwean education system;

* Expertise in budgeting and budget analysis especially as it relates to assessing Value for
Money; * Fluency in English is required while team members fluent in Shona and
Ndebele is desirable; and,

¢ Proven track record of producing excellent analytic reports.

Institutions should also include a Certificate of Incorporation or other appropriate
documentation proving that they are a registered company or institution.

11.0. PROPOSAL EVALUATION CRITERIA

Once the deadline for presentation for proposals has arrived, the technical proposals will be
opened by UNICEF to determine if institutions meet the basic requirements (Qualification,
background and experience in Section 10). All institutions meeting the basic requirement will
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be shortlisted and their technical proposals reviewed by a technical team using the criteria
below. The financial proposals for those institutions whose technical proposals score above
56 points on the technical assessment will be evaluated.

Technical and financial evaluation will contribute a maximum of 75 points and 25 points
respectively for total possible score of 100 points. Scores will be determined using the

following formula: Overall score= average technical score by panel + financial score.

Specific Proposal Evaluation Criteria

Technical Proposal Points
1. OVERALL RESPONSE
- Understanding of UNICEF’s needs and responsiveness to the requirements 5
- Understanding of scope, objectives and completeness of response
- Overall concord between RFP requirements and proposal
2. STRATEGY, METHODOLOGY AND APPROACH
- High quality and well developed evaluation methodology. This should include well defined
approach to the evaluation, a complementary set of methods that can effectively measure
programme effects, and sufficiently detailed plans for sampling, data collection/sourcing,
analysis and reporting
- Aclear and detailed proposed approach to analysis of quantitative and qualitative data (and 35
how these will help to establish the effect of the intervention)
- Clear linkages to achieving the objectives of the TOR
- Clarity, feasibility and consistency with global effective practices (of strategies and methods).
- Detailed implementation plan for accomplishing task within proposed timeframe
- Recognition of direct risks and proposed strategies to manage risks
3. PROPOSED TEAM AND PROFESSIONAL ORIENTATION
- Structure of Management Team
- Team leader: relevant experience, qualifications and position with bidding firm 25
- Team members: experience and qualifications relevant to proposed roles - Professional
expertise and knowledge
- Quality (experience and expertise) of local partner(s) or other source (s) of local expertise
4. EVIDENCE-SUPPORTED TECHNICAL CAPACITY AND ORGANIZATIONAL EXPERIENCE
- Range and depth of experience with similar projects, contracts and clients - Financial
status of Institution
- Evidence of similar assignments undertaken in the country, region, continent and elsewhere
- Onereport on a similar evaluation completed by the organization 10
NOTE: The assessment of the Institution will be made on the basis of documents submitted for review
in the Proposal. Institutions that fail to submit sufficient documentation to enable a thorough review
of the Institution in all relevant areas, do so at their own risk and will be subject to disqualification or
penalty of reduced points.
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Financial Proposal

5. FINANCIAL
Assessment/review will include:
- Overall Price
- Cost benefit comparison related to number and quality of personnel 25

- Completeness of the Financial Proposal (ensure that all costs, including professional fees,
costs of travel, salaries, insurance, etc. are included in the price offered)
- Payment terms/schedule of payment proposed

- Timeline proposed

- Period of validity of Proposal
NOTE: As the most financially attractive offers will be at an advantage, if the bidder can offer any
discounts or cheaper options, it should be clearly set out in the financial proposal for consideration
during the review.

TOTAL MARKS 100

12.0 GENERAL CONDITIONS: PROCEDURES AND LOGISTICS

Policies both parties should be aware of:

i. The consulting agency will be responsible for all supports required to complete the
assignment including accommodation, meals, transportation, and tools of trade
(including computers);

ii. Office space will be provided by UNICEF for use during the evaluation and UNICEF
premises will be available for the meetings and consultations; iii. The consulting
company will not be entitled to the use of UNICEF transportation;

iv. Where applicable, UNICEF will cover cost of air travel (economy class) and pay DSA.
These costs should be included in the proposed budget;
V. No contract related activities may commence unless the contract is signed and

received by both parties. For institutions outside the duty station, signed contracts
must be sent by fax or email; vi. Institutions or their staff will not have supervisory
responsibilities or authority on UNICEF budget; and, vii. Institutions will be
required to sign the Health statement for team members prior to taking up the
assignment, and to document that they have appropriate health insurance,
including Medical Evacuation.
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7.3. List ofPersonsinterviewed andsites visited

Table20 - Persons Interviewed and sites visited: Provincial and District Education Offices,

Schools and Communities visited

plan-eval®

Date of data
collection

15 May
10:00am

15 May
2:00pm

16 May
9:00am

16 May
9:00am

18 May10:00am

18 May2:00pm

19 May
9:00am

19 May
9:00am

15 May10:00am

Province
District visited
Manicaland
Province

wvaQ
vaQ

wvao

Mutare District

wo

Mutare District

Mutare District

Masvingo
Province

Masvingo
Province

ChiredzDistrict

ChiredzDistrict

Midlands
Province

Category of key
Respondents
ProvincialEducation

Director
-provincial
accountant

Chief Accountant

Provincial
Accountant

Mutare
office
-district accountant

District

Mutare District
office

-Acting DSI

PrimarySchool
-teachers;
communities
SecondanSchool

- teachers;
communities
ProvinciaEducation
Director
-provincial
accountant
Chiredzi
office
-district accountant
-schoolsinspector
Primary School
-teachers;
communities
HighSchool
-teachers;
communities
ProvinciaEducation
Director

-provincial
accountant

District

Institutions
visited

Chagonda
PrimarySchool

Buwerimwe
Secondary
School

Gurungweni
Primary School

Gurungweni
Secondary
School

DataCollection
Team
Farai Magombedzd
Mildred Ndhlula

Farai Magombedzd
Mildred Ndhlula

Farai Magombedzd
Mildred Ndhlula

Farai Magombedzg
Mildred Ndhlula

Farai Magombedzd
Mildred Ndhlula

Farai Magombedzd
Mildred Ndhlula

FaraiMagombedze
Mildred Ndhlula

Farai Magombedzg
Mildred Ndhlula

Farai Magombedzg
Mildred Ndhlula

Godwin
Hlatshwayo Allen
Chikwanda
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Date of data
collection
15 May
2:00pm

16 May9:00am

17 May

9:00am

15 May10:00am

15 May2:00pm

16 May10:00am

22 May10:00am

22 May2:00pm

24 May10:00am

24 May

Province
District visited
Zvishavane
District

Zvishavane
District

Zvishavane
District

Mashonaland

EastProvince

Mutoko District

Mutoko District

Bulawayo
Metropolitan
Province

Bulawayo Central

Bulawayo Central

Bulawayo Central

Matabeleland
SouthProvince

Category of key
Respondents
District Education

Officer

-district accountant
-schoolsinspector
PrimarySchool
-teachers;
communities
HighSchool
-teachers;
communities
ProvinciaEducation
Director
-provincial
accountant
Mutoko
Office
-district accountant
-schoolsinspector

District

PrimarySchool
-teachers;
communities
HighSchool

-teachers;
communities
AProvincial
Education
Director
-provincial
accountant
ADistrict
Education
Director
-district accountant
-schoolsinspector

PrimarySchool
-teachers;
communities

SecondarySchool
-teachers;
communities

AProvincial
Education
Director

-provincial

Institutions
visited

MsipaniPrimary
School

Utongani
Secondary
School

Chitekwe
PrimarySchool
Kaunye
Secondary
School
PrimarySchool

HighSchool

King George V
Primary
School

King George V
Secondary
School

DataCollection
Team
Godwin
Hlatshwayo Allen
Chikwanda

Godwin
Hlatshwayo Allen
Chikwanda
Godwin
Hlatshwayo Allen
Chikwanda
Godwin
Hlatshwayo Allen
Chikwanda

Godwin
Hlatshwayo Allen
Chikwanda

Godwin
Hlatshwayo Allen
Chikwanda
Godwin
Hlatshwayo

Allen Chikwanda

Godwin
Hlatshwayo
Siduduziwe
Ncube

Phirk

Godwin
Hlatshwayo
Siduduziwe
Ncube

Phirk

Godwin
Hlatshwayo
Siduduziwe
Ncube

Phirk

Godwin
Hlatshwayo
Siduduziwe
Ncube
Godwin
Hlatshwayo
Siduduziwe Phirk
Ncube

Phirk
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Date of data
collection
10:00am

Province
District visited

GwandaDistrict

GwandaDistrict

GwandaDistrict

GwandaDistrict

GwandaDistrict

Category of key

Respondents
accountant

ADistrict
Education
Director

-district accountant
-schoolsinspector
PrimarySchool
-teachers;
communities

SecondanySchool
-teachers;
communities

SecondanSchool
-teachers;
communities

SecondanySchool
-teachers;
communities

Institutions
visited

Insidi Secondary
School

LumenePrimary
School

Insindi
Secondary
School

Lumene Primary
School

DataCollection
Team

Godwin
Hlatshwayo
Siduduziwe
Ncube

Phir

Godwin
Hlatshwayo
Siduduziwe
Ncube
Godwin
Hlatshwayo
Siduduziwe
Ncube
Godwin
Hlatshwayo
Siduduziwe
Ncube
Godwin
Hlatshwayo
Siduduziwe Phir
Ncube

Phirk

Phirk

Phirk

Source: Plan Eval

Table21 - Policy and Implementation Level Key Respondents

ReferenceGroup
MOPSE

Other International
Organizations

Donor &
Coordinating
Agent

Functionof KeyRespondents

Chief Director

Learner

Psychologicabervices

Date/Time
Welfare and | 11:00hrs

Chief Directorg Curriculum Development ant

Technical Services

UNESCO Representativén Education| 11:00hrs
CoordinationGroup(ECG)

UNESCO

Representativérom World Vision

Representativdrom

Savethe Children

Representativédrom Donorand Coordinating
agency(UK Aid) inEducationCoordination

Group(ECG)
Director Finance

29 May
09:00hrs

EvaluationTeam

Farai
Magombedze
Mildred Ndhlula

Farai
Magombedze
Mildred Ndhlula

Completed
Completed

Completed

Godwin
Hlatshwayo
Farai
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ReferenceGroup Functionof KeyRespondents Date/Time EvaluationTeam
Magombedz
e
PermanentSecretaryMOPSE 11:00hrs Godwin
Hlatshwayo
Farai
Magombedze

UNICEF Chiefof Education 30 May Godwin
09:00hrs Hlatshwayo
Farai
Magombedze
EducationManager 11:00hrs Godwin
Hlatshwayo
Farai
Magombedz
e
EducationSpecialis{CurriculumQuality, SIG) 15:00hrs Godwin
Hlatshwayo
Farai
Magombedz
e

Table22below presents the disaggregated dataset, tools used (FGDs, and Klls). Data was further
disaggregatedo male and female for each data collection tool and the actual head count on
each respondent is given under each sex category. These numbers were added to give the totals
of people who attended in each grouping. The respondents were also grouped accturdime

regions and social groups or organisations they belonged to. The totals were then matched
against the target sample for each province. In all the cases, the actual totals for a particular
province were beyond the target sample and the percentafgespondents is over 100%. This

is due to the snowballing effect and because there were many people who provided data
compared to what was planned.

In the field, key respondents that were interviewed as key informants included:

1 Provincial LevelProvircial Educational Director and Provincial Education Accountant
(Klls).

9 District LevelDistrict Educational Director, District Schools Inspector (KlIs) and for FGDs
(School management (Head and Deputy), Teachers, Learners, and Parents) from School
Developmat committees across the six selected provinces.

The data tools used included the Klls and Focus group discussions (Face to face). Presented in
Table 10 are the surces of data from the 6 selected regions, international and national
organisations, CSOs, the government policy makers and policy implementers.
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Province/ Organisations/
Government

Manicaland Province
Provincial & District
officials

School Heads, Deputy, ar
teachers

Learners
Parents/Guardians, SDC
Mashonaland East
Province

Provincial & District
officials

School heads, Deputy, ar
Teachers

Learners
Parents/Guardians, SDC
Midlands Province
Provincial & District
Officials

School Heads and Teache

Learners
Parents/Guardians, SDC
Masvingo Province
Provincial & District
Officials

School heads and Teache

Learners
Parents/Guardians, SDC
Bulawayo Metropolitan
Province

Provincial & District
Officials

School heads and Teache
Learners
Parents/Guardians, SDC

Matabeleland South
Province

Tools

Klls

FGDs

FGDs
FGDs

Klls

Klls,

FGDs
FGDs
FGDs

Klls,

Klls,

FGDs
FGDs
FGDs

Klls

Klls,

FGDs
FGDs
FGDs

Klls

Kll, FGDs

FGDs
FGDs

Sub Total

11

12

14

15
12

17

Dis
28.

10

Actual Totals
Totals

46

18 65

24
16

19 73

28
20

47

22 55
17
11

Target
Sample

(o]

%
Response

153.3

216.7

243.3

156.6

183.3

28 person with disabilities (both genders)
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Province/ Organisations/| Tools Sub Total Actual Totals Target %
Government Totals Sample | Response
M F Dis
28.
Provincial & Districl KllIs 7 3 10 6
Officials 216.6
School heads and Teache Kills. 2 10 12 8
FGDs 65
Learners FGDs 14 16 30 8
Parents/Guardians, SDC | FGDs 5 8 13 8
MoPSE Permaner Klls 1 1 1
SecretaryMrs T. Thabela
MoPSE Chief DirectbeP$| Klls 1 1 1
Mrs. K.R.L Nyanungo
MoPSE Chief Directq Klls 1 1 1
Administration and
Finance Mr. B.E.
Mangosho
UNICEF Educatio Klls 1 1 1
Manager Mr M. Rafomoyo
UNICE Chief Education| Klls 1 1 1
Ms. Joelle Ayite
UNICEF Educatio Klls 1 1 1
SpecialistMr. S. Rwezuva
UNICEM=ducation Officer| Klls 1 1 1
Ms. Vimbisai Mungoni
FCDM@onor, Ms. T. Zebrof Klls 1 1 1
UNESCMr P Wells Klls 1 1 1
ECOZI Director, Mr. | KllIs 1 1 1
Nhliziyo 16
Save the Childrer Klls 1 1 1
International Mr S.
Shumba
ECOZI Chairperson, Klls 1 1 1
Education Coalition o
Zimbabwe Ms
Madyirapazhe
Save The Childre| KllIs 1 1 1
International Programme
Manager Ms. Sibongile
Damasane
World VisionInternational | Klls 1 1 1
ProgrammeManager Ms.
Maria Tokwani
UNICEF Consultar Klls 1 1 1
Learners environmen:

specialist WASH in
schools, children  with
disabilities, etc) Ms Fara
Chideme
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Province/ Organisations/| Tools Sub Total Actual Totals Target %
Government Totals Sample | Response
M F | Dis
28_
Grand Total 156 | 195 | 14 375 375 244 153.7

Source: Plan Eval

NB: Details of all key respondents met during field data colle¢Bastricts and Provinces] are

contained inTable20
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7.4. List ofDocumentsConsulted

Sources of data used for analysing Eféiciency of the GPE fund

Data for the GPE efficiency analysis came from both quantitative and qualitative sources.

1) The Quantitative sources were from the review of the GPE Il literature such as the financial
statement from the GPE Donor Statement repgfooim UNICEF for both the Fixed and Variable
parts for 2018; 2020.

2) The Qualitative Data sources were from the Key Informant Interviews (KlIl) conducted with
UNICEF and Implementing Partners: MoPSE, UNESCO, and ECOZI, provincial and district
education manaers, as well as reviews of the various reports of the GPE Il.

Quantitative Analysis: From reviewed literature and submissions by Provinces

Analysis along the value chain to measure the efficiency of fund releases was done based on data
obtained on the GPE Il funding from:

1) MoPSE Chiredzi District, Masvingo Province;
2) MoPSE Mutoko District, Mashonaland East Province; and

3) The Global Partnergh for Education (GPE) Donor Statement report by activity for the
following period:

a) GPE Fixed part: SC160641 from 09 December 2016 to 31 December 2018 in USD
b) GPE Fixed Part: SC160641 from 09 December 2016 to 31 December 2020 in USD
c¢) GPE VP and MBC180783 for 1st September 2018 to 31 December 2018 in USD

d) GPE VP and MP SC180783 for 01 September 2018 to 31 December 2020 in USD.

Other data:
2020, 2021, and 2022 UNECEF Zimbabwe Budget Briefs
2021 and 2023 Zimbabwe Infrastructural Investment Programme

Education Budget Report to the House by Parliamentary Portfolio Committee on Primary and
Secondary Education, Zimbabwe

Education Sector Analysis Report for 2020

Education Sector Performance Report for 2021

EMIS 2021 Annual Education Statistics Report@ad 2

ESSP 2018020 UNICEF Zimbabwe Country Office Annual Report for 2019, 2020, and 2021
GPE Annual Report for the Period: 2018, 2019, 2020 and 2022

GPE Policy on Education Sector Program Implementation Grants 2021. Zimbabwe
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GPEunded programme DocumentApplication for the Variable Tranche Portion of the Zimbabwe
GPE Program Implementation Grant and for the Approved Grant from the Multiplier Fund 2018

OECD/DAC Evaluation Criteria (2019)

Program Documents Submitted by the MOPSE in August 2016

Taxonomyfor Defining and Classifying UNICEF Research, Evaluation & Studies (2014)
The GPE Implementation Plan 2018, 2019, and 2020

UN Disability Inclusion Strategy (202@ps://www.un.org/en/content/disabilitystrateqy/

UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation (20&0)/www.unevaluation.org/doaiment/detail/2866

UNEG guidance on Integrating Human Rights and Gender Equality in Evaluations (2014)
http://www.unevaluation.org/document/detail/1616

UNICEF Other Resources ContributioceRe2d from GPEDonor Statement (of Financial
Expenditures) by Activity for the years ending 2018, 2019, and 2020.

UNICEF Zimbabwe Country Office Annual Report for 2020
Zimbabwe 2023 annual Budget Review
Zimbabwe Annual Budget for 2017 to 2023

ZimbabweGovernment Complementary Commitment to GPE

7.5. Data collection instruments

a) Interview guide for Key Stakeholders (5 ¢ 9> ¢w{ Q / 2ttt S3Sa0
Introductory Note

(Greeting) My name is . Iam from Plan Eval, a consultancy firm hired by UNiGHikate

the Global Partnership for Education Programme wiidver the period 2017 to 2021 has been
implemented in complementarity with the Education Development Fund (EDF). The purpose of the
evaluation is to assess programme effectiveness and drasoms for future programming. The
programme period coincided with the phasing in of the new curriculum and other developments in the
Education Sector. Considering the critical role your institute plays in the Education Sector, you have
been selected for pacipation as key informant in the evaluation of the project. In this regard, | would
like to invite you to participate as respondent to a few questions. Our discussions will be confidential,
and all information will be déentified before sharing withhird parties. Participation in this interview

in entirely voluntary. You can choose to participate or not participate. If this is OK with you, we can
start the discussiorN\B proceed only if the respondent gives their consent).

Background Details
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Name ¢ Respondent

Name of Institution

Position of Respondent in the Institution

How many years have you spent serving iny
current capacity

Can you just give an overview of the changes inga@ice teacher training over the period 20
-2021"Which of these changes were supported by UNICEF? Were any of the changes as
with the phasing in of the new curriculum? (If yes, which ones)

Why were these changes made? In your view, were they necessary/ relevant?

Through the GPE program UNICEF and other partner supported integration of the Early f
Initiative (ERI), Performance Lag Addifessgramme (PLAP) and the strengthening of Guide
and Counselling (G& C) in pservice teacher training. In light of your knowledge &
experience:

Have course outlines and handouts been developed for these(#f yes, ask for
copies)?

Howrelevant are these outlines and materials? On a scalecd, how would you rate
the relevance of these materials {Inot relevant at all; & extremely relevant)

L B

What is the attitude of lecturers to these new components? Can you desailre
experience with these components or any feedback about them that you may
received from other lecturers?

How interested are lecturers in integrating ERI, PLAP and changes associated Vv
new curriculum? On a scale ot B, how would yourate3 O i dZNE NE Q A Y (
these changes (4 not interested at all; & extremely interested)

L b

In light ofyour experience, how effective have these changes tesgmice teachetr
training been? / To what extent have they led to expected results? On a scateof
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how would you rate the effectiveness of these changes/ innovatiorgsn(t effective
at all 5¢ extremely effective).

L

What were the strengths and weaknesses of these interventions

2ii | To your knowledge, what factors positively and/ or negatively affected the adoption of
UNICEF supported changes in-pegvice teachetraining?

2iii | Were there any other organisations that were supporting changes/ innovations iaguwéce
teacher training over the period 20%720217 [f yes, would you comment on what interventic
the other organisations were running and how effeetihese have beén

2iv | We understand that there was need for collaboration between MOPSE and MHTEIST
effective was this collaboration in your experience, what have been the strengths
weaknesses of this collaboration?

3i | The UNICEF/ GPE Il is coming to an end soon. In your view, are there dagtioggffects that
the programme has had™ {/es, please elaborate

3ii | Has adequate capacity to sustain the innovations/ changes wsgméce teachetraining been
built?

3ii | Given your knowledge af and experience working witlq Ministry of Higher and Tertiar
Education, Innovation, Science and Technology Development (MHTEISTD), does MHTEI
capacity to absorb GPE Il interventions after thegoamme end? What opportunities an
threats to sustainability do you see?

How adequate is MOHTEISTD capacity to sustain the GPE/UNICEF supported
to pre-service training for teachers? How would you rate this capacity on a scale ¢
5 (nocapacity at alt 1, more than adequate capaciyp)

L
B
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4i | What lessons were learnt during the GPE Il / UNICEF grant? (i.e., what was done well? W\
not done well?) What goqgaractices were developed?

4ii | If you were to redesign GPE Grant Il in the current context, what aspects would you ren
What new aspects would you add?

5 | This discussion may have missed some critical issues thertuemial to capture. If you have othg
comments/ remarks/ questions, this is your time please proceed.

The End. Thank you very much for your time and the valuable informatyou have provided.

b) Interview guide for Key Stakeholders (UNICEF, MOPSE Directors, other education providers, FCDO
etc)

Background Details

Name

Organisation

Position

How many years have you spe
serving in your current capacity

1i Can you just give an overview of the programme design and your views with regards
extent to which it was suitable to the contextZimbabwe?

Lii Was the programme able adapt to changes in the contdkt6, probe: How did it adgpt
liii = What strengths and/ or weaknesses did you observe in the management, administrativ
coordination mechanisms for GPE [1?

2i What were the achievements of GPE 1tldw-up) How did the programme affect the capac
of MOPSE at various levels?
2ii | To your knowledge, whag) contextual and If) organisational factors affected GPE Il res

positivdy and/ or negatively?

3i Given your experience on this programme, how would you rate timeliness of delive
planned outputsgay, on a scale from 1 to 5, 1 meaning that a negligible proportiontpiuts
were delivered on time and 5 meaning that all outputs were delivered in a timely manne
3ii What factors affectedpositively or negativelg the timeliness of delivery of outputs?

3iii | In light of your knowledge and experience with various interventions and interven
modalities in the education sector, are there other interventions/ intervention modalities
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could have delivered the same or better results as the GPE Grant Il at a lower ¢ibstes,
probe) Kindly shed more light on the alternaties

3iv | In your view did the GPE Grant Il have best Value for Money? Did the various compon
the fixed and variable tranches of GPE Il ensure least cost intervention without comprol
intervention quality?

4i The GPE Il is coming to an end soon. In your view, are any programme benefits that ar
continue flowing after the project ends? Are there any ldagting effects that the programm
has had?

4ii How effective was government capacity building (atioas levels)? In your view does tf

capacity building have any bearing on sustainability prospects for the GPE I11?

4ii Given your knowledge @fand experience working witf MOPSE, does MOPSE have cap:
to absorb GPE Il interventions after the pragrme end? What opportunities and threats
sustainability do you see?

5i What lessons were learnt during the GPE Il grant? (i.e., what was done well? What w
done well?) What good practices weteveloped?
5ii If you were to redesign GPE Grant Il in the current context, what aspects would you ren

What new aspects would you add?

5iii | Standing on the achievements of GPE I, looking into the future in light of NDS 1 and E
¢ 2025, whatissues should a possible GPE Grant Il seek to address? Are there any criti
it should fill?

The End. Thank you very much for your time and the valuable information you have provided.
¢) Interview Guide for Key Stakeholders (School Heads and Teachers)
Introductory Note

(Greeting) My name is . Iam from Plan Eval, a consultancy firdrblyitdNICEF to evaluate

the Global Partnership for Education Programme wiidver the period 2017 to 2023 has been
implemented in complementarity with the Education Development Fund (EDF). The purpose of the
evaluation is to assess programme effecte® and draw lessons for future programming. The
programme period coincided with the phasing in of the new curriculum and other developments in the
Education Sector. Considering the critical role your institute plays in the Education Sector, you have
beenselected for participation as key informant in the evaluation of the project. In this regard, | would
like to invite you to participate as respondent to a few questions. Our discussions will be confidential,
and all information will be déentified beforesharing with third parties. Participation in this interview

in entirely voluntary. You can choose to participate or not participate. You may choose to answer some
but not other questions.

This discussion may take about fofitye minutes. If this is OKith you, we can start the discussion
(NB proceed only if the respondent gives their consent).
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Background Details

Name of Respondent

Name of Institution

Position of Respondent in the Institution
How many years have you spent serving in 'y
current capacity

i Over the period 201% 2021, what were the major problems and challenges faced by
school?
Lii Have you been able to overcome anytloé challenges now? Are there any organisations

individuals that helped you in your attempts to meet thenif, please identify them an
describe the support each proviged

liii | GPE/UNICEF supported leadership training for school heads. Did youpptetiti these
training? ) Given your professional qualification and experience, did these tr
provide you with any new knowledge or/ skills? _Praope: please explgin

liv | Please indicate which other forms of support this school received:

SIG complimentary funding fq
supporting development of facilities

Textbooks for children

New syllabi

Leadership Training for School He
D/head and SDC Chairperson

In-service training for teachers

NFE support
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liv

2i

Was the support provided what you needed modt?yés, why? If no, what support wou
have met your most critical needs antly?)

How relevant was GPE/ UNICEF Support to your school? On a soaf bt would
you rate the relevance of this support {hot relevant at all; & extremely relevant)

2

What positive changes have occurred at this school over the period 2Q021? What
negative changes have occurred in the same period?

What factors contributed to the positive changes? What factors contributed to
negative changes?

Are there anyorganisations that that contributed to bringing about this changé”
yes, identify them, describe the projects they implemented and the results
obtained.

(If GPE/ UNICEF was mentioned aboReughly, what proportion (%) of the positi
changes tht have occurred here could you attribute to GPE/ UNICEF support?

In light of your experience and observations, how effective have GPE/ U
interventions at this school been? / To what extent have they led to expected res
On a scale of & 5, hav would you rate the effectiveness of these interventiong (
not effective at all; & extremely effective).

Lk b

What were the strengths and weaknesses of these interventions

3i Did GPE/UNICEHEpport to this school cater for specific needs of gils?gs, how}
How did the project take issues of gender equity/ inequity into consideration

3ii Did GPE/ UNICEF Support to this school take children with special needs into conside
How didit do that? What were the effects of the interventions that sought to cater for inclu
access to quality education?

i Ly 3IASYSNIfx K2¢g RAR Dt 9k ! bL/ 9C &dzLJJ2 NI
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4 The UNICEF/ GPE Il is coming to an end soon. In your view, are there adagtioggeffects
that the programme has had at this schodfd/es, please elaborate

5i What lessons weréarnt during the GPE Il / UNICEF grant? (i.e., what was done well?
was not done well?) What good practices were developed?

5ii If you were to redesign GPE Grant Il in the current context, what aspects would you rern
What new aspects would you add?

6 This discussion may have missed some critical issues that are crucial to capture. If yq
other comments/ remarks/ questions, this is your time please proceed.

The End. Thank you very much for your time and the valuable information you have provided.

d) Data Collection Form for Schools
Introductory Note

(Greeting) My name is . Iam from Plan Eval, a consultancy firm hired by UNICEF to evaluate
the Glolal Partnership for Education Programme whicbver the period 2017 to 2023 has been
implemented in complementarity with the Education Development Fund (EDF). The purpose of the
evaluation is to assess programme effectiveness and draw lessons for fuagemming. The
programme period coincided with the phasing in of the new curriculum and other developments in the
Education Sector. Considering the critical role your institute plays in the Education Sector, you have
been selected for participation indgrevaluation of the project. In this regard, | would like to request

for some information about the school.

Background Details

Province

District

Name of School

Level of School (Primary/ Secondary)

Type of School (Satellite, P3, S3)

114



unicef&®

*
for every child plan-eval

1i | Kindly provide enrolment figures in the table below:

Girls

Boys
Total

lii | Kindly provide theaumbers of school dropouts from your school in the table below>

Girls
Boys
Total

Kindly provide the top five reasons for school dropout at this school, starting witbribehat
causes the highest number of dropouts. For each reason identified provided your estimate
percentage of dropouts it contributes te.Q., child marriage 30%)

Girls
Boys

Liii | Kindly provide the pass rate for public examinations for your school in the table below. O
the rows that apply to your institution (e.g., just Grade 7 or for).

Gr. 7
Form 4
Form 6

The End. Thank you very much for your time and the valuable information you have provided
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7.6. Stakeholder Map

Table23- Stakeholder Map

Category

Stakeholder

Contribution to the programme

Donor

GPE

- Provide fundingfor (i) the GPE Multiplier Fundrixed Part; (ii) the GPE Variable Part and Multiplier Fund; and (iii)
COVID Fund

Government

MoPSE

-Implement GPE activities
- Monitoring & Evaluation
- Chair of the ECG

MoHTESTD

- Member of theECG
- Contribute to implementationof GPE teacher capacity building activities

MoFED

- Member of the ECG
- Contribute to implementationof GPE activities

ZImSEC

- Conductschool examinationsnd report

- Take part in @raining workshop oreffective delivery of the updated curriculum for children with disabilities

- Contribute to aworkshopconvened by MOHTESTD on the Integration of ERI, PLAP, NFE, TPS and the Cempet
based Curriculum into Ps8ervice Teacher Education Programme

International
Organizations

UNICEF

- Grant Agent(GA) for the GPE Multiplier Fugdrixed Part: provide oversight for fund management, procurement
processes and follow the Harmonized Approach to Cash Transfers (HACT) procedures and regulations

- Grant Agent(GA) ér the GPE COUI® Accelerated Funding

- Providetechnical assistancand secretariat support to MoPSE in programme implementation and coordination
- Capacity buildingupport for MoPSE

- Monitoring & Evaluation

- Member of the ECG
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Category Stakeholder Contribution to the programme
- Member ofthe ECG
UNESCO - Supportcapacity buildingof teachers in remote teaching and learning
- Provide support to the development of the school financial polf&3G°)
World Bank - Member of the ECG
- Provide support to the development of the schdiolancial policy TBG
World Vision - Partner with MoPSHEo provide copies of English and Mathematics-salfdy guides

International
and National

Save the Children

- Grant Agent (GAJor the GPE Cyclone Idai Accelerated Fund of $2.4m 22020

NGOs

CAMFED

- Member of the ECG
-TBC

Civil Societ
Organizations

ECOZ|

- Representseveral CSOs and NGOs engaged in the education sector, including teachers' unions an@ssodition
- Take part irplanningand monitoring activities of GPE (external verifications), and alsecgnaintee

- Contributeto the Integration of ERI, PLAP, NFE, TPS and the Compbtasry Curriculum into Pi8ervice Teacher
Education Programme

- Member of the ECG

Coordinating
Agents

UK-FCDO

- Coordinating Agent (CApr the GPE Accelerated Funding (emergency/G@i\VIBL9)
- Coordinating Agent (CApr the GPE Multiplier FungiFixed Part

- Take part irplanningand monitoring activities of GPE

- Facilitate communication interaction and engagement by all the parties

- Maintainactive contact with the GPE Secretariat Washington

- Member of the ECG

- Support CAMFED support girls' education in the most disadvantaged districts

29To be Confirmed with the UNICEF Zimbabwe team.
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Category Stakeholder Contribution to the programme
Universities: - Contributeto the Integration of ERI, PLAP, NFE, TPS and the Compbteezy Curriculum into Pt8ervice Teacher
University of Zimbabw|EducationProgramme
) (Uz) - Contributeto the development of Open Distance Learning (ODL) modules
Academla an Zimbabwe Opel- Contributeto the development of a Teacher Training Framework
Professional University - Contributeto the development of the Continuing Professional Development (CPD) Framework
gs(\j’ggpmem Lupane State University

Teachers' Colleges

- Contributeto the Integration of ERI, PLAP, NFE, TPS and the Compbteyery Curriculum into Ps8ervice Teacher
Education Programme
- Contributeto the development of the Continuing Professional Development (CPD) Framework

Beneficiaries

School Heads

- Responsible overditadershipand management at school leveincluding usually being one of the signatories for G
funds LeadOverseeing and Implementation of GPE Activities at school level, including ensuring timelyitexpend
according to agreed plans and timely acquittals

School
Committees

Developmel

- Represent community members in decision makiagd development of GPE beneficiary schools, SDC chairpersc
may serve as signatories for GPE fuwese appointed to do so, mobilises guardians for community contributions to
GPE supported school develop activities e.g. ferrying sand for constructiacilifes

Beneficiary teachers

- Applymathematics teaching skillacquired through GPE workshops in teaching children.
- Implement and monitosafe learning environment initiatives

Beneficiary  students  (wit]
special focus on Out of Sch
Children, Orphan and
Vulnerable ChildrenGVQG

- Ultimate targets and recipients of GP&Ipported interventionsto improve access to quality and relevant learning
activities

{ 2dzNDSY

ttly 9@l ¢

9@ tdz GA2Yy ¢SIY
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7.7. Evaluation matrix

Table24: Evaluation Matrix

OECEDAC Criteria / Evaluation Questionl Indicator Sources Data Collection Method
Relevance

Evidence of comprehensive conte

analysis in the GPE Grant Il program

documents, Degree of alignmen Programme Desk Review

between ESP 2016- 2020 strategic| documentation

thrusts and GPE Grant Il thema

components
Was the programme design for 2017 it/aé(l\elzglders in Key Informant I.ntervi'ews / Serstructured
2020 and the 2018 programme programme design Interviews
documents as well as the GPE COVID [

fund appropriate for the context and
the expected results?

Were the objectives of the
programmes appropriate for the
context?

Were the programming strategies and
approaches sensitive to the context?

extent to which the programme
contributes to the desired change (
addresses contextual issues highlight
in the relevant baseline literatures, sug
as the ESSP 20162020 performace.
2. the extent to which the programm
contributes to the desired change ¢
address contextual issues.

Government
representatives

Key Informant Interviews / Serstructured
interviews

(Online/Phone) Survey

degree of programme adaptation to
changing context

Implementing
partners  (including

Key Informant Interviews / Serstructured

UNICEF) interviews
Beneficiary Semistructured interviews
headmasters
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OECEDAC Criteria / Evaluation Question

Indicator

Sources

Data Collection Method

Beneficiary teachers

Focus Group Discussions

Coherence

To what extent has the GPE gran
objectives, approaches and interventiol
been aligned to national education secti
priorities and managed to leverage intern
and external synergies an|
complementarities of key stakeholdel
(MoPSE, UNICEF, UNESCO and donors|

gualitative evidence of congruence

between GPE Il grant's objectives, | Progranme .
X . . Desk Review
approaches and interventions and | documentation
national education sector priorities
Key Informant Interviews / Serstructured
Government interviews
representatives

(Online/Phone) Survey

1. degree of stakeholder satisfaction wi

Implementing
partners  (including
UNICEF, UNESCO)

Key Informant Interviews $emistructured
interviews

the extent of alignment between GPE
grant and national education sect(
priority

2: Number of collaboration programme
with other education and SDGs relatg
programmes that contributes to
education system development?

Donor
representatives

Key Informant Interviews / Serstructured
interviews
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OECEDAC Criteria / Evaluation Question‘ Indicator Sources Data Collection Method
Impact
Programme. Desk Review
documentation

Net enrolment ratio disaggregated b
gender, education level, wealth quintilé
etc; Grade 2, Numeracy and litera
What changes in the education system hg scores; disaggregated Form 4 Survi
resulted from the implementation of thq rates,

Official statistics /

Secondary data Secondary data collection

GPE education interventions? To wh

extent did programme meet the objective Governmen_t Key Informant I_nterw_ews / Serstructured
2 F bXE t OKAf RNBY = representatives interviews
;/ulne_rabllle,Haccctehss (;1“"’_‘""3(; and r;eliva :)marptlr?g:semlrzignclu ding Key Informant Interviews $emistructured
earning.  Has he desired Impact be¢. ..\ eholder andeneficiary perceptions UNICEE interviews
achieved? T ) . )
of changes in children's access to qual . - N
. Beneficiary parents Focus Group Discussions
and relevant education — - :
Beneficiary teachers Focus Group Discussions
Beneficiary children Focus Group Discussions
Beneficiary

Semistructured interviews
headmasters

Effectiveness

To what extent were the planned outpui 1.) Number of National or Educatig
and outcomes of th@rogramme achieve®l | Policy documents developed with G}
(see indicators in programme documen{ Grant Il Support in place. (2). Number
and proposdl | Policy Integration or harmonizatio| Programme

framework produced as a result of th documentation
What were the major factors influencin| GPE Grant Support. (3) Number of &p
the achievement or nomchievement of| Reviews Supported with the GPE Gran
outcomes?

Desk Review
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OECEDAC Criteria / Evaluation Question

Indicator

Sources

Data Collection Method

What effect has the programmeak on the
capacity of systems?

percentage achievement of output an
outcome targets (disaggregated K
gender, level, disability etc)

Monitoring data

Secondary data collection

(Evidence of) necessary arslifficient
conditions for attainment of outcomes

as per QCA truth tables; system capad
assessment scores for supported
systems

Programme Desk Review
documentation

Key Informant Interviews / Serstructured
Government interviews
representatives

(Online/Phone) Survey

Implementing

Key Informant Interviews / Serstructured

partners  (including interviews
UNICEF)
stakeholder perception of programm Focus Group Discussions
effects (2) Number of resultant changg
in system procedures across board Semistructured interviews
number of policy or legislative review programme

resulting from GPE interventions (
increase in resource allocation for sect
budget as a result d6PE support

beneficiaries

Efficiency
Were the agreed targets achieve
according to schedule] 1. Number of Programe deliverables
and targets met within schedule
Were there alternate methods an( timeframe. 2. Ratio of Program Proaramme
modalities of implementation that coul( Output to Programme input g . Desk Review
. L ] documentation
have deliveregimilar results at lower cost| (Programme  output  (resulinputs)

How did the programmes ensure best val

for money?

x100. Expression that i€100 defines
greater efficiency/VFM.
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OECEDAC Criteria / Evaluation Question

Indicator

Sources

Data Collection Method

Value of quantitative and/or qualitativé
evidence of similarity/ difference
between planned and actual programm
output delivery Gantt charts resulting i
reduced cost, and increased outp
either in monetary value or impact.

Government
representatives

Key Informant Interviews / Senstructured
interviews + desk reviews

Value and number of collaboratio
activities carried out to save cost: E.
contribution of other partners ang
programmes to common initiative
resulting in increased output/progran
outturn; number of Cdunded initiatives
implemented with other stakeholets;
Number or amount of contributions
monetary and irkind by Government
partners; amount of savings made fro
use of stateowned facilities for GP}
events; value of shared cost facilitig
savings made from alternative ways
program delivery and procement
planning.

2. improvement in resource allocatio
potential of the program

Implementing
partners  (including
UNICEF)

Key Informant Interviews / Serstructured
interviews

Programme
documentation

Desk Review

Input unit cost; Output unit cost; cosi

Financial data

Desk Review

benefit ratio

Government
representatives

Key Informant Interviews / Serstructured
interviews
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OECEDAC Criteria / Evaluation Question‘ Indicator Sources Data Collection Method
Sustainability
Extent to which GPE and EDF activit
and results are embedded in ESSP Programme
MOP§I§ Strategig vplan, and ,furtb documentation Desk Review
AYUSANI GSR Ay (0UKS
fiscal planning /budget
Extent of stakeholder ownership of GPH
processes and results, evidenced
institutionalized best practices Key Informant Interviews / Serstructured
Will components or results of the EDF a initiatives (institutionalize_d practice{ Government interviews
the GPE be able to continue witho{ ME&NS Parners have independent representatives _
external funding? continued to practice |n|t_|at|ves withou (Online/Phone) Survey
support for more than twice
What critical lessons can be learned frc —
the implementation of the programm¢ Number of legislations sponsored
especially related to system strengthenir| initiated, policy reviewed or developed | |niementing .
strategic partnerships, and improvir & result of the GPE program interventid nariners  (including Key Informant Interviews / Sersiructured
learning outcomes UNICEF) interviews

What are the policy and programmat|
implication of these lessof?s

Number of new initiatives of GP
initiatives/practices adopted by th¢
State, and delivered independent (¢
external supports (technically ¢
financially)

Beneficiary parents

Focus Group Discussions
Documents review

Increased funding and contribution
from other stakeholders other thar
UNICEF, especially the Government g
other Citizens' group contributions int
the GPEunded programme

Government, CSOq
Communities, and
other programme

Beneficiary(teachers,
Beneficiary Parents

and children)

Focus Group Discussions
Desk review
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OECEDAC Criteria / Evaluation Question Indicator Sources Data Collection Method
Absorptive capacity of MOPSE (includ| Government, CSOj
human, financial and material capacity] Communities,  and
other programme
Beneficiary (teachers Focus Group Discussions
Beneficiary
headmasters,

Beneficiary children)

Semistructured interviews

Transparency / Management

Have the decisiomaking processes
including decisions about the use of fung

degree of clary of fund disbursement
mechanisms in programme documents

Programme
documentation

Desk Review

been transparent?

To what extent didcontextual (including
political) and organizational factors affei
implementation progress and programm

extent of MOPSE satisfaction with t
degree of transparency of Grant Agen
financial procedures and processes

Government
representatives ang
stakeholders
(program

beneficiaries)

Key Informant Interviews / Serstructured
interviews

(Online/Phone) Survey

effectiveness?

How effective and appropriate were th
coordination, management an(
administrative structures especially at E(

degree of disclosure and availability

Implementing

level?

budget information, and other GP| partners (including .

. . L Key Informant Interviews / Serstructured
transitionary information is to relevan UNICEF), an interviews
stakeholders Programme

Beneficiary

The extent to which relevant stakeholdg )
contributes to the program inputs Donor Key Informant Interviews / Serstructured
reviews, planning, delivery and reportin 'eéPresentatives Interviews

Human rightsbased approach and Chikhfeguarding
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OECEDAC Criteria / Evaluation Question Indicator Sources Data Collection Method

evidence of
deliberate adoption of righbased
approaches in the program from desig
to delivery (also in the reconstruction (
the TOC).
number of evidence of gender and salc
inclusion mainstreaming

Programme_ Desk Review
documentation
To what extent did the programme embe
a human rightdbased approach?

How has the programme addressed isst
related to child rights, gender and childre
with disabilities as well as safeguardin

1. number of actions taken to emphasi;
child safeguard and protection for thos
with special needs in program delive
approach;

2. Procedures/strategies developed ar|

implemented to safeguard theirl and | UN/CEF, Governmey
boy child. and  Implementing

How effectively did GPE address issues

equity? .
quity Key Informant Interviews / Serstructured

interviews + desk review of related documents
o Partners and (Progrgm documents, annual reports,_ programm
3. Number of initiatives undertaken tq Beneficiaries activity reports, and budgetary provisions and

protect, promote and fulfil human right sector Strategy documents)

of the children and women by the stat
and stakeholders

4. evidence of policies and initiatives

provisions made on child safeguarding
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OECEDAC Criteria / Evaluation Question Indicator Sources Data Collection Method

disaggregated beneficiary data K
gender, education level, disability statu

Key Informant Interviews / Serstructured

wealth quintile etc Government . . )
. interviews. review of all program documents ang
representatives, ang . oo
schools data documentation, and collection instruments @

schools and government)

stakeholder perceptions of the extent t Implementing _
Wh|Ch GPE Il addreed issues of equ|ty partners (including Key |nf0rmant Interviews / SeFBtrUCtUI’ed

UNICEF) interviews

Source: Plan Eval

7.8. Resuls ramework

Table25 - The GPE Il Results framework

Indicators MOV Baseline | 2017 Target | 2018 Target | 2019 Target | 2020 Target | 2021 Target 2022 Target
Actual | 2017 Actual 2018 Actual | 2019 Actual | 2020 Actual | 2021 Actual | 2022
# Districts (out of 72] ZimSEC | 35 43 37 54 39 41 42 17 45

with a G7 Pass Rat
of 50 % in
Mathematics (T)

#Districts (out of 72) ZimSEC | 31 37 33 50 35 33 38 14 40
with a G7 Pass Rat
of 50 % in
Mathematics (M)

# Districts (out of 72] ZimSEC | 40 50 42 59 43 46 45 21 46
with a G7 Pass Rat
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Indicators

MOV

Baseline

2017
Actual

Target
2017

2018
Actual

Target
2018

2019
Actual

Target
2019

2020
Actual

Target
2020

2021
Actual

Target
2021

2022
Actual

Target
2022

of 50 % in
Mathematics (F)

# Districts (out of 63
with a Lower
Secondary Gros
Enrolment of at leasi
75% (T)

EMIS

37

39

39

35

41

39

43

26

45

# Districts (out of 63
with a Lower
Secondary Gros
Enrolment of at leas
75% (M)

EMIS

36

39

38

36

40

38

42

22

44

# Districts (out of 63
with a Lower

Secondary Gros
Enrolment of at leas
75% (F)

EMIS

39

42

40

41

42

43

44

30

45

Survival Rate Form
(m (for those
entering Form1)

EMIS

85

79.12

86

79.83

87

84.16

88

85.4

89

70.54

Survival Rate Form

(F)

EMIS

81

77.38

82

82.6

84

86.11

85

87.86

87

74.05

Survival Rate Form

(M)

EMIS

89

80.88

90

77.11

90

82.23

91

83.04

91

67.27

No. of CWDg
enrolled in
secondary (Form -1
6)

SPRR

6,964

11,705

8.973

13,095

10,982

15,506

12,991

13,823

15,000

Net Enrolment Rate

ECD A (T)

EMIS

20

15.44

25

15.2

30

15.29

35

12.61

40

10.99%

16%

23.8

17%
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Indicators

MOV

Baseline

2017
Actual

Target
2017

2018
Actual

Target
2018

2019
Actual

Target
2019

2020
Actual

Target
2020

2021
Actual

Target
2021

2022
Actual

Target
2022

Net Enrolment Rate
ECD A (M)

EMIS

20

15.09

25

15.07

30

15.2

35

12.57

40

10.82%

16%

23.45

17%

Net Enrolment Rate
ECD A (F)

EMIS

20

15.79

25

15.32

30

15.38

35

12.65

40

11.14%

16%

24.14

17%

Net Enrolment Rate
ECD B (T)

EMIS

35

31.73

40

31.29

45

30.69

50

26.04

55

21.36%

27%

26.96

Net Enrolment Rate
ECD B (M)

EMIS

35

31.24

40

30.87

45

30.17

50

25.96

55

21.15%

27%

26.73

Net Enrolment Rate
ECD B (F)

EMIS

35

32.21

40

31.72

45

31.2

50

26.13

55

21.57%

27%

27.18

Percentage of
Children with
Disabilities enrolled
inECD Aand B

EMIS

15

0.93

20

25

30

35

Percentage of Out o
School Children o
Primary School Ag
(6-12)

MICS

4.70%

Percentage of Out o
School Children o
Secondary  Schog
Age (1318)

MICS

23.60%

18

Number of Children
with Disabilities
enrolled in Primary
and Secondary
Education (excl

Special Schools) (T)

EMIS

42,000

64,489

44,000

61,946

47,500

83,275

50,000

67,306

55,000

77,630

70,000
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Indicators

MOV

Baseline

2017
Actual

Target
2017

2018
Actual

Target
2018

2019
Actual

Target
2019

2020
Actual

Target
2020

2021
Actual

Target
2021

2022
Actual

Target
2022

Number of Children
with Disabilities
enrolled in Primary
and Secondary
Education (excl
Special Schools) (M

EMIS

23,520

36,416

24,200

34,749

25,650

46,499

26,500

36,555

28,600

42,207

38,000

Number of Children
with Disabilities
enrolled in Primary
and Secondary
Education (excl
Special Schools) (F

EMIS

18,480

28,073

19,800

27,197

21,850

36,776

23,500

30,751

26,400

35,423

32,000

Learning
Performance Grade
2 ¢ Numeracy (T)

ZELA

68%

55.50%

69%

72.20%

70%

60%

70%

70%

70%

72.10%

75%

75.9%

75%

Learning
Performance Grade
2 ¢ Numeracy (M)

ZELA

51.60%

69.40%

56.90%

71%

70.60%

75%

74.3%

75%

Learning
Performance Grade
2 ¢ Numeracy (F)

ZELA

59.40%

74.40%

63.10%

74%

73.50%

75%

79.9%

75%

Learning
Performance Grade
2 ¢ English (T)

ZELA

52%

68.40%

54%

76.40%

56%

61.10%

58%

75%

60%

75.30%

75%

77.1%

76%

Learning
Performance Grade
2 ¢ English (M)

ZELA

63.90%

73.90%

55.70%

73%

73.20%

75%

73.5%

76%

Learning
Performance Grade

2 ¢ English (F)

ZELA

72.70%

78.40%

%

7%

77.30%

75%

78.1%

76%
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Indicators MOV Baseline | 2017 Target | 2018 Target | 2019 Target | 2020 Target | 2021 Target 2022 Target
Actual | 2017 Actual 2018 Actual | 2019 Actual | 2020 Actual | 2021 Actual | 2022

Learning ZELA 70% 70% 71% 71% 72%

Performance Gradg

2 ¢ Shona (T)

Learning ZELA 78% 79% 79% 80% 80%

Performance Grade

2 ¢ Ndebele (T)

Net Enrolment Ratg EMIS 95 7752 | 95 79.21 95 81.18 | 96 78.14 | 96% 77.28%| 82% 81.97%| 83%

Junior Educatior|

(G37) (T)

Net Enrolment Ratg EMIS 93 76.03 | 94 77.74 94 79.41 | 95 77.37 | 96% 76.15%| 82% 80.85%| 83%

Junior Educatior|

(G37) (M)

Net Enrolment Rate EMIS 97 79.01 | 97 80.67 97 82.95 | 97 78.9 97% 78.40%)| 82% 83.08%| 83%

Junior Educatior|

(G37) (F)

Primary Completion EMIS 80 78.78 | 81 77.57 82 75.62 | 83 86.78 | 84% 83.34%| 88% 90.98%

Rate (T)

Primary Completion EMIS 80 77.74 | 81 76.2 82 74.5 83 86.49 | 84% 82.71%| 88% 89.58%

Rate (M)

Primary Completion EMIS 81 79.83 |81 78.96 82 76.75 | 83 87.07 | 84% 83.97%| 88% 92.38%

Rate (F)

Source: GPE Programme Il 2022 final report
Annex12: The Process Indicators
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Table26 - Process Indicators

2017 target

ECD A,
Grade 1,
Grade 3,
Form 1,
Form3 and
Form 5
commences

Baseline for
TPS
compliance
in place and
targets set
Developmen
t
programmes
for teachers
developed

2018

Completed

6000/7779

Completed

2018 target

ECD B, Grad Completed

2, Grade 4,
Form 2, A
Level 2
commence +
new
assessment

All schools,
including the
most remote
ones, have
been visited at
least once per
year

Development
programmes
based on TP
implemented

2019

2019

target 2020 target
Grade 5, Completed | Grade 6
Form 3 commences
commenc , Grade 7
e exams

not achieved| All
as a result of including

schools,

Covid the most
remote
ones, have
been visited
at least
twice  per
year

2021

Phase 5 (Gradt
7)
commenced;
Revised
Assessment
Framework
finalized and
shared. Hard
copies printed.
6,089 visits
undertaken
between
January  and
December
2021

2021

target
Grade 6| Completed
commence
S!

2022

All schools, NA
including

the most
remote

ones, have
been

visited at
least twice

per year

2022
Target

Grade 7
exams
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2017 target 2018 2018 target 2019 2019 2020 target 2021 2021 2022 2022
target target Target

based on

TPS

In addition| Completed | Annual Sector

to the Performance

national Review

sector meetings held

performanc at  national,

e review, provincial and

reviews held district levels.

at provincial

and district

levels with| Completed | Consolidated

participation findings and

of civil recommendati

society. ons feed into
the MTR of the
ESSP

Findings Completed | Findings from

from annual annual sector

sector performance

performanc reviews

e reviews inform the

inform  the operational

operational plans for

plans for

20182019 20192020
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2017 target 2018 2018 target 2019 2019 2020 target 2021 2021 2022 2022
target target Target

Agreed Implementati

governance on of capacity

performanc development

e standards programme

in place. for

Comprehens| Implemente | governance

ive capacity| d partially strengthening,

developmen informing

t rolling

programme operational

to workplans.

strengthen

governance

with

emphasis on

individual as

well as

institutional

strengthenin

g.

Initiate

operationali

zation of the

capacity

developmen

t

programme
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2017 target 2018 2018 target 2019
Education ECG meeting Education ECG
Coordinatio | Quarterly Coordination | meeting
n Group Group meets| Quarterly
meets according to
according to agreed

agreed meeting

meeting schedule

schedule

2019
target

Educatio
n
Coordinat
ion Group
meets
according
to agreed
meeting
schedule

ECG meeting
Quarterly

2020 target 2021

Education ECG met si;

Coordinatio | times in 2021

n Group| (4 regular and
meets 2 extraordinary
according to| meetings)
agreed

meeting

schedule

2021

target 2022

Education
Coordinati
on Group
meets
according
to agreed
meeting
schedule

2022
Target

7.9. Value for Money Summaries/Analysis

A. Effectiveness of th&sPEfunded programmein delivering PlannedActivities.

1. The Performance Scorecard of the GPE at Outputde\al December 202R(ogramme End ea).

Colour Rating Key

Red Performance belov®50%

Amber | Performance from 50% 5%

Green | Performance above 75%
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Table27- The Performance Scorecard of the GPE at Output level as at December 2021.

Performance on Indicators and Targets

Performance on the Programme Budget

Cumulative

Proportion (%) of

: Actual Amount cumulative Rgmarks/
S/N Result Indicator . Enc Performance | Rating Rational Overall Utilized (in amount utilized to Evidencé
Area Baseline Year . for - Documents
on Target in % . Budget (USD)) for the total allocation
Target rating Reporting for the given VP Refe_rence
Period indicator point
1 Equity | Transition | 17 17/17 Partially 65% 11 /17 | 2,464,000 | 2,029,176.47 | 82.4% Interview with
rate Gr 7 achieved achieved ECOZI on thd
to Form 1 11 out of 17 Independent
for 17 districts verification
lowest they carried
Districts out.
Financial
Records.
Programme
Documents
Education 632,571 100
Act 632,571
revision
including
promotion
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SIN

Result
Area

Indicator

Performance on Indicators and Targets

Performance on the Programme Budget

Baseline

End
Year
Target

Performance
on Target

Rating
in %

Rational
for
rating

Overall
Budget

Cumulative
Actual Amount
Utilized (in
(USD)) for
Reporting
Period

Proportion (%) of
cumulative
amount utilized to
the total allocation
for the given VP
indicator

Remarks/
Evidence
Documents
Reference
point

of
alternative
methods
of
discipline
other than
corporal
punishme
nt

School
Improvem
ent Grant
released

Learni
ng

No. of
primary
school
teachers
(GE:G7)
that have
participate
dinthe in
service
training
programm
e using a
new

50% x 2
teachers
per
school

2019
and
revised
to 2021
(Outstan
ding 5
districts)

2 teachers
trained  per
school in all
the
outstanding 5
districts

2
teachers
trained
per
school in
all the
outstand
ing 5
districts

2,464,000

2,464,000

100
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SN Area

Result

Indicator

Performance on Indicators and Targets

Performance on the Programme Budget

Baseline

End
Year
Target

Performance
on Target

training
package
for
Mathemat
ics

ZELA
findings
and
recommen
dations
pre 2018
adopted
and post
2018
implemen
ted

Every
school
received
Curriculu
m
Develop
ment (CD)
package
Curriculu
m

All
schools
received
the
Curriculu
m
Framew
ork and
the
Syllabus

All  the
Schools
receive
the
complet
e CD
package

All Schools
receive  the
complete CD
package

Cumulative

Proportion (%) of

; Actual Amount cumulative Remarks/
Rating Raft(')?”a' Overall Utilized (in | amount utilized to E)Eg’éﬂen:‘::ts
in % . Budget (USD)) for the total allocation Reference
rating Reporting for the given VP oint
Period indicator P
1,265,143 632,571 50% Documented
in the ECG
minutes
632,571 632,571 100 Report  the
Independent

verification by
the Education
Coalition  of
Zimbabwe

(ECOZI) to be
provided and
evidence of
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Performance on Indicators and Targets

Performance on the Programme Budget

Cumulative Proportion (%) of
Result End Rati | Actual Amount cumulative Rgmarks/
SIN Area Indicator Baseline Y2ar Performance | Rating aﬂlj(:na Overall Utilized (in amount utilized to Ifgclzi?::ts
on Target in % . Budget (USD)) for the total allocation
Target rating Reporting for the given VP Refe_rence
Period indicator point
Framewo | the ECG
rk. Assessm endorsement
Syllabuse | ent
S Framew
Assessme| ork is
nt outstand
Framewo | ing
rk)
Efficien | Female 2,464,000 | 2,464,000 100
cy Survival
Rate Form
1-4
School Policy Approval | School Target 632,571 632,570 100
Financing | not of School| Financing met
Policy approve | Financin | Policy
submitted | d g Policy | Approved on
to Cabinet XOdo LINEP
[Targets date)
revised
EMIS data 632,571 632,571 100
available
by Quarter
3
Financial summary as at December 20
Summary
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Result

S/N Indicator

Area

Performance on Indicators and Targets

Performance on the Programme Budget

Cumulative

Proportion (%) of

140

End Rati | Actual Amount cumulative Rgmarks/
Baseline Y2ar Performance Rating aﬂlj(:na Overall Utilized (in amount utilized to ggéi?::ts
on Target in % . Budget (USD)) for the total allocation
Target rating Reporting for the given VP Refe_rence
Period indicator point
Approved | Cumulative Cumulative ESPIG Annug
Summary on the FP and VP of the GPE Fund utilization Budget to | Financial Financial Progress
Date Absorption Absorption Rate | Report
Rate Template for
Projects
42,200,00 | 41,759,877.4
0
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2. Analysis of the GPE Performance on Output Indicators as at 2020

Table28 - Analysis of the GPE Performance on Output Indicators as at 2020

Indicator (s) as

TARGET: Annual target for

ACTUAL: Progress

% Performance

%
Outstanding

GPE Indicator reported in reporting period (non reporting against each | Achievement t0 be Outstanding to be transferred to
Progress Report P g per indicator (non- on Inyear 2021 (noncumulative)
of 2020 cumulative) cumulative) target transferred
9 to 2021
Proportion of N/A 100% of the
textbooks The procurement of 2020 target
pyrchased e Grade 7 new learning 1,486,216
distributed Textbooks textbook b
through GPE purchased and| 2,483,093 area lextbooks resumeq (In total, 2,432,370 Grade
grants, out of the| distributed in 2020, not yet to be textbooks will be procured, the
total distributed; 2020 target remainder will be funded by EDF)
planned by GPE are rolled over to 2021
grants (Number adjusted)
g:ES%DED 0)) Not Applicable Not Applicable
20,793 4,928 76% of the| 8,408
Ferzgft?;?ntraingxfj - 8,353 Grade 7 teachers o| - Additional 4,928 Ergtitem?]\;? -8,200 Grade 7 teachers o
throuah GPE syllabus interpretation off primary mathematics ear syllabus interpretation of the
rantg out of the the competencebased | teachers using the ne Y competencebased curriculum
tgotal ' Primary curriculum framework training package o framework
planned by GPE (ISCEDI) -1000 teacher supervisor tmh:thr?ercvagﬁfricbjzﬁ? iﬁ - Remaining 208 primary
grants on interpretation of the mathematics teachers to bg

competencebased
curriculum framework

- 5,340 primary mathematicyg

additional 28 districts

Syllabus
training  of

interpretation
Grade 7

141

trained in 5 districts (pending fron
2020)
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GPE Indicator

Indicator (s) as
reported in
Progress Report
of 2020

TARGET: Annual target for
reporting period (non
cumulative)

ACTUAL: Progress
reporting against each
indicator (non-
cumulative)

teachers (pending from
2019)

- 6,100 primary teachers or

teaching of Science usin
the new Science kit tg
promote STEM in the
context of Competence
based Curriculum

teachers rolled over int
2021 due to COVIHD9
related school closure

Lower Secondary

250

250 Secondary teachers |
two poor performing
districts in the teaching ol

204

- 204 secondary school

(ISCED 2) Mathematics content and level Science teacher
teaching methods in thg trained on  Scienc
context of new | practicals
competencybased
curriculum

54  classrooms, on
laboratory, one ICT roo
. and 50 toilets completed
Proportion of
classrooms builtf Classrooms (2019 result)
or rehabilitated | rehabilitated 188 classrooms
through GPE| using SIG top

grants, out of the
total planned by
GPE grants

up/complementa
ry funds

(2019 target)

142

% Performance
Achievement
on Inyear
target

%
Outstanding
to be
transferred
to 2021

Outstanding to be transferred to
2021 (noncumulative)

18%
target
outstanding

of the

71% of this
target was
moved to

2021
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GPE Indicator

Indicator (s) as
reported in
Progress Report
of 2020

TARGET: Annual target for
reporting period (non
cumulative)

ACTUAL: Progress
reporting against each
indicator (non-
cumulative)

ColourRating Key

Red

Performance belov®50%

Amber

Performance from 50% 5%

Green

Performance above 75%

143

% Performance
Achievement
on Inyear
target

%
Outstanding
to be
transferred
to 2021

Outstanding to be transferred to
2021 (noncumulative)
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3. Performance of the GPE Il and ESSP Sector Performance Framework showing performanceqr2@R16n set outcome indicators

Table29: Performance of the GPE Il and ESSP Setaformance Framework showing performance in 2042021 on set outcome indicators

plan-eval®

Indicators

MOV

Baseline

2017

Target
2017

Performance
score %

# Districts (out of 72)
with a G7 Pass Rat
of 50 % in
Mathematics (T)

ZImSEC

35

43

37

2018

Target
2018

# Districts (out of 72)
with a G7 Pass Rat
of 50 % in
Mathematics (M)

ZImSEC

31

37

33

54

39

# Districts (out of 72)
with a G7 Pass Rat
of 50 % in
Mathematics (F)

ZImSEC

40

50

42

50

35

# Districts (out of 63)
with a Lower
Secondary Grosg
Enrolment of at least
75% (T)

EMIS

37

39

39

59

43

# Districts (out of 63)
with a Lower
Secondary Grosg
Enrolment of at least
75% (M)

EMIS

36

39

38

35

41

# Districts (out of 63)
with a Lower
Secondary Grosg
Enrolment of at least
75% (F)

EMIS

39

42

40

36

40

Survival Rate Form 4
©) (for those
entering Form1)

EMIS

85

79.12

86

41

42

Survival Rate Form 4

(F)

EMIS

81

77.38

82

79.83

87

Survival Rate Form 4
(M)

EMIS

89

80.88

90

84

No. of CWDs
enrolled in
secondary (Form -1
6)

SPRR

6,964

11,705

8973

77.11

90

13,095

10,982

Performance
score %

2019

Target
2019

Performance
score %

41

42

2020

Target
2020

Performance
score %

33

38

17

45

2021

Target
2021

Performance
score %

2022

Target
2022

Performance
score %

46

45

14

40

39

43

21

46

38

42

26

45

58%

43

44

22

a4

50%

84.16

88

30

45

67%

86.11

85

85.4

89

82.23

91

87.86

87

70.54

83.04

91

74.05

15,506

12,991

13,823

15,000

67.27

Net Enrolment Rate
ECD A (T)

EMIS

20

15.44

25

62%

15.2

30

51%

15.29

35

Net Enrolment Rate
ECD A (M)

EMIS

20

15.09

25

60%

15.07

30

50%

15.2

35

12.61

40

Net Enrolment Rate
ECD A (F)

EMIS

20

15.79

25

63%

Net Enrolment Rate
ECD B (T)

EMIS

35

31.73

40

15.32

30

51%

15.38

35

12.57

40

0.00%

16%

0%

23.8

17%

Net Enrolment Rate
ECD B (M)

EMIS

35

31.24

40

31.29

45

70%

30.69

50

12.65

40

10.82%

16%

68%

23.45

17%

61%

26.04

55

11.14%

16%

70%

24.14

17%

Net Enrolment Rate

ECD B (F)

EMIS

35

32.21

40

30.87

45

69%

30.17

50

60%

25.96

55

21.36%

27%

79%

26.96

31.72

45

70%

31.2

50

62%

26.13

55

21.15%

27%

78%

26.73

144

21.57%

27%

80%

27.18
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Indicators

MoV

Baseline

2017

Target
2017

Performance
score %

Percentage of
Children with
Disabilities enrolled
in ECD A and B

EMIS

15

0.93

20

2018

Target
2018

Performance
score %

2019

Percentage of Out of]
School Children off
Primary School Agg
(6-12)

MICS

25

Performance
score %

Target

2019 2020

Target
2020

Performance
score %

30

4.70%

35

2021

Target
2021

Performance
score %

2022

Target
2022

Performance
score %

Percentage of Out of]
School Children of|
Secondary  Schoo|
Age (1318)

MICS

Number of Children
with Disabilities
enrolled in Primary
and Secondary|
Education (excl.
Special Schools) (T)

EMIS

42,000

64,489

44,000

23.60%

Number of Children
with Disabilities
enrolled in Primary
and Secondary
Education (excl.
Special Schools) (M)

EMIS

23,520

36,416

24,200

61,946

47,500

#DIV/0!

18

83,275

Number of Children
with Disabilities
enrolled in Primary
and Secondary|
Education (excl.
Special Schools) (F)

EMIS

18,480

28,073

19,800

34,749

25,650

#DIV/0!

50,000 67,306

46,499

Learning
Performance Grade|
2 ¢ Numeracy (T)

ZELA

68%

55.50%

69%

27,197

21,850

55,000

26,500 36,555

36,776

Learning
Performance Grade|
2 ¢ Numeracy (M)

ZELA

0%

51.60%

0%

72.20%

70%

28,600

77,630

70,000

23,500 30,751

60%

69.40%

0%

26,400

42,207

38,000

70% 70%

56.90%

70%

35,423

32,000

1%

72.10%

75%

70.60%

75%

75.9

75%

Learning
Performance Grade|
2 ¢ Numeracy (F)

ZELA

0%

59.40%

0%

Learning
Performance Grade|
2 ¢ English (T)

ZELA

52%

68.40%

54%

Learning
Performance Grade|
2 ¢ English (M)

ZELA

0%

63.90%

0%

Learning
Performance Grade
2 ¢ English (F)

ZELA

0%

72.70%

0%

Learning
Performance Grade
2 ¢ Shona (T)

ZELA

70%

0%

70%

Learning
Performance Grade
2 ¢ Ndebele (T)

ZELA

78%

0%

79%

74.40%

63.10%

74%

61.10%

58% 75%

55.70%

60%

73.50%

75%

74

75%

0% 73%

75.30%

75%

80

75%

73.20%

75%

v

76%

%

7%

Net Enrolment Rate
Junior Education
(G37) (T)

EMIS

95

77.52

95

71%

Net Enrolment Rate
Junior Education

(G37) (M)

EMIS

93

76.03

94

2%

77.30%

75%

74

76%

80%

81.18

80%

78

76%

96 78.14

79.41

96%

95 77.37

96%

77.28%

82%

145

76.15%

82%

81.97%

83%

80.85%

83%
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Indicators MOV

Baseline

2017

Target
2017

Performance
score %

Net Enrolment Rate
Junior Education
(G37) (F)

EMIS

97

79.01

97

2018

Target
2018

Primary Completion

Rate (T) EMIS

80

78.78

81

80.67

97

Primary Completion

Rate (M) EMIS

80

77.74

81

77.57

82

Primary Completion

Rate (F) EMIS

81

79.83

81

76.2

82

# Districts (out of
72) with a G7 Pas
Rate of 50 % in
Mathematics (T)

ZimSEC

35

43

37

78.96

82

# Districts (out of
72) with a G7 Pas
Rate of 50 % in
Mathematics (M)

ZImSEC

31

37

33

54

39

# Districts (out of
72) with a G7 Pas
Rate of 50 % in
Mathematics (F)

ZImSEC

40

50

42

50

35

# Districts (out of
63) with a Lower
Secondary Gros
Enrolment of at
least 75% (T)

EMIS

37

39

39

59

43

# Districts (out of
63) with a Lower
Secondary Gros
Enrolment of at
least 75% (M)

EMIS

36

39

38

35

41

# Districts (out of
63) with a Lower
Secondary Gros
Enrolment of at
least 75% (F)

EMIS

39

42

40

36

40

Survival Rate]
Form 4 (T) (for
those  entering
Form1)

EMIS

85

79.12

86

41

42

Survival Rate)

Form 4 (F) EMIS

81

77.38

79.83

87

Survival Rate)

Form 4 (M) EMIS

89

80.88

82.6

84

No. of CWDS
enrolled in
secondary (Form
1-6)

SPRR

6,964

11,705

77.11

90

Net  Enrolment

Rate ECD A (T) EMIS

20

15.44

13,095

10,982

15.2

30

Performance
score %

51%

2019

Target
2019

Performance
score %

82.95

97

2020

Performance
score %

Target
2020

2021

Target
2021

75.62

83

78.9

97%

78.40%

82%

74.5

83

87

84%

83.34%

88%

76.75

83

87

84%

82.71%

88%

41

42

88

84%

83.97%

88%

33

38

17

45

Performance
score %

2022

Performance
score %

Target
2022

83.08%

83%

90.98%

#DIV/0!

89.58%

#DIV/0!

92.38%

#DIV/0!

46

45

14

40

39

43

21

46

26

45 58%

38

42

22

44 50%

43

44

84.16

88

30

45 67%

86.11

85

854

89

70.54

82.23

91

87.86

87

74.05

15,506

12,991

83.04

91

67.27

15.29

35

Net  Enrolment

Rate ECD A (M) | M!S

20

15.09

25

15.07

30

50%

15.2

35

13,823

12.61

15,000

40

0.00%

16%

0%

23.8

17%

Net  Enrolment

Rate ECD A (F) EMIS

20

15.79

25

Net  Enrolment

Rate ECDB(T) | EM!S

35

31.73

40

15.32

30

51%

15.38

35

12.57

40

10.82%

16%

68%

23.45

17%

Net  Enrolment

Rate ECD B (M) | EMIS

35

31.24

40

31.29

45

70%

30.69

50

12.65

40

11.14%

16%

70%

24.14

17%

61%

26.04

55

21.36%

27%

79%

26.96

30.87

45

69%

30.17

50

60%

25.96

55

21.15%

27%

78%

26.73
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. . Target Target Performance Target Performance Target Performance Target Performance Target Performance
Indicators Mov Baseline 2017 2027 2018 20:?8 score % 2019 20:?9 score % 2020 2030 score % 2021 2031 score % 2022 2032 score %
Net - Enrolment| g\ 35 3221 | 40 31.72 45 70% 31.2 50 62% 26.13 55 2157% | 27% 80% 27.18
Rate ECD B (F)
Percentage of
Children with
Disabilities EMIS 15 0.93 20 25 30 35
enrolled in ECD A
and B
Percentage of Ouf
of Sc_hool Children MICS 4.70% 5
of Primary Schoo
Age (612)
Percentage of Ouf
of School Children
of Secondary| MICS 23.60% 18
School Age (3
18)
Number of
Children with
Disabilities
enrolled in
Primary and| EMIS 42,000 64,489 | 44,000 61,946 47500 83,275 50,000 67,306 55,000 77,630 70,000
Secondary
Education  (excl.
Special Schools|
M
Number of
Children with
Disabilities
enrolled in
Primary and| EMIS 23,520 36,416 | 24,200 34,749 25,650 46,499 26,500 36,555 28,600 42,207 38,000
Secondary
Education  (excl.
Special Schools|
(M)
Number of
Children with
Disabilities
enrolled n
Primary and| EMIS 18,480 28,073 | 19,800 27,197 21,850 36,776 23,500 30,751 26,400 35,423 32,000
Secondary
Education  (excl.
Special Schools|
(F)
Learning
Performance ZELA 68% 55:50 | 6994 72.20% | 70% 60% 70% 70% 70% 72.10% | 75% 75.9 75%
Grade 2 ¢ %
Numeracy (T)
Learning
Performance ZELA 0% 5160 69.40% | 0% 56.90% 71% 70.60% | 75% 74 75%
Grade 2 ¢ %
Numeracy (M)
Learning
Performance ZELA 0% 9940 | 1, 74.40% | 0% 63.10% 74% 73.50% | 75% 80 75%
Grade 2 ¢ %
Numeracy (F)
Learning
Performance ZELA 52% 68.40 | 5405 56% 61.10% | 58% 75% 60% 75.30% | 75% 77 76%

Grade 2¢ English
M

%
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Target

MoV 2017

Indicators Baseline 2017

Performance
score %

2018

Target
2018

Performance

score % 2019

Target
2019

Performance
score %

2020

Target
2020

Performance
score %

2021

Target
2021

Performance
score %

2022

Performance
score %

Target
2022

Learning
Performance o 63.90
Grade 2¢ English ZELA 0% %

(M)

0%

73.90%

0%

55.70%

0%

73%

73.20%

75%

76%

Learning
Performance o 72.70
Grade 2¢ English ZELA 0% %

()

0%

Learning
Performance
Grade 2¢ Shona
M

ZELA 70% 0% 70%

Learning
Performance
Grade Z; Ndebele

M

ZELA 78% 0% 79%

Net  Enrolment
Rate Junior
Education (GJ)

M

EMIS 95 77.52 95

82%

78.40%

0%

%

71%

7%

79%

71%

79.21

95

80%

2%

77.30%

75%

76%

83% 81.18

96

80%

78.14

96%

77.28%

82%

81.97%

83%

Net  Enrolment
Rate Junior
Education (GJ)
(M)

EMIS 93 76.03 94

81%

77.74

94

83% 79.41

95

77.37

96%

76.15%

82%

80.85%

83%

Net  Enrolment
Rate Junior
Education (GJ)
(F)

EMIS 97 79.01 97

81%

Primary
Completion Rate|

M

EMIS 80 78.78 81

Primary
Completion Rate|

M)

EMIS 80 77.74 81

Primary
Completion Rate|

()

EMIS 81 79.83 81

Total

outcome
indicators

Average

scores
across all

2671%

Average performance over the years (202022) =75%

80.67

97

83% 82.95

77.57

82

97

75.62

76.2

82

83

78.9

97%

78.40%

82%

83.08%

745

78.96

82

83

87

84%

83.34%

88%

83%

90.98%

76.75

83

87

84%

82.71%

88%

89.58%

2608%

88

84%

83.97%

88%

92.38%

2505%

78%

57102%

148

1864%

1031.1
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B. EfficiencyAnalysis

i. Analysis of Cash Advance Retirement Ration

Table30: Analysis ofCashAdvancesRetirement Ratio

plan-eval”

SIN | GPE First Date of| Amount of | Next Report| Outstanding | Retired Sums| Efficiency Ratio Interpretation

Component | Cash Cash Advance | Date Cash Advancq (difference
Advance Sum in (as| from column
Appearance contained in| 4 and 6
in the Report the report)

1 GPE Fixeq 09 December $382,408.08 09 $28,506.44 | $353,901.64 | 28506.44/1176950.82 7 0.16 efficiency ratio on cas
part: 2016 to 31 December 0.16 advance retirement in a year
SC160641 December 2016 to 31 very low. This shows much delg

2018 December in the retirement of advance
2020 made on the GPHEunded
programme implementation

Good Practice is that cas
advances are retired within th
shortest possible time ang
frequently instead of once in
year or two years.
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SIN | GPE First Date of| Amount of | Next Report| Outstanding | Retired Sumsg Efficiency Ratio Interpretation
Component | Cash Cash Advance | Date Cash Advance (difference

Advance Sum in (as| from column
Appearance contained in| 4and 6
in the Report the report)

2. GPE VP an{ 1st 0 GPE VP an{ 01 September 34.35 Analysis could not b¢ Analysis could not be mad
MP: September MP 2018 to 31 made because no othe| because no other data on th
SC180783 2018 to 3T SC180783 | December data on the cash advang cash advance retirement i

December 2020 retirement is provided | provided.
2018
ii. Abridged Analysis of Accounts Payable Ratio (Captured in termsuadlysis of the Speed dBPR2 & t | & YC®ifniitdnent8 ® vendorsand
Partnerg
Table31 - Annual GPE Outstanding Commitments by the end of each fiscal Year
S/IN GPE Component | Year of Outstanding Amount of | Interpretation Implication
Commitment Outstanding
Commitment
1 GPE Fixed par{ 2018 691,501.55 Only 34.22% of the Commitment wg This suggests that on naual basis, the
SC160641 cleared by the next accounting yeg programme is having catalogues of overd

2 2019 454,896.55 and no data was provided for th| outstanding payments/commitments to eithg

number of times the payment wa| partners or vendor. This in effect can undermi

3 2020 515,847.13 made. By the 2nd vyear, th|quality of output, a negative effect o
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S/IN GPE Component | Year of Outstanding Amount of | Interpretation Implication
Commitment Outstanding
Commitment

commitment instead of increase( devaluation and inflation can set in, therel
again by 13.40% instead of reducing reducing the purchsing power of already
approved fund for services/activities.

4 GPE VP and MH 2018 68,523.98 The Commitment instead of reducin Repayment of Commitments are increasi
SC180783 as the year progresses, it increases| more than it is expected to reduce. This sho
5 2019 101,759.19 49% and 131% in theroceeding years some administrative bottleneck in programn
(2019 and 2020) administration processes that need to K

6 2020 234,829.50

addressed for effective delivery of programm
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iii. Analysis of FundReleaseand Timeliness

a. Fund Release to Chiredzi District of Masvingo Province

plan-eval”

Table32: Analyses of fund release and timeliness: Chiredzi Distii¢asvingo Province (2024 2023)

(Release spilled into 2023 instead of end year of 2022)

Difference
in  Amount
No. of | Planned/Ag Agreed/
Programme Tranches | reed Period| Actual Date of SEeiat DAs o Anticipated Released Releas_,e _to Timeliness of fund| Remar
Year | Component/ Programme - the District
o fund was | of Fund | Fund Release . fund inflow | Amount (%) Release ks
Initiative Implementation from
released | Release %)
Approved
sum
Within the expected
2021 | DOP 1 Data ' not| g/5/5021 JUNE 2021 | 500 500 0 Month o
provided programme/activity
commencement
Data not Within the expected
COMMUNITY provided Month of
2021 OUTREACH 1 7/15/2021 JULY 2021 2920 2920 0 programme/activity
commencement
2021 | AND 1 P 10/15/2021 OCTOBER 2021 2299.07 2299 roqramme/activit
COUNCELLIN prog y
commencement
Data not 0 Within the expected
MIIEF provided Month of
2022 WORKSHOP 1 3/18/2022 March 2022 606 606 programme/activity
commencement
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Difference
in  Amount
No. of | Planned/Ag Agreed/
Programme Tranches | reed Period| Actual Date of S TEEIE DA (o Anticipated Released Releas_,e _to Timeliness of fund| Remar
Year | Component/ Programme . the District
o fund was | of Fund | Fund Release n fund inflow | Amount ($) Release ks
Initiative Implementation from
released | Release (€3)
Approved
sum
SYLLABUS D:a()'c\:;tide(rj]ot 0 \I\/AV(l)tmE the expect(()efd
2022 | INTERPRETA] 1 P 10/15/2022 OCTOBER 2027 5540 5540 o
ON programme/activity
commencement
Data not 0 Within the expected
2022 | MATHS TOT | 1 provided | o/1919022 | SEPTEMBER | 155805 15281 Month o
2022 programme/activity
commencement
Data not 0 Within the expected
GUIDANCE .
2022 | AND 1 provided | g/15/5002 Sy MOER | 3978 3278 '\"r‘;”trgmme/acﬂvit"f
COUNCELLIN prog y
commencement
2023 | LEADERSHIP| 1 P 1/4/2023 JANUARY 2023| 7629.78 7630 roarammel/activit
WORKSHOP prog y
commencement
Data not 0 Within the expected
G&C/CHILD provided Month of
2023 PROTECTION 1 23/01/23 JANUARY 2023| 9071 9071 programme/activity
commencement
Data not Within the expected
provided Month of
NetTotal 47,124.35 4712435 | 0 programme/activity
commencement
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Table33- Analysis of the Availability of funds as at when due, and according to Agreed/approved sum: MoPSE Mutoko District, MastibBaktRrovince
Year Programme | No. o| Planned Actual Expected Agreed/Antic | Released Difference in
Component | Tranches | /Agreed Date of @ Date for | ipated fund | Amount Sum Release tg
/Initiative fund wa¢ Period of | Fund Programme inflow (©)] the District
released | Fund Release | Implementati | (Budgeted) from Approved
Release on %) sum
2017 | No data NDP NDP NDP NDP 33286.03 | 33286.03 0
provided
(NDP)
2018 NDP NDP NDP NDP NDP 3,256.94 3,256.94 0
2019 NDP NDP NDP NDP NDP 26,862.60 | 26,862.60 0
2020 | NDP NDP NDP NDP NDP 1,527.04 1,527.04 0
2021 NDP NDP NDP NDP NDP 500.00 500.00 0
Source: Plan Eval
b. Analysis of the GPE Fund Release to UNICEF, Timeliness of Releases, and Fund Utilization Capacity
Table34 - Analysis of the GPE Fund Release to UNICEF, Timeliness of Releases, and Fund Utilization Capacity
No. of Expected % of Fund % of | Remarks
Programme ' Effective Actual Date Date for | Timelines Outstanding Actual Utilisatio Unspent to
Tranches : Released % of Fund . Unspent
Year | Component/ f Period of of Fund Programme | of fund Agreed fund ($) Fund (Fund : Spending on non total sum
o und was Amount ($) . Receivable Amount
Initiative released Fund Release, Release Implt_amenta Release Receivable) Released fund reflea(sjed released
tion un
Decl8 | The GPE 1 09/12/2016 ¢ 22,226,400.00 | 20,066,400 2,160,000 10 12,073,064.21 | 60 7,993,335.79 | 40
Multiplier 31/12/2019
Fixed Part
Decl9 | The GPE 1 09/12/2026 ¢ 22,226,400.00 | 22,226,400.00 | O 0 16,397,371.29 | 74 5,829,028.71 | 26
Multiplier 31/12/2021
Fixed Part
SCl60641
Decem | The GPE 1 22,226,400.00 | 22,226,400 0 0 17,322,240.07 | 78 4,904,159.93 | 22
ber, Multiplier
2020 Fixed Part
Year GPE Variable 1 01/09/2018 ¢ | September 7,490,000.00 0 7,490,000.00 | 100 0 #DIV/O! 0 #DIV/O!
Ending | and 01/12/2020 2018
Decem | Multiplier
ber Fund
2018
Year GPE Variabl¢ 1 01/09/2018 ¢ 22,937,400.00 | 8,843,703.01 | 14,093,696.99 | 61 87,464.91 1 8,756,238.10 | 99
Ending | and 31/12/2021
Decem | Multiplier
ber Fund
2019
Year GPE Variable 1 01/09/2018 ¢ 23,133,400.00 | 16,506,737.53 | 6,626,662.47 | 29 6,194,992.11 38 10,311,745.42 | 62
Ending | and 31/12/2022
Decem | Multiplier
ber, Fund
2020
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7.10. Contribution Summaries

Contribution to Policy Change: Analysis of Change in the Education sector budget and Budgetary
Allocation of the Education Sector

Analysis of MoPSE Allocation for 2016 to 2023stmw how the GPEunded programmehas
been able to influence increase in Budgetary allocation to the sector.

Between 2016 and 2017 the budget of the MoPSE declined from USD810.44m to USD803.77m. By
2019, the allocation increased by almost about 50%, and the increase continued till 2022 to
USD1174.1m (that is approximately 50% increase from what it was in 20brigiithere was a
decline in the 2023 budget which was deliberate measure to stabilize the effect of overspending
of the sector in the past year. With tloraft School finaning policy, it is obvious th&PEunded
programmeis able to positively influendie sector resource allocation.

At the Ministry programme levels there has also been some improvement especially on the aspect
of the programme that relates to access and equity. Table 28 below presents the analysis on the
education programme resourcelatation.

Table35- MoPSE budget 2018023 (USD Millions)

Programmes Budget Amounts

2016 2017 2018 2019 202C° | 2021 2022 2023
1| Policy and 11.47 | 10.64 |13.87 |23.16 | 3224 |37.8 55.60 | 50.65
Administration
2| Education 5.75 2.29 2.84 7.93 9.86 24.9 41.95 | 70.13
Research,

Innovation and

Development
3| Infant education | 144.24 | 214.44 K 24257 | 301.56 | 110.17 | 100.2 169.99 | 151.22
4| Junior Education | 373.86 | 305.21 | 333.87 | 415.53 | 156.32 | 295.8 | 504.89 | 377.47

5| Secondary 275.12 | 269.79 | 306.76 | 377.87 | 133.44 | 191.8 | 360.30 | 285.42
Education

6| Learner Supporl - 1.40 6.68 6.28 88.19 24.4 41.39 37.21
Services
Total 810.44 | 803.77 | 906.59 | 1132.3 | 530.22 | 674.9 1174.1 | 972.1

Source: 202E&ducation Budget Analysis of MoPSE

aynpun 06dzRISE O2y @SNI SR (i2 | PE®1budjet dhivértBd aUSD ta ¢f 36YND\G2M20mn X H N

Oy MOYHHNOH HX 0 dzRASG O2y @SNISR G F NIXraGS 2F ! {5mMY ¥w%2[manpdcTt S
the Willing Buyer Willing Seller rate of USD1:ZWL649.4 (Source: Zimbabwe 2023 EducatiorriBf)dget B
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Figurel3- Education Programme Budget Analysis from 2@18023
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Source: 2023 Education Budget Analysis of MOPSE

Adverse macroeconomic conditions characterized High inflation and severe exchange rate
depreciationdecimated the 2022 MoPSE budget, including erosion salaries and wages for teachers
which led to the revision of the budget from the initial Z$124.1 il to Z$229 billion As such, the

2023 National budget in real termstlserefore USD972.4million (Using the exchange rate of US$1:

Z$ 649.4)

Because of inflation, Budget overruns have widened since 2018, with total actual expenditure
exceeding budget b3% in 2019 and 99% in 2020.2020 the MoPSE was allocated ZW$8.6 billion
and spent ZW$17.3 billion, representing 99% budget overrun. The over expenditure is mainly
attributed to high inflation and exchange rate deprecation which significantly eroakotagion
budget, resulting in major adjustments of some budget lines, particularly wages and salaries. The trend
was however reversed in 2021 with the Ministry underspending by 21.4%, In 2022, by 30 September,
The Ministry had spent 52.7% of its Z$229dsilrevised budget.

2023 MoPSE budget by Programme and Economic classification

As a share of total MOPSE budget, the Junior Education budget was reduced from 43% in 2022 to 39
% in 2023 having been increased significantly from 29% in 2020 to 44% in B@2%edondary
Education budget was reduced 31% in 2022 to 29 % in 2023, having increased marginally by 3
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percentage points from 28% in 2021 to 31% in 2022. On the other hand, Infant Education budget was
increased from 14% of total budget in 2022 to 16%022 The share of the Learner Support Services
budget having been drasticallgducedfrom 16% in 2020 to 4% in 202dnd to 3% in 2022 is at 4% in
2023. Education, Research, Innovation and Development changed.

Between 2020 and 2021, there has been a progressive increase in budgetary utilization for Learner
Support Services from 26% to 39%, which is a key funding for critical social investment in the education
sector, and provide direct benefit to the poor andnerable learners. Though the budget is relatively

low, shift from 26% in 2020 to 39% in 2021 is a progressive advancement towards ensuring equitable
access to quality basic education. However, there is need to scale up investment in the sector

Figurel4- 2023 allocation byprogramme, MoPSE

‘ = Policy and Administration
A m Education Research, Innovatior
and Development
16% = Infant education

= Junior Education

= Secondary Education

= Learner Support Services

Source: MoFED
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Figurel5¢ 2022 Allocation byprogramme MoPSE

= Policy and Admin

= Education Research,
Innovation and Development

» Infant Education

= Junior Education

= Secondary Education

= Learner Support Services

Source: MoFED

Table36 - Zimbabwe Inflation rate (calculated from the CPI for 2010 to 2022.

Zimbabwe Inflation Rate Historical Data
Year Inflation Rate (%) Annual Chang€%)
2021 98.55 -458.66
2020 557.20 301.90
2019 255.31 244.69
2018 10.62 9.72
2017 0.89 2.44
2016 -1.54 0.89
2015 -2.43 -2.23
2014 -0.20 -1.83
2013 1.64 -2.09
2012 3.73 0.26
2011 3.47 0.44
2010 3.02 0.44

Source: ZIMSTAT
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7.11. Summary of KeAbpecificAchievements of the GPE I

Table37 - Summary of Key/Specific Achievements of the GPE Il

plan-eval”

S/IN | GPE Programme Component Smmary of Key Achievement/Milestone Attained Remarks
1 Achievement of the GPE under the Covii 1. The fund supported education radio programmes, as \| Although COVIQ9 and related
19 Accelerated Fund householdlevel distribution of learning materials focusq school closures negativelyppacted
on early childhood development (ECD) and |the ZUNDAF and CPD educat
accompanying caregiver guidance note that reached 11| outcome indicators, UNICEF ma
children aged &7. progress towards quality, inclusiv
2. Radio station partneships were established to broadcd education, by reprogrammin
the lessons, including in indigenous languages for the | US$5.2 million in education fundin
level. for the COVIEL9 response,
3. In total, UNICEF supported the development of more th primarily to support backo-school
1,000 primary school radio lessons as well as secon| preparations and educain
school lessons. continuity.
4. U-Report data indicates .2 million children benefitted
surpassing the annual target of 1 million and providing
example of how COVAI® opened opportunities for remotg
and alternative education approaches, particularly to se
marginalized children.
5. Finally, UNICEF partneredvith the United Nationg

Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNES
to support the Ministry of Primary and Secondg
9RdzOF A2y Qa NBASINOK | yR
capacity.
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S/N

GPE Programme Component

mmary of Key Achievement/Milestone Attained

Remarks

GPE Il under the Fixed Part Multiplier Fu
across the 4 components objectives:

Providing a strong policy, legal af
NE3dzt  G2NE FNI YSg2

{dzYYlF NB 27F KAS Il OKAS@SYSyi
legal and regulatoryf NI YS g2 NJ Q&

The evaluation assessed that the GPE Il Programme convin
provided strong policy, legal and regulatory frameworks t
adequately propelled the education sector towards t
attainment of equity and access to learning. To this end,
programme successfully supported the Government of Zimbal
in developing the following legacy policies Law and Policies:

1. The Education Amendment Act.

The Educatiolmendment Bilsuccessfully moved from a bill {
an Act and was disseminated to all the 10\ynzes and the 72
Districts through workshops held in three regions, South
region covering Bulawayo, Matabeleland North and South:
Northern Region covering Harare, Mashonaland Central, Eas
West Provinces and the Eastern and Central Region ioay
Masvingo, Manicaland and Midlands Provinces. The targets

the Provincial Education Directors (PED), the Deputy PED
District Schools Inspectors (DSIs) and School Inspectors. Foc
on the new provisions which include the abolition of corda
punishment, the retention of pregnant girls, the provision

sanitary wear, and the provision of state funded basic educati

2. The School Financing Policy

The School Financing Policy is meant to address the issu
underfunding and the inequitable dribution of resources in the

education sector and the school system. The policy is

The GPE Il Programme successf
supported the Government ¢
Zimbabwe in developing stron
policy, legal, delivy, and
regulatory frameworks for the
education sector towards th
attainment of quality, equity, ang
access to learning, aided by th
improved supply of teachin
materials, books, capacitation (
teachers and school administrato
and infrastructure.
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S/N

GPE Programme Component

mmary of Key Achievement/Milestone Attained

Remarks

expected to give life to the basic state funded education
providing the optimal model of delivery. The policy was finali
and submitted to the cabinet and is cently awaiting approval.

3. Inclusive Education Policy.

The Inclusive Education Policy is meant to equalize educs:
opportunities for all children including children with disabilitig
The thrust is on making available the necessary investment,
proper teaching and learning materials, devices, and pedagq
for the CwDs. The policy has been finalised and is awaiting ca|
approval.

Implementing a new education curriculuf

Institutional strengthening

Summary of the Achievements on Implementing the ne
education curriculum

1. Procurement and Distribution of 12,432,370 textbook

Towards the attainment of the second component/objective
the GPE Il Programme which targets at implementing the

curriculum, the GPE Il Programme contributed to Inclus
Learning in multdimensional ways that includes policy supp
for Inclusive Learning, capacity building, as well as contribu
towards pocurement of 12,432,370 textbooks under phase 5
Grade 7, of which 1,486,216 were directly procured under the
II' funds. The Programme completed the distribution the
1,486,216 textbooks, which was in the programme outputs

outcomes plan. The reaining 10,946,154 textbooks wer
procured using the EDF funds as the two funds pla

complementary role in supporting the implementation of tf
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S/N

GPE Programme Component

mmary of Key Achievement/Milestone Attained

Remarks

competencebased curriculum. The textbooks will play a pivd
role in improving the learning outcomes at pany school level
The distribution of the books to the targeted 5,441 disadvanta
schools in all the 72 districts in the country which commence
September 2021 was completed in the first quarter of 2022.

2. Support in the training of secondargchool teachers in
the effective teaching of Mathematics and thq
strengthening of the Mathematics Subject Association

The Competencbased Curriculum places emphasis on

teaching of STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering
Mathematics). This initiate was successful. In 2022, GPE
funding supported the training of secondary school teacher
the effective teaching of Mathematics and the strengthening
the Mathematics Subject Association through training of 4.}
teachers at Cluster level in thegfective teaching of Mathematicg
This was followed by the training of Mathematics teachers
Lower Secondary level to improve the 'O’ Level Mathematics
rate. Feedback from Secondary training indicates that
intervention was successful. Teachemsnmented on the succes
of the training in improving learning outcomes, teachg
benefited from the trainings, and they indicated that more of s
training targeted at the teaching of specific topics needed to
organized. They however requested for adate logistical
arrangements that facilitate acceptable accommodati
transportation, and upkeep in future capacity building session
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S/N

GPE Programme Component

mmary of Key Achievement/Milestone Attained

Remarks

Equity and access to learning

Summary of the Achievements of the Programme towards t
attainment of Equity andaccess to learning

For SIG in 2022, 836 disadvantaged schools received GP
Complementary Funding. Of these, 691 schools rece
US$5,000 and either constructed and or rehabilitated sq
classrooms and 145 schools received US$10,000 and constr,
scence laboratories or converted classrooms into laboratol
reaching out to 347,398 learners (173,200 girls and 174,198 b
As a result, enrolment and quality of learning improved in th
schools. (Source: GPE ESPIG Annual Progress Ez2ij.

With regards to parental engagement in Early Learning, UN
successfully worked with CARITAS Zimbabwe (CZ) and Mo}
promote foundational literacy and numeracy skills to childreh
years using story books. An3onth programme was designed {
support paents and caregivers support their children in literg
and numeracy. A training manual was developed and use
support the training parents. 478 out of the 500 registen
parents from 5 Provinces were trained.

To support education for children with diséitles, UNICEH
effectively supported the development of-Ease/Client Datd
Management System, repair of braille machines benefitting 9,
learners 5,009 boys and 4,595 girls, procurement of assis
devices and distributed to 77,000 CWDs (42,000 bo$s)0®

girls) distributed to 1,294 targeted disadvantaged second
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S/N

GPE Programme Component

mmary of Key Achievement/Milestone Attained

Remarks

schools largely in the rural communities benefiting 640,(
learners.

Institutional Strengthening for Efficiency
and Retention

Achievement On Institutional Strengthening for Efficiency ai
Retention

The GPE Il Programme was successful in supporting results
strategic education sector planning on institutional strengtheni
improved leadership and management capacities winghroved
learning capabilities which in turn buttressed efficient delivery
equitable, quality, inclusive, relevant, and competemteven
Infant, Junior, Secondary and Nfrmal Education.

(1) Strategic SectoPlanning:and (2) Programme Monitorin
were two interrelated sets of activities that supported th
success of the programme. Overall, they both helped creg
a robust implementation framework that was felt by ef
users.

(2) For Strategic Planning, the ESSP 20245 was
disseminated to all the 10 provinces and 72 distri
culminating into the development of the district an
provincial operational plans which are local level plang
provide local solutions but based on the ESSP indicators

(3) In terms of the review, arEducation Sector Performang
Report was developed, and it resulted in the Joint Se
Review.

Landmark contributions of the GPE
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S/N

GPE Programme Component

mmary of Key Achievement/Milestone Attained

Remarks

Contribution reforms an

changes

to policy

The evaluation learned that contributions to poli
reforms/changes wereeffected through the transition of the
education bill to an Act. The policies [listed earlier in this rep
would provide a londasting framework and basis for entrenchi
the education rights and privileges of the people, and
resultant effect of thé will improve chances for subsequent pol
changes in the sector.

Contribution reforms an(

changes

to policy

Positive Change on Funding Commitm
to Education

Analysis of the Education sector budget and Budgeta
Allocation of theEducation Sector

The GPE Il funding criteria placed demands on the recif
country in terms of commitment to the sector. For th
Government of Zimbabwe, the commitment was in the follow
areas:

1. Resource allocation to educationThe Governmen
committed to 14.92%, 14.18%, 13.56%, 15%, 16.5%,
18% budgetary allocation to the education sect(
through the Ministry MoPSE and programme 3 of {
Ministry of Public Service Labor & Social Welf
(MPSLSW) over the period 2042025 The programme
3 of the MPSLSW budget has an allocation of the B
Education Assistance Module (BEAM) under the S¢
Benefits line. Summary of the budgetary allocati

analysis of the sector is presented in Table 32. |

165



unicef &

*
for every child plan cval

S/IN | GPE Programme Component Summary of Key Achievement/Milestone Attained Remarks

expected that these commitnmés are aligned of
integrated  within the Country Mediurterm
Expenditure Plan or any Fiscal strategy framework
onward integration unto the annual budget. Th
evaluation among others also measured how far the (
Il Programme brought about positive aiges in the
budgetary allocation of the Government to the educati
sector, and consequently how the Government co
meet these commitments or not, and possibly how t
Dt9 LL tNBAINIYYS A& Fof
commitment to budgetary/resource kication to the
education sector.

2. Policy commitments on equity and efficiency on th
following priority areas of the Countrythrough

a) Development of a national education financi
framework that operationalises state funde
education in Zimbabwe by mi2D22;

b) Developing and implementing the nation
catchup strategy framework by Dec 2021
enable the new compressed syllabus 4
blended approach to learning to be successfl
rolled out across Zimbabwe so that all childr
can catch up on their lost leaing;
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c) Making measurable progress against the
actions set out in the Safe to Learn Campéig
ending violence in schools, by 2025 throu
development, adoption, implementation, an
review of relevant policies; and Strengtheni
school systems and infriacture.
Contribution to Inclusive Learnin| The Inclusive Education Policy is the main legacy initiative o
Initiatives GPE 1l Programme for a sustained environment for inclu
learning in the country. However, the Programme made ot
milestone contributions to Inclusive Learning in the country
supporting the implementation of the Competenbased
Curriculum (CBC) through the textbook procurements
support in the training of Secondary school teachers in effeg
teaching of Mathenatics under the STEM initiative.
Contributions to Improved Learnin| Other results of the GPE Il Programme were in contributing
Capacities and Outcomes improved learning capacities and outcomes through
initiatives. The analysis of the key perfante indicators or
AYKS {FFS G2 [SINY /IFYLFAIYQ 2F D2% A& + OFYLIAIY (2 | RRKNE&EH). Whplenierd shd énforce”

policies that will protect children from all forms of violence in and around schaottuding online; (2). Strengthen the prevention and responses at the school level

a0Kz22faczs

GKNRdzZZK Iy AYONBIF&SR F20dza 2y (KS AYLIX SYSyidlFdAz2y 27 D2 @ SiéwmiSsgdiotabpolidiessnvchil YSy Ga asi
protectionin schools, including referral mechanisms to support victims of violence in schools, and working with parents and comnupities to eliminate child

abuse, exploitation, and discrimination; and ensure those who perpetrate are removed as teaclahnimistrators; and (4). Work with all stakeholders in schools to

promote positive discipline, social norms and gender equality, to ensure that schools are safe spaces for teaching agd (Barhvest resources effectively to
promote safer schoolsg). Improve the collection of disaggregated data and monitoring efforts to effectively address violence in schools fatlmsthl mand global

utilization.

167

g A

2 dzi



unicef &

for every child

plan-eval”

S/N

GPE Programme Component

mmary of Key Achievement/Milestone Attained

Remarks

Learning performance for grade 2 in Numeracy and English fo
year 2021 and 2022 shows very impressive performance of
and 101% performance on set target. Details of the performa
over the years is contained in tal3@ of annex13 under the GPE
result framework.

Contributions to Improved Leadership, al
Management Capability

Through several capacity strengthening initiatives, the GH
Programme has strengthened the leadership and managen
capacity of the Ministry of Primmg and Secondary Educatig
(MoPSE), and its agencies.
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7.12. Evaluators biodata and/or justification of team composition
PLAN EVAL: Evaluation team

1 Dr. Godwin Hlatshwayo, Team Leader

9 Farai Magombedze, Education Specialist

1 GraceOkechukwu, Budgeting Expert

20. CVs of the Evaluation Team and justification for its composition

Name of evaluator Justification for inclusion
Mr. Farai Magombedze Justification for inclusion:
A mp &SI NAQ HdedsifandasdyedBatidn &onsultar]
A Good understanding of the situation in Zimbabwe and
Education Sector

Education Specialist

m} A Excellent oral and writing communication skills in English, ng
communication skills in Shona.
Farai Magombedze A Experience doing assessment and evaluation MIGEF, USAII]
CV- May 2023.doc the EU, and other organisations
Mrs. Ugonwa Grace Ma¢ A Experience in implementing dondunded governance, publi
(Nee: Okechukwu) financial management, policy and strategy, and M&E refo
for over 16 years in developin@ountry (at national and sul
Budgeting Expert national levels, with about 10 years support to Civil Soc
Organizations at national and sulational levels (Federal Statd
and Local Governments).
Ck’ﬂg;rdigi‘:e A Over 16 years experiences strengthening public finar
' management refoms, development evaluation an
monitoring.

A 16 years progressive experiences in public sector bu
systems strengthening and reforms at national and-sational
levels.

A Over 12 years experiences on Civil society capacity buildin
governance, and puld financial management, as well
budget advocacy and championing of policy dialogues
increased civic space and budget accountability.

Dr. Godwin Hlatshwayo A 30 years of continuous support to the Zimbabweucation
International Team Leader system in strategy execution, monitoring and evaluation.

A on &@SINBQ SELISNASYOS Ay ¢4

% Industrial Training; monitoring, evaluation, and reportin
gender equality/gender mainstreaming in S8hhara Africa.

CV_Dr. Godwin A

_ H N & é&peNeA® in training needs assessments and cap
Hlatshwayo_ Organiz:

building in education and social protection across 5 contine

A mMp &8SIENBQ SELISNASYOS Ay @2
government, child safeguarding policy support and traini
value chais, WASH, human resources and project monito
and evaluations
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7.13. Visual Presentation of the GPE Summative Evaluation of GPE
Support to Zimbabwe

This section presents a visual presentation of the FGDs and KlI interviews carrietheutin
the GPE evaluation.

Photo 1: Mudzonga Primary School, Mutoko District, Mashonaland East Province

A P3 Rural School, headed by Mrs.
Chinomona. It has 505 Learners, 219
males, and 213 females. Klls with
Head/Deputy; 1 FGD witheachers
and 2 FGDs with Learners.

In pictures is the School Head;
Deputy Head; Cross Section of
Teachers who received capaeity
building initiatives and a cross
section of learners from ECD to
Grade 7

Photo 2: Mudzonga Primary School FGD with learners and teachers: Captured by Dr.
Godwin Hlatshwayo

Focus group discussion in progress
with Learners and teachers at
Mudzonga  Primary  Schopl.

Mutoko District
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